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1. INTRODUCTION  

®Vdrsdqmdqr bnld gdqd `mc rdd sgd l`kkr `mc sgd
tall buildings and they think that means we are 
free. But these businesses, these buildings ± who 
are they for? This is a dictatorship. The royal 
family think they own the country, and the people 
are their servants. There is no freedom here.̄  
Prisoner of conscience and prominent lawyer Dr Mohammed al-Mansoori, speaking in 2009.1 

In recent years, the government of the United Arab Emirates (UAE) has portrayed the country 

internationally as a dynamic, forward-looking state, burgeoning economic power, and political 

safe haven amid the turmoil and conflict affecting other states in the Gulf region and the 

Middle East. Dubah mnv an`rsr sgd vnqkcr s`kkdrs athkchmf+ sgd 718-meter high Burj Khalifa, 

g`r `mmntmbdc hsr `lahshnm sn adbnld sgd vnqkcr lnrs uhrhsdc bhsx+ `mc hr ctd sn adbnld

the first city in the region to host the World Expo trade fair in 2020, under the theme 

¬Bnnnecting Minds, Creating the Future. Abu Dhabi hosts, among other international events, 

sgd nmkx ®c`x sn mhfgs¯ Enqltk` Nmd Fq`mc Oqhw q`bd d`bg xd`q hm Mnudladq-  

Yet, beneath the glitz, the gloss and the glamour of the facadd sg`s sgd T@D¬r qtkdqr oqdrent 

to the outside world there is a much uglier reality, where activists who dare to challenge the 

authorities or speak out in favour of greater democracy and government accountability are 

thrown into jail . There, they are cut off from the outside world fo r months at a time before 

they are tried and sentenced to long prison terms by courts that do little more than rubber 

stamp the decisions of the UAE executive.  

Over the past three years, whsg sgd vnqkcr `ssdmshnm ok`bdc ehqlkx nm sgd mass popular 

protests that swept aside long established authoritarian rulers in Egypt and Tunisia and 

threatened the stability of other Arab governments, the UAE authorities have quietly mounted 

an unprecedented clampdown on dissent within the country. This has seen scores of arrests 

and detentions; enforced disappearances; torture and other ill -treatment of detainees; grossly 

unfair trials and the imposition of long prison sentences on government critics, and 

continuing harassment and persecution of their families.  

In some c`rdr+ sgd `tsgnqhshdr g`ud `qahsq`qhkx vhsgcq`vm hmchuhct`kr T@D bhshydmrgho+

depriving them of the rights and privileges associated with that status in the UAE and 
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rendering them stateless. They have also exiled at least two activists and deported a number 

of foreign journalists. In other cases, the authorities have banned individuals from travelling 

abroad or harassed them through other means, such as engineering the cancellation of their 

personal bank accounts, terminating their employment or hindering university studies. They 

have subjected some critics to oppressive surveillance, or publicly denigrated them as 

®Hrk`lhrsr¯ in smear campaigns in the local media and on social media platforms that aim to 

delegitimize their calls for political accountabilit y and reform. The government has also 

introduced mdv ®bxadqbqhldr¯ kdfhrk`shnm sn odm`khye internet-based criticism and dissent, 

and a repressive new anti-terrorism law that can be used to imprison peaceful activists. 

More than 100  peaceful activists and critics of the government have been prosecuted or 

jailed on broad and sweeping national security-related nq ®bxadqbqhldr¯charges in the UAE 

since the current crackdown began in 2011. As of November 2014, at least 67 of these 

activists remain in prison. They include prisoners of conscience. 

This clampdown was sparked by a March 2011  petition from a group of 133 people 

addressed to the UAE President and the Federal Supreme Council, which is formed of the 

rulers of the seven emirates. In their petition, the  signatories urged the UAE authorities to 

begin a process of democratic reform, so as to allow for greater power sharing between the 

families that rule the seven emirates that comprise the UAE federation, and who currently 

enjoy sole power, and the population that they govern.2 The signatories included a number of 

leading citizens, among them three current or former judges, lawyers, as well as university 

academics, journalists and engineers. Nineteen of the signatories were women. 

The petition called for an evolutionary process of reform, including, among other things, 

universal suffrage and for the advisory Federal National Council to be transformed into a 

directly elected parliament with full legislative and regulatory powers. The response of the 

authorities v`r tmbnloqnlhrhmfkx qdoqdrrhud- L`mx ne sgd odshshnmr rhfm`snqhdr g`ud addm

imprisoned or harassed by the authorities in the three years since they put their names to 

their call for reform.  

The crackdown began in April 2011 when the T@Dr State Security Apparatus, or Amn al-

Dawla (State Security),3 the security body mandated to protect the State and its rulers, 

arrested five activists ± known collectively as the ®T@D 4¯ ± who had called for greater 

political rights and freedoms. They included Ahmed Mansoor, a prominent human rights 

activist and signatory of the March 2011 petition , and Nasser bin Ghaith, an economist and 

university lecturer.4 Sgd `tsgnqhshdr oqnrdbtsdc sgd ldm nm bg`qfdr ne ®otakhbkx hmrtkshmf¯

sgd T@Dr Oqdrhcdms+ Uhbd-President and Crown Prince in comments posted on an online 

discussion forum, which the authorities had blocked a year earlier. All five were convicted in 

November 2011 after a trial that failed to satisfy international standards of fair trial , and 

sentenced to prison terms up to three years. The day after the court passed sentence on 

them, the five men were released under a presidential pardon (although it remains unclear 

whether their convictions were ever expunged from the official record).5 In July 2012, the 

authorities expelled from the country one of the five, Ahmed Abdul Khaleq, a blogger and 

`bshuhrs eqnl sgd T@Dr rs`sdkdrr Ahctm lhmnqhsx+sending him to Thailand.6 

The government also directed its ire at independent non-governmental organizations (NGOs) 

that had voiced calls for change. In 2011, the authorities dissolved the boards of both the 
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T@Dr hmcdodmcdmsItqhrsr @rrnbh`shnm7 and Sd`bgdqr @rrnbh`shnm.8 Both organizations had 

signed a joint letter to the government from a number of NGOs that called for reforms. By 

summarily dismissing their executive boards and appointing government nominees to replace 

them, the authorities compromised the independence of the two organizations and effectively 

sent a warning to other NGOs to toe the line or risk opening themselves to similar government 

intervention.9 The official decree dissolving the Jurists Association accused the NGO of 

violating Article 16 of the Law on Associations and Domestic Institutions of Public Interest 

(Law on Associations)+ vghbg oqnghahsr ®hmsdqedqdmbd hm onkhshb`k l`ssdqr¯-10 In 2012, the 

government closed the local offices of four foreign-based organizations, including two pro-

democracy groups, accusing them of violating the terms of their business licences, and 

refused to renew the business licence of a fifth. 11  

In December 2011, the authorities arbitrarily stripped six government critics of their UAE 

nationality. They included signatories of the March 2011 petition . Months later, in April 

2012 , the authorities told all six and another man whose UAE citizenship they had previously 

withdrawn, that their continuing presence in the UAE was unlawful and that they were 

required to provide the authorities with signed undertakings of their intention to seek some 

other nationality if they wished to remain. When they declined to make such undertakings, 

they were arrested and detained at al-Shahama Prison in Abu Dhabi.  

The authorities carried out a fresh wave of arrests beginning in March 2012. They targeted 

many people linked to the long-established Reform and Social Guidance Association, or al-

Islah, a local grassroots civil society organization that promoted peaceful social and political 

debate. Prior to the crackdown, al-Islah had operated openly in the country for nearly 40 

years,12 attracting popular support among prominent members of the judiciary, lawyers, 

university academics and others.  

On 15 July, the UAE Attorney General declared that the countryr m`shnm`k rdbtqhsx v`r tmcdq

sgqd`s eqnl ` fqnto ne odnokd vhsg shdr sn ®enqdhfm nqf`mhy`shnmr `mc `fdmc`r ̄± a clear 

qdedqdmbd sn Dfxosr Ltrkhl Aqnsgdqgnnc nqf`mhy`shnm- Sgd @ssnqmdx Fdmdq`k `bbtrdc sghr

group of oknsshmf ®bqhldr `f`hmrs rs`sd rdbtqhsx¯ `mcof opposing ®sgd T@Dconstitution and 

qtkhmf rxrsdl-¯13 The authorities then rounded up dozens more people, including prominent 

human rights lawyer and law professor, Dr Mohammed al-Roken, whose son and son-in-law 

were also detained, and other widely-known and respected members of the legal profession, 

university professors, student leaders and civil society activists. Prior to their arrest, some of 

those detained had used online blogs and social media to advocate reforms and calls for 

greater rights and freedoms. After arrest, most detainees were held incommunicado for 

months and denied access both to lawyers and to contact with their families.  

In January 2013, the authorities arrested 13 women, including several relatives of those 

already detained. The women were questioned, then released on bail, but later charged with 

serious offences and brought to trial jointly with the detained men.14 The same month, the 

Attorney General told the official Emirates News Agency that prosecutors had completed their 

investigation into the ®`bbtrdc. T̄hey, he said, were accused of establishing and operating a 

®rdbqds¯ organization ± an allusion to al-Islah ± whose ®tmcdbk`qdc naidbshudr were to seek to 

succeed in taking over the authority in the country and oppose the fundamental principles on 

which it is based .̄ The Attorney General said the detainees had sought to turn public opinion 

against the government, and that they had been formally charged and would stand trial 
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before the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court.15 

The trial to which the Attorney General referred ± sgd ®T@D 83¯ sqh`k- saw a total of 94 

defendants, including eight who were charged in absentia, stand trial en masse on charges of 

establishing an organization that aimed to bring about the governmentr nudqsgqnv ax enqbd. 

The defendants included many people who had achieved prominence in the UAE in their 

respective fields in the law, education and academia, business, and as government advisers.  

The UAE 94 trial opened before the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court in 

Abu Dhabi on 4 March 2013. It held a number of sessions over the following months, 

concluding  on 2 July 2013, when the court convicted 69 defendants, including  the eight 

tried in absentia, and imposed prison sentences ranging from seven to 15 years. The court 

acquitted 25 defendants, including the 13 female defendants.  

The UAE 94 trial was marred by serious procedural irregularities. The court accepted 

prosecution evidence sg`s bnmrhrsdc k`qfdkx ne ®confessions̄  made by defendants in pre-trial 

cdsdmshnm `mc chc rn vhsgnts s`jhmf rsdor sn hmudrshf`sd cdedmc`msr bk`hls that State 

Security interrogators had forced them, under torture or other ill-treatment, to make false 

statements incriminating themselves and others during months when they were held 

incommunicado in secret locations and without access to lawyers or the outside world. In its 

itcfdldms+ sgd bntqs cdbk`qdc sgd cdedmc`msr bk`hlr ®a`rdkdrr¯+ hqnmhb`kkx fqntmchmf sghr

`rrdrrldms nm sgdhq bnmenqlhsx vhsg sgd oqnrdbtshnmr b`rd ats vhsgnts b`qqxhmf nts `mx

forensic examination to determine their veracity. The  trial failed to conform to international 

fair trial standards also inasmuch that the defendants were denied a right of appeal to a 

higher tribunal; under UAE law, Federal Supreme Court judgments are final and not subject 

to appeal.  

During the course of the trial, the authorities took steps to prevent independent reporting of 

its proceedings. They barred the attendance of international media and independent trial 

observers, but allowed state-controlled national media and representatives of pro-government 

NGOs to attend the court. Security authorities refused to allow an independent trial observer 

delegated by Amnesty International entry to the UAE immediately prior to the opening of the 

trial ,16 and turned away all other international observers who sought to enter the building in 

which the court convened.17 Authorities `krn a`qqdc rnld ne sgd cdedmc`msr qdk`shudr eqnl

the courtroom; others who were permitted to attend were harassed or arrested after they 

criticized the proceedings and publicized torture allegations made by the defendants on the 

Twitter social media website. Abdullah al-Hadidi, the son of one of the defendants, was 

arrested and prosecuted on a charge ne otakhrghmf cds`hkr ne sgd sqh`k oqnbddchmfr ®without 

oqnahsx `mc hm a`c e`hsg¯: hmApril 201 3, a court sentenced him to 10 months imprisonment. 

Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi, whose brother, Dr Ahmed al-Zaabi, a law professor and former judge, 

was another of the UAE 94 trial defendants, was arrested in July 2013 and again in 

December 2013, and charged in connection with his use of Twitter. In June 2014, he was 

acquitted of all charges but, despite this, the authorities failed to release him. He remained 

in detention without charge or trial in November 2014. 18   

In November 2013, the UN Working Group on Arbitrary Detention condemned the UAE 

`tsgnqhshdr sqd`sldms ne sgd T@D 83 sqh`k defendants, declaring in a formal Opinion that the 

arrest and detention of the 61 still imprisoned resulted directly from their legitimate exercise 
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of the rights to freedom of opinion, expression, peaceful assembly and association 

guaranteed in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR). The Working Group on 

Arbitrary Detention also concluded that the UAE authorities had deprived the 61 of their 

right, guaranteed under UDHR Article 10 , to receive a fair trial as they had no right of appeal 

`mc adb`trd sgd T@Dr bntqsrcould not be considered independent of the executive branch 

of government. It  declared the arrest and detention of the 61 to be ®`qahsq`qx¯ `mccalled for 

the UAE government to release them and afford them appropriate reparation.19 In response to 

earlier Communications from various UN Special Rapporteurs and the UN Working Group on 

Arbitrary Detention, the UAE authorities asserted that their Communications involved 

®rdqhntr `mc tnfounded allegations which falsely imply the existence of severe restrictions on 

the rights and freedomr ne sgd 50 T@D m`shnm`kr hm ptdrshnm-¯ Sgd T@D fnudqmldms r`hc sg`s

the matter did ®not merit the attention of the various Special Rapporteurs and the Working 

Fqnto nm @qahsq`qx cdsdmshnm-¯20 In a 30 October 2014 letter to Amnesty International, the 

UAE government also refuted the unfair trial allegations, insisting that the defendants had 

qdbdhudc ®`kk ne sgd ctd oqnbdrr ft`q`msddr sn vghbh they were entitled under the UAE 

Bnmrshstshnm `mc k`vr+¯ `mc sg`s sgdx g`c addm bnmuhbsdc ®enkknvhmf ` eqdd `mc e`hq sqh`k hm

`bbnqc`mbd vhsg hmsdqm`shnm`k rs`mc`qcr-¯21 

The UAE 94 trial  proved to be the centrepiece of sgd `tsgnqhshdr aqn`cdq bq`bjcnvmtargeting 

expressions of dissent and advocacy of greater public participation in the governance of the 

UAE and other reform. At one stroke, the authorities removed their most prominent critics 

`mc sgd bntmsqxr kd`chmf `cunb`sdr ne qdenql eqnl sgd otakhb `qena, while signalling to other 

potential dissenters that they will not tolerate open political debate in the UAE, where no 

political parties are permitted , or public criticism of the small group of ruling families that 

continue enjoy a monopoly of power.  

Further unfair trials have followed since the conclusion of the UAE 94 trial . In one, the 

authorities prosecuted 10 of those convicted at the UAE 94 trial in separate proceedings 

alongside 20 Egyptians, for allegedly establishing `m ®hmsdqm`shnm`k¯ aq`mbgof Dfxosr

Muslim Brotherhood organization, and stealing and distributing secret state documents. The 

30 defendants, including six who were tried in absentia, went on trial before the State 

Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court in November 2013. In court, many of the 

defendants complained that State Security officials had subjected them to torture and other 

ill -treatment during their lengthy pre-trial detention , when they were held incommunicado. 

Some said they had been bndqbdc hmsn rhfmhmf ®bnmedrrions¯ nq nsgdq hmbqhlhm`shmf

statements, which prosecutors submitted to the court as evidence against them. The court 

e`hkdc sn bnmctbs ` oqnodq hmudrshf`shnm hmsn sgd cdedmc`msr `kkdf`shnmr ats `fqddc sn `bbdos

the contested confessions as evidence, and in January 2014, convicted all 30 defendants. 

They received prison sentences ranging from one to five years. The court ordered that the 

Egyptian defendants should be deported once they had completed their prison terms.22  

The al-Islah-related arrests and detentions, followed by the UAE 94 trial and other 

prosecutions before the Federal Supreme Court, augured in an unprecedented climate of 

repression in the UAE to which the government added in November 2012 with its enactment 

ne ` sntfg mdv k`v nm ®bxadqbqhlds¯- This criminalized various forms of expression using 

social media and other types of information technology, prescribing penalties of 

imprisonment and substantial fines. Since it took effect, the authorities have used the law to 

prosecute activists for using Twitter and other social media platforms to criticize sgd T@Dr
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human rights record or to call for greater freedoms. The lawrprovisions are so broad and 

sweeping that they effectively criminalize all peaceful criticism of the government using 

online platforms.23  

Increasingly, the government has framed its attacks on freedom of expression and association 

under a pretext of national security threats. By labelling activists who peacefully advocated 

for political reform and greater human rights a threat to state security and imprisoning them 

on security-related charges, the UAE authorities successfully evaded the wide international 

criticism that the  UAE authorities formerly provoked with their arrest and prosecution of the 

UAE 5 activists in 2011 . In essence, the UAE 94 trial set the mould for a  series of 

politically -motivated trials of government critics , preceded by months in which those accused 

by the government are detained for long periods without access to lawyers and their families, 

and then sentenced to prison terms on spurious charges by courts that failed to accord them 

fair trials and from which there is no right of appeal .24  

A new anti-terrorism law approved by the President in August 2014 comprehensively updated 

the previous 2004 law , increasing the scope of the death penalty and providing other 

penalties.25 It also has the potential to be used against peaceful activists and government 

critics due to the broad ambit of its provisions, their vague definition, and the range of 

actions that may be considered under the law to amount to terrorism.  

In November 2012, the UAE was elected by other states to serve a three-year term as a 

member of the UN Human Rights Council26 after the UAE government pledged to introduce 

legal and other reforms to promote and protect human rights in accordance with international 

standards.27 Far from living up to these pledges, however, the UAE authorities have embarked 

on a ruthless crackdown on their critics and reform advocates, which has seen a scale of 

human rights violations not previously seen in the country.  

The international community, meanwhile, has been conspicuous only by its silence in 

response to the events unfolding in the UAE and the stifling of peaceful dissent . On the face 

of it, the UAEr l`hm `kkhdr vhsgin the Western democracies appear to have bought in to the 

UAE ̀ tsgnqhshdrefforts to depict their clampdown on peaceful dissent as a measured 

response to a serious and imminent threat to sgd bntmsqxrsecurity.28 For the most part, they 

have preferred to turn a blind eye to the repressive undercurrent that has now taken hold in 

the UAE than to speak out on behalf of its victims and the values that international human 

rights law proclaims and represents.  

ABOUT THIS REPORT 
This report is based on information that Amnesty International has obtained from a wide and 

diverse range of sources, both public and private, with direct knowledge of the human rights 

situation in the UAE, including activists, journalists, families of prisoners, and UAE -based 

organizations. Some of this information was gathered during two field visits that Amnesty 

International has conducted to the UAE since 2011 ; other information is based on interviews 

conducted outside the UAE. In March 2013, an independent observer was delegated by 

Amnesty International to observe proceedings of the UAE 94 trial but was denied entry to the 

UAE by security officials without explanation.  

Amnesty International has also drawn extensively on public information sources, including 
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submissions made by the UAE government to the UN Human Rights Council and UN treaty 

bodies, as well as to the findings of those bodies in relation to the UAE, statements by UAE 

government officials; media reports, and reports of other international human rights NGOs. 

Amnesty International also sought meetings with and requested information from the UAE 

authorities while conducting the research for this report. While in the UAE in November 

2013, Amnesty International requested meetings with the Minister of Justice, the Minister of 

Interior, the Attorney General, and other officials, and requested authorization to conduct a 

visit to al -Razeen Prison in Abu Dhabi, where most of the prisoners relevant to this report are 

serving their sentences. Amnesty International received no response to these requests. Nor 

chc sgd T@Dr `la`rr`cnq sn sgd TJ qdronmc sn `m @lmdrsx Hmsdqm`shnm`k qdptdrs sn ldds

him in London.29  

@lmdrsx Hmsdqm`shnm`k l`cd ` etqsgdq `ssdlos sn nas`hm sgd fnudqmldmsr odqrodbshud `mc

clarification on a number of issues in October 2014, and was pleased to receive in response 

a letter dated 30 October 2014 from the Assistant Foreign Minister for Legal Affairs, 

included as an Appendix to this report.30 Sgd Lhmhrsdqr qdokx l`jdr `rrdqshnmr sg`s qtm

counter to information that Amnesty International obtained from a wide range of other, 

unofficial sources. 

Many interviewees provided information to Amnesty International on condition that they not 

be identified  in case this could place them at ris k. Consequently, Amnesty International is 

withholding the identities of all those who provided information on  this condition and of 

others who, if named, could be put at risk.  

Amnesty International gratefully acknowledges the assistance of all those who contributed 

information to this report.  

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Amnesty International is calling on the UAE government to: 
 
Â Immediately and unconditionally release all prisoners of conscience ± that is, persons 

imprisoned solely for the peaceful exercise of their rights to freedom of expression, 

association or assembly or other legitimate exercise of their human rights; 

Â Ensure that all persons convicted by the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme 

Court are promptly re-tried, in full conformity with international standards for fair tri al; all 

allegations of torture or other ill -treatment should be impartially and thoroughly investigated 

`mc vgdqd odqrnmr vdqd bnmuhbsdc rnkdkx nm sgd a`rhr ne ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ nas`hmdc sgqntfg

torture, their convictions must be quashed; 

Â Take effective measures to prohibit and prevent all forms of torture and other cruel, 

inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, and ensure that those suspected of such 

actions are investigated and, where sufficient admissible evidence is found, tried in 

proceedings that adhere to international fair trial standards;  
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Â End arbitrary arrests and all harassment and intimidation of human rights defenders, 

including lawyers vgn `qd rddjhmf sn tognkc sgdhq nvm `mc nsgdqr qhfgsr: 

Â Amend the law relating to the Federal Supreme Court in order to institute a right of 

`ood`k sn ` ghfgdq itchbh`k sqhatm`k+ ft`q`msdd sgd bntqsr hmcdodmcdmbd `mc aqhmf hsr

proceedings into conformity with the requirements of international fair trial standards, 

including by reaffirming that statements or ®confessions̄  obtained under torture or other 

duress may never be used as evidence except in the context of the perpetrators facing 

prosecution; 

Â Amend and make consistent with international human rights law, all legislation that  

unduly restricts the rights to freedom of expression, association and assembly; accede to the 

International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights  and its Optional Protocols, as well as the 

International Convention for the Protection of all Persons from Enforced Disappearance. 

Amnesty International is calling on the international community, especially those states that 
enjoy close political, diplomatic, trade and economic, and other relations with the UAE, 
including the USA, the UK and other EU countries to:  
 

Â Ensure that business and other interests are not prioritised over serious human rights 

violations, and use their influence to urge the UAE government to ensure that all prisoners of 

conscience are released immediately and unconditionally and that the UAE authorities 

observe their obligations under international law to guarantee freedom of opinion and 

expression, freedom of association and assembly and other human rights.  
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2. BACKGROUND 

®Vd vhkk bnmshmtd sn cdl`mc ` rsno sn sgd
encroachment of authoritarian security forces on 
our lives and their purging of our freedoms and 
rights, their promotion of a culture of fear in 
society, and their halting of a free and dignified 
life. We will continue to demand our rights until 
they are implemented in a free country that we 
can live in with dignity and full rights, with just 
organizations, and a complete parliamentary 
rxrsdl hm ` rnbhdsx eqdd ne ed`q-¯ 
Political activist and prisoner of conscience, Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi, posting on Twitter on 4 December 2013, one week before his 

arrest.   

POLITICAL STRUCTURE OF THE UAE  
Founded on 2 December 1971, the UAE is a federation of seven semi-autonomous emirates 

± Abu Dhabi, Dubai, Sharjah, Ajman, Um al-Quwain, Ras al-Khaimah, Fujairah ± located in 

the south-east of the Persian Gulf. Only around a tenth of its population of just over nine 

million people are UAE nationals, with migrants from South Asian countries forming the 

largest proportion of non-UAE nationals.31  

The UAE lacks democratic institutions ± all the seven emirates are ruled by monarchs. 

Although there is no explicit prohibition of politic al parties in statute law, the L aw on 

@rrnbh`shnmr v`qmr sg`s `rrnbh`shnmr `mc sgdhq ldladqr `qd oqnghahsdc eqnl ®hmsdqedqhmf hm

politics or matters harming the security of the State and the governhmf qdfhld+¯32 preventing 

the effective functioning of independent political  parties. The only direct elections are to the 

Federal National Council, a consultative body, half of whose 40 members have been elected 

since 2006 by a small electorate selected by the authorities.  

The media is strictly censored, the government blocks access to websites deemed critical of 

the UAE, and restrictive press laws allow for pre-publication censorship by the authorities 
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`mc oqnghahs bqhshbhrl ne sgd T@Dr qtkhmf e`lhkhdr `nd friendly foreign governments.33  

Civil society is weak and the authorities do not permit independent human rights 

organizations and other NGOs to operate freely. As a result, the space for public debate, even 

before the current crackdown, was severely limited.   

Sgd T@Dr edcdq`k `tsgnqhshdr bnloqhrd sgd Edcdq`k Rtoqdld Bntmbhk+ sgd Oqdrhcdms and Vice-

President, the Council of Ministers (or the Cabinet), the Federal National Council, and the 

Federal Judicial Authority.  

The Federal Supreme Council, composdc ne sgd qtkdqr ne sgd rdudm dlhq`sdr+ hr sgd T@Dr

highest constitutional, legislative and executive authority.34 The Council selects the President 

and Vice-President of the UAE from among its members; they are appointed for renewable 

five-year terms.35  

The President appoints the Prime Minister36 and all judges of the Federal Supreme Court, 

subject to approval by the Federal Supreme Council,37 and the Council of Ministers,38 whose 

members are supposedly citizens selected for their competence and experience39 ± in 

practice, they include members of the seven ruling families. Despite a provision in the 

Constitution, which provides for the independence of judges,40 the judiciary is not 

independent. In February 2014, the United Nations (UN) Special Rapporteur on the 

independence of judges and lawyers issued a statement following an official visit to the UAE, 

hm vghbg rgd dwoqdrrdc bnmbdqm sg`s sgd T@Dr itchbh`k rxrsdl qdl`hmr tmcdq sgdde facto 

control of the executive branch of government.41 

The President is empowered to grant pardons to prisoners or commute their sentences at the 

proposal of the Minister of Justice and after approval of a Committee, headed by the Minister 

of Justice and composed of six members chosen by the Council of Ministers eqnl ®`lnmf

learned anc pt`khehdc bhshydmr¯+ vgnrd cdkhadq`shnmr `qd rdbqds-42 The President must also 

approve all death sentences before they can be carried out.43  

The 40-member Federal National Council is a consultative body with no legislative or 

oversight powers. It may discuss any general subject relating to the affairs of the state, 

except where the Council of Ministers determines ®sg`s rtbg chrbtrrhnm hr bnmsq`qx sn sgd

highest interests of the Federation.¯44 It may also approve, amend or reject draft laws but the 

President is nevertheless empowered to promulgate the law after ratification by the Federal 

Supreme Council. In fact, legislation can be passed even when the Federal National Council 

is not in session, though it must be notified of the law at its next meeting. 45  

Hake ne sgd Edcdq`k M`shnm`k Bntmbhkr ldladqr `qd `oonhmsdc ax sgd qtkdqr ne sgd rdudm

emirates; since 2006, the other half have been directly elected by a small minority of UAE 

citizens handpicked as eligible to vote. The ruler of each of the seven emirates selects a 

small Electoral College whose members have the right to participate in the election, as well 

as stand as candidates.46 In 2006, less than seven thousand people were allowed to vote in 

the election, though this number was increased in the 2011 el ection to allow nearly 130,000 

people to vote ± around 12 per cent of UAE nationals.47    
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
The UAE has ratified several international human rights instruments, including the 

Convention against Torture and Other Cruel Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment 

(Convention against Torture), the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Discrimination against Women, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the 

International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (ICERD). It 

has also ratified the Arab Charter on Human Rights (Arab Charter).  

The UAE is one of relatively few states worldwide that has yet to ratify other key human rights 

treaties, notably the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the 

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR). Nor has it become 

party to the International Convention for the Protection of all Persons from Enforced 

Disappearance. Nonetheless many of the provisions of the two covenants are drawn from the 

UDHR of 1948,  which have over time become part of customary international law and are 

therefore binding on all states.  

 

The Constitution and statute law of the UAE contain some important safeguards of rights and 

freedoms that are guaranteed in the international instruments to which the UAE is a state 

party, including those relating to freedom of expression and association, fair trials, and 

freedom from torture and other forms of ill-treatment. These safeguards seek to ensure that 

all individuals enjoy equal rights under law, and the human dignity that follows from this.  

However, the UAE has failed to date to bring many of its laws and practices into conformity 

with international law and standards on human rights. Restrictive, contradictory, and overly-

broad and vaguely worded provisions contained in the Constitution, Penal Code, Criminal 

Procedure Law, and other laws continue to undermine full exercise of the rights to freedom of 

expression and association, to freedom from torture and to due process, as Amnesty 

International has documented in this report.   
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3. ARRESTS AND DETENTIONS 

®Xnt cn mns g`ud sgd qhfgs sn s`jd ` rnm eqnl ghr
father...a father from his son...a teacher from his 
students...a preacher from his audience...and 
hloqhrnm sgdl tmk`vetkkx-¯ 
Blogger and university student, Khalifa al-Nuaimi, a prisoner of conscience, writing on his blog about the wave of mass arrests by 

sgd T@Dr Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx @oo`q`str hm Itkx 1/02+ ` edv c`xr adenqd ghr nvm `qqdrs sgd r`ld lonth.  

Security authorities in the UAE have arbitrarily arrested scores of peaceful government critics 

and reform advocates since the start of the crackdown in early 2011 and subjected many of 

them to lengthy incommunicado detention. Many have been victims of enforced 

disappearance, held in secret locations by authorities who refused to acknowledge their 

detention or disclose any information to their families ± such as the reasons and legal basis 

for their imprisonment, where they were being held, and in what conditions ± and also denied 

sgdl `bbdrr sn kdf`k bntmrdk- Rtbg bnmchshnmr aqd`bg ansg sgd T@Dr nvm k`vr, as well as 

customary international law, which defines enforced disappearance as a crime. Many of those 

arrested have been held in solitary confinement and tortured or otherwise ill-treated while 

under interrogation; some, when brought to trial, told the court that they were forced under 

torture or other duress to put their signatures to statements that their interrogators did not 

permit them to read `mc vghbg vdqd sgdm oqdrdmsdc sn sgd bntqs `r sgdhq ®bnmedrrhnmr¯.  

Despite this, the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court, before which most of 

them were tried, generally dismissed their allegations out of hand. The court took no 

meaningfuk rsdor sn hmudrshf`sd cdedmc`msr `kkdf`shnmr ne snqstqd hm oqd-trial secret detention 

`mc `bbdosdc ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ sg`s sgdx qdotch`sdc hm bntqs `r duhcdmbd ne sgdhq fthks+ cdrohsd

the international prohibition on the acceptance by courts of evidence obtained under 

torture.48    

International law states that everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.49 

Arbitrary arrest is prohibited under Article 9 of the UDHR and Article 9 (1) of the ICCPR . 

Domestic laws authorizing arrest and detention and setting out their procedures must 

conform to international standards.50 Article 9 of the ICCPR also provides that anyone 

deprived of their liberty shall be promptly informed of the reasons for their arrest and shall 

have the right to challenge before a court the lawfulness of their detention.  

Sgd T@Dr Bnmrshstshnmguarantees, in Article 26, the personal liberty of all citizens and 

oqnuhcdr sg`s ®Mn odqrnm l`x ad `ooqdgdmcdc+ eqhrjdc+ cds`hmdc nq hloqhrnmdc dwbdos hm
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`bbnqc`mbd vhsg sgd k`v-¯51 This is affirmed in Article 2 of the Criminal Procedure Law, 

which stipulates that detention and imprisonment may only occur in places especially 

reserved for these purposes and only for the period specified in the order issued by the 

competent authority.52  

Article 101 of the Criminal Procedure Law provides that the public prosecution must 

®`bbnqchmf sn bhqbtlrs`mbdr¯ hrrtda judicial warrant to the arrested person.53 In practice, as 

Amnesty International documents in this report, this qualification means that detain ees held 

on political or security grounds are frequently not informed of the reasons for their arrest and 

detention for weeks or months and in breach also of Article 109 of the Criminal Procedure 

Law, which stipulates that all persons detained and suspected of having carried out a crime 

have the right to permanently contact and consult private with a lawyer.54  

Article 110 of the Criminal Procedure Law provides for extended detention when this is 

authorised by a judge. Initially, a detention order issued by the public prosecution may not 

exceed 21 days, but this may be repeatedly extended every 30 days by a judge if it is 

cddldc ®hm sgd hmsdqdrs ne sgd hmudrshf`shnm¯-55 Article 47 of the Criminal Procedure Law 

requires that a detainee be taken before the public prosecutor within 48 hours of arrest,56 but 

this is overridden by Article 28 of the L aw on the State Security Apparatus that the 

authorities have not made public, which allows State Security to hold a detainee for up to 90 

days without referring his case to the Office of the Prosecutor if this is authorised by the 

Chief of the SSA.57 Even then the detainee can continue to be held effectively indefinitely if 

this is authorised by a judge.  

In practice, as the cases described here indicate, the State Security and other UAE 

authorities have routinely flouted requirements of international law and some safeguards in 

UAE law, and they have been permitted to do so with impunity. Cdrohsd sgd fnudqmldmsr

assertion in a 30 October 2014 letter to Amnesty International sg`s ®cds`hmddr `qd gdkc hm

qdbnfmhydc ok`bdr ne cdsdmshnm¯ vgdqd sgdx `qd dmshskdc sn qdftk`q sdkdognmd bnms`bs vhsg

sgdhq e`lhkhdr `mc `krn sn uhrhsr eqnl sgdl+ `mc sg`s sgdhq ptdrshnmhmf hr ®b`qqhdc nts ax sgd

Otakhb Oqnrdbtshnm¯+58 the organization has found that the security authorities routinely deny 

detainees in their custody access to legal counsel and any contact with their families, and 

generally hold detainees in secret locations. This system facilitates serious abuses; it creates 

conditions for enforced disappearance as well as torture and other ill-treatment of detainees, 

`mc sgd dwsq`bshnm ne hmenql`shnm `mc ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ tmcdq ctqdrr-  

In the UAE 94  case, for example, the families of the detainees were not informed of the 

whereabouts of their relatives and discovered only by chance that their relatives were being 

transferred from secret detention once a month to the Federal Supreme Court to have a judge 

repeatedly extend their detention orders 
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Saleh Mohammed al-Dhufairi,  a blogger and former teacher who had used his blog and 

Twitter account to criticize the conduct of the State Security forces and to call for greater 

freedoms, was first arrested when police raided his home in Ras al-Khaimah emirate in the 

early hours of 6 March 2012. According to a Dubai police spokesperson, he was arrested for 

®roqd`chmf hcd`r ax roddbg+ vqhshmf `mc nsgdq ld`mr sg`s oqnunjd rsqhed `mc gtqs m`shnm`k

tmhsx `mc rnbh`k od`bd-¯59 He was charged in connection with his activities on Twitter but 

released on bail after two weeks in custody. He was at liberty only briefly. On 29 April 2012, 

10 plain -clothed security officers arrested him without producing a judicial warrant and took 

him to the palace of Sheikh Saud Bin Saqr al-Qassimi, the Ruler of Ras al-Khaimah. He 

remained there without charge under armed guard for some 133 days. During this period, he 

was permitted visits from his family but they were 

prevented from discussing his whereabouts with 

anyone outside their immediate family. 

 The authorities did not inform Saleh Mohammed 

al-Dhufairi of the reason for his detention, and 

under what law he was held, or whether they 

intended to bring charges against him. He was not 

allowed to meet with a lawyer or taken before any 

judge or court during this time. On 9 September 

2012, the security authorities moved him to a new 

place of detention, whose location they did not 

disclose to his family , where they held him in 

solitary confinement in a freezing cold cell that they 

kept permanently lit, causing him extreme 

discomfort and making it difficult for him to sleep. 

Families of detainees gather at the State Security Prosecution office in Abu Dhabi in November 2012 to seek information about their 

relatives. @Private 

 

Blogger and prisoner of conscience Saleh 

Mohammed al-Dhufairi. @Private 
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At monthly intervals during this period of detention , officers handcuffed his wrists, shackled 

his feet and put a hood over his head and drove him to appear before an extension judge of 

the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court, who renewed his detention order 

for a further 30 -day period. This pattern continued for nearly six months until 4 March 2013 

when Saleh Mohammed al-Dhufairi was taken from detention to stand trial before the Federal 

Supreme Court as one of the defendants in the UAE 94  trial. Prior to this, throughout his 

detention, the UAE authorities denied him access to a lawyer and to limited  contact with his 

family.  

On 2 July 2013, the Federal Supreme Court sentenced Saleh Mohammed al-Dhufairi to 10 

xd`qr hloqhrnmldms+ enkknvdc ax sgqdd xd`qr oqna`shnm+ after convicting him, under Article 

180 of the Penal Code, of establishing and managing an association that aimed to overthrow 

the government. He was then brought to trial for a second time and charged together with 20 

Egyptians and nine other UAE nationals also from the UAE 94 case. On 21 January 2014, 

the Federal Supreme Court sentenced him to a further four years and three months

imprisonment ± which he will serve after his initi al 10 -year sentence is complete ± after 

convicting him and the other defendants in connection with the establishment of an 

®hmsdqm`shnm`k¯ aq`mbg ne sgd Ltrkhl Aqnsgdqgnnc: chrsqhatshmf rdbqds rs`sd cnbtldmsr:

failing to notify the authorities about the theft of the  documents; and failing to notify them 

also about the establishment of the Muslim Brotherhood branch.  

Amnesty International considers Saleh Mohammed al-Dhufairi a prisoner of conscience, 

imprisoned solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and 

association, and calls for his immediate and unconditional release.  

Sheikh Dr Sultan Kayed Mohammed 

al-Qassimi, a senior member of the 

ruling family in Ras al -Khaimah 

emirate who helped found Ittihad 

University in the UAE and headed the 

board of directors of al-Islah, was 

arrested on 20 April 2012 by armed 

State Security officers who raided his 

home and failed to produce a judicial 

warrant for his arrest. They took him 

to the palace of Sheikh Saud Bin Saqr 

al-Qassimi, the Ruler of Ras al-

Khaimah, and then held him there 

without charge or trial for five months 

during which the authorities denied to 

his family that they were holding him 

there and refused to disclose any 

information as to his whereabouts. A victim of enforced disappearance, he was kept in 

solitary confinement in a locked room and watched over by armed guards. In September 

2012, the security authorities moved him to a secret detention facility, where he remained 

until he went on trial as one of the UAE 94 defendants. Throughout his detention, the 

authorities denied him access to a lawyer and contact with his family. He was only moved to 

a recognized prison, al-Sadr Prison in Abu Dhabi, on 7 March 2013, after the start of the 

Prisoner of conscience Sheikh Dr Sultan Kayed Mohammed al-

Qassimi. @Private 
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UAE 94 trial.  He is currently serving a 10-year prison sentence, enkknvdc ax sgqdd xd`qr

probation, following his conviction at the mass trial, and was transferred in May 2014 to al-

Razeen Prison, where he has been ill-treated.60  

Sheikh Dr Sultan Kayed Mohammed al-Qassimi, who holds a PhD in Political Education and 

Cdudknoldms eqnl sgd TJr Tmhudqrhsx ne L`mbgdrsdq, is a prominent figure in the UAE and 

had been vocal for a number of years in calling for peaceful dialogue within UAE society.  

Amnesty International considers him a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned solely for 

peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls for his 

immediate and unconditional release. 

Khalid al-Shaiba al-Nuaimi, a 62-year-old 

businessman, was arrested by a group of State 

Security officers whose faces were concealed 

by balaclavas on 16 July 2012 at his home in 

Sharjah emirate. The officers produced no 

judicial warrant for the  arrest, nor did they 

provide an explanation as to the reason for his 

arrest. They removed electric devices such as 

computers from his home and took him to an 

undisclosed location where he was kept in 

incommunicado detention and ill -treated for 

the next eight months. He was kept in a 

solitary confinement cell with no windows 

where he was deprived of sunlight and 

subjected to freezing cold temperatures. He 

was routinely forced to wait for hours to be 

escorted to use the communal bathroom, for 

which he was forced to strip all his clothes and permitted to wear only a small sheet around 

his waist.  

Cdrohsd ghr e`lhkxr uhrhsr sn sgd Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx Oqnrdbtshnmr neehbd hm @at Cg`ah and to other 

officials , the authorities denied any knowledge of his whereabouts. His family received a brief 

telephone call from him one month after his arrest, during which, he later told them, he was 

enqbdc ax sgd Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx neehbdqr sn r`x sg`s gd v`r ®hm ` e`ql¯ `mc sg`s gd v`r adhmf

given good food. In November 2012, when seeking information about his whereabouts at the 

State Security Prosecution office, his family happened by chance to see him being led, 

handcuffed and blindfolded, into the building  for questioning. He appeared to be in poor 

health and had lost so much weight that his family found him almost unrecognizable. Khalid 

al-Shaiba al-Nuaimi remained in a secret detention facility until  he went on trial as one of 

the UAE 94 defendants in March 2013 . He was convicted and sentenced to 10-xd`qr

imprisonment+ enkknvdc ax sgqdd xd`qr oqna`shnm- Ghr aqnsgdq Ahmed al-Shaiba al-Nuaimi 

was one of the eight men to be convicted in absentia at the same trial.  

Amnesty International considers Khalid al-Shaiba al-Nuaimi a prisoner of conscience, 

imprisoned solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and 

association, and calls for his immediate and unconditional release. 

Prisoner of conscience Khalid al-Shaiba al-Nuaimi. 

@Private 
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Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi, a political activist and the brother of Ahme d al-Zaabi, another one of 

the UAE 94 trial defendants, was arrested on 2 July 2013 after he posted a series of tweets 

criticizing the mass trial. Authorities charged him on numerous counts for his Twitter-related 

activities. He was released on bail on 4 August 2013 because of his poor health, but then re-

arrested in December 2013 after the US TV news station CNN interviewed him about a case 

in which a US national had been imprisoned in the UAE for making a spoof video about 

Dubai. In the interview, Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi said he had been using Twitter to express his 

opinions, defend human rights, including those of detainees held by the State Security, and 

advocate political reform.61 He was held in conditions amounting to enforced disappearance 

for several weeks after he was arrested ± the authorities refused to reveal his whereabouts to 

his family members. He remained under the detention of the State Security in an Abu Dhabi 

hospital, where he received medical treatment for arthritis. His family was not told where he 

was despite enquiring about him with the relevant police authorities, and he had no access to 

a lawyer during this time and at any point during pre-trial detention. 62  

In March 2014, Obaid Yousef al-

Y``ahr b`rd v`r sq`mredqqdc sn sgd

State Security Chamber of the 

Federal Supreme Court where his 

trial began, on charges brought 

under Articles 27 and 28 of the 

cybercrimes law.  

Gd v`r `bbtrdc ne ®entmchmf `mc

maintenance of an electronic page 

nm Svhssdq£chrrdlhm`shmf ghr

thought and stories that stir hate 

and disturb public order by 

libelling the State Security 

Apparatus with torture 

`kkdf`shnmr¯: l`jhmf e`krd

rs`sdldmsr ®bnmbdqmhmf sgd qtkdqr ne sgd T@D trhmf ogq`rdr sg`s knvdq sgdhq rs`tus and 

`bbtrhmf sgdl ne nooqdrrhnm¯: chrrdlhm`shmf ®hcd`r `mc mdvr ld`ms sn lnbj `mc c`l`fd

sgd qdots`shnm ne ` fnudqmldms`k hmrshstshnm¯: khadkkhmf sgd Edcdq`k Rtoqdld Bntqs ax

rtffdrshmf sg`s hs ®qdrdlakdr ` bntqs l`qsh`k `mc sg`s hsr k`v hr ek`vdc `mcincomplete, and 

that the proceedings are comic, and that the judiciary is dishonest, incompetent, and 

rbgdlhmf¯: khadkkhmf ®sgd Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx @oo`q`str ax b`kkhmf sgdl rstohc+ `mc ax b`kkhmf

sgdl sgd bhshydm sdqqnqhyhmf `oo`q`str¯:and roqd`chmf ®rk`mcdqconcerning the rulers of the 

T@D trhmf ogq`rdr sg`s knvdq sgdhq rs`str+ `mc `bbtrhmf sgdl ne nooqdrrhnm-¯ 

The court acquitted him of these charges on 23 June 2014. Despite his  acquittal, however, 

Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi has not been released. He and his family have not been informed why 

he is still in detention  and on what legal basis. He has been allowed only one family visit 

since his arrest in December 2013 and has had no access to a lawyer since his acquittal. He 

is btqqdmskx gdkc hm sgd oqhrnmdqr v`qcof Sheikh Khalifa Medical City Hospital in Abu Dhabi, 

as he continues to suffer from advanced arthritis and rheumatism and has difficulty walking. 

Amnesty International understands that during the first few weeks after his arrest, a senior 

Blogger and prisoner of conscience Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi. @Private 
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State Security Prosecution official told Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi that he would not be released 

even if he went to trial and a court found him innocent. His detention is arbitrary under 

international law as there is no legal basis for depriving him of his liberty.63 

Amnesty International considers Obaid Yousef al-Zaabi a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls 

for his immediate and unconditional release. 
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4. TORTURE AND OTHER ILL-
TREATMENT 

®Xntq gnmntq+ H `rj enq oqnsdbshnm enq lxrdke `mc
my family, because what I am about to say will 
cost me my life. I hereby deny all the charges 
against me. I am scared. Scared for my life and 
for my family, and I request the court to extend its 
protection because I am denying all these 
bg`qfdr-¯ 
Prisoner of conscience, Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-Suwaidi, one of the UAE 94 defendants, speaking to the judge at the first trial session 

on 4 March 2013. 

Although the UAE has acceded to the UN Convention against Torture,64 and torture is 

absolutely prohibited under customary international law, as well as under the UAE 

Constitution and statute law, the UAE authorities continue to turn a blind eye to allegations 

of torture and other ill -treatment of detainees. These abuses appear to have become almost 

routine in cases involving political prisoners.  

Many of the UAE 94 defendants and other defendants standing trial before the State Security 

Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court have alleged in court that they were tortured or 

otherwise ill-treated in pre-trial detention, when they were often held incommunicado for 

months in secret State Security detention facilities.   

According to sources who were present at the UAE 94 trial when it opened on 4 March 2013 

and during subsequent sessions, some of the defendants said that interrogators had pulled 

out their fingernails; beaten them severely and suspended them upside down for long 

periods; torn hair from their beards and chests; and threatened them with electric shock 

torture, rape and death. Many of the defendants described the other methods used: 

prolonged solitary confinement, often in uncomfortably hot or cold conditions; sleep 

deprivation through exposure to continuous bright fluorescent lighting; hooding during 

questioning and when being moved to and from their cells; and verbal abuse and insults. In 

response, the judge reportedly instructed that the complainants should undergo medical 
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examinations but no such examinations were carried out.65  

Economist, Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-Suwaidi, one of the UAE 94 defendants and one of seven 

activists whose UAE nationality the authorities had revoked in 2011, pleaded with the court 

at the opening of the UAE 94 trial to protect him and his family f rom the State Security.66 He 

said that he had been tortured while in 

incommunicado detention for almost a year and 

enqbdc sn rhfm ` e`krd ®bnmedrrhnm¯ sg`s `k-Islah 

had aimed to execute a coup and overthrow the 

government ± his ®confession̄  formed a key 

element of sgd oqnrdbtshnmr b`rd `gainst the 94 

defendants. At the opening session of the trial in 

March 2013, when he appeared in what sources 

who knew him who were present in the courtroom 

described as a severely weakened physical and 

mental state, Ahmed Ghaith al-Suwaidi denied the 

charges and entered a plea of not guilty; he also 

told the presiding judge that State Security officers 

had threatened him and his family with death if he 

rgntkc ®c`qd¯ sn okd`c mns fthksx- No investigations 

were ordered into his allegations of torture. 

Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-Rtv`hch+ vgn hr ` enqldq dloknxdd ne sgd @at Cg`ah fnudqmldmsr

finance department, was arrested on 26 March 2012 and taken to al -Shahama Prison before 

being transferred to an unknown location on 26 April 2012 where he was placed in solitary 

confinement without any access to his family or legal counsel for several months, during 

which time he was interrogated repeatedly for long periods. He was only transferred to an 

official prison ni ne days after the start of the UAE 94 trial . He is now serving a 10-year 

prison sentence, follnvdc ax sgqdd xd`qrprobation, imposed at the end of the trial.     

Amnesty International considers Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-Suwaidi a prisoner of conscience, 

imprisoned solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and 

association, and calls for his immediate and unconditional release. 

Another defendant, Dr Ahmed al-Zaabi, a university professor and former judge who also 

received a 10-year prison sentence, followed by three years of probation, at the end of the 

UAE 94 trial, told the court at trial that he had been tortured by State Security officers while 

detained incommunicado and without access to legal counsel between 17 April 2012 and 10 

March 2013, after the trial had already begun. He said that on o r about 18 April 2012, 

security officials had hung him upside down and beat him on the soles of his feet until they 

became swollen, and on his body, causing extensive bruising. He said he was repeatedly 

questioned for up to eight hours at a time while blin dfolded and that interrogators tore hair 

from his head and pulled out his fingernails. At one stage, he said he had seen blood in his 

urine, apparently due to the intensity of the beatings inflicted on him. He said he was 

deprived of sleep for long periods, with bright lights kept constantly shining in his cell, 

placing him under extreme stress and causing him to hallucinate, and that officials 

confiscated his spectacles and kept him partially naked, allowing him to wear only a small 

towel when they escorted him to the bathroom. 

Economist and prisoner of conscience Dr Ahmed 

Ghaith al-Suwaidi. @Private 
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During his first questioning by an official from the State Security Prosecution, which took 

place on 12 July 2012 ± over three months after his arrest ± Ahmed al-Zaabi said the 

following: 

®Sgdx ZRs`sd Rdbtqhsx neehbdqr\ ots ld hm `separate 

prison and they interrogated me about the 

organization [al-Islah]. They used force with me to 

compel me to sign statements that I have no idea 

about. They compelled me to sign and give my finger 

prints and they threatened me with revocation of my 

m`shnm`khsx-¯ 

 

When the official questioned him about his visible 

injuries, he said: 

®ZH g`ud\ rnld rhfmr ne ad`shmf nm lx kdes enns rnkd

and bruises on [my] nails. Officers in the State 

Security beat me. They tied my feet with a machine 

sg`s khesr edds£so make me confirm what they have 

written in their report. I was blindfolded and I did 

mns rdd vgn hmekhbsdc sgd hmitqx nq vgn ad`s ld-¯ 

 

Amnesty International considers Dr Ahmed al-Zaabi a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls 

for his immediate and unconditional release.  

At the UAE 94 trial, Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-Suwaidi, Dr Ahmed al-Zaabi, Ahmed Rashid al-

Tabour and one other defendant submitted a petition of complaint to the court and asked it 

to investigate their torture allegations but the court failed to do so. According to the trial 

itcfdldms+ sgd oqdrhchmf itcfd qdidbsdc cdedmc`msr `kkdf`shnmr ne snqstqd+ cdrbqhahmf sgdl

`r ®a`rdkdrr bk`hlr+¯ `mc `bbdosdc `r duhcdmbd ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ `mc nsgdq rs`sdldmsr sg`s

defendants said they had made under torture or other duress in pre-trial detention. In fact, in 

qdetshmf sgd cdedmbdr rs`sdldms sg`s sgd ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ ne svn ne sgd cdedmc`msr+ Cq @gldc

Ghaith al-Suwaidi and Ahmed Rashid al-Tabour, were invalid because they had been 

obtained under physical and mental torture by interrogators, the court judgement said:  

®This court is confident that the confession of the two defendants was proper, as it 

matches the reality appaqdms eqnl nsgdq dkdldmsr ne sgd b`rd- Sgd bntqsr nohmhnm hr sg`s

the confessions have been truthful, willing, and given with sound mind. The apologetic 

mnsd ne sgd bnmedrrhnmr `cc sn sgd bntqsr bnmehcdmbd- Sgd k`bj ne bnmuhmbhmf duhcdmbd

presented by the defendants is yet another factor. The length of the investigative 

sessions was necessary and may have caused some foreseeable issues with the mental 

state of the defendants, something that is necessary due to the nature of the crime- ̄

During the trial, th e court refused to allow psychiatric examinations of Dr Ahmed Ghaith al-

Suwaidi and Ahmed Rashid al-Tabour, and said in its judgement:  

®The court has not seen any evidence of a mental problem other than what is normally 

University professor and former judge Dr Ahmed 

al-Zaabi. @Private 



®Sgdqd hr mn eqddcnl gdqd ̄

Silencing dissent in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 

 

Amnesty International November 2014  Index: MDE 25/018/2014 

26 

observed amongst prisoners. Mental problems are a common defence tactic- ̄

Twenty-two of the 94 trial defendants provided further information about their alleged torture 

and other ill -treatment in handwritten letters that they smuggled out of detention and passed 

to Amnesty International and other international human rights organizations in June 2013, 

shortly before their trial concluded on 2 July 2013. All 22 said they had been held in solitary 

confinement in cells that were kept brightly lit, both day and night, making sleep difficult; 

16 of the 22 complained that they had been exposed to temperature extremes and were 

blindfolded during interrogations. Some detainees described being beaten with plastic tubes 

and said their interrogators had threatened to use electric shock torture against them, while 

others described being insulted and humiliated and hearing muffled screams, suggesting the 

torture of other detainees.67   

During the trial , no less than 71 of the defendants complained that they had been subjected 

to torture and other ill -treatment during lengthy periods of incommunicado detention by State 

Security.68 In its letter to Amnesty International dated 30 October 2014, the government 

denied that detainees had been subjected to torture and other ill-treatment and claimed that 

this had been confirmed by the Emirates Human Rights Association (EHRA), which has close 

links to the authorities, whose representatives had been allowed to visit them in detention 

`mc g`c ®mns nmkx entmc mn duhcdmbd ne `mx lhrsqd`sldms+ ats vdqd `krn `rrtqdc ax sgd

overwhelming majority of the accused themselves that they had not been subjected to any 

rtbg lhrsqd`sldms-¯69 

Similar allegations of torture and other ill -treatment in pre-trial detention to those made by 

the UAE 94 trial defendants were made by some of the Egyptians accused in the trial of 10 

UAE nationals and 20 Egyptians that began before the State Security Chamber of the Federal 

Supreme Court on 5 November 2013.  

In handwritten letters handed to a defence lawyer in September 2013 after they had been 

moved out of secret detention and into al-Wathba Prison in Abu Dhabi, seven of the Egyptian 

detainees described the torture and ill-treatment to which they had been subjected by the 

State Security in secret detention. They said they had been beaten on their heads and all 

over their bodies with a wooden stick; forced to sit in an electric chair and subjected to 

electric shock to different parts of their bodies; continuously slapped and punched in the 

face; hung from different parts of their bodies with metal chain s and cuffs; forced to hold 

stress positions for long periods; and subjected to extreme temperatures. The letters also said 

they had been interrogated while blindfolded with their hands and feet bound and while tied 

to a chair; held in solitary confinement  for prolonged periods in undisclosed locations; and 

subjected to humiliating treatment including being forced to kneel on the ground while being 

beaten with a stick on their backs and buttocks. 

The detainees said interrogators had also made various threats against them including 

threatening to kill or rape them with instruments; infect them with HIV; falsely accuse them 

ne adhmf sdqqnqhrsr nq rohdr: cdkdsd sgdhq bghkcqdmr dctb`tion records; and hold them in 

solitary confinement for 25 years. 

At trial, man y of the defendants told the court that S tate Security officers had subjected 

them to torture and other ill -sqd`sldms sn enqbd sgdl sn rhfm ®bnmedrrhnmr¯+ vghbg sgdx



®Sgdqd hr mn eqddcnl gdqd¯ 

Silencing dissent in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 
 

 

 

Index: MDE 25/018/2014 Amnesty International November 2014 

27 

npi
ach
au |
 AM
NE
STY 
INT
ER
NA
TIO
NA
L 

repudiated in court.70 However, despite the seriousness of their allegations, the presiding 

itcfd e`hkdc sn nqcdq `m hmudrshf`shnm+ `mc `bbdosdc `r duhcdmbd sgd ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ sgdxhad 

repudiated and said interrogators had extracted from them through torture or other coercion. 

Torture and other ill-treatment have also been reported in other cases too.  

Dr Mahmoud al-Jaidah, a Qatari national and medical 

doctor, was detained without a judicial warrant by 

State Security officials on 26 February 2013 as he 

waited in transit at Dubai International Airport for a 

flight to Qatar after arriving from Thailand. He was 

subjected to enforced disappearance; the authorities 

held him in a secret location and refused to reveal his 

whereabouts to his family. He was eventually permitted 

limited visits with them; he was transferred from secret 

detention to the State Security Prosecution building in 

Abu Dhabi for these visits and then transferred back 

again to secret detention. In April 2013, the UAE 

authorities refused to allow four Qatari lawyers, whom 

his family had appointed to defend him, to meet with 

him. The UAE authorities also did not respond to an 

Amnesty International request for information about 

him sent in the same month.  

At his trial before the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court, which began on 

4 November 2013, Mahmoud al-Jaidah alleged that interrogators had beaten him on his face 

and on the soles of his feet, deprived him of sleep, constantly exposed him to bright light, 

forced him to drink an unidentified liquid that he feared could damage his health, and 

threatened to pull out his fingernails and hang him upside down until he died. His 

interrogators threatened him, he said, that because he had been permitted no phone or other 

bnms`bs vhsg sgd ntsrhcd vnqkc+ he gd rgntkc chr`ood`q ®mn-one would even know you are 

fnmd¯- Gd r`hc sg`s nn 11 March 2013 he was forced by his interrogators to make a 

statement on video. They assured him that they would then release him and allow him to 

return home to Qatar, but they continued to keep him in detention. At other times, he said, 

interrogators forced him under duress to sign and put his fingerprints on numerous 

documents that they did not permit him to read.  

Mahmoud al-Jaidah was denied access to a lawyer until his trial had already begun and, even 

then, he was only allowed to meet with his lawyer twice, both occasions in the presence of a 

security official. He was only transferred out of secret detention on 17 November 2013, after 

the start of his trial, to al -Razeen Prison in Abu Dhabi. His lawyer Abdulhamid al-Kumity was 

harassed and placed under heavy surveillance during the trial. Before engaging Abdulhamid 

al-Kumity, Mahmoud al-I`hc`gr e`lhkx g`c oqduhntrkx dmf`fdc sgqdd nsgdq T@D k`vxdqr sn

represent him. The first withdrew after one day, the second after a few months, and the third 

also afsdq nmd c`x- Sgdx `kk bhsdc ®odqrnm`k qd`rnmr¯ enq vhsgcq`vhmf eqnl ghr b`rd+ sgntfg hs

appears they may have been harassed by the UAE authorities in an attempt to intimidate 

them and stop them from working on his case.  

Qatari national and medical doctor, Dr 

Mahmoud al-Jaidah, a prisoner of conscience. 

@Private 
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Despite Mahmoud al-I`hc`gr `kkdf`sions of torture and their broad consistency with 

allegations made by defendants in other trials before the State Security Chamber of the 

Federal Supreme Court, the court failed to order an independent investigation and accepted 

his qdotch`sdc ®bnmedrrhnm¯as evidence of his guilt. The court convicted Mahmoud al-Jaidah 

under Article 180 of the Penal Code for allegedly providing financial support to families of 

the members of al-Islah who were detained following their arrests in 2012. The court 

sentenced him to seven years of imprisonment, and sentenced several other defendants in 

the same trial to lesser prison terms. 

Amnesty International considers Mahmoud al-Jaidah a prisoner of conscience and calls for 

his immediate and unconditional release.   

In another case, Saud Kulaib, a member of al-Islah from Ras al-Khaimah emirate who had 

posted messages on Twitter in support of those detained following the mass arrests, was 

himself arrested on 29 December 2012 and subjected to enforced disappearance until 27 

May 2013 when he was moved to al-Sadr Prison in Abu Dhabi. From there, he told members 

of his family and other prisoners that security officials had beaten him, cut his hand with a 

razor blade, held him by turns in extremely hot and cold conditions, deprived him of sleep 

and threatened to pull out his fingernails . He said that the authorities also tried to break him 

down by misleading him into believing that his wife was also detained and on hunger strike.  

®H v`r rtrodmcdc rdudq`k shldr eqnl sgd kdfr ax `m hqnmrod in an extremely painful position between 
two chairs, while my hands were tied with an iron chain, leaving marks that are still visible today. I 
was then severely beaten on the legs for more than half an hour. Next, cold water was poured over 
my head and body. At times my clothes were taken off, leaving only my under-shorts, to torture me in 
sgd l`mmdq `kqd`cx cdrbqhadc-¯71 

Saud Kulaib, speaking of his torture.  

On 3 February 2014, the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court convicted 

Saud Kulaib under the cybercrimes law for charges including ®otqbg`rhmf c`s` cduhbdr sg`s

bnms`hm Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx @oo`q`str rdbqdsr¯+ `mc rdmsdmbdc ghl sn sgqdd xd`qr hloqhrnmldms+

a conviction he did not have the right to appeal. Amnesty International understands that the 

court failed to order an investigation into allegations that he had been subjected to torture 

and other ill -treatment. 

Amnesty International considers Saud Kulaib a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned solely for 

peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls for his 

immediate and unconditional release. 

IMPUNITY 
Freedom from torture and other ill-treatment is an absolute right enshrined in international 

law. Torture and other ill-treatment are absolutely prohibited, at all times, by international 

human rights law, including the Convention against Torture.72 Acts of torture and certain 

types of other ill -treatment are crimes under international law.  

As a state party to Convention against Torture, the UAE must ensure that torture allegations 

are promptly, impartially, independently and thoroughly investigated, that victims have 

access to an effective remedy and receive reparation, and that those responsible are brought 
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to justice. 73 Article 15 provides that any statement which is established to have been made 

as a result of torture shall not be invoked as evidence in any proceedings, except against a 

person accused of torture as evidence that the statement was made.74 

Article 26 of th e UAE Constitution also prohibits torture and degrading treatment of 

detainees,75 as does Article 48 of the Law Concerning the Federal Supreme Court.76 Article 

28 of the Constitution 77 and Article 2 of the Criminal Procedure Law78 expand this prohibition 

to include causing moral harm to detainees. Articles 242 and 245 of the Penal Code make it 

a crime punishable by imprisonment and/or a fine for any public servant to torture or threaten 

an accused person in order to make him confess to a crime or, when acting in his official 

position, to use force against, dishonour or cause a person bodily pain.79 Article 259 of the 

Penal Code also makes it a crime to torture, force or threaten a person to remain silent or to 

give untrue statements or information to a judicial body.80 

In practice, however, the authorities do not enforce this legislation, particularly with respect 

to the detention practices of the State Security, and the State Security Chamber of the 

Federal Supreme Court has failed to adequately investigate defenc`msr `kkdf`shnmr ne snqstqd

despite the mounting evidence of abuse of detainees by the State Security Apparatus. In 

cases that Amnesty International has documented, most detainees held by the State Security 

are generally taken into secret detention facilities where they are held incommunicado for 

weeks or months with no access to their families or lawyers and where they are often tortured 

or otherwise ill-treated. Detainees held in such conditions or subject to incommunicado 

detention are extremely vulner̀ akd `mc `qd lnqd rtrbdoshakd sn l`jhmf ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ tmcdq

duress and which are then accepted in court as evidence of their guilt.  

Despite that, and with a large number of allegations and mounting evidence of torture of 

detainees that emerged at the UAE 94 and other trials since 2011, in addition to previous 

cases documented by Amnesty International and other human rights organizations,81 the UAE 

authorities appear to have taken no steps to conduct independent investigations, or to hold to 

account security officials responsible for torture and other ill -treatment of detainees. 

On the contrary, the UAE authorities effectively facilitate the use of torture and other ill -

treatment by allowing State Security officials to continue their practices of enforced 

disappearance and incommunicado detention at secret locations. Even UAE courts appear 

unwilling to challenge the security authorities when confronted with allegations of torture 

made by detainees.   

Amnesty International knows of no cases where members of the State Security have been 

investigated, let alone prosecuted or held criminally liable for alleged torture or other ill -

treatment of detainees, or for subjecting detainees to the crime, under international law, of 

enforced disappearance. In October 2014, Am nesty International wrote to the UAE 

authorities to seek information about the steps, if any, they have taken to investigate 

allegations of torture and other ill -treatment made during the trials of alleged members of al-

Islah or in other proceedings before the Federal Supreme Court and whether any State 

Security officials or other officials have faced disciplinary action or criminal prosecution for 

alleged abuses, against detainees since 2011. In response, the UAE government told 

Amnesty International that hs ®uhfnqntrkx cdmhdr¯ `kkdf`shnmr sg`s cds`hmddr hm sgd T@D 83

case were subjected to torture and other ill-treatment while in detention. The government 
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`krn r`hc sg`s sgd Edcdq`k Rtoqdld Bntqs g`c `ccqdrrdc sgd cdedmc`msr `kkdf`shnmr ne snqstqd

and other ill -sqd`sldms `mc entmc sgdl ®sn ad vhsgnts ldqhs-¯82  

In February 2014, the UN Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers 

reported that she had received credible evidence of torture and other ill-treatment of 

detainees held incommunicado in secret detention facilities, and urged the UAE authorities 

to prosecute the torturers rather than allowing any information obtained from torture to be 

used as evidence against the victims. She recommended that the UAE authorities establish 

an independent committee of experts experienced in medical forensics, psychology and post-

traumatic stress to investigate allegations of torture and other ill-treatment of detainees.83 To 

date, however, the UAE authorities have taken no such steps.84 

ILL-TREATMENT IN PRISON 
Most political prisoners in the UAE, many of 

whom have been sentenced under broad and 

sweeping national security provisions in the 

Penal Code, are held at the high security al-

Razeen Prison, which is situated in the middle 

of the Abu Dhabi desert and is effectively 

under the control of the State Security, rather 

than the Ministry of Interior  ± the official body 

legally responsible for the oversight of 

correctional facilities.  Prisoners are continually 

harassed and ill-treated, in an apparently 

deliberate attempt by the authorities to break 

their spirits and that of their families.  

Prisoners complain that guards frequently 

conduct raids on their cells, often when 

inmates are absent attending Friday prayers, 

and confiscate personal items such as 

clothes, phone cards, radios, notebooks containing personal writings, and letters. Some 

prisoners who have refused to surrender their own clothes or other belongings to the prison 

authorities have been reportedly beaten by prison guards and moved to solitary confinement 

cells and held without adequate food or water as a punitive measure. Others have been 

arbitrarily held for days in solitary confinement or had their visitations and calls cancelled for 

weeks or months for no apparent reason ± in some instances, prhrnmdqr bghkcqdmor 

grandchildren have been arbitrarily stopped from visiting them while others have had their 

twice-weekly phone calls to their families arbitrarily cut.  

Prisoners have also complained that prison authorities have withheld soap and other sanitary 

items from them for months, and have delayed and then returned letters that prisoners had 

written to their families.  The prayer room in at least one prison ward, which also stores 

medicine, has reportedly been closed for several months, preventing some prisoners from 

obtaining the medication they need 

Khalifa al-Nuaimi, a university student and blogger sentenced to 10 years of imprisonment, 

enkknvdc ax sgqdd xd`qrprobation, at the end of the UAE 94  trial, has been beaten on at 

least two occasions and denied visits from his family. He has also been placed in solitary 

Blogger and student Khalifa al-Nuaimi, a prisoner of 

conscience. @Private 
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confinement on four separate occasions for up to eight days ± without any process 

whatsoever- Sgd ehqrs shld v`r hm L`qbg 1/03 `esdq gd ptdrshnmdc sgd oqhrnm `tsgnqhshdr

reason for oqcdqhmf sgd bnmehrb`shnm ne sgd oqhrnmdqrown clothes, when he was beaten by 

guards on the orders of a prison officer, and then placed in solitary confinement for eight 

days without adequate food or water. On the second occasion, he was again beaten and 

placed in solitary confinement when he objected to guards taking away oqhrnmdqr underwear 

and other personal belongings. He was also banned from receiving family visits for one week 

as a further punitive measure and went on hunger strike until he was removed from solitary 

confinement. In September 2014, he was barred, without explanation, from making calls to 

his family for six weeks or having visits from them for one month. Prior to his arrest, Khalifa 

al-Nuaimi had kept an active blog and Twitter account, which he used to criticize the heavy-

handed approach of the security forces and to call for greater freedoms.  

Amnesty International considers Khalifa al-Nuaimi a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for his peaceful exercise of his rights to freedom of expression and association, and 

calls for his immediate and unconditional release.   

Previously, 18 prisoners convicted at the 

end of the UAE 94 trial went on hunger 

strike together in July and August 213 in 

protest at their alleged ill -treatment in al-

Razeen Prison. Among the hunger strikers 

were several prisoners of conscience, 

including high profile lawyer Dr 

Mohammed al-Mansoori; judge Mohammed 

Saeed al-Abdouli and former judge Dr 

Ahmed al-Zaabi; prominent lawyer and law 

professor Dr Hadef al-Owais; lawyer Salem 

al-Shehhi; brothers Abdulla al-Hajri and 

Fahad al-Hajri; teacher Najeeb al-Amiri; Dr 

Saif Muhammad Al-Ajlah; and 

Abdulrahman al-Hadidi.85 

Prisoners and their families have said that the political prisoners in al-Razeen Prison are 

discriminated against as compared to prisoners held in other correctional facilities. The 

prisoners have complained to the authorities about their conditions, as have their families, 

but with no discernible results. On 25 March 2014, for example, the families of pris oners 

held at al-Q`yddm Oqhrnm `ccqdrrdc ` inhms kdssdq sn @at Cg`ahr @ssnqmdx Fdmdq`k+ `rjhmf sg`s

he investigate alleged abuses against the prisoners. As yet, however, they have received no 

response. Likewise, they received no response from the Minister of Interior, to whom they had 

written in August 2013 to call his attention to the alleged ill -treatment of the prisoners.  

In November 2013, an Amnesty International delegation visiting the UAE asked the Emirates 

Human Rights Association about the conditions of detention of the UAE 94 prisoners. The 

Emirates Human Rights Association told Amnesty International that they had written a report 

based on their inspections 18 months earlier of the conditions in a number of prisons and 

detention centres in the UAE `mc g`c entmc sg`s lnrs ne sgdl sn qdrdlakd sgnrd ne ®ehud rs`q

gnsdkr¯- Sgdx qdetrdc sn rg`qd sgdhq ehmchmfr vhsg @lmdrsx Hmsdqm`shnm`k+ gnvdudq+ rs`shmf sg`s

Prominent lawyer, law professor, and prisoner of conscience Dr 

Hadef al-Owais. @Private 
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sgdx vdqd ®hmsdqm`k¯-86  Further, Amnesty International received no response to letters sent to 

the authorities ahead of a visit to the UAE in November 2013 requesting to visit al-Razeen 

Prison to meet with several prisoners and to make an independent assessment of their 

treatment and conditions of detention.  
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5. UNFAIR TRIALS  

®Cdroite progress, the current judicial system in 
the [UAE] still faces challenges that directly affect 
the delivery of justice, the enforcement of 
odnokdr gtl`m qhfgsr `mc sgd otakhbr bnmehcdmbd
in the judiciary. Such challenges should not be 
ignored, but rather they should be assessed and 
addressed as a matter of urgency in order to 
aqhmf sgd `clhmhrsq`shnm ne itrshbd£hm khmd vhsg
hmsdqm`shnm`k gtl`m qhfgsr rs`mc`qcr-¯ 
Preliminary observations made by the United Nations Special Rapporteur on the independence of judges and lawyers following her 

visit to the UAE between 28 January and 5 February 2014. 

Scores of peaceful activists and critics of the government have been imprisoned on broad and 

sweeping charges in the UAE since the current crackdown began in 2011. In many cases 

they were convicted and 

sentenced after unfair trials 

before the State Security 

Chamber of the Federal 

Supreme Court.  

The Federal Supreme Court, 

whose judges are appointed 

by executive decree, has 

shown itself to be neither 

independent nor impartial 

when trying cases brought 

largely under broad and 

sweeping national security 

provisions in the Penal Code 

or the cybercrimes or 

counter-terrorism laws. Trials Federal Supreme Court, Abu Dhabi, UAE. @Amnesty International 
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before the Federal Supreme Court raise particular concern because its judgements cannot be 

appealed to a higher court, as international human rights law requires, so defendants who are 

wrongly convicted have no judicial means of remedy.   

Although the UAE government has told Amnesty International that the independence of the 

judiciary is guaranteed under the Constitution,87 the UN Special Rapporteur on the 

Independence of Judges and Lawyers has cdrbqhadc sgd T@Dr dmshqd itchbh`k rxrsdl `r

®tmcdq sgdde facto bnmsqnk ne sgd dwdbtshud aq`mbg ne fnudqmldms¯+ cdrbqhahmf sghr `r `m

®hlonqs`msbg`kkdmfd enq sgd hmcdodmcdmbd `mc hlo`qsh`khsx ne sgd itchbh`qx-¯ 

The trial of the UAE 94  was deeply flawed and unfair. The prosecution case was based 

largely on ®confessions̄  obtained from some defendants while they were held in prolonged 

incommunicado detention at secret locations and were denied access to legal counsel. The 

court admitted these ®confessions̄  `r duhcdmbd ne sgd cdedmc`msr fthks+ `ksgntfg sgd

defendants repudiated them in court and alleged that State Security interrogators had 

extracted them through torture or other duress. The court failed to investigate these 

allegations. According to the judgement, the court considered the key confessions of Ahmed 

Ghaith al-Suwaidi and Ahmed Rashid al-S`antq sn ad ®sqtsgetk+ vhkkhmf+ `mc Zfhudm\ vhsg

sntmc lhmc+¯ `mc sg`s sgdhq ®`onknfdshb¯ m`stqd rtoonqsdc sghr bnmbktrhnm- Sgd bntqs gdkc

`krn sg`s sgd oqnknmfdc kdmfsg ne sgd hmudrshf`shud rdrrhnmr g`c addm ®mdbdrr`qx£-fhudm sgd

m`stqd ne sgd bqhld¯+ `ksgntfg ®hs l`x g`ud b`trdc rnld enqdrdd`akd hrrtdrwith the mental 

rs`sd ne sgd cdedmc`msr-¯88  

The defendants continued to be detained at an undisclosed location, where they had no 

access to lawyers, until shortly after the commencement of the trial. They were moved to a 

regular prison only at the direction of the presiding judge after defence lawyers and 

defendants complained to the court that they were being held incommunicado in secret 

detention facilities. Defence lawyers also complained that they were permitted insufficient 

time to prepare the defence: although the defendants had been in custody for months, some 

for up to one year, defence lawyers were given access to the court documents only four days 

before the opening of the trial.  

Additionally, several senior officials made public statements prior to the start of the trial 

proclaiming the guilt of the detainees thus undermining their right to the presumption of 

innocence. For example, in August 2012, Sheikh Saud bin Saqr al-Qasimi, the Ruler of Ras 

al-Khaimah emirate, announced: 

"Today we have the right to cast blame upon this group and to reject their plans to harm 

their country, its leadership and their own people. Reform89 means building the country, 

mns cdrsqnxhmf hs-¯90 

 

Likewise, Hamad bin Mohammed al-Sharqi, the Ruler of Fujairah emirate, was reported in 

August 2012 to have said that:  

®Such an ungr̀ sdetk b`sdfnqx ne odnokd£does not care about development and reforms 
as they claim, but corruption in the land, and to transfer the diseases of other 
communities and its crises to this nation. We confirm that we all stand together, people 
and offich`kr£in all the procedures designed to protect our country and our people from 
all bad and evil things (both obvious and hidden), and deter anyone who wants to deviate 
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from the community approach and the state system or interfere in its achievements-¯91 
 
During the trial, according to the judgement issued on 2 July 2013, it emerged that one 
female defendant had been wrongly arrested and charged because the authorities had 
mistaken her identity for that of another woman.92 Despite the prosecution apparently having 
become aware of their error in investigating her as early as 30 December 2012, she was 
nevertheless questioned in January 2013. The presiding judge also failed to discharge the 
female defendant, even after her true identity had been made known to the judge at the start 
of the trial, and she remained on trial until it concluded, when she was among those 
acquitted.  
 

Defendants also challenged the validity of certain incriminating statements that the 

prosecution submitted as evidence; many denied having signed the statements in pre-trial 

detention and alleged that their signatures had been forged. The court dismissed these 

allegations, but without taking any steps to have the signatures expertly examined and 

verified. In fac t, according to information available to Amnesty International, the lawyer who 

had raised the complaint was asked by the Court to withdraw it.  

Like all defendants convicted by the Federal Supreme Court, these defendants were denied 

the right to appeal the bntqsr udqchbs `mc sgdhq rdmsdmbdr sn ` ghfgdq itchbh`k sqhatm`k-

International human rights law requires that everyone convicted of a criminal offence has the 

right to have their conviction and sentence reviewed by a higher tribunal.93 The right to 

review ensures that there will be at least two levels of judicial scrutiny of a case, the second 

of which is by a higher tribunal than the first. However, in contravention of international 

human rights law, UAE law does not permit defendants tried before the Federal Supreme 

Bntqs sn `ood`k sgd bntqsr cdbhrhnmr+ vghbg `qd ehm`k+ ahmchmf `mc mns rtaidbs sn bg`kkdmfd-  

Despite evidence to the contrary, the UAE government continues to assert that the 

cdedmc`msr ®qdbdhudc `kk ne sgd ctd oqnbdrr ft`q`msddr sn vghbg shey are entitled under the 

T@D Bnmrshstshnm `mc k`vr¯ `mc sg`s sgdx g`ccontact with eqddkx bgnrdm k`vxdqr ®vgn g`c

access to and conducted interviews with the accused in private and without the presence of 

rdbtqhsx odqrnmmdk-¯ Hm `cchshnm+ sgd fnudqmldmshas told Amnesty International that lawyers 

®vdqd fhudm `lokd shld sn oqdo`qd sgdhq cdedmbd `r sgd khrs ne bg`qfdr v`r l`cd `u`hk`akd sn

sgdl hm fnnc shld+¯94 even though they were not given access to the case documents until a 

few days prior to the start of the trial.  

The trial of 10 Emiratis and 20 Egyptians that began before the State Security Chamber of 

the Federal Supreme Court on 5 November 2013 bore many of the same flaws. Again, the 

defendants were charged and brought before the court after many months in which they were 

subject to enforced disappearance and detained incommunicado at an undisclosed location 

in conditions widely recognized to be conducive to torture and other ill-treatment and abuse.  

Many of the defendants were denied access to lawyers throughout their pre-trial detention, 

and allowed only limited opportunities to consult with their lawyers once the trial got 

underway. Defence lawyers were not given access to the case files until shortly before the 

trial began and were given inadequate time to prepare their defence. Many of the defendants 

refused to appear in court in protest at not being allowed to meet with their lawyers or have 

access to their case documents. 
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In his defence statement at the penultimate trial session on 17 December 2013, the lawyer 

acting for many of the defendants Abdulhamid al-Kumity (or al-Kumaiti) highlighted what he 

`qftdc v`r ` k`bj ne ctd oqnbdrr `mc hmbnmrhrsdmbhdr hm sgd oqnrdbtshnmr b`rd `f`hmrs sgdl-

He argued that the dates on which some of the defendants were first detained differed from 

the arrest dates officially recorded in court documents. The defendants claimed that these 

dates had been falsified and that they were arrested without judicial warrants being 

presented to them. They repudiated ®confessions  ̄that they said State Security interrogators 

had obtained from them though torture or other duress during their prolonged detention in 

secret detention facilities. 95 Abdulhamid al-Jtlhsx bnlok`hmdc sn sgd bntqs sg`s ®bnmedrrhnm¯

statements had also been plagiarised. He said: 

®Sgd `mrvdqr g`ud addm bnohdc `mc o`rsdc eqnl nmd cdedmc`ms sn `mnsgdq- Sgd r`ld

commas, periods and spelling mistakes are found on all the pages for each 

cdedmc`ms¯-¯96 

 

The court, however, dismissed these allegations without taking adequate steps to investigate 

sgdl+ `mc qtkdc sg`s sgd cdedmc`msrpre-trial ®confessions̄ rgould be admitted as evidence.  

Since the crackdown began in 2011, activists and government critics have increasingly being 

tried before the Federal Supreme Court, whose judgements are inherently unfair, because 

defendants have no legal means to challenge its decisions, in contravention of international 

human rights law. 

Abdulla al-Hajri, a graduate and student leader who signed the March 2011 petition and is  

married to the daughter of Dr Mohammed al-Roken, stood trial as part of the UAE 94 before 

the State Security Chamber of the Federal 

Supreme Court. He was arrested by State 

Security officers on 16 July 2012, together 

with his brother-in-law, Rashid Mohammed 

al-Roken, and was then detained 

incommunicado and in solitary confinement 

at an undisclosed location for eight months. 

He has said that he was tortured and 

otherwise ill-treated by interrogators who 

beat him, forced him to sit in an electric 

chair and threatened to give him electric 

shocks he gd chc mns ®bnnodq`sd¯ `mc

®bnmedrr¯ sn vg`s sgdx chbs`sdc sn ghl+ `mc

at times did not permit him to use the 

communal bathroom, forcing him to urinate 

and defecate in a corner of his cell. He 

collapsed in his cell at one point but 

received no attention for several hours, 

although the cell was constantly 

monitored by CCTV camera. Eventually, 

State Security officers allowed him to 

l`jd nmd rgnqs vddjkx ognmd b`kk sn ghr e`lhkx ats snkc ghl sn r`x sg`s gd v`r ®ehmd¯ `mc

sg`s ®dudqxsghmf vntkc ad NJ¯-The court convicted Abdulla al-Hajri and sentenced him to a 

Student and prisoner of conscience Abdulla al-Hajri with his 

father-in-law, prominent human rights lawyer and law professor 

Dr Mohammed al-Roken, who is also a prisoner of conscience. 

@Private 
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seven-year prison term, which he is now serving at al-Razeen Prison. He had no right to 

appeal the court verdict.  

Amnesty International considers Abdulla al-Hajri a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned solely 

for his peaceful exercise of his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls for 

his immediate and unconditional release.   

Business graduate, Fahad al-Hajri, brother of Abdulla al-Hajri, was also prosecuted by the 

Federal Supreme Court in the UAE 94 trial. He had been arrested on 2 March 2013, two 

days before the start of the trial, and placed in solitary confinement in an undisclosed 

location until he was transferred to al-Razeen Prison on 10 March 2013. During the trial, the 

prosecution had claimed that an al-Islah meeting had been held in his home in Dubai but 

acknowledged that Fahad al-Hajri had not attended the meeting. This appears to have been 

sgd nmkx ohdbd ne ®duhcdmbd¯ `f`hmrs ghl+ xds sgd bntqsconvicted him and sentenced him to 

rdudm xd`qrof imprisonment. 

Amnesty International considers Fahad al-Hajri a prisoner of conscience and calls for his 

immediate and unconditional release.   

Hussain Ali al-Najjar al-Hammadi, a science 

teacher, has been subject to two unfair mass 

trials since 2013. He was arrested without a 

judicial warrant by State Security officers on 16 

July 2012 at a family home in Fujairah emirate 

and kept blindfolded in a car with his hands and 

feet cuffed and with a bag over his head for nine 

hours while the officers searched his house. 

They then took him to another family home in 

Ajman emirate, which they searched for a 

further four hours, before transferring him to an 

unknown location, where he remained in solitary 

confinement for the next eight months ± in 

conditions amounting to enforced 

disappearance. The authorities did not 

disclose his whereabouts or any other 

information to his family during this period or 

allow him access to a lawyer.  

Hussain Ali al-Najjar al-G`ll`chr e`mily made a number of visits to the offices of officials, 

including the State Security Prosecutor and the Ministry of Interior, and were told that his 

details could not be found on the prisoner database, which is kept by the Ministry.  

Science teacher and prisoner of conscience Hussain Ali al-

Najjar al-Hammadi. @Private 
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He reappeared from detention, 

where he was tortured and 

otherwise ill-treated, later as one 

of the accused in the UAE 94 

trial, at which he was convicted 

on charges of plotting to 

overthrow the government and 

sentenced to a 10-year prison 

term, folknvdc ax sgqdd xd`qr

probation. Subsequently, he 

faced further charges and stood 

trial again with nine other UAE 

nationals and 20 Egyptian 

nationals, accused of seeking to 

establish a secret cell of the 

Muslim Brotherhood in the UAE. 

In January 2014, the State 

Security Chamber of the Federal 

Supreme Court convicted him 

and sentenced him to a further 

15 months in prison, which he 

will serve after his initial 10 -

year sentence is complete. He did not have the right to appeal either of his convictions. 

Hussain Ali al-Najjar al-Hammadir 14-year-old son, Osama al-Najjar, is also facing charges 

before the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court that stem from his activities 

on Twitter defending his father. Osama al-Najjar was detained on 17 March 2014 when a 

force of 10 State Security neehbdqr q`hcdc ghr e`lhkxr gnld hm @il`m dlhq`sd sgd c`x `esdq gd

posted several messages on Twitter that were critical of the authorities. In these, he accused 

the authorit ies of ill -treating his father and other political prisoners held at al-Razeen Prison 

in Abu Dhabi, and responded to comments that the Ruler of Sharjah emirate had made in a 

radio broadcast. Security officials searched the family home and took away a number of the 

e`lhkxr onrrdrrhnmr+ hmbktchmf hO`cr `mc

laptops.  

Following his arrest, security officials held 

Osama al-Najjar in solitary confinement at a 

secret detention facility for four days while 

denying him any contact with his family or a 

k`vxdq- Ghr lnsgdqr qdptdrsr sn sgd

authorities for information about him 

received no response. He says security 

officials questioned him every day from early 

evening until after sunrise, and tortured and 

ill -treated him during his detention, including 

by punching him repeatedly to make him 

reveal his mobile phone password. He said 

they beat him on his face, ears, and body, 

Hussain Ali al-Najjar al-Hammadi is a well-known figure in his field and was 

featured in al-Khaleej newspaper. The headline says: ®Hussain al-Najjar: I 

dream of uniting the philosophy of education in the Arab world-¯ ?Oqhu`sd 

Twitter activist and prisoner of conscience Osama al-Najjar. 

@Private 
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sometimes using a cable, until a wound on his leg resulting from surgery that he had received 

the day before his arrest began to bleed. He said interrogators also made him hold a cable 

and threatened to give him electric shocks he gd qdetrdc sn ®bnnodq`sd+¯ `mc sgqd`sdmdc sn

detain his mother and younger siblings. He was transferred from the secret detention facility 

four days after his arrest to al-Wathba Prison in Abu Dhabi. Three weeks before his arrest, 

Osama al-Naii`q g`c svddsdc sgd Lhmhrsdq ne Hmsdqhnq dwoqdrrhmf bnmbdqm `ants ghr e`sgdqr

alleged ill -sqd`sldms hm oqhrnm `mc rddjhmf sgd Lhmhrsdqr qdronmrd sn ` kdssdq sg`s gd g`c rdms

to him.  

Osama al-Najjar is facing numerous charges before the State Security Chamber of the Federal 

Rtoqdld Bntqs+ hmbktchmf ®cdrhfmhmf `mc qtmmhmf ` vdarhsd nm rnbh`k mdsvnqjr vhsg sgd `hl

of publishing inaccurate, satirical and defaming ideas and information that are harmful to the 

ssqtbstqd ne Rs`sd hmrshstshnmr¯: ®needmchmf sgdRs`sd¯: `mc ®hmrshf`shmf g`sqdc `f`hmrs sgd

Rs`sd¯- Gd hr `krn `bbtrdc ne ®bnms`bshmf enqdhfm nqf`mhy`shnmr `mc oqdrdmshmf hm`bbtq`sd

hmenql`shnm¯ `ants sgd T@D 83 sqh`k `mc khuhmf bnmchshnmr hmrhcd `k-Razeen Prison. If found 

guilty, he will not have the right to appeal.   

Amnesty International considers father and son, Hussain Ali al-Najjar al-Hammadi and 

Osama al-Najjar, prisoners of conscience, imprisoned solely peacefully exercising their rights 

to freedom of expression and association, and calls for their immediate and unconditional 

release. 

Twitter activist Waleed al-Shehhi was convicted by the Federal Supreme Court on 18 

November 2013 and sentenced to two years imprisonment and a fine of 500,000 dirhams 

(US $136,000) after he was prosecuted for his online activities. He was detained on 11 May 

2013 in Ajman emirate by State Security officers, who failed to produce a judicial arrest 

warrant, after he took to Twitter to criticize the conduct of the UAE 94  trial and the 

`tsgnqhshdr e`hktqd sn knnj hmsn sgd cdedmc`msr snqstqd `kkdf`shnmr. He was held at a secret 

location for 10 days before being moved to al-Wathba Prison in Abu Dhabi to await trial.97 He 

was then tried by the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court under both the 

cybercrimes law and the Penal Code on various charges, hmbktchmf ®hmrtkshmf sgd itchbh`qx+¯ 

based on his activit ies on Twitter. Hd v`r mns `kknvdc sn `ood`k sgd bntqsr udqchbs-Waleed 

al-Shehhi was the second person in 2013 to be prosecuted for posting remarks on Twitter 

sg`s vdqd bqhshb`k ne sgd `tsgnqhshdr g`mckhmf ne sgd l`rr sqh`k-  

Amnesty International considers Waleed al-Shehhi a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for peacefully exercising his rights to freedom of expression and association, and calls 

for his immediate and unconditional release. 

Another Twitter user, Mohammed al-Zumer, aged 18 at the time of his arrest, was also tried 

before the State Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court. He was arrested by State 

Security officers in Sharjah emirate on 5 December 2012 and held in incommunicado 

detention at an unknown location until his transfer to al -Sadr Prison, Abu Dhabi, on 23 May 

2013. The first time he was questioned by the State Security Prosecution was on 15 May 

2013 ± more than five months after his arrest.  

Mohammed al-Zumer was tried with two other defendants ± Abdulrahman Omar Bajubair, 

who was being tried in absentia, and Khalifa al -Nuaimi ± after being accused of insulting 



®Sgdqd hr mn eqddcnl gdqd ̄

Silencing dissent in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 

 

Amnesty International November 2014  Index: MDE 25/018/2014 

40 

UAE officials by making videos about the alleged torture of detainees and posting them on 

YouTube and Twitter. On 25 December 2013, Mohammed al-Zumer was sentenced to three 

years imprisonment and a fine of 500,000 dirhams (US $136,000) on charges including 

®cde`lhmf sgd Rs`sd Rdbtqhsx @oo`q`str¯ `mc ®hmrtkshmf sgd bntmsqxr kd`cdqr-¯ 

Amnesty International understands that Mohammed al-Zumer alleged that he had been 

subjected to torture and other ill -treatment while held in secret detention but that the court 

failed to order an investigation into these allegations.  

Abdulrahman Omar Bajubair, was sentenced in absentia under the cybercrimes law to five 

xd`qr hloqhrnmldmsin absentia on charges stemming from his activities on Twitter, including 

®offending the honour of the judges of the Federal Supreme Court̄ , and ®publicl y breaching 

the prestige of the court- ̄Khalifa Al-Nuaimi was acquitted. Mohammed al-Zumer and 

Abdulrahman Omar Bajubair cannot appeal their verdicts.  

Amnesty International considers Mohammed al-Zumer a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for his peaceful exercise of his rights to freedom of expression and association, and 

calls for his immediate and unconditional release. 

In addition, the trials of Abdulrahman Omar Bajubair and others raise additional serious 

concerns about fairness ± there should be no trials in absentia. The function of a criminal 

trial is to determine objectively the guilt or innocence of individuals accused of crimes and 

the burden to establish guilt rests on the prosecution. Anything which fundamentally 

prejudices the ability of  the court to make this decision should, as a matter of principle, be 

avoided and the accused should be present to hear the full prosecution case, to examine or 

have examined witnesses, refute facts and present a full defence. With anything less the 

reliability of the verdict will always remain in doubt.  

On 10 March 2014, Khalifa al-Rabeea and Othman al-Shehhi were sentenced by the State 

Security Chamber of the Federal Supreme Court to five-year prison terms and fines of 

500,000 dirhams (US $136,000)  for their support of the UAE 94 prisoners. Both men were 

arrested in July 2013 and held in undisclosed locations in solitary confinement for months 

prior to the start of their trial. They were convicted under both the cybercrimes law and the 

Penal Code on chargdr ne ®inhmhmf sgd rdbqds nqf`mhy`shnm Zld`mhmf `k-Hrk`g\¯ `mc ®bqd`shmf

and managing websites [accounts] on the social networking site Twitter and disseminating 

news and ideas that provoke hatred and disturbing public order-¯ Sgd bntqs qdetrdc sn nqcdq

an investigation into claims by both men that they had been tortured and otherwise ill-treated 

in detention.  

Khalifa al-Q`add` g`c addm `qqdrsdc nm 12 Itkx 1/02 ax ` vnl`m hm lhkhs`qx tmhenql `mc

12 men in plain clothes who presented him with an arrest warrant that did not explain the 

reason for his arrest and did not have an official signature or stamp from the Public 

Prosecution. His family were not informed of his whereabouts for months after his arrest and 

he did not have access to a lawyer during this time. As if to make a case against him, the day 

after his arrest, a video from the pro-fnudqmldms mdvr vdarhsd+ ¬13 Ldch`+ v`r rgnvm nm hsr

YouTube channel showing posts from his Twitter account that supported the UAE detainees 

and highlighting hashtags tg`s `bshuhrsr `mc oqhrnmdqr e`lhkhdr vdqd trhmf sn b`lo`hfm enq

sgdhq qdk`shudr+ hmbktchmf sgd g`rgs`f ®Eqdd Dlhq`sdr¯-98  



®Sgdqd hr mn eqddcnl gdqd¯ 

Silencing dissent in the United Arab Emirates (UAE) 
 

 

 

Index: MDE 25/018/2014 Amnesty International November 2014 

41 

npi
ach
au |
 AM
NE
STY 
INT
ER
NA
TIO
NA
L 

RIGHT TO FAIR TRIAL IN UAE AND INTERNATIONAL LAW 
The right to a fair trial is recognis ed in Article 10 of the UDHR and, being part of  customary 

international law, is binding upon all states. The right to a fair trial has been elaborated in 

Article 14 of the ICCPR and is also included in Article 13 of the Arab Charter  on Human 

Rights. The Working Group on Arbitrary Detention has also reiterated that a trial which is not 

compliant with the international norms of fair trial may lead the deprivation of liberty to be 

considered arbitrary. All persons deprived of their liberty have the right to the assistance of a 

lawyer, and effective legal counsel must be provided to them if they cannot afford one.99 

International human rights law also requires that detainees should have access to a lawyer 

from the start of their detention, including during questioning.   

Article 28 of the UAE Constitution states that an accused shall be presumed innocent until 

proven guilty in a legal and fair trial. 100  It also provides the right to legal counsel, though it 

pt`khehdr sghr ax rs`shmf sg`s sgd ®k`v rg`kk oqdrbqhad sgd b`rdr hm vghbg sgd oqdrdmbd ne `

counsel for ddedmbd hr ` ltrs¯-101  Article 47 of the Crimin al Procedure Law further 

undermines this right, however, by shifting the burden of proof onto an arrested person to 

produce evidence of their innocence within 48 hours of arrest or face transfer to the public 

prosecution for interrogation.102  This contravenes international fair trial standards, according 

to which the burden of proof rests on the prosecuting authorities, not the accused.103   

@qshbkd 0// ne sgd Bqhlhm`k Oqnbdctqd K`v rs`sdr sg`s `m `bbtrdc odqrnmr k`vxer must be 

allowed to attend the questioning `mc g`ud `bbdrr sn sgd hmudrshf`shnm o`odqr ®tmkdrr

otherwise decided by the member of the public prosecution in the interest of the 

hmudrshf`shnm-¯104  This qualification effectively undercuts the right set out in  the first part of 

the article and enables the State Security and prosecuting authorities, in practice, to 

interview and interrogate suspects without allowing them access to legal advice.  

The principle of equality of arms has also been undermined during the trials that Amnesty 

International documents in this report. For example, in the UAE 94 trial , defence lawyers had 

no access to the defendants, their clients, throughout their detention, when the authorities 

alleged that they made ®confessions̄  and other incriminating admissions, and received the 

case papers only a few days before the commencement of the trial, although it had evidently 

been in preparation for months. This is inconsistent with international human rights, 

including Article 16 of the Arab C harter on Human Rights.  

By allowing the State Security to detain suspects indefinitely, in undisclosed detention 

facilities and in isolation from the outside world, UAE law effectively facilitates torture and 

other ill -treatment and creates a ®bnmedrrhnmbtkstqd¯ vgdqdax Rs`sd Rdbtqhsxinvestigators 

rddj sn nas`hm ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ `mc nsgdq hmbqhlhm`shmf rs`sdldmsr eqnl sgnrd hm sgdhq btrsncx

as a basis for securing their conviction at trial . There is no independent oversight of the 

conditions in which the St ate Security holds detainees, often for many months, or the 

ldsgncr sgdx trd hm rddjhmf `mc nas`hmhmf ®bnmedrrhnmr. T̄he unequal contest is made 

worse ax sgd Edcdq`k Rtoqdld Bntqsr qdod`sdc e`hktqd sn bnmctbs sgnqntfg hmudrshf`shnmr

when defendants have alleged at trial that the State Security tortured or coerced them into 

l`jhmf sgd ®bnmedrrhnmr¯ sg`s nesdm qdoqdrdms sgd oqnrdbtshnmr l`hm nq nmkx duhcdmbd

against them.  

Article 230 of the Criminal Procedure Law105  provides a right of appeal to a higher court for 
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defendants in most criminal cases, whereas Article 101 of the Constitution106  and Article 67 

of the law concerning the Federal Supreme Court107  deny this right to defendants tried before 

that court, declaring that its judgements are final, binding and n ot open to challenge. This 

ekntsr sgd T@Dr gtl`m qhfgsr nakhf`shnmr+ hmbktchmf tmcdq @qshbkd 05'6( ne sgd @q`a Bg`qsdq 

on Human Rights.    

Despite some safeguards contained in the Constitution and other laws, the UAE authorities 

continue to fail in their duty to protect the rights of the many individuals, especially those 

detained on national security related charges or those who have peacefully expressed 

criticism of the government, throughout the different stages of legal proceedings. The cases 

documented in this report show how international human rights obligations are routinely 

flouted by the UAE security and judicial authorities. In its opinion on the case of the 61 

people imprisoned following the UAE 94 trial , the UN Working Group on Arbitrary Detention 

concluded that the their right to a fair trial had been violated because they had been 

detained incommunicado without legal justification, the charges against them were vague 

and imprecise, and they did not have the opportunity to appeal the verdict.108  The WGAD 

reiterated that deprivation of liberty is arbitrary where it is incompatible with other human 

rights such as the rights to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; opinion and 

expression; peaceful assembly and association; the right to take part in public affairs; and 

where it interferes with the right of detainees to a fair trial.   

VAGUE AND BROAD DEFINITION OF CRIMINAL OFFENCES 
Not only do some provisions in UAE law severely restrict rights, their definitions of criminal offences 
are also so vague and broad that they lend themselves to abuse, thereby facilitating the prosecution 
of people in trials that are already flawed and unfair because they fail to meet international 
standards of fair trial. Such provisions flout the principle of legality, which requires that all criminal 
offences and restrictions must be precise and clear.  

For example, Article 180 of the Penal Code is so sweeping and broad that it can criminalize any form of 

peaceful criticism of the government or activities by associations, organizations, or groups that are remotely 

political. The article makes it a crime to establish, found, organize or administer an association that aims at 

®b`kkhmf sn nudqsgqnv nq s`jd nudq sgd rxrsdl ne fnudqmldms¯+ ® chrqtoshmf sgd `ookhb`shnm ne sgd bnmrshstshnm

nq k`v¯+ noonrhmf sgd ®etmc`ldms`k oqhmbhokdr¯ nm vghbg sgd T@Dr ®fnudqmhmf rxrsdl¯ hr a`rdc+ oqdudmshmf

®nmd ne sgd Rs`sd nqf`mhy`shnmr nq nmd ne sgd otakhb `tsgnqhshdr¯ eqnl odqenqlhmf ®sgdhq ctshdr¯+ uhnk`shmf sgd

®odqrnm`k eqddcnl ne bhshydmr nq `mx nsgdq otakhb khadqshdr nq qhfgsr oqnsdbsdc ax sgd bnmrshstshnm nq sgd k`vr+¯

nq idno`qchyhmf ®m`shnm`k tmhsx nq rnbh`k od`bd-¯ @qshbkd 07/ `krn bqhlhm`khydr `mc oqdrbqhadr ` odm`ksx ne to sn

0/ xd`qr ne hloqhrnmldms enq9 ®vgndudq inhmr nmd ne sgdrd `rrnbh`shnmr£nq bnnodq`sdr nq o`qshbho`sdr vhsg hs

hm `mx l`mmdq vg`srndudq+ nq oqnuhcdr hs vhsg ehm`mbh`k nq l`sdqh`k `rrhrs`mbd£¯109  This article was used to 

prosecute the defendants in the UAE 94 trial on account of their alleged links to al-Hrk`g `mc sgd oqnrdbtshnms 

contention that it sought to overthrow the government.  

@qshbkd 086.1 ne sgd Odm`k Bncd otmhrgdr ax hloqhrnmldms `mc ` ehmd vgndudq ®l`jdr trd ne `mx ld`mr ne

bnlltmhb`shnm£sn cheetrd hmenql`shnm nq mdvr nq sn hmrshf`sd sn cn `bsr sg`s£dwonrd sgd Rs`sd recurity to 

c`mfdq nq `qd hmbnlo`shakd vhsg otakhb onkhbx¯-110  Sgd e`bs sg`s ®otakhb onkhbx¯ hr mns cdehmdc hm sgd Odm`k

Code leaves this provision open for broad interpretation and abuse. 

Article 14 of the new law on Combatting Terrorist Crimes punishes with death or life imprisonment:  
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®whoever commits or refrains from committing an act meant or intended to undermine the stability, safety, 

tmhsx+ rnudqdhfmsx nq rdbtqhsx ne sgd Rs`sd+ nq he hs v`r hmsdmcdc sn bntmsdqu`hk sgd Rs`sdr etmc`ldms`k

principles of the ruling regime, or if it was meant to topple the regime or seize power, unlawfully renders the 

constitution defunct or prevents a state institution or authority to perform its functions, or if it was meant to 

undermine national unity or social peace-¯111   

Article 15 of the same law oqnuhcdr sdlonq`qx hloqhrnmldms enq ®Vgndudq cdbk`qdr ax `mx otakhb ld`mr ghr

enmity to the State or regime, or his non-allegiance to its leadership, shall be punished by temporary 

hloqhrnmldms-¯112   

Sgd cdehmhshnm ne ` ®sdqqnqhrs ntsbnld¯ oqnuhcdc hm sgd mdv `msh-terror law is also broad and sweeping. It 

cdehmdr ` sdqqnqhrs `r `mx odqrnm vgn b`trdr ` ®sdqqnqhrs needmbd¯+ vghbg hr cdrbqhadc `r `mx `bs odqodsq`sdc

enq ` ®sdqqnqhrs otqonrd¯- @ ®sdqqnqhrs otqonrd¯ hr cdrbqhadc hm sgd kaw as: 

®Vgdm sgd odqodsq`snqr hmsdms hr oqnmd snv`qc bnllhsshmf nq qdeq`hmhmf eqnl bnllhsshmf `m `bs sg`s hr

criminalized by law and if perpetrated with the intent of creating a direct or indirect terrorist outcome, or when 

the perpetrator knows that committing or refraining from committing the act would result in achieving a 

terrorist outcome- ̄

@ ®sdqqnqhrs ntsbnld¯ hr cdehmdc `r9 

®Rshqqhmf o`mhb `lnmf ` fqnto ne odnokd£chrqtoshmf.tmcdqlhmhmf sgd rnbh`k cnldrshb nq hmsdqm`shnm`k

security, antagonizing the State, impacting the public authorities in the State or other states or international 

organizations as they go about exercising their duties or receiving from the State or other states or 

organizations a benefit or privilege of any kind-® 

In the context of national security laws, the UN Special Rapporteur on the promotion and protection of human 

rights and fundamental freedoms while countering terrorism has explained that the principle of legality, 

whereby crimes must be enshrined in legal provisions that are clear, ascertainable and predictable, means 

sg`s kdfhrk`shnm ®ltrs ad eq`ldc hm rtbg ` v`x sg`s9 sgd k`v hr `cdpt`sdkx `bbdrrhakd rn sg`s sgd hmchuhct`k

has a proper indication of how the law limits his or her conduct; and the law is formulated with sufficient 

oqdbhrhnm rn sg`s sgd hmchuhct`k b`m qdftk`sd ghr nq gdq bnmctbs-¯113  Similarly, the Working Group on Arbitrary 

Cdsdmshnm g`r dwoqdrrdc o`qshbtk`q bnmbdqm `ants ®dwsqdldkx u`ftd `mc aqn`c cdehmhshnmr ne sdqqnqhrl hm

m`shnm`k kdfhrk`shnm¯+ rs`shmf+ ®Zh\m sgd `ardmbd ne ` cdehmhshnm ne sgd needmbd nq vgdm sgd cdrbqhoshnm ne sgd

`bsr nq nlhrrhnmr vhsg vghbg rnldnmd hr bg`qfdc hr hm`cdpt`sd£sgd qdpthqdldms ne ` oqdbhrd cdehmhshnm ne

the crimes ± the key to the whole modern penal system ± is not fulfilled and that the principle of lawfulness is 

sgtr uhnk`sdc+ vhsg sgd `ssdmc`ms qhrj sn sgd kdfhshl`sd dwdqbhrd ne etmc`ldms`k eqddcnlr-¯114  This principle 

ensures that provisions in the law are not subject to interpretations that unduly broaden the scope of the 

prohibited conduct, where otherwise overly broad or vague definitions of terrorism may be used by states as a 

means to criminalize peaceful activism or dissent.   

The above provisions and others detailed in this report fail to satisfy the requirement that any restrictions on 

the rights to freedom of expression and association must be narrow and necessary for the protection of 

national security or one of the other legitimate grounds specified by international human rights law. They 

equip the UAE authorities with powers to restrict and criminalize expression and the right to freedom of 

association in a selective and arbitrary manner and without clearly informing the public as to what specific 

conduct or expression is prohibited.   
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6. HUMAN RIGHTS DEFENDERS  

®@m `bshuhrs lhfgs ad oq`hrdc+ lhfgs ad
congratulated for his work, might be secretly 
supported, but there will be no uproar if 
rnldsghmf g`oodmr sn ghl Zhm sgd T@D\-¯ 
Prisoner of conscience and human rights lawyer Dr Mohammed al-Roken writing in 2007 about the life of activists in the UAE. 

Amnesty International has documented increasing harassment and intimidation of human 

rights defenders by the UAE authorities over several years to deter or prevent them from 

continuing their human rights activism. Human rights defenders who critic ize human rights 

violations by the authorities are subject to harassment, arbitrary arrest, detention and 

imprisonment, confiscation of passports and bans on travel abroad.  

In her February 2013 report, the Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights 

defenders expressed profound concern about the situation of human rights defenders in the 

T@D `mc r`hc sg`s sgd hmenql`shnm rgd g`c qdbdhudc hmchb`sdc ®` o`ssdqm ne g`q`rrldms+

arbitrary detention, enforced disappearances and prison sentences handed to human rights 

defenders legitimately exercising their right to freedom of expression and freedom of 

`rrnbh`shnm-¯ Rgd bnmrhcdqdc ®sgd `kkdf`shnmr udqx rdqhntr `r sgdx qdedq sn tmctd qdrsqhbshnmr

on a number of rights and freedoms which are fundamental to the activities of human rights 

cdedmcdqr¯ `mc qdfqdssdc sg`s sgd fnudqmldms g`c e`hkdc sn qdokx sn `mx ne sgd

communications she had sent.115   

The Special Rapporteur highlighted the case of Dr Mohammed al-Roken, a university 

professor, prominent human rights lawyer and former president of the UAE Jurists 

Association, who was sentenced in July 2013  sn 0/ xd`qrimprisonment, followed by three 

xd`qr oqna`shnm+ at the end of the UAE 94 trial. The Special Rapporteur referred the 

government to the provisions outlined in the Declaration on Human Rights Defenders, which 

call for the state to protect individuals against any violence, threats, retaliation, or other 

arbitrary action as a consequence of their legitimate exercise of their rights.116  

Dr Mohammed al-Roken was arrested in the early hours of 17 July 2012 by State Security 

officers in several vehicles who forced him to stop his car as he was driving to a Dubai police 

station to inquire about his son, Rashid Mohammed al-Roken, and his son-in-law, Abdulla al-

Hajri, who had been arrested hours earlier. The next day, 17 State Security officers took him 

to his house, searched it and removed laptops and other computers, as well as books and 

other publications, family video recordings, and photograph albums. For the next three 
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months, his family had no knowledge of his whereabouts. He was subjected to enforced 

disappearance and detained in solitary confinement at an undisclosed location. His lawyer 

repeatedly requested access to him but his requests were denied. The authorities permitted 

Dr Mohammed al-Roken to see members of his family for the first time more than three 

months after his arrest; for this first and for subsequent visits, he was taken to the State 

Security Prosecution office in Abu Dhabi and State Security officers remained present 

throughout each family visit. Dr Mohammed al-al-Roken was not permitted to see the 

documents relating to his case until the second hearing of the UAE 94 trial on 11 March 

2013.  

On the day that Dr Mohammed al-

Roken was arrested, a spokesperson 

for the TMrOffice of the High 

Commissioner for Human Rights 

expressed concern about the 

®crackdown on human rights 

defenders through harassments, 

denial of travel, termination of work 

contracts, arrests, denaturalization 

and expulsion from the countrȳ `mc

urged the UAE government to 

release those detained for the 

peaceful exercise of their human 

rights and provide them with the 

protection to ensure they can carry 

out their work.117   

Prior to his arrest, Dr Mohammed al-Roken had been a target of government harassment 

adb`trd ne ghr vnqj `r ` gtl`m qhfgsr k`vxdq+ ghr bqhshbhrl ne sgd T@Dr gtl`m qhfgsr qdbnqc

and his advocacy of democratic reforms. He had been arrested and detained several times; 

placed for some time on a travel ban; barred from giving public lectures, writing in 

newspapers, and giving interviews to local media; and subjected to official surveillance. In 

2004, he applied to the Ministry of Social Affairs to licence and register an independent 

human rights organization but without success; the Ministry neither accepted nor rejected the 

`ookhb`shnm+ hm bnmsq`udmshnm ne sgd T@Dr nvm k`vr-118  By contrast, the Ministry accepted 

and approved a licensing application made by a pro-government group, the Emirates Human 

Rights Association.119  Prior to his arrest, Dr Mohammed al-Qnjdm g`c cdedmcdc sgd ®T@D 4¯

at their trial in 2011 and represented the seven activists who were stripped of their 

citizenship by the UAE authorities in 2011.  

Amnesty International considers Mohammed al-Roken a prisoner of conscience, imprisoned 

solely for his peaceful exercise of his rights to freedom of expression and association, 

including his work as a human rights lawyer defending activists, and calls for his immediate 

and unconditional release.   

Dr Mohammed al-Mansoori, a prominent k`vxdq `mc enqldq gd`c ne sgd T@Dr Itqhrsr

Association, was detained by a group of State Security officers whose faces were concealed 

by balaclavas on 16 July 2012 near his home in Ras al-Khaimah emirate. The officers took 

Prisoner of conscience Dr Mohammed al-Roken. @Private 
































































