Interviewee: Jean Maria Arrigo
Interviewer: John Crigler
Date: June 26, 2005

Place: Irvine, California

Transcribed by: Teresa Bergen

Upon retumn from the June 24-26, 2005, meeting in Washington, DC, of the APA PENS
Task Force, JMA recorded her impressions of the mecting in conversation with her
hushand JC. The conversation took place around midnight, a couple of hours after he
picked her up at the Orange Country, CA, airport, The final half hour of the
conversation, concerning her personal feelings and tremendous anxiety around the
mecting, has not been transcribed.

BEGIN SIDE A
Crigler: 1 think, okay, go ahead.

Arrigo: Well, this is June 26, right? 2005. And | have just returned from Washington,
DC, where | was one of ten people appointed 1o the Amenican Psychological Association
Task Force on Psychological Ethics and National Security. And the other person
speaking is John Crigler. If you lie there with your eves shut. ['m not going 1o be able 1o

walk. [laughs]

I think there are several components to this event that | can't completely straighten
out. One is the document we produced itself. And another was the political, the probable
political course of this document. And then there's the process the commitiee went
through 1o produce the document. And then there’s my, of course from my point of view,
roleé in the process of producing the document. What | contnbuted to it. And then there i1s
my personal experience ol the process. Bul you have 1o alk 1o me, or | can’t do this.

Crigler: | think we ought to tape the things in that order. | think the last thing to go in is
your personal experience with the process. Why don’t we just knock this off one al a
time. starting with the first one.

Arrigo: With the political course of this document?

Crigler: The document itsell was the first one.

Arrigo: Okay. The document itself. Well _

Crigler: What is the document? It's the recommendations of the commitice to the
president, right?

Arrigo: 1t's, yes, supposedly. Actually. the recommendations of the Task Force 1o the
APA board. That is where it's going before, first before it goes anywhere ¢lse. And we

sort of sat out, even though it wasn’t quite stated this way, the real purpose of what we
were doing was to deal with the onslaught of, what do you call it? The onslaught of,
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actually, almost assaults on the leadership of the American Psychological Association,
because people think that psychologists have been participating in 1orture of detainees at
Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay and elsewhere. So they're getting letters right and lefi.
And the media are approaching them. So how do they put out this fire, okay?

And there’s the question was, the APA has quite a large and well considered ethical
code. And the question was, docs this ethical code tell us what to do in this situation? Tell
us what to do about psychologists in national security settings. Or is it missing what we
need? Now. this isn’t as simple a question as | thought. Because. as it turned out. if the
ethical code contains what we need and our response is just an application of the ethical
code as it stands, then our report could go out almost immediately. afier it was cleared by
the board. But. if we say “no, the ethical code is missing some things.” which | believed
it was— and | didn’t know all these consequences — then if you want 10 add something,
new principles 1o the ethical code. it"s going to take a whole year of process or so, before
they can get into it. And then, of course, the document can't go out until all of that time.

S0 the way the document is written, it’s full of how various pieces of the code support
of lead 1o our conclusions. But | had no clue about why, until about the last hour that we
were logether.

Crigler: Why that is going to take a vear? Or why

Amigo: No, no, no. Why everyone, why people were insisting, like the head of the cthics
commitice at APA, Steve Behnke, why he was. in his various drafis, he was always
drawing on the code and trying 1o show the code implied all of our statements. And—

Crigler: So you wanted it to be more specific, and they wanted it 10 be covered by an
interpretation of what was already there. Or at least the head of the ethics committee.

Amgo: It wasn't exactly specificity. That's a very, we have written a very specific
document. The issue was that, 1 thought that we hadn’t really. that the cthics code really
did not cross levels of analysis in this way. But it wasa't until the very end that |
understood the political importance of this because they needed to put out something for
the media nght away. And nothing would go out right away if we said that we needed
some other principles than what were in the ethics code already. So evervthing had 1o be
derived from this. But those really belong with the political consequences of the
document.

Crigler. So what is the document? And what does it say? Does the document have
recommendations to the board?

Arrigo: Well, the document, that’s the meaning of it is formally recommendations 1o the
board. But, in fact, the document will go out 1o all the members. And now I'm really
getting ahead of myself. But maybe | just should say where it"s going. This is what, this
is all things that | lcarned in about the last hour of the whole event. So | didn't have the
picture of the meaning of this while we were doing it.

The first place it's going to, and this is the military component, the military members
of the commitice. | should say first that there were ten members of the committee, Six of

JM. Arrigo, APA PENS Task Force Mecting. June 2003 2




these people were military folks of fairly high standing. So, for instance, one of them had
gone into reorganize Guantanamo Bay afier the first mess there. And similarly had gone
to Abu Ghraib 10—

Crigler: What first mess?

Arrigo: The complaints about treatment of the detainees, and bad interrogations. Another
one is the chiel psychologist who supervises all of the psychologists who consult with
interrogators for the army. And almost all of it is done by the army. So that was another
person. So people have very substantial roles.

So they asked that it be sent 1o the military first. And the [APA] person, a person who
was sitting in on it who's the policy kind of a liaison with the Department of Defense for
the APA had this list of different military offices she was going to send it 10. And the
military people were very firm that it only needed to go 1o one person, and that was
Rumsield. And that he would instantly send it off to everybody else. We were surprised.
We didn’t believe this. But they were all absolutely sure that it should go 1o him first, he
would send it 10 everybody else, and then 10 Congress and everybody .

And everyone agreed that, scemed to be in agreement that Congress and the House of
Representatives and Rumsfeld and everybody wanied this document. So the military
people said, “After it goes 10 Rumsfeld, then in one hour, hardly let any time pass, then it
should go to the press. And you should have a statement for the press.” And the reason
was, they said, is that anything that goes into the Congressional system is going to leak
very fast. And you don’t want other people putting their spin on it. You don’t want the
media putting their spin on it There's great distrust of the media. With plenty of
examples to back up their worries.

S0, you know, then it should be sent out 1o members of APA and 10 the various
divisions, and so on. They didn’t want to send it out to the AMA, as | had suggested,
because then they "Il have 1o send it out 10 every other possible organization, They said,
“Well. it will be public. It will be posted on our website.™

50 | was really quite astonished about how this all came to me at the last minute. | feh
this was going to be some obscure document 1o cover our ass, but they are getting calls
from the media nght now, And evervbody is all excited about this. So whether this is true
or just self-aggrandizing, we will surely find out. One of the military people will have an
appoiniment in a few days with the surgeon general to brief him on this.

And the military people have a similar problem to the American Psychological
Association, which is that people are saying, “Oh. what are your psychologists doing
torturing people™ So a lot of the talk in the meeting was, in this last part of the meeting,
was about how to calm everybody down. Assure everybody we weren't doing anything
bad. There's sort of a joint agreement that this is what we want 1o do.

We had this discussion by kind of conference call from the APA public relations
person, who had read it and told us how the press would look at it. So we had to be very
concerned about how the press would look at this, and how they might take out this
sentence or that sentence and draw conclusions 1o it that would make our hair stand on
end. So this was, and we had all the attomey. we had APA counsel there. So il was
curious 1o me to see this statement about ethics considered from that public perspective.
And | had none of this in mind as we were going along. So | was naive.
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So. it's not in its final form now. We just have a draft. So they say that ethically this
is complex work and it's constantly evolving, blah, blah, blah. The Task Force was,
nevertheless, able to set forth clear and unanimous statements about psychologists’
cthical obligations. And I objected to the unanimous. 1 thought that was too far, Going
too far, But anyway.

So they say the Task Force first states that psychologists do not engage in, direct,
support, facilitate, or offer training in torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment. Now this got a rise out of the APA publicist. Because the APA ethics code is
all stated in the form, “psychologists do not do such and such, = or “they do such and
such.” Such as, “Psychologists do not have intimate sexual relations with their patients.”
And of course, everybody knows that psychologists have, and will continue 10
occasionally. Right? But the language means do not. they shouldn™t. Whereas it could be
interpreted as a false historical statement, So we have a problem with that throughout
here when we say psychologists do not do such and such.

And of course, some of us believe that psychologists have been involved in heavy
interrogations, and other people think, the military people think, they haven™t, But that
we're not addressing. Because we are not an investigative body. So there are ten major
points here. Or eleven or so. The first one is that psychologists don’t engage in, torture,
blah, blah, blah, direct. Second is, psychologists are alert to acts of torture, or other cruel
of inhuman or degrading treatment, and have an ethical responsibility 1o report these acts
to the appropriate authorities. And [ want to take credit for that one. Third one is that
psychologists don’t engage in behaviors that violate the laws of the United States. So
here, there was a tension between the code of ethics—in other words, there are legal
things which are not ethical.

And we had a big discussion on this because Mike, Mike, oh, what's his name. The
other peace psychologist wanted us to follow international law. And everyvbody clse
wanted us to follow US law, especially the military people. So we never completely
resolved it. But it looks here as though we did agree on that, So il there's a problem, if
there seems to be a conflict in the psychologists’ mind, we try to resolve the conflict in a
responsible manner.

| think this is basically a cop out, okay? If the conflict cannot be resolved,
psychologists may adhere to the requirements of the law. So that means actually that if
Rumsfeld says, “The line is here,” okay, and international law says the lin¢ is there, and
psychological ethics says the line is over here, then the psychologists can follow the
Rumsfeld definition of interrogation. This is what it literally says.

Fourth is that psychologists clarify their own role in a situation, Clanify it to
themselves, where it could be ambiguous. So the psychologist isn't always going to
identify himself to somebody. right”? [t"s an espionage case or whatever. And he's doing
an assessment of the person. But at least he has w0 declare in his own mind who his client
15, and also has ethical responsibilities to people who aren’t his clients. Although we
haven't gone so far as to say he must identify himself to those. In some cases, it could be
life threatening. Psychologists have 10 be sensitive to the problems inherent in mixing
potentially inconsistent roles, such as health provider and consultant 1o an interrogation,

Now, six. It says that the Task Force believes that psychologists can serve in national
security roles such as assistants (o inferrogators, consultants to imterrogators, in a way that
is ethically responsible. I mean, as they do for police. And they said that this is something
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like “entirely compatible.” And | struck out the word “entirely,” and said that | thought it
was sort of marginally compatible. So they let me take that word out.
There's been some, 1'm not quite sure where it"s made clear here, but the dual role

iden, vou know, that you could be, do one thing in one place and then take off your
psychologist hat and do something else which is incompatible with psychological ethics,
we have ruled out. Saying that wherever you're using, wherever you're using
psvchological expertise. you're bound by psychological ethics,

Crigler: Hmm, that’s good.

Arrigo: Now, if you're a psychologist and you decide to lead the infantry over the hill,
okay, you don't have to be doing psychological ethics. But anything using your expertise,
you are a psychologist.

Seventh, now this one, 1'm also going to take credit for. It says psychologists who
consult on interrogation techniques are mindful that the subject of the inlerrogation may
not have engaged in any bad behavior, untoward behavior, and may not be relevant. So
we sel up a test here for what you can advise the interrogator to do. And that is, test is,
that if, you know, determining whether the person is relevant, or has done anything bad,
can be a very long process. and very difficult. But if it"s determined that the person was
either irrelevant to the whole thing or, you know, is not guilty of any untoward behavior,
then the psychologist should be able 1o say that what was done with this person was still
appropriate. So is waking him up at three in the morning to interrogate him over the line”
No. But, vou know, is depriving him of sleep for five days over the line” Yes. So il
basically establishes, recognizes that many, many people will be interrogated who are not
your real targets. And essentially says you have to deal with him the same way, Which is
probably a little bit stromger than people feel. But there it is. So | was pleased (o be able
0 do that without, one of the military people there, we worked that out.

Eighth is that psychologists who serve in, well, let me just go back and give a couple
of examples of what psychologists do that | think is really useful, but | didn™t know
about. But they wouldn't give any of these examples. And they were warned against it by
everybody who they knew about dealing with the media. They said. “Any time you give
any example, it can ruin you.” They will start turning the example this way or that way,
and you find al some point, you can't defend il

The psychologists said they had the most rudimentary problems. Some detainee says
to the interrogator, “Okay, I'll tell you where the bomb is. I'll show you where it is. I'll
tell you anything.” So the interrogator brings out a map and says, “Okay. Here's the map.
Show me where it is.” The guy can’t show him where it is. Doesn"t show him where it is.
Well, he can’t read a map. Where the person is brought in and they're getting basic
information about him: rank, name, where does he live, what's his birthday, and so on,
And there's a lot of hemming and hawing. They can’t get his birth date out of him. Well,
it turns out he comes from a culture where nobody has a birth date. So there are all these
very rudimentary kinds of problems that require some cultural knowledge that some
interrogators don't have.

So cight was, psychologists don’t use health care information for the detriment of any
individual's safety and well being. Because there have been a lot of problems about using
medical records. Now, if vou want to say that they shouldn®t know what's in the medical
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mﬂmﬁ:hlpﬂlﬂ.“#mhhhmﬁﬂjhmﬂq
medical treatment at all. So now we have the imerrogator who wants to establish rapport
with the person by giving him a Snickers bar. But he’s a diabetic, right” He doesn’t know
it. Nobody knows it. And apparently there are a lot of diabetics there. | don™t know why
there are so many. A person might have contagious discases: TB, hepatitis, who knows
what. And becomes a danger 1o other detainees. 1o the everybody.

So another example that was given, somebody had had a big heart operation a few
weeks before. So he just ruled him out and said, “You can't, nobody s interrogating him, "
S0 there's a reason that somebody has 1o keep track of this.

Nine, that psychologists make clear the limits of confidentiality. %o you can't, they
can’t go in pretending that they 're going to be, you know, ask a person questions and
keep it confidential if they “re not going 10. They have 10 be completely clear about this.
And they also have 10 be careful with whom they disclose sensitive information. You
know, just as they would ordinarily.

Fw-'u“miuubquihimmhﬂl
circumstances. Now this is kind of disguised here. We wanted 10 say, some of us wanted
to say, that psychologists should never be involved in interrogations. But the legal
counsel said that really you should never say never. That you get into all kinds of
problems with that. And the military people said there are cases if you're in the middle of
mmhmwnmubﬁnnjmm,pﬂ
somewhere else. Tuhwunmmmmdnhﬁm be the only
person who can. So nobody was willing to say that.

Eh\tﬂﬂtd;ihhhﬂum-hw-:ﬂuﬂuumﬁb for themselves
the identity of their client. And they have ethical obligations 1o people who aren’t their
clients.

And the last one is that psychologists have an ethical obligation 1o consult when
they ‘re facing difficult ethical dilemmas. Now this is a problem. because with whom are
ﬂqﬂuhnﬂhh“hmﬂmmm“hmm
consultation lines for them. Remember when—

Crigler: Is that going to be funded by the APA?

Arrigo: No, this would have 1o happen within the military. It would have 1o be, for
mhﬂmwh.iﬂhwuh:hﬂﬂdhlh“h[hwl
Rockwood had that—

Crigler: Mm hmm.

Arrigo: Okay. Then there are some other conclusions we made. Such as the rescarch that
we should be doing, having 10 do with, for instance, how culture and ethnicity interact
with investigative technique. [1clephone interruption|]

Crigler: All right. We had a little brief interruption. Now we're going to continue. We've
covered, pretty much, the repont. Now we're going 1o the political ramifications of this

report, which are, | guess, when you went into this, not knowing that this was going w go
to Secretary Rumsfeld and the media’s waiting for this.
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Arrigo: Well, he isn't going to read it. But one of the military people does have an hour
meeting to brief the surgeon general on this. Which is sort of unusual.

Crigler: Yeah

Arrigo: So the military and the American Psychological Association are both very, very
interested in calming troubled waters here. And that came out a great deal, and to the
point 1 almost felt as though | were participating, could be panticipating, in a cover-up
job. | wouldn't say quite that, but it was the major concern. We were not really there 1o
talk about psychological ethics and national security. We were there 1o talk about

psychologists and coercive inlerrogation.
Crigler: So this meeting had a primary purpose, was political?

Arrigo: Yes. Yes. That was the agitation around this. And a reason for having six
military people. | mean, these were, | don’t mean that their ranks were high, because
psvchologists don't get that far up generally. But their positions

Crigler: Their roles, they "re doing a lot.
Arrigo: Their roles. They were al the top of the pyramid in their vanous arcas,

Crigler: Well how do vou think the political imponance of this affected the work that
vou were to do from an ethical standpoint? | mean, from the standpoint of working on the
ethics for psychologists who were involved in interrogation of detanees” Or didn't it
affiect it?

Arrigo: Mo, it cerainly affected it, [t centainly affected it. But I'm trying to think, say,
how 1t affected it.

Crigler: Well, one thing was, maybe the confidentiality part of it, maybe.

Amigo: Yes. Yeah, that was certainly a big part of it | think that our audience became
the media and the general public in some significant ways. Because of how things had o
be stated. Not being willing to put any examples in that would have clarified things. Not
because the examples, you know, involved blood and knives. Just that, vou know, the
cognitive [issues]. But because there was so much worry about how things could be
misinterpreted and so on by the ignorant. Or by people outside of our field.

And one thing is, the constitution of the commitiee, that we had these six military
people there. And then there was the chair of the committee, who didn’t particularly
know anything about this issue, but she could chair a commitice. Which was not easy st
all, What she did was quite amazing. And the person who actually wrote all of this was
the head of the APA Ethics Commitiee. So he participated the whole time. and wrote like
crazy. And gave us documenis to critique. And he said that it was unusual in his
experience that groups actually let him do this. So they wouldn't be able W come out with
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a document at the end. Well here's one of the places where the political aspect was that
we needed 1o come out with a document after these three days. Other people dawdle
around for weeks.

Crigler: Right.

Arrigo: When people have a try at it and they don't let the director of the ethics
committee do all this writing. he said.

Crigler: So the process was expedited and speeded up by the political pressure.

Amigo: Yes, And | think that also put pressure on us to agree with each other. Because |
didn’t recognize what this pressure was when we were going through it. Other people did.
| think it also meant that we may have had more people involved. For instance, the
president elect of the APA was with us until he had a medical emergency in his family,
But then he checked back in by telephone today. And an attormey who sat through the
whole proceedings with us. And there were some other people that | think, we wouldnt
ordinarily have, I'm guessing, have had that much brass, as it were, with us, But the
speed and the pressure to agree.

For instance, oday, when we were trying to have a last read through. In the beginning
i said well, it's complex but we were able to come to this unanimous opinion, And | said
I thought it wasn’t quite unanimous, But that it was a process through consensus, that we
saw that everybody had probably been pulled off their base by a few percentage points so
that we could do anything at all and come (o an agreement of some sort. And 1 felt
irritation in the room at my saying that. Because they really wanted to represent it as
SIS

Crgler: Strong.

Arrigo: Strong. Unanimous, Yeah. The fact that there were these military psychologists
in hot positions, the fact of the matter is, if they weren't there, then the document
wouldn't mean anything. But what | was really surprised at was how sensitive the
military was to the opinions of {what they take as7) American Psychological Association.
| mean, there 1s another psychological association. So | thought, | guess naively, well,
well if they want to belong to a psychological association, and we're not doing the job
with them. they can go belong 1o some other one. You know, what do they care about us?
Why do they even need us ot all? Why do they even need to have licensed, clinical
psychologists? Why don’t they just certify their own people?

50 | asked them about that. And apparently there was a general period of
professionalization in the military. I've forgotien when it happened, a few decades back,
when it was determined that all members of professions should be centificd by those
professions, And I don't know if this is the same time when they got the idea that officers
should have college degrees and so on. Bul it was part of a general upgrading, they
considered upgrading certification. The military.

And one psvchologist there, he was the one who was in charge of all the
psychologists who consult for interrogations. And (7) and has a hand in, supposedly, in
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all the i he us confidentially some papers he had written for his
mhﬂhtﬁ%hﬂn@ﬁw he directs. And | was quite astonished to read in here, let
me find this. Under the ethical requirements, it's a several-page document here. But
under ethical requirements, he says that we're going 0 adhere to the ethical, that the
ethics code, APA ethics code, is binding on all psychologists who are members of the
American Psychological Association. which is obvious. And all those who are licensed
by state psychology licensing board. Well, that has to be corrected a little bit.

But the fact is that all [those] military psychologists are clinical psychologists. And
they have 1o maintain state licensure, state license. Now not all of the states require thai
their members follow the APA ethics code. But a lot of them do. | mean, that™s the
standard, certainly California does. So they’re putling themselves right in here.

And one of the reasons that this psychologist wants the APA document we made
today is he's going to send it out to all of his people. They were very, very firm about
psychologists don't torture people. and don’t do all of these things. There was never a
time when they weren't just completely firm about that. So that’s what they want to be
standard operating procedure. Now, [ have other ideas about how things happen in other
places. Blah, blah, blah. But they wanted that up front. Anytime anybody tried to obscure
this point or moderate the language or anything. they always wanted o just say it straight
o,

So that might speak to the urgency that they felt in dealing with this. And of course
that"s sort of the military way of going about things, you know. Oh, my God, you know,
the bomb fell, And we're going to dig ourselves out right now,

But the APA people, just today, the cthics committee director had been sent a letter
by some fairly prominent person in the, some fairly prominent psychologist saying, “1
think there's a problem here. We should get on it. We should form a commitiee, blah,
blah, blah, blah. blah, blah.” And he passed it around to all of us. A sort of sample of
what he was getting in the media. 5o that was our job. to calm things down.

Now as far as process [or the committee, | think part of what we, one thing that's
mstructive here is in our statement, there’s a portion here which says. “The Task Force
engaged in vigorous discussion and debate, and did not reach consensus on several
issues.” These are not all the issues, but it's a sample of issues. One of them was the role
of human rights standards in the ethics code. And this was particularly Mike Wessells
point. That we have got to be dealing with international standards. Never mind U'S
military standards. Thats irrelevant. It"s international standards. They wouldn’t go for
that. | don’t think it's just that they wouldn’L, | think they couldn’t.

And then there was a question of the degree to which psychologists may ethically
disguise the nature and purpose of their work. You know, some of us didnt like the idea,
for instance, of a psychologist being invited along to a meeting in which a case officer
was Irying to entice someone into being a spy. | said that was completely unaceeplable to
me, because | thought it was really horrible to entice somebody into being a spy. And
blah., blah, blah. | mean, if he wants 10 be your spy, it's something else.

Another was, and this one related particularly o me, was whether the discussion of
the Task Force should have been made available outside of the Task Force. This is the
confidentiality issue. And they said, it was written, some members believe thal sharing
the substance of the discussion. debates and disagreements. would be helpful w others in
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understanding how the Task Force reached its conclusions. So | contradicted that oday
and said that the primary reason was not 10 show how the Task Force reached its
conclusions, but was 1o foster development of professional cthics in other arcas of
national security. That's really what 1 wanted 1o use it for. | wanted 10 take a description
of this to the malitary ethics conference. to the imtelligence ethics conference. That was

There were also other arcas of contention, which were not put in here One of them |
felt very strongly about— and this got nowhere, | can tell you — was the problem that. st
scems 1o me that weve scen, in other ethics reviews, government instituted cthics
reviews of national security problems with scientists, that | think they “ve gone very far
wrong in assuming that the scientists are morally autonomous. And so we saw thas in the
Senale investigation of [the CIA behavioral modification program] MK1LTRA. We saw
it in the President’s Advisory Commitiee on Human Radiation Experiments. And that i
fact they are manipulated, and blah, blah, blah, blah, blah. S0 | went inie all of that. You
know, in my one minute. And this, it was as if | hadn't talked. These mulitary peopie are
in charge of lots of people. | mean. you're called imo Guantanamo 1o clean up the place,
clean up the problem, you know. |snapping fingers] Everybody s jumping when you talk.
So it seems 1o me that they can’i even conceive. They re doing standard
procedures. 1t seems 1o me that they cannot even conceive of the places where ther arms
don’t reach.

So another issue | kept wanting 1o talk about is, what is the reach of psychologists in
these settings? And that there's so much bevond their reach. And | gave the example of
chaplains. Of there not being chaplains at the Nevada Test Site. | mean, if there’s any
place you would need a chaplain, you know, second 10 combat, it"s when everybody sees
the big bomb, right? People had all sons of existential and religious crises.

|45 minutes|
[End Side A, begin Side B.]

Crigler: Okay, so we're talking about these things falling on deaf ears when you were
talking aboul moral sutonomy of people.

Arrigo: OFf scientisis, veah. Yeah.
Crigler: And really psvchologists in this case.

Arrigo: Yeah. | read a few passages from the interrogator I'm in correspondence with. |
told them Garcia™s views of how to manipulate scientists, and all this. But it didn™t even
raise debate, okay? People just couldn™ hear it. Where some of the things we alked
about, ike whose law are we following. got a big debate. But also Mike Wessells. vou
know, the peace psychologist who's bringing up all these issues. He is very skilled in
these things | mean, he’s been talking in places like this forever. And his experience is
much more mainstream than mine is.

Crigler- S0 who supported him in international law?
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Arrigo: | did. On the whole, | don't think we supported each other a lot. Because there
were a lot of people at the table. You couldn’t say very many things. You had to pick
pretty carefully what you were going to talk about. So if you spent a kot supporting the
other [you had not opportunity to raise your own issues], but we cenainly did suppont
cach other.

Crigler: Okay. And our next point here then afier the political fallout of the repon is—

Amgo: So we talked about the document itself, and then the process of the group. And
this was _

Criglerr We sont of touched on that, 100, of course.
Armrigo: We wuched on i
Crigler: We talked about the political ramifications.

Amgo: Yeah. Well, | wouched on it just now when | was talking about the disagrecments,
right” That the disagreements were decper. The chair was very much in charge, and kept
us on a good timeline. The head of the ethics commitlee was there, taking notes and
framing this all. And so we had this buge, you know, oval able with us, ten people. plus
the ethics commitiee chair. And then two other people who were really part of it. One of
them was the delegate. the liaison from the APA board. There's a hiaison from the APA
board to the ethics committee. 5o he was part of it. And then the president-elect. while be
was there. And then someone else who is a psychologist and an attorney . | don't exactly
know what his official position is. But he had a lot 1o say concerning legal issues. And
then we also had the counsel. but those people weren't really pan of i,

The only voting members were the ten committee members. and the only thing we
voled on was confidentiality. Which is stated here that by a vote, they voled on the
conflidentiality, and the gag rule, by a vote of seven to ome, with one abstention. That's
only nine people. What happened to the tenth person” Maybe the chair doesa’t vote.
That's probably it. Seven to one, with one abstention. And they did me the favor of
putting that in there, okay T (Which is 1o say 7). this is how it went

So we wene pretty heavy on the military side. If vou can imagine this conversation
going on, nght? There™s six of those people. And five of them were on one side of the
table. | don’t know why they set up the table this way, But five of them were on thas one
side of the table, and one of them was sitting next 1o me. He was the sweetheart. He was
the onc that was in charge of all the psvchologists, and who wrote up this wonderful set
of guidelines for his psychologists, saving follow the APA code of cthics and all. And so
then there was Mike Wessells, who works with children involved in war. And me.

And the other psychologist. who pot interested in these things at the time of 911, and.
| guess (7) a therapist for people who have suffered traumas, political violence. But she
was, as far as | could tell. the most comservative person there. [ was never able w
understand why she was there or what was on her mind. She did contribute some wseful
comments about cultural understanding. But apart from that, she shut me up pretty
strongly a couple of times. And seemed 10 have procedural concerns that | was not able to
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follow. She’s been on a lot of committees, and been on boards of things. She cenainly
was not provading any counterbalance to a military view, as far as | could tell. | almost
felt that she was my enemy there, which | did not feel of any of the military people. 1
don’t know. You know, this is a matter of considerable consternation for me.

Crigler: S0 now we're getting more into the personal _
Arrigo: Okay. I'll go back into the, | should go back into the process,
Crigler: Where are we at in terms of our list here?

Arrigo: Well, we didn"t come through these topics in any kind of linear order. And |
have a lot in my book. The first moming. | was taking notes like crary, like I always do. |
mean, that's just a habit of life for me, because | can't remember anything. And it helps
me process. | was just taking notes like crazy. And started typing up those today when |
was in the airpor. And | think that they will be sort of revelatory. For one thing, | always
think I'm talking more than | am. because I°'m responding in my mind. And mainly the
military people. And a great concem to get to this issue of torture/interrogation. So I'm
taking notes like crazy.

And then, part way through the moming. near the end of the first half of that day. the
issue of confidentiality came up. Maybe at like eleven o"clock. And we spent an entire
hour talking about that. At least an hour talking abouwt that, with the chair saving that we
cannot go on until we settle this issue. And one of the military people complained about
me taking notes, He said, “It makes me very nervous when | sec anybody taking notes.”
So we had, really, a big to-do about that. And that's when we took 2 vote. And | was very
disappointed that Mike Wessells abstained, | didn't know what he was doing. | couldn’t
even see him. you know. | voted independently of him. | was surprised | was the only
person. But amyway . there it wenl So that soured me a little bit,

And | began to wonder whether this was just a kind of sham event. Because | have a
lot more expenence talking with military people than the other non-military members
there. And my assessment was that it really had to do much more with them exposing
themselves Lo each other.

Crigler: “Them"” meaning the military people?

Arrigo: Yeah The fact that they were all there with cach other, | thought, was possibly
the bigger deal than them wlking to us, or whatever. But, so | went with that, What
brought me hack. and [ felt what 10 my mind son of put good faith in the mecting again,
was when the fellow who was in charge of all the psychologisis, and brought us these
papers that he hands out to his team, and | saw how positively they viewed the APA.
We heard a lot of pain from the military people about being, you know, treated as the
equivalent of the baby killers in Vietnam. A real anguish about that. To the extent that
they didnt want 1o talk to outsiders. because that was the reaction they got. And they
seemed 10 be very grateful to APA for reaching out 1o them and having this event with
them. And they, you know, they came from quite great distances and interrupted very
significant activitics for themselves 10 be involved in this. So from a military point of
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view. you know, they were really giving a lot 1o this. Never mind thut APA was funding a
litthe bit of stuff,

Crigler: You think that they came away with the feeling that they were getting a lov

Arrigo: Oh, yes. Yes, They were all absolutely emphatic about that. And a lot of what
they were getting was. everybody wanted ongoing discussions. Wanted this 1o continue
on other themes, and so on, but 1o go on. To have a manual, for example, that would have
examples, instructive examples that would help us communicate with other people and so
on. | had suggested, this is getting into the recommendations here, but 1 had made a real
issue about the historical loss of not genting, of our lack of data and historical loss. If
these people who were sitting at the table died with what they knew, and we didn’t get
that by oral histories or however. And when | insisted on that, they were very positive 1o
that. And started explaining, talking about ways about how that might be done. And they
just brought up the idea of the Joim Military Imelligence College doing oral histories and
keeping them there. & ta

5o 1 didn’t have the experience, 1 think | was much more she in the military than
anybody else. In spite of my having taken a stance that was farther away from them. You
know, | certainly established the distance bounds. But | also crossed over to them more
strongly. Because of common ideas like that,

But their sensitivity to being treated as poor practitioners really quite surprised me.

Crigler: Pariahs of the field

Arrigo: Yes, Paniahs of the field. And when | asked them why they hadn't just, why
didn’t they just set it up and do it by themselves, they can cenify people, they talked
about it in terms of the professionalization of all the fields. But you could see that there
was a lot more in it in their hearts. Somehow being the commanding officer of ull these
zillions of people didn’t do it, That there needed to be some acceptance by the civilian
society. And after all, these are people who are risking their lives in the service of their
country. Some of these people were worried about being identified. So if their country
doesn't recognize their service, I think it’s probably hard w keep that meaning.

Crigler: Well, why were they worried about being identified? Identified by whom?

Arrigo: The one who had been at Guantanamo Bay. identified by terrorists. And terrorist
sympathizers. They felt their lives were at stake. One of the first things that happened
when we got there, afler the introductions and all. was that either the chair or the head of
the ethics commitiee asked if we wanted to bring in, 1o talk 10 us, some doctor who had
written an article for the New England Journal of Medicine who took the position tha
doctors and maybe psychologists, too, I've [orgotien, had behaved very improperly in the
interrogations. And one of the military people said, “If he comes, I'll have 1o step out of
the room while he's here.”™ And they thought this man was-—

Crigler: Why would he have 1w do that?
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Arrigo: Well, I°lIl tell you. They thought this man was absolutely despicable. And the
reason was, he had named somebody in his article whom he considered, | don’t know
whether it was a doctor or a psychologist, one of the two, maybe a doctor. who had been
involved. He thought he had been an accessory to coercive interrogations. And they said.
“Theyve ruined that man! They"ve ruined him.” You know, like he was a traitor and

ing else. “They've ruined that man, because now he’s a target for terronsts.” And
wurhpﬂ:ﬂurhnhuminﬂmﬂmﬁmmlh_ruhhlﬂ
S0 some of them feel that they're very vulnerable. This one in particular. So that was the
reason he would step out of the room. Because he didn't want 10 be named by this man.
He fielt the man was completely irresponsible. They, almost in one voice. found it
inconceivable that the New England Journal of Medicine had published this. Or that the
man could have ever have thought of doing it. Whereas, you know. I'm thinking, others
of us were thinking what's the deal? So that was quite something.

On the other hand, when 1 brought in the article by William Henry Anderson and my
commentary and | passed it around, they weren't interested in that at all. And when |
pressed the issuc, what | said, essentially, was, 1 feel that the psychologists here are oo
nice. That the military psychologists are all the good guys. And that what we’re missing
is another. harsher perspective that people are reacting 10, but we don’t have it
represented here.”

Well, they were not willing, at all, to let in William Henry Anderson. They weren't
going to let him put his toe in the door. And they said, first of all, who knows when he
was at Guantanamo Bay. It didn’t say there. He said they could have been there years
ago. And one of them told me, just in my ear, “We think the guy’s a kook ™

And 1 said, “Well, here he is, in the Jnrelligencer.” You know, the joumnal.

And they said. “Well, people can write whatever they want after they retire.”

They refused to take any responsibility for him at all. They refused to acknowledge,
they didn’t believe at all that they owed any explanation 1o anybody for him. And it was
in my pressing this that got me absolutely shut up by Nina Thomas. She was quite rude o
me about it. And that was the end of that.

Crigler: Nina Thomas was the chair?

Arrigo: No, no. Not the chair,

Crigler: She's the woman who worked with the 911 people.
Arrigo: Yes.

Crigler: And a political person.

Arrigo: Yes. Uh huh. So anyway. they really want to come off with the good guys. |
mean, they didn’t say _

Crigler: These are the six military?
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Amigo: Yes. And the one who had been in charge of Guantanamo Bay didn't say, “Well,
I wonder when that guy was there. I'll look into that.” Nothing. “He's a kook. People can
say anything they want after they retire." Anyway.

Crigler: That might be true. You don't know il Anderson is retired.

Arrigo: He's certainly retired now. Yeah. He's certainly retired. But that doesa’t, | mean,
if a psychologist who had been—

Crigler: You're not addressing his position.
Amrigo: Yeah. They refused to—
Crigler: More than the fact that it was published in the fnrelligencer

Amigo: Right. Or that he ever was there. Anyway. So we didn"t get very far. The probes
that | made into things further a field, okay, | raised the issue several times of how far can
the psychologist go. What is their range? | suggested, at ane point, one of the
psychologists, one of the military psychologists had said, his argument, an argument for
why the military psychologists were doing a good job there was that in no place where
there were military psychologists did we have any scandals.

S0 the wheels began 10 tum in my head. and I'm thinking, vou know, it sounds like
it's pretty good to have psychologists doing these consultations, Because first of all,
they“re done better. We don’t have this business about “kill the guy because be can't tell
us where the point on the map is.” And educating people. But | thought, look, they ‘e
bringing intelligence in here, and they"re bringing accountability. Right”? Now we have
somebody who's on the line, We know theyre clinical psychologists. They say this is
what we're supposed to be doing. And he’s there. We've got accountability. This is great.
So we're bringing reason, science and accountability in there. So | said, “Can we have a
statement that says we should have psychologists in all these places™

Well, first of all, they don’t have enough, okay? But a couple of them really took
offense a1 the notion that psychologists were there to do monitoring.

Crngler: Of the military?

Arrigo: Yes. The military psychologists. Yes. That they would be there with a
monitoring function. Which was just what 1 had thought, not exactly monitoring, but you
know. accountability factor. So they wouldn’t buy that. Everything had 1o be said many
times by many people. Okay? Kind of a sense making. I felt a heavy pressure on
consensus. | think that when 1 look through the moming notes | was able to take, actually
after that morning, 1 did take some notes sumeptitiously, One thing, it's hard 10 break me
of the habit. But | was very sell conscious. So | wrole in quite small letters in the
margins. God knows if | can track around what 1 wrote at all or not. But | think that there
was what | would call a drift toward consensus. Because in the part that | was
transcribing, | saw Nina Thomas say something one place, and then later on she had
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agreed with people in another place. And of course the military people, they disagreed
with each other about some things.

Crigler: What?

Arrigo: | am really bothered that | cannot recall now, This is the son of thing that | hope
| have in my notes. But they were not deeply substantive. You know, it might be on
something like the values of certain techniques of assessment or something. Not things
that were deeply substantive. So these people have had the experience of being in the
same system and talking 1o each other forever. They"ve known cach other forever and all
that.

Whereas the other people there don't have that experience. Even though Mike and 1.
we're both peace psychologists, as it were, in my entire life | might have spent two
minutes wlking 10 Mike Wessells. Our experience is not common. Nothing. So it was
weighted very heavily woward that consensus over there. To the point where things that |
said or Mike said. for instance, holding international law, could scem very extreme. But if
there had been five of us. right. it wouldn’t have seemed extreme. So our outlying points
seemed very far outlying, | think, because we had this block of common understanding
on the other side.

But as | say, it wasn't just peace psychologists against military people. Because we
had, | had some very strongly overlapping concerns with them. Probably the greater
distance. really, was between Mike Wessells and them Although | was the one who was

So we would go along. and then from time to time we would get some summary from
the chair. Not the chair, from the other fellow [director of the APA Ethics Committec).
The chair came in from time to time 10 keep us on task, keep us on time, and 1o generally
praise everybody in sight. She sounded like the wife of a diplomat. Fverybody was
praised up and down for everything possible. | found it sort of embarrassing. She was
mmﬁmﬂlﬂhnuwngmﬂhﬁhmﬂwﬂ#pmmlhﬂ”ﬂlm
m=mncere. But anyway. she was very nice.

And afier the first day, after our work on Friday. on Saturday we came back and had a
mmm.@[ﬂ'lm“mmﬂmdﬂ‘smm
were realhy onbh intending 10 deal with this issue of psychologists in imerrogation. So |
was completely bamboozied. | mean, there wasn™t anything that gave me the clue. But
see., evervhody else. that was where the political issue came up. Because that was the fire

Crigher The hot potazo.

Amigo: We had a fire there. You know. for the military (7). Because the first thing was
10 put out that fire And there were mamy discussions. many comments all the way
through. If vou say that then thes wall regnite it all. This will cause more controversy.
whiereas what we 're rying 1o do s Ly it 10 rest. So that became more and more
exphicith, more and more exphicnt 23 we went along. S0 on Saturday . we spent virually
all of Samurday going through the document. And strugghing over it and changing it and
adding ncw thmgs 3o then there was 3 new document for Sunday - And on Saturday
*-gnfnllunl&-an-i-puhpﬂunhmmm“
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of the APA Ethics Committee]. additional things. At least we were sending him more
smﬁhwﬁamﬂmﬂmﬂnﬁh&nﬁmnﬂiﬂﬁtmﬁmlﬂn

we went through it all again.

Crigler: And now Wmommow, you're supposed to approve the final one,

Amigo: Yeah. Yeah,
[ 70 minutes]
Crigler: | checked your computer, (so it?) working.

Arrigo: Oh, well, if it doesn’t work on my computer, I'll have 10 do it on your computer.
And there aren’t supposed 1o be any big changes now. Maybe a few words here and there.

Crigler: s this eight o’clock eastern time or cight o"clock—
Arrigo: No, no. It's twelve noon their time. Okay, so that's why | say | have lo—
Crigler: Nine o'clock.

Amigo: Yeah. Nine o°clock | have to go in or, you know, forever hold your peace. So
that"s sort of how the process went, and the people who were the observers, they came
and went. There were a lot of different people who were there. And | don’t even know
who all the people were. You know, somebody in the science direciorate and counsel and
various people. And they didn't say very much. mainly. But then they would chip in from
their expertise time 1o time. | didn’t quite understand that end of the table. So this is how
it was. a very highly structured process.

But then the head of. the director of the ethics commitiee, the one who was putting
together all these documents said 1o some of us, who were talking 1o him privately,
“Well, it's just amazing that you let me do this. Other groups haven't let me do this.” And
I said that | thought the military contingent was partly, was largely responsible for that
Because they said what they meant the first time. They were masters of their mouths,
They didn't change their opinions about things. And. as Mike said, they were used to
delepating authority. And they just showed up. they were used to showing up and getting
things done.

S0 we had a little break and | relayed this 10 some of the military people. and they
laughed and said that was true, and thanked me. “Yes, that's how we work.” Theyre
much easier 1o work with than anybody else. And [ think that's a tibuie 1o them. They
don’t have guns there. We're not in their chain of command. They “re used o
commanding zillions of people, and they ‘re very good bumored. There was a lot of
poking fun among themselves, and jokes between themselves, which added some levity
10 the group. And it was clear that they were used to joking with cach other in a certain
way that the psychologists aren’t.

We also had dinners together. And breaks together. | can get into that on my personal
issues. Those were pretty interesting. | found myself that talking 10 one military person
was much more informative than talking 10 two.
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Crigler: One on one”

Arrigo: Well, even two on one. Mike and | had one of them between us for dinner. And
we talked about a lot. 1 think that the gag rule comes when there are two military people.
That that's the issue. Then they want 1o tell sort of war stories and humorous things.
There seems to be a lot of reason for discussion otherwise.

1 think 1 should just go on here, so this doesn’t carry on oo long.

Crigler: Okay. What's the next thing on our list?
Amgo: My role in the process.
Crigler: [id you leel that you got to accomplish what you wanted 1o accomplish?

Arrigo: Well, since | had a complete misconception about the thing. My most serious
issue, probably, was that | wouldn't be participaling in a cover up.

Crigler: What about when vou lefil, your issue was 1o get some teeth into the ethics codes
that would prevent people from participating in torture interrogation? And that if they
were, that they would be booted out of the APA.

Arrigo: Yes. | think that that is there. And that's more a credit to the military people than
10 us, because of how seriously they take the APA. | mean, they don’™t even care about the
American Psychological Society, And | hadn™t realized, but for the reason that the APA
really recognizes the clinicians. And it's also big and old and so on. But it really
represents the clinicians, and they all have 10 be clinicians. But that's w their credit. Yes,
| think that it does have some teeth in it that way.

Where | think it is weak. is in not recognizing the limits of standard operating
procedures. And in not recognizing the manipulability of people in their situations, not
recognizing how much stull goes out al the edges. And there are all these inlerrogators
who have 1o deal with foreign police forces and foreign militaries. right? If we're going
o be talking about Abu CGihraib, if we're going to be talking about the people right in our
compounds, then we’re sorl of in our situation of control, And in fact, people out there
are doing zillions of interrogations outside of those limits where they have 1o be
cooperating with all these other people. With all these foreign groups. You know, like our
interrogator says, they didn’t even know that there is an interrogation without torture,
Probably where somebody gets killed. you know. It isn’t even a concept.

Well. the idea that we aren’t going to have any, we may nol have any APA clinical
psychologists out there, but we have all of these what they call behavioral specialists, that
work under the psychologists. All these memtal health counselors. There's a zillion people
who are in these positions. And probably a lot of them who can give just as good advice
as our clinical psychologists, right” Pay them half as much, and give twice as good
advice, because they've been around. You know, like medics instead of doctors.

S0 there's that whole layer of things we're not talking about. We're not talking about
their manipulability. The narrowness of their actual scope isn’t represented in here
amywhere. And [ think that it wasn'i just suppressed because of the kind of document this
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is. | think genuinely they cannol grasp that. So that's a place where | think this is
inadequate.

Another place 1 think it’s very inadequate is it"s a set of principles with no examples.
And [ already know from talking about torture interrogation that that goes completely by
people. So if we're saying, “Military psychologists do not advise on coercive
interrogation,” your question is, “Well, what the hell do they do™ If they"re not telling
you how 10 exploit people’s vulnerabilities, what are they doing? Because people don't
have any idea about the map problem.

Crigler: You don't need to keep them alive. That's not their job. That's the doctor’s,
MD’s, job.

Arrigo: Yeah. So what are they doing? So vou have to have, | think we have 10 have
stories for this 1o be worth very much.

Crigler: Maybe that would be a good thing for you to follow up with. And then maybe
vou could get some of these actual people outside of the presentation of the report where
it’s subject 1o this extreme scrutiny of the media that they're all concemed about.

Arrigo: [U's one of the recommendations here, okay? But | cannot do it. It"s one of the
recommendations. | pushed hard on that.

Crigler: Why can’t you do it?

Amgo: The only person who can speak for this, the gag rule covers everybody in all
these things. The head of the ethics committee is the only person who can speak for this. |
may never have anything at all to do with this after this.

Crigler: Well, you could give some examples from vour experience with [the Middle
East interrogator with whom you've corresponded] and—

Arrigo: Mo, but | don’t have examples of what psychologists are doing properly here,
and should be doing. Those are the examples that we need.

Crigler: (7)
Amigo: Well, you have 10 ask for them from military psychologists.
Crigler: Yeah. Ask the military psychologists. Exacily,

Arrigo: Well, I think | can light a fire under, you know, keep lighting fires under these
people, keep reminding them. But I'm not the person who's in a position to do this,

Crigler: Right. I see.
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