
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

June 12, 2015 

David, 

I would like to follow-up on several things we discussed on Monday. Thank you for reviewing 
these materials. For ease of reading, I have listed my points. 

1. You  stated  that  when  a  moratorium  resolution  arose,  APA  found  a  “middle  way”  so as to 
avoid  a  moratorium  on  psychologists’  involvement  in  interrogations.  You  identified  the  
petition that was circulating in 2006 and  Neil  Altman’s  moratorium  resolution as two 
examples. These middle ways fashioned by APA are positions now widely considered 
essential aspects of APA’s  position  on  interrogations. 
 

2. Regarding the event at the Wright Institute in Berkeley, CA, and its role leading up to the 
2007 resolution prohibiting specific interrogation techniques, there is a tab in the 
notebook that gives a detailed history of this event in a correspondence between Neil 
Altman and me. (attachment 1) Gilbert Newman is the person who organized the event.  
 
I note in this correspondence to Neil Altman and Brad Olson that Brad, a vocal critic of 
APA, has  conveyed  to  me  in  conversation  that  he  is  “very  ambivalent”  about  a  list  
approach.  
 

3. You identified correspondence with Morgan Banks as indicating my interest in knowing 
whether Banks saw problematic issues in APA texts. You indicated that, at the time, 
Banks was not an APA member. I also had extensive interactions with individuals from 
Physicians for Human Rights, and in preparation for the 2007 resolution prohibiting 
specific techniques of interrogation, took language directly from PHR correspondence. 
(attachment 2) In  addition,  APA  supported  PHR’s  position  on  a  number  of  initiatives. 
(attachment 3, in which APA President Gerry Koocher signs onto a 2006 call with PHR 
for a prohibition against specific abusive CIA tactics.) My email messages show me 
interacting with a wide range of individuals from various perspectives on this issue. In 
my correspondence, I continually emphasize that, despite differences among APA 
members on the issue of interrogations, our areas of agreement are greater than our areas 
of disagreement. (Attachments 2 and 4) Correspondence with Linda Woolf, Laurie 
Wagner, Corann Okorodudu, Judy Van Hoorn, and others consists of extensive 
discussions regarding specific language for resolutions (attachment 5), and I work with 
Laurie Wagner to draft a joint correspondence regarding the 2007 resolution (attachments 
6 and 7) which gets shared with the media. (attachment 8) Correspondence with Morgan 
Banks must be placed in the context of my correspondence with many individuals, in 
particular during the resolution drafting processes. 
 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	

4. Regarding my relationship with Banks, the Senate Armed Services Committee adopts 
language  from  Banks’  email  correspondence  nearly  verbatim  in its conclusions. 
(attachment 9) Banks’ position is consistent throughout the entire time I interact with 
him: Using reverse-SERE tactics in interrogations is ineffective, not safe, unethical, and 
likely illegal. The policy governing the role of behavioral science consultants that Banks 
drafts clearly precludes the use of reverse-SERE tactics in interrogations.  
 

5. In our discussion on Monday, you mentioned the footnote in the memo written by the 
behavioral science consultants. The Senate Armed Services Committee explicitly 
identifies  this  footnote  to  refute  the  JAG’s (Diane Beaver) analysis.  The  JAG’s  analysis  
was consistent with the Bybee memos. The BSC memo directly contradicted the Bybee 
analysis. The Senate Armed Services Committee stated: 

The October 2, 2002 BSCT memo, however, had specifically cautioned that the 
techniques  ‘could  affect  the  short  term  and/or  long  term  physical  and/or  mental  
health  of  the  detainee…[and  that]  physical  and/or  emotional  harm  from  
the…techniques  may  emerge months or even years after their use.’ (Attachment 
10)  

The fact that the footnote was removed from the memo is an indication that those who 
supported abusive interrogations did not want the footnote in the memo. 
 

6. Regarding  use  of  the  word  “coercion,”  please see three attachments (attachments 11, 12 
and 13) in which Len Rubenstein and Linda Woolf communicate to me their view that 
using “coercion” is problematic. Len  Rubenstein  writes  in  March  of  2006  “our  own  
thinking has evolved and I agree that coercion  doesn’t  work  as  a  standard.” He writes in 
April  of  2006,  “the  use  of  the  term  “coercion”  has  evolved:  it  is  both  undefined  legally  
and  vague  behaviorally.”  Linda Woolf writes in July of 2006,  “The Convention includes 
coercion which is a whole new can of worms” and suggests putting off a discussion of 
coercion,  since  that  discussion  “could  potentially  halt  any  progress  on  a  resolution  
concerning  torture  and  other  cruel,  inhuman,  or  degrading  treatment  or  punishment.” 

Critics of APA were not entirely uniform in their positions on  whether  to  use  “coercion” 
and on whether to specify prohibited techniques. 

 



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	

	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	

	
	



	

	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	

	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	

	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	


