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Summary

Mr. A, a retired senior military intelligence officer with primarily tactical experience, believes that the military was not prepared doctrinally for processing un-uniformed personnel captured in a combat or occupying environment. He discussed an approach where a psychologist could serve the role of observer, ensuring both that detainees were not abused, and the mental health of interrogators was monitored. Another, possibly separate approach, would be to install a separate reporting chain, apart from normal military hierarchical channels, akin to the Inspectors General model, to report abuses and concerns, even having psychologists as a part of the Inspector General’s scope of authority and organization. Mr. A is concerned about the dependence on contractors and the concurrent ill-defined chain of command and responsibility. Mr. A believes that in the first Gulf war, the U.S. treated and processed captured personnel doctrinally, and surmises that the abuses in the current Global War On Terrorism are a result of a lack of doctrine.

Ms. B, a former military intelligence officer, did not agree entirely that the Army had doctrinal problems, but points to a failure of leadership, resulting to a lack of discipline within the force. For the purpose of monitoring interrogations and ensuring compliance with established norms, she suggests the military chaplaincy could play a role.

Sam Provance, a soldier stationed at Abu Ghraib in late 2003/early 2004, described the use of civilian interrogation contractors at the Abu Ghraib detention facility, the lack of qualified military interrogators, and the resultant use of non-qualified personnel in an interrogation role.

Mr. A: I got a commission in military intelligence [in the mid-1970’s]. I basically stayed at the tactical end of the army for twenty-four years. I had a couple of tours at a higher level, but for the most part, I was the senior intel officer at infantry battalion, airborne ranger battalion. I commanded a military intelligence company in an infantry division in Europe. Again, it was all tactical, I had one platoon that had my counterintelligence and interrogation teams in it. And then I was a brigade S2. S2 means intel officer. And then I was a division G2, and my battalion commander, and then interspersed in there was some schooling [and] a couple of assignments at echelons above corps. But for the most part, I was tactical intel. And my experience with the interrogation training probably began back in late ‘70s when I was a G2 training officer as a, would have been a second lieutenant, I think.

[They] asked me to set up a, what’s called SERE, Survival, assistance, and resistance to interrogation program for [a stateside infantry division]. So they sent me up to a Navy SERE school in Brunswick, Maine. There were two of us that went. We were supposed to be observers. When we got up there and I looked at the program, I said, “Well, why don’t one of us go through it and one of us observe?” So I called back, I had to call back down and get permission. Actually had to fly my medical records for screening because at that time, fax machines weren’t in existence. 

I got medically cleared to go in and so I went through that. So I was experiencing the training, what you might expect a downed pilot might expect or a captured soldier might expect at the hands of some other force. And remember, this was at the height of the Cold War. So fresh in our memory was Korea, Vietnam, the North Vietnamese prison camps. And we suspected that the Russians would probably do similar things. [During the SERE training I] experienced a lot of mental duress, physical duress, embarrassment and all the mind games that might be played against us. That was part of the training to prepare us for what an adversary might do to us. I later found out that behind the scenes there were doctors and psychologists who were watching the whole process. 

At certain points a student would disappear. But it was usually through a fairly dramatic experience. I remember [it was March in Maine, very cold and rainy.] And often times we were basically stripped down to our skivvies. When they wanted to punish us, they stripped us down to our skivvies, stood us out in formation in the rain. One particular navy ensign who was a pilot had evidently gotten some kind of pneumonia or something, and the doctors decided he needed to come out. He was in pretty bad shape. And emotionally he was in bad shape. 

So they pulled together all the POW students, put them in a formation. And then asked the POW commander to organize the detainees for some kind of work. Well, it was in violation of the Geneva Conventions, and so they dragged this ensign out in front and stripped his clothes, stripped all his clothes off and told the commander if he didn’t cooperate, they were going to just burn his clothes and he was just going to just die. And [the POW commander] refused. So they literally poured kerosene on [the navy ensign’s] clothes and they burned them. By this time, the kid was an emotional wreck, and then he disappeared. So it was a staged event to play mind games on us. And then the doctors and the psychologists pulled him out.


So I didn’t make the connection until Don started talking to me about the role of psychologists, what is the role of psychologists. And that little story popped up in my mind.


After that incident, I went back to the division, helped them set up a program. It was very benign compared to that because we didn’t have the doctors and psychologists and all the other stuff. So it was mostly escape and evasion was most of the stuff we were able to accomplish with the resources we had. And then I went on to other events.

[In the Gulf War] I was a [division] G2. And we ended up with a massive amount of Iraqi prisoners of war. But because we were moving so quickly, and because of the tactical nature of our interrogations, you couldn’t really say they were detailed interrogations. It was more of a tactical screening where you’re looking very quickly to ascertain if they have maps or if they have radio ciphers or any kind of, anything that may be of value. And I had translators with me. Some of them were active duty, some of them were reservists. Some of them were actually, I guess contract. They were students back here in the country, but they were Iraqi expatriates that had been driven out of the country. So they came back with us to help translate a lot of the stuff that we captured. So basically, at my level, at the tactical level, it was a fast screen to get as much battlefield information as we could get from them. And then evacuate them to the next level.


The next level wasn’t set up, oftentimes. And we were moving so fast we literally would stop, do a quick scan to see if any of them had anything of importance. If they didn’t, we literally got back in the vehicles and continued driving. When the war was all over, I found out we had almost two hundred thousand of these guys. 

But when we went through them [at the battalion level, during combat operations], it was a very quick screening, and looking for stuff of importance. And then we just kept [going], they literally were unescorted, they were moving so fast. And the mission was so deep that we literally just made sure that they were disarmed. The doctors with us made sure that they had water, and food. 

So we didn’t get involved in what you find at Abu Ghraib, where they’re detained for long periods of time and somebody works on them over and over and over again, night after night or day after day, or day and night, and gets them punchy. The kind of thing I experienced up at the navy school, we just didn’t have time for, tactically.

David MacMichael: If you’d had time for it, would you have done it?

Mr. A:  If we weren’t moving so fast, yes. We would have taken them under armed escort to a central location and put interrogators and translators onto them. Remember, this is Cold War mentality. Most of our interrogators mostly spoke Russian or a Serbo-Croatian language of some kind. The whole force was aimed at the Iron Curtain, and Iraq kind of caught us by surprise. So we had to have linguistic support, translator support, to do the mission. But yes, given the time, we would have followed the field manual. 

Ms. B: I have no Iraq War experience whatsoever. My background is totally echelon above corps interrogation units. I commanded [a military intelligence] company in Europe in the early ‘80s. My company’s responsibility, our wartime mission, would have been the setting up one of those echelon above corps interrogation sites. But our peacetime mission was actually debriefing. I had military interrogators, but I also had civilians. The civilians were there long term. Whereas all Army soldiers come in, come out, they’d be in, they’d serve for two or three years and then leave. And in fact, there was also some, our best sources, as we called them, they were always sources to us, because they were volunteers, first of all. And we would try to derive whatever intel information we could get from them. If they were a high value person, they tended to get siphoned off. That would be more of a CIA connection, but I didn’t have anything to do with that in particular. Except that we’d lament the fact that our best sources would be taken away and we couldn’t get as much information as we would like to provide. 

I had the opportunity to talk to [an allied debriefer]. And he had been, actually a POW in America during World War II. And he had been a submarine commander. Not very many of them survived World War II. Had been injured and was here. They first took him to Walter Reed. And then when the Navy found out that he had been a sub commander, they actually moved him to Bethesda. We’re going to treat him like the officer that he was, which was pretty interesting. But he served at Camp Blanding, Florida, as the camp commandant of the German POWs there. And he only talked about the incredible care that he was given, and that his fellow soldiers, seamen, whatever, naval guys, were given here in America. And I was so proud. It was such a wonderful thing to hear how well we had treated prisoners. And this is a man who continued to talk about the wonderful care that he had been given over here, and only had great things to say. 

So I was particularly appalled when Abu Ghraib broke. Because it was just so totally different than anything I had been trained on. In fact, I pulled an old, out of curiosity, I actually pulled online FM 34-52. And this is from ’86, but it’s the same thing. And it says, “The use of force, mental torture, threats, insults, or exposure to unpleasant or inhumane treatment of any kind is prohibited by law, and is neither authorized nor condoned by the US government. Experience indicates that the use of force is not necessary to gain the cooperation of sources for interrogation. Therefore, use of force is a poor technique because it yields unreliable results, may damage subsequent collection efforts and can induce the source to say whatever he thinks the interrogator wants to hear. However, this should not be confused with psychological ploys, verbal trickery, or other non-violent and non-coercive ruses used by the interrogator in questioning hesitant or uncooperative sources.”

And I would say that my interrogators that I had were trained in neurolinguistic programming. That was one of the things we were working on, improving their NLP capability. I wasn’t personally trained in it. But NLP, neurolinguistic programming, would look at a lot of nonverbal cues. 


When Abu Ghraib hit, I immediately called some of my colleagues, and we were all like, “I just can’t believe that Army soldiers would be involved in this.” Totally adverse to anything that we had trained in and worked on, at least in the ‘80s.

Mr. A:  And that’s not what happened in the first gulf war. So you’re looking at ’89 and ’90, the force then, I mean, I remember every time you came across these Iraqi soldiers, they were surrendering. After we made sure they didn’t have any weapons, the doctors went through looking and checking feet. I mean, a lot of them didn’t have socks, boots. I mean, they were literally walking barefoot across the desert floor. Uniforms were raggedy. And we medevaced a lot of them.


And I remember one particular incident where we came upon a large number of them, probably forty or fifty of them, and we lined them up. The scout platoon circled them with Humvees and with machine guns mounted on Humvees. So they secured them. They lined them up like ducks in a row and the doctor went down through, and the rest of us went down through with water bottles and MREs. And I remember one particular guy was, I mean, he had to be in his sixties. But he was cold, he was in pretty poor shape, and he couldn’t open up the cracker package. So I walked up to him and he recognized, he knew I was an officer because I had a pistol and a shoulder holster. And I reached down to pick up the cracker package and you could see the fear in his eyes. Because the Iranians would just walk down the lines and just pick one at random and shoot him in the head. So he probably figured that was what I was going to do. I opened up the cracker package and handed it back to him. And his buddy next to him clasped his hands and raised his head to Allah and said a prayer. It was very moving for me. But you could sense down the line that there was relief that we weren’t just going to, be like the Iranians.


So the Army in ’89 to ’90 was, we treated them like a defeated foe. The officers we pulled out. And we exchanged salutes with them. I mean, they were officers. So there was still this attitude of treating them with respect. They were defeated foe. They weren’t dangerous to you, and we took care of them. But I would say the big difference, and I think here’s where the Army probably got off base, beyond their doctrine, is how do you deal with a non-uniformed adversary? When you’re dealing with a uniformed adversary, they’re clearly underneath the Geneva Convention, and we have FMs and doctrine on how to deal with them. And we have a whole force structure designed to interrogate, translate and take care of them. But when you’re dealing with a non-uniformed combatant, almost like civilian insurrectionists, saboteurs, how do you deal with them?


So I think what happened is the Army crossed a doctrinal boundary. For those of you who may not understand it, the military, all three services, we are a doctrinal force. And everything flows from doctrine. Once the doctrine is written, or designed, from that doctrine flows all the material, all of the people, the force structure, the schooling, the ranks. How many warrants do you need versus how many lieutenants and sergeants and what kind of schooling do they get. Well, that all flows from doctrine. And in the army, we call it DTMS Doctrine operations material, or manning, logistics training and something else. But it’s all tied together. Called DTMS. 


And I think as I look back on the difference between what we did in the first gulf war and what happened recently as two things. They outran their doctrine. All through my Cold War training days, a uniformed soldier came on underneath the Geneva Convention definition of an adversary. But an un-uniformed person who popped up on the scene was considered a saboteur. They were outside of the convention. And fortunately I never had to deal with them in the first gulf war. But I’m not sure, here I am a major, and I’m not sure I would have had the training to know where’s the boundaries. What do I do with them, how do I handle them. I probably would have defaulted to handling them like I would have handled anybody else, but they would have been segregated, and I would have let somebody else farther up the chain try to sort it out.

Sam Provance: I think one of the main differences between what was going on in Desert Storm and what’s happening in Iraq is time is now of the essence, where you have this immense pressure to produce an intelligence product pronto. And they don’t have the time to do the conventional thing as far as establishing a rapport system and things of that nature. Because either they need information because soldiers’ lives are on the line, or because there’s a commander whose commander and so on is putting a hot poker to them to get some kind of what they call actionable intelligence. And the fact that they are “detainees”. You don’t know who they are. The general sense at Abu Ghraib was that they’re there for some reason, whether it’s war related or they’re criminals or they’re crazy. 

I asked, “Why are women and children here?”

They said, “They belong to families of other detainees, and that they’re better off at Abu Ghraib than on the street.”

But to me there was this huge pressure. And plus, you know, this war was so personal because at that time, not now, obviously, but at that time everything was about 9/11. And you know, everything was personal. And so as one colonel said, “The gloves are off.” Which would be doctrine and convention. You know, the gloves are off now. And you just had this mixed bag of things. And we knew we were in flux. It wasn’t like, because Gitmo was a whole new thing. And that was in the back of our minds. And we already knew the Geneva Convention wasn’t being applied there, and we just assumed that was the case at Abu Ghraib. Because it’s a new thing, you’re learning on the fly. Things are changing, we’re changing. What’s right or wrong, who knows?

Mr. A: I’ve read bits and pieces of World War II, when the forces came on a saboteur. A lot of times he was just executed right on the spot and the force just kept on going. Because they were outside of the Geneva Convention. There was no legally binding authority to say you had to do anything.

Ms. B:  Did you get any continuing training? Even within fluidity, there’s a chance to okay, let’s stop and take a look at what to do now. Move forward and come up with standards and all that.

Sam Provance: They were trying, and a lot of it I wasn’t privy to, because I wasn’t an interrogator. There were a lot of commanders there. They were coming up with different PowerPoint slides for different presentations of different things that they wanted to do, or things that they wanted to show for tourists that were visiting. But a lot of what ended up happening in the interrogation booth was, I would say in the overall scheme of things, the military ended up following the lead of the civilian contractors.

Mr. A: That was another big difference, I think, when Abu Ghraib was coming out and I was discovering that the CIA was in the middle of a lot of the interrogations and we had all these contractors. That was totally different. I mean, the CIA, as far as I know, they may have been out there, but as far as I know, they weren’t at the tactical level in Operation Desert Storm. So something happened between Desert Storm and the invasion of Iraq. And the CIA got into things that they had never been involved in.

Sam Provance: But for us at the time, Iraq was chapter two of the war on terror. Afghanistan was chapter one. And this was just the next chapter. And we were, at that time we were actually expecting to be there for like thirty years or more. Thinking once we’re done here, we’re going to Iran, and we may be going to Syria. It’s like World War II when people were going from one country to another before actually going home after so long. And that’s the mind set we originally had going in.

David MacMichael: Funny you say so, then listening to the very interesting accounts the three of you are giving from having observed and participated in this on a tactical level. One theme keeps reemerging, whether it be the discussion of logistics or the confusion as to what you were doing. And that is the result of rushing ahead without adequate preparation or forethought. There was nothing that impelled the United States, had it decided for good and sufficient reason to invade Iraq that required it to do it then. 

In my limited experience as a regular officer, when you have the opportunity to pick the time and circumstances under which you go on the offensive, that’s part of offensive war doctrine. You employ that time. And, as I say, one of the things, at least I would gather from what you all have stated is that logistically, tactically, doctrinally, if you will, a criticism could be made that there was, I won’t even say failure, that the opportunity to use the time more adequately to prepare to face that circumstance was not well employed.

Mr. A: When you’re at the tactical level, speed, once you get your adversary on his heels, it’s speed that causes him to capitulate and you save soldiers’ lives by, and so our whole doctrine is based on very rapid advance, getting deep behind their war fighting capability into their [service and support lines], and cutting off their ability to sustain combat activity. So that whole plan that was designed, at least for the Gulf War.

During the Gulf War, there was a very deliberate plan that synchronized the weather, when the rainy season end, when the air campaign could begin, when the ground campaign could begin, and when was the best time if he was going to pop chemical munitions, when was the best time based on wind direction and temperature and inversions and wind speed and humidity and everything. I mean, it was all synchronized so that we knew exactly when we were going to cross that berm. And once we crossed the berm, speed was of the essence. So we didn’t rush into it. In fact, there were a lot of us complaining. Because we sat on the desert floor waiting for this mountain of logistics to pile up. Because we thought there were some fifty-five combat divisions we thought he had. And on paper, that’s what he had. And the garrisons, when you counted equipment, that’s what he had. He couldn’t get it all out there, and it wasn’t well led. So probably ten percent of that was truly combat effective. So we piled up huge mountains of logistical equipment in anticipation of a long, grinding operation. And it went like that [snaps fingers]. As soon as we hit them on the front line, it all started falling apart. The mission was race as fast as you can to the Euphrates River and cut all that retreating force off, so they can’t get out with any of their hardware, because we didn’t want them to ever be able to use that hardware against their neighbors again. So speed was important. It was not flaw that led to, you know, poor treatment of anybody, prisoners or anybody. I can’t say about the next war.

Colleen Cordes: And one of the things that really strikes me here is that chain of command must be very difficult to control with contractors, who works for whom and who has this responsibility and who doesn’t have this responsibility. Chain of command is so important to military operations. To suddenly throw all this other stuff in the mix, I would think, would just really confuse and complicate things.

Sam Provance: It was confusing. And like I would explain to most people was that, the reason why we were so much more receptive to the civilian contractor is because that’s who we want to be when we get out of the Army. That’s our goal. We’re the novices. Much of the interrogators, if they were even interrogators, even though they were in interrogator roles, were just out of the schoolhouse. And these guys were the experts. Even if they weren’t, they could pretend to be.

David MacMichael: I just want to say quickly one more word about the intelligence. I’m sure you’re familiar with the post-Gulf War examination of United States intelligence. General Odoms, who is pretty well respected, and former Secretary of Defense Schlesinger in the aftermath, one of the things they emphasized was that in terms of the intelligence, is that the strategic intelligence was lousy. The tactical intelligence, what you were working on, the ability to pick it up, was excellent. This was part of the critique about the role of the Central Intelligence Agency, of the National Security Council, in doing this. And as General Odom put it, the further away you were from the scene of action, reasonable to expect of course, the worse the intelligence was. And more specifically, and one of the points you brought up, surprising to the big planners was the collapse of huge numbers of people, which was made up for in two ways, in my view: one, the exceptional leadership at the army command level in the field. The ability to make the decision politically, if you will,  “Okay, we’ve achieved our objective here. We are not going to spread ourselves over this and put ourselves in this messy situation which we don’t know about. That’s done.” And I think one of the critiques, many of those who come in here and talk to us about is precisely, both on the level of tactical intelligence, what you’re trying to get, and on the level of strategic intelligence, which I’m familiar with this one pretty much in terms of the cherry picking, that huge strategic mistake which guys like Sam were paying for in the field. 

Mr. A:  Well, but understanding the intelligence system, it was all geared toward the Cold War. And all of the money, the huge sums of money, invested in the hardware. And the skills, the linguistic skills, were all aimed at Russia and the Iron Curtain. So yes, the strategic intelligence was horrible, but there was a reason for it. 

David MacMichael: I’m just trying to respond to what I think is excellent information that you’ve been giving. And the other discussions that we’ve been having, the people who have been involved in what this study is about, the role of the psychologist in doing this.

Mr. A:  But if you back up, before 9/11 our adversary still was not a bunch of Middle Eastern Bedouins and Shiites and Sunnis. The adversary, the potential largest adversary was China, the emerging China problem. And Taiwan. And so the intelligence was all being geared in that direction. Not under the desert floor. And so you could lay the same claim against the intelligence after 9/11, going into Afghanistan and Iraq, because they were again focused on what was at the time perceived to be the biggest enemy. That’s where the billions of dollars were going in hardware and training and everything else. So your comment that we had twelve years to prepare in the intelligence community for Desert II is–

Don Soeken: I think it’s important for us to know how it’s done right in a general–

Mr. A:  I think in the first Gulf War, it was done right. We were dealing with a uniformed military, a uniformed adversary. There’s doctrine on how to deal with it.

Don Soeken: So what’s a doctrine? What changed for the second one?

Mr. A:  Well, the second one, they went in. Who was the first people that they engaged in combat? They were the Republican Guards. They were a uniformed adversary. So that long walk up the Euphrates with the Marines on one side of the Euphrates and the Army on the other side, that long walk up the Euphrates to Baghdad and beyond, was done against a uniformed military. Where it all went to hell in hand basket is once those combat operations are done, then you had the Shiite/Sunni problem that cropped up, and you had the irregular stuff that cropped up. And that’s where you outran your doctrine. As soon as you crossed that doctrine, that’s when the contractors showed up-

Ms. B: And that’s when the strategic intelligence failed.

Mr. A: -and that’s when the CIA showed up, and that’ s when everything-

Sam Provance: Well, one of the main mistakes we made was when we were advancing to Baghdad, we were expecting this huge last stand battle, you know, still expecting like a scorched earth policy, or the last stand fight. And just when we thought all hell was going to break loose, they all disappeared. All the resistance, you know, there was supposed to be like three Republican Guard units at once there, everybody just disappeared. As if zapped with a ray gun. But what happened was we basically paid the generals off who ordered all the soldiers to go home. So once we got to Baghdad, there was no fight. Which was great, it was wonderful that this could end so peacefully. But now you had all these soldiers unemployed. And these were a lot of the guys that ended up becoming a part of what is now the modern insurgency. When we could have, in military terms, eliminated the future threat in the course of normal warfare.

Mr. A: How did you treat the captured Iraqi soldiers as you went up your march through?

Sam Provance:  That I don’t know. I didn’t come in contact or know anything about interrogation operations until they sent me to Abu Ghraib.

Mr. A: That would be an interesting part of your investigation to figure out what was the turning point where detainees started getting mistreatment. I daresay as long as the force was engaged with uniformed military going up the Euphrates River, they were probably being detained, screened tactically, and moved back through the corps, back through the POW compounds further back in, and probably handled just like we handled them in Desert Storm. There was a turning point somewhere, I daresay, you’ll find. And it was after that point when the uniformed resistance disappeared. And then the non-uniformed resistance started appearing. That’s where you got beyond your doctrine, that’s when the contractors showed up and that’s when the CIA probably showed up.  And that, I think, if you truly attack this in a scientific methodology, I think that’s where you’re going to find your turning point when they crossed doctrine and ran out of the other doctrine.

Don Soeken: When they crossed turning point in terms of this particular doctrine that we’re trying to produce, was that the psychologists got involved. I’m not sure what they were doing, in the first Gulf War, I’m not sure what they were doing in that first part. But when that turn took place, they then became part of the not only uniformed, but contractor. And they started pulling out people at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo. 

Ms. B:  So there were actually contract psychologists that were there like at Abu Ghraib and stuff?

Sam Provance: I never heard about anybody there. You really didn’t know who–

Don Soeken: The other person that was there said there was.

Sam Provance: Well the thing is, I think a civilian could have been anybody. They could have told you they were from Titan and they could really be working for CACI. Or they could be CIA. Or they could be a systems guy. Literally, who knows?

Ms. B:  The other thing that strikes me in this whole conversation, [is that] even if there was some legitimacy to, for example, taking photographs of the prisoners, what struck me as the unprofessionalism of soldiers in sharing information that is part of their professional duties. Anyway, that they would actually share that with other people and laugh about it and all that. So that this whole, to me, lack of professionalism in doing their job is interesting to me. And to me, that’s a leadership failure, completely a leadership failure. To me, it’s a discipline issue in the force.

Sam Provance: The thing with the photographs is, you know, that they felt that what was going on or what was going on in the pictures were acceptable enough for them to take pictures of them. Because it wasn’t like they were taken and then hidden. They were taken and shared and you know, even sent home to family and friends as proof of their war stories, basically.

Mr. A: I can understand playing mind games, putting a Bible in the hands of a detainee and taking a picture of them and threatening to send that to his imam, and then we’re going to let you go. I can understand doing that. But a picture like that would be maintained in a file under lock and key. 

Sam Provance:  Right. I don’t support the belief that the pictures were used in interrogations. My honest opinion, the pictures are very, they’re almost irrelevant to the larger operation of what was going on at Abu Ghraib. I’m not saying it was a few bad apples, of course, or that they were just doing their own thing. But those activities and those soldiers, they were very very…they were on the outer circle of what was actually going on. And I would say the worst things that were done was being conducted by the civilians. We had one guy who was basically using people like Grainer, even some of my own soldiers that were part of what came out as an MI guard force, security for interrogations. But he would use them as kind of his muscle. If the detainees didn’t cooperate, then they would come in. They would be used by interrogators to soften them for interrogations. Or the interrogators were very intimately involved with their subjects. And they would have a specific sleep plan, a diet, other things, like if it falls under the environmental manipulations by blasting them with the Barney “I Love You” song. But it wasn’t like rank sadism going on. Even the bad things or the wrong things, whether it was civilian or military that they were doing, nine times out of ten I’d say that they honestly believed that they were doing the righteous thing. That’s why I was afraid to get involved in interrogations myself when they were trying to put me on a team. Because I knew that I was going to end up in a situation that I wasn’t going to be comfortable with, and that I would be basically ordered to do something badly that would be, for the sake of saving soldiers’ lives. You wouldn’t know…on that level, you wouldn’t know any different, if that’s true or not. And that’s the way that is. And I would say there would have been a scandal even if there weren’t pictures. 

Ms. B: [I’ve] got two young children. They’re not, young adults, right. [I’ve] got a nineteen year old and an eighteen year old now. And they’re big time into war gaming, they’re big time into video gaming. And it’s a little frightening to me as a parent that this is kind of the norm, and that they think that this is what real combat might look like, or this is what this might look like, and it’s okay to go whack somebody here and do something. And it was interesting because, for example, when 24, I guess, came out, that West Point even, I just read this actually about a year ago, that they actually banned watching the series 24 at West Point because the officers-to-be were getting a false impression of what correct interrogation techniques might be and this and that, that they’re blending this imagination with reality and it’s just kind of a mess.

Mr. A: And watching [my] boys play these Internet-based combat games, on occasion, you know, I’ve asked [my son] about his, what are you going to do? How are you going to get this guy? He said, “well there’s a bunch of them in that building, but I’m not going in there. We’re going to bring in some heavy bombs from somewhere else. And we’re just going to blow it all away and make sure that nobody comes out.” And I made the comment to Don the other day, I said, when all of this runs its course and they finally write the doctrine, and start training interrogators and military policemen and translators how to deal with a non-uniformed guerilla detainee, that whatever role psychologists end up in down in, I don’t know how far down you think you might want to up them, is that you have to be careful how many shackles you put on the tactical fighter. Because his perception is that there’s all of this overhead associated with taking a detainee. What will happen is, if a two hundred pound bomb will do the job but will leave some people alive that you would have to detain and take care of, a five hundred pound bomb will make sure that there is no problem. All you need is a senior commander to say, “Lieutenant,” or “Major, there will be no Abu Ghraib. Do you understand me?” And he says “yes, sir”. And then you end up with massive amounts of ordnance going into a place just to make sure that not only do the defeat the enemy, but there’s nothing left behind that they have to deal with. There’s no opportunity for this mess.

David MacMichael: Let me talk doctrine on that point a little bit, a question about doctrine on that point. God help me. A little over fifty years ago I completed this Special Forces officer course at Fort Bragg, okay? Very much Cold War. The operating assumption in Special Forces at that time was that their role as the successors, basically, to OSS, their role in the expected outbreak of major war between the United States and the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe represented, doctrinally, Nazi-occupied Europe during the Second World War, in which the OSS teams had gone in, organized, trained, hopefully controlled partisan forces carrying out activities against Germany. The focus in our course was in Romania. The “revolt in Romania” [chuckles]. Anyway, the idea, of course, is that the A Team is going to go in, is going to go to an intelligence defined area, locate either existing or hoped for resistance forces among the locals. Train them, organize to carry out very specifically acts of sabotage, attacks against the occupiers and so forth. Now, as I say, this is a long time ago, but I don’t recall any placing of this within the context of the Geneva Conventions or anything else. Because the people, the green beanies were going to be leading and directing these type of operations, were by definition were, in fact, because I didn’t hear any plans about putting uniforms on, they were going to be un-uniformed insurgents, guerillas. But where was the US military doctrine involving this? It’s something I don’t know. So I’m not challenging you, I’m asking you.

Mr. A:  It would be in the Special Forces doctrine. It wouldn’t be in the general, rest of the Army’s doctrine. There would be, there would be doctrine and training and exercises that would all focus on that. But I daresay, you’ll find out, if you went back and interviewed guys who actually did that kind of stuff, and it was not classified and they could reveal, what they were probably told if you’re caught, you’re basically outside of the Geneva Conventions, and they can do anything to you that they want. Those A Teams were probably taught that. If you take off your uniform and you don a Romanian outfit and they catch you, they can just line you up and shoot you.

David MacMichael: Again, I’m not as well schooled in this as I ought to be. But I seem to recall that the Geneva Conventions regarding the treatment of prisoners of war were amended sometime in the 1880s to allow for the resistance of the people in an occupied country. And that they were entitled to be taken prisoner to be treated the same as any other. 

Mr. A:  If that’s there, they certainly didn’t train us in the active force in how to deal with it. It was not written into our FMs in how to deal with un-uniformed detainees.

Colleen Cordes:  Did you not run into any un-uniformed adversaries?

Mr. A:  In the first Gulf War? No. 

Colleen Cordes:  Let’s say you had run into some. How were you prepared to deal with them?

Mr. A:  I probably would have handled them in the same way as a uniformed guy. I probably would have had the MPs handcuff him and we’d take him along. Because he’s different, okay? There’d be something different about him. He wasn’t one of the hundreds of thousands that we’d defeated and were rolling past. He was different. And I probably would have called higher and said, “What do I do with this guy?” But I still would have treated him, I mean, he still would have gotten medical treatment and food and water. I probably would have put the interrogators on him in the same way that I would have done in a tactical situation, given the time.

Sam Provance: One of the main reasons I would say there wasn’t this great preparation was because it wasn’t expected. When we were going in there, all our commanders were always under the mind set that we were going to be greeted as liberators, that we would be celebrated, that it would be a joyous time in Iraq, and that we would be welcomed with open arms. But very increasingly, that’s not what happened at all. And it actually went in the reverse and then, at that time, it wasn’t even called an insurgency. It was just roadside bomb here and [there]. Just different things started happening, and commanders just began to respond to it. Even Abu Ghraib began as a very small operation with, you know, so many detainees, and then next thing you know, the population started growing and growing. And then they didn’t want to release anybody because they had released people before and it turned out to be one of the most wanted.

David MacMichael: Sam, let’s turn this now to the area of interrogation and the role of psychologists in this, and dealing with this special population of non-uniformed persons who find themselves in military custody. Okay. Let me ask you a direct question. Of those, to your knowledge, who were at Abu Ghraib while you were there, how many had been taken with arms in their hand or, in fact, in fact of armed insurgency or taking action against occupying forces. That to me would be interesting to know. Because my impression is that a significant number of these people were brought in as, quote unquote, “suspects.” 

Sam Provance: I was told later by a staff sergeant I worked with, kind of like the outprocessing office that they made, that the majority of the people there were completely innocent.

Mr. A:  One thing we didn’t understand was the tribal system. And I daresay that a lot of those guys who were fingered, you know a Shiite would approach an American and say, “If you go to that house you’ll find weapons there, and he’s one of your bad guys you’re looking for.”

Mr. A:  Yeah. So I think as an intelligence community, we didn’t truly understand the tribal system and the blood vengeance. In that society, if you injure or kill a member of my family, I’m obligated not only to kill you, but every one of your offspring and their offspring. I’m to remove your bloodline from the face of the earth. And that just doesn’t, I mean, nowhere in the intelligence community had I ever read that until after the Sunni/Shiite stuff started hitting the front page. You start doing a little bit of cultural study and you find out that this is ancient tribal culture. I mean, this is embedded in their religion. It’s just this notion that “I’ve got to get even”. And so we didn’t anticipate that. 

David MacMichael: Well, regardless of the amount of detail here in which you’re talking is an extraordinarily and significant failure. The British, our close allies, occupied this place for tons of years. We had missionaries in and out of there for tons of years. We have Ray [?], up in Princeton, my old buddy, that was the station chief in Saudi Arabia for years. Another friend of mine was station chief in a Muslim country for years and years. This information’s there. The fact that, I don’t care at what level, the fact that this is, prior to an immense military operation is not gathered and appropriately analyzed goes back to my point that you don’t jump into these sorts of things without adequate preparation. If you get away with it, terrific. But most times, you don’t get away with it.

Don Soeken: The other thing I wanted to say is the purpose of this is not to, when you were talking earlier, we’re not here to refight the war. What we’re here to find out is based on all this stuff that’s going on, what is the role of the mental health worker, the psychologist, what is the role that they need to take with this chaotic situation? As a human being, in my point of view, they’ve got to be a human being first. And secondly, is it true, is it a good idea for a psychologist or a mental health worker to take advantage of the situation? Have a company and then go in and be a part of this interrogation, and then they have to follow the command, because otherwise they won’t get the contract. What is the response?

Mr. A:  I would say contractors should be a no-no. I mean, I just don’t believe that we should be having all these contractors. But I don’t believe contractors ought to be in a tactical situation. I can understand contractors going into a country to help maintain the equipment that they built. And I can understand contract guys coming in and setting up dining facilities. And maybe even driving trucks and running ports. But as soon as you get into the combat operations, I just don’t believe contractors ought to be there.

Don Soeken: What about the psychologists? They’re contractors, too.

Mr. A:  If you’re going to put psychologists down in that environment, they ought to be uniformed. The military ought to belly up to the bar and bring them in in a uniformed manner. But they ought to be like the inspector generals that have a separate chain of command that is outside of the tactical command. So they don’t answer to the military police brigadier general at Abu Ghraib. They don’t answer to the MI brigade commander at Abu Ghraib. They answer to somebody back in Washington, DC, just like inspector generals. Because the inspector generals are supposed to be able to go to those commanders and say, “Colonel, you’re crossing the line. You just crossed the line.” Or, “Don’t go there.”

Don Soeken: That means a psychologist shouldn’t cross the line, either.

Mr. A:  Right. A psychologist, in my opinion, if you’re going to use a psychologist in that environment, they probably ought to be used behind the scenes, looking at what the interrogators and the police, military police are doing, and saying, “You’re getting too close to the line. You’ve got to stop.” Just like the inspector general tells the commanders, “Hey, you’re–”

Colleen Cordes:  Why would you think the psychologists, and also, I don’t know that we asked you if you had experience working with psychologists around, if you knew of any psychologists, if any psychologists were involved in the whole interrogation system, because there are psychologists who say that they really don’t think psychologists have the wherewithal to be these sort of judges about where is the line to be crossed. There are psychologists who say they don’t have a special expertise, and others say they do.

Mr. A:  If you bring a bunch of academicians in and try to put them in the unit, they’ll be pushed aside. They just won’t be where they need to be at the right time. And that’s why I’m saying they need to be uniformed. They need, the services need to grow these guys, send them off to school, just like they grow doctors. They need to understand the military. They need to understand combat operations and combat pressure. They need to understand what’s going on internal to the unit. They need to understand those internal pressures that come down from the chain of command. And they’re only going to get that if they’ve been through the schools and they’re uniformed. And they live, eat, breathe with the force, and they understand the force. You can’t have a bunch of academicians come in from the outside–

Colleen Cordes:  But what I’m asking is, what is there about being a psychologist that would make you the one –  versus, let’s say, an inspector general, someone from their office – you the one who would come in and observe an interrogation or be aware of how the interrogation was unfolding and say, “you’re getting close to the line,” or “you’ve crossed the line.”

Mr. A:  Again, I’ll go back to doctrine. The doctrine associated with the army’s inspector general system is well codified. Every commander at every level understands the role of the inspector general. And those who are occupying IG positions, they understand their role. They also understand their chain of command. As I was leaving the force, they were bringing in special radios, special communications gear, to allow the inspector generals, that whole IG chain to have encrypted [communications] back up through, so they didn’t have to rely on the tactical coms or the unit coms, in the unit which they were supporting. So they could literally have private conversations with the IG chain of command that the local commander couldn’t eavesdrop on or read. And what the interrogators need to understand, that there will be a psychologist in your unit. And their role is like the IG.

Colleen Cordes:  But psychologists want it both ways. They want to say, psychologists who are involved in the interrogations, military psychologists, there’s a whole division of military psychologists in APA. And the way APA is representing their position is that they both want to, they believe they have value to add to the interrogation. And they also believe that they can help monitor and make sure it doesn’t cross the line.

Mr. A:  You can’t be on both sides at the same time. You could have psychologists, it’s kind of like defense lawyers and prosecutors. These young captains come in out of law school and for a while they’re defender, and then do a prosecutor, and then the next unit they go to, they’re back to a defender. But they occupy unique roles with specific duties. In other words, one time they’re supporting interrogations. The next assignment, four or five years later, they may be on the other side, acting kind of like the IG, the brakes on interrogations so they don’t cross the boundary. And inspector general officers, the IG in the Army, anyway, they start off as engineers, infantry, and then they go get trained as an IG and they come back and serve as an IG. Then they’re pulled out of the normal Army chain of command and they have their [Officer Evaluation Reports] written by the IG chain of command. And so they can go in, and a major can go in to a two-star general and say, “Sir, you’re crossing the line.”

Don Soeken: [AMA] physicians have said you cannot participate in the interrogation. I’m saying, all the other professions except psychologists. Psychologists think they want, they can, and they will participate in that.

Colleen Cordes: You’re saying, if they wanted to be the people making sure a line’s not crossed, they’d have to go get the extra training that the IG staff has to do that.

Mr. A:  Right. They would have to go back to doctrine and say, we’re going to set this up. This is how we’re going to make sure we don’t get an Abu Ghraib in the future. We will set up the doctrine to allow psychologists to operate in support of interrogations. But we’re also going to set up the doctrine and the whole infrastructure. Don’t forget, it’s not just doctrine, but it’s also infrastructure and schooling and slots, the number of people, how many of these psychologists are you going to put on the force to support interrogations, versus how many psychologists are you going to put in the force that are going to put the brakes on interrogations. So you’re going to have to make sure that the doctrine is written for both halves of that, both sides of that coin. And then once you start training psychologists to start occupying either one side or the other, you also have to train the rest of the force that comes in contact with them as to what their role is. So the interrogators’ doctrine is going to have to be adjusted so that they know what their role is and what the role of a psychologist is, and how they do that dance around that interrogation booth. Or if the guy is on the other side where he’s the one looking at it and saying “you’re crossing the line”, and he has the authority to call back up, and the word comes down: “Cease and desist”.

David MacMichael: If I hear you correctly, it sounds like there are three potential roles here for psychologists involving interrogation. One is taking part in the training of interrogators. Can it be a reasonable role for the psychologists?

Mr. A:  It could be.

David MacMichael: One is taking part of the training of [interrogators], where part of that training is making sure the interrogators know where these lines are.

Colleen Cordes:  After the psychologists figure out where they are. The psychologists don’t have any particular reason to know where the lines are.

David MacMichael: Wait a minute, this is according to the doctrine. All right, so, then, another role within the command, where the psychologist who was occupying something in S-Whatever in the command, is from time to time observing and monitoring the interrogators as they go about their tasks. Write the report, they come back in, they look for areas where they could improve. A third role appears to be, again, really on what you said, is having psychologists attached to the inspector general’s staff, who have a role not only in the observing, monitoring and suggesting to the interrogators how they should perform better or what they should not be doing, as well, but again, as part of the inspector general’s staff, from the psychologists’ point of view, being able to communicate for the IG where these things have violated the doctrine.

Mr. A:  Right. The IG infrastructure is already there. The IG schools are already there. If you leveraged that infrastructure and extend the IG doctrine so that you put psychologists in the IG’s staff to where if you had something like a POW compound, there should be an IG there. Was there an IG at Abu Ghraib?

Sam Provance:  Supposedly. I never saw one. 

Mr. A: So you could leverage that infrastructure and not have to go invent the whole thing from scratch. And there’s an awful lot of communications infrastructure and training infrastructure and everything is already there.

Colleen Cordes:  Do you assume that there’s a need for military psychologists in the interrogation system? Or are you just trying to help provide jobs for military psychologists when you kind of lay this out?

Mr. A:  Well, that’s not my role. [laughter]

Colleen Cordes:  We’re not assuming that they’re needed. I’m asking you, are they needed?

Mr. A:  In my opinion, you either need the psychologists at the interrogation schools to train the interrogators how to get the most out of the detainee in the shortest amount of time.

Ms. B:  In a humane way.

Mr. A:  In a humane way, okay. Or, they need to augment the interrogators in the booth. I’m not going to make that decision for you. They could be at either place. I have an aversion to having contractors in those situations to begin with.

Sam Provance: I was going to say, even if you incorporate psychologists within the interrogation team within the military, that’s not going to cover what the civilians are doing. They’re a whole separate–

Mr. A: There probably is another fix that’s got to be done, to go back and amend the FAR. Do you know what the FAR is? It’s the acquisition regulation, the Federal Acquisition Regulation. And any commander, or any service that wants to bring interrogators on contract, would have to specify in the language in the request for proposal and the statements of work and the response that comes back, there would have to be some very strict guidelines on the roles of civilian interrogators. 

David MacMichael: By civilian, you mean non-governmental?

Mr. A:  Right. Right. In other words, yes, you can write a contract, and you can bring contract interrogators back into this. Most of those guys are former service interrogators, anyway. They retired and they just turn around and come back in. But there probably should be some limitations on them. And the only way you guarantee those limitations are there so that the military chain of command can’t subvert them would be to put the language in the FAR that says if anybody in the US government wants to bring contract interrogators on board, here are some limitations. So it goes in the contract. See, right now, the contracts are probably being written ad hoc, on the fly, or they were. I daresay that there’s a lot more scrutiny being put onto them now.

Sam Provance: For instance, on paper, like CACI, for instance, I know this for a fact, CACI on paper in black and white says that they are subservient to the military commander. And work side by side with the soldier. But that’s the furthest thing from the reality of what’s going on.

Mr. A: But is there also language that’s in there that puts them underneath the uniform code of military justice or specifies that they can’t break US law?

Sam Provance: I don’t think so.

Mr. A: You see, those are the things, the interesting thing about contractors, if you don’t specify it, they don’t have to do it. If it’s not in the contract, they don’t have to deliver. They’re not going to deliver things out of the kindness of their heart. They’re all after profit.

David MacMichael: I know. But as you consult your firm’s attorneys and ascertain the contract law prohibits contracting either to perform illegal acts or to provide exemptions.

Mr. A: But that is probably so far back away from the front line interrogators that are down there. But it needs to be pretty clear to the unit that’s receiving contract interrogators and the company that’s providing them into that environment, that there are some boundaries that they don’t cross.

David MacMichael: Typically, again, getting the law, because this, it has come up very strongly now in the case of Iraq, is the United States government insisting that its civilian contract personnel, and we tend to mean Blackwater by this, cannot be prosecuted under Iraq law. That’s what we were insisting upon. But that’s Iraq law.

Mr. A: But there’s other things you can do. You can put a punitive clause in there that basically says that if you cross this line, all fees that have been paid to you must be returned. So if it was a twenty million dollar contract plus award fees of another three million if you do a good job, they would have to return to the federal government all twenty million, or whatever they burned up, if they burned up twelve million out of the twenty million contract, they’d have to return all that. See then you’re hitting the company in their pocketbook. And the contractor who’s providing those guys is going to make sure that the people he’s hiring in those positions don’t cross that line because he’s got to fork up all twelve million or whatever. If you go in and amend the FAR, and put some teeth in the FAR in this area—

Colleen Cordes:  Have you seen people talking about that in the press? Or are people talking about that? Because that sounds like a great idea.

Mr. A: No. I get so frustrated, I get so frustrated with the press and sometimes senior leadership. There are so many obvious things that you can fix.

David MacMichael: I think one of the points that certainly Jean Maria wanted me looking at in this report or structure, dealing with the role of psychologists is, “should psychologists who are working in this area, operational areas with the interrogation system, with the command system, with the inspector general system, should they be

 they be uniformed personnel completely under the control of the UCMJ?”

Mr. A: Yes.

David MacMichael: Yes. Okay. The role, then for contract personnel would be totally nonoperational. That they could, as a matter of contract, examine, analyze the interrogation system and provide as terms of their contract recommendations for specifically techniques. Neuroscientific or whatever. Not in any sense to be participants in the operation process.

Mr. A: Again, if you amend the FAR, Congress would have to play with how they would do that, but you could stipulate that any contract interrogators, or contract psychologists are under the Uniform Code of Military Justice. I mean, even though they’re not in uniform, by virtue of the contract… Personally, I have an aversion to having contractors in an interrogation. In my opinion, they should be part of the Department of Defense in one aspect or another. They should either come out of Walter Reed and Bethesda, either through an IG kind of relationship where they’re there to put the brakes on interrogations that are going too far, or they should be part of the normal clinical part, and support interrogations. But I think they should be, just like the doctors, you know, that we bring in the service now. They wear a uniform, they have a rank, and they’re under the Uniform Code of Military Justice.

Colleen Cordes:  So I have a few questions. [To Ms. B] First of all, with the [sources] that you were dealing with, were there psychologists working at all with you? 

Ms. B:  No. But going back to our wartime doctrine, as I think back, we did talk about detainees, civilian detainees and all that, and they would be separated from uniform personnel, and they would be handled in a different way. And primarily not so much from an intel gathering standpoint, but to keep the force safe. Where I see the value of psychologists [is] not in terms of the interrogation or prosecuting the interrogation in a certain way, but rather in helping the interrogator or evaluating how the interrogator is doing. And one of the issues with interrogators is that they get very close to their subjects in many ways. They identify in some ways. And they try to get into their heads and all that. There is a danger in that. And to me, it’s supporting the interrogator’s mental health that is just as important as the whole interrogation process. And I think when we’re dealing with people with fear, and there’s lots of fear, and I think that’s one of the main thing that’s happened in Iraq is there’s fear. And fear causes us to react in ways that we might not normally react. I’m talking about soldiers. I think people in general, there’s that survival instinct, right? You want to do whatever you can to survive. Soldiers want to support and protect their buddies. The Army that I grew up with was you serve your fellow soldier, you’re going to support and make sure that nothing happens to him. So when you have interrogators that are under pressure, when you’re having interrogators that are saying you know, “there were twenty other guys that just got killed today because you didn’t do your job”, suddenly that interrogator has other mental pressures on him that I would hope, and I don’t know enough about psychology itself, but I would hope that that’s where a psychologist could perhaps be of great benefit to help sort out reality and control issues. What do you have control over? What do you not have control over? Interrogators are young soldiers. The interrogators that I had, they were young soldiers. We’re talking about twenty, twenty-two year olds, twenty-three years olds, twenty-four,  they were young soldiers. I had warrants that might have been older. But we’re talking about young, young people that don’t have a lot of life experiences. So they’re being confronted in a variety of ways. As it already is in just looking at all the post traumatic stress issues. So there’s a whole other role for psychologists as well.

Colleen Cordes:  Right. Okay. And would you think it would be fair, just given what I have heard about how people don’t want to be perceived as going to get mental health care because then they might lose a security clearance? Would it be better to just have a presumption that there should be a sort of periodically offered counseling session or something where you could just kind of check in with someone? It has nothing to do with how are you interrogating a particular person, but more how are you doing in a stressful situation?

Mr. A: Knowing the army culture, and the “huah” soldier culture, they’re not going to go to you and say, “It’s time for my chat with you.” It’s going to have to be part of the thinking, the doctrine, kicking around some of these ideas, that psychologist, if you’re going to put one down there, would have a dual role. Not only to help the interrogator get the information in a humane way, but also to watch the interrogator. Is the interrogator starting to lose his mental health, maybe. And so I could see a role there. She brings up a very valid point, that the interrogator that injects himself into and says, “I’m sitting here watching this and you’re now starting to lose it,” or, “You’re getting too emotional, too mixed up in this. You’ve got to detach yourself.”

Colleen Cordes:  Right. This is something we’ve sort of talked about. And I’m not a psychologist, but trying to sort of represent what I’ve heard from psychologists who are concerned about psychologists getting involved in observing an interrogation. Psychologists, like doctors, are trained, they’re given their special knowledge with the understanding that they will do no harm with it. They wouldn’t be trained, there’s no school in the country that would train a psychologist—

Ms. B:  To do harm

Colleen Cordes:  Right. And of course, psychologists say, or some psychologists say “Yeah, but when we’re helping to protect national security, we’re doing no harm. Or we’re doing lesser harm.” But that their whole role in society is connected to health, being a health provider. Or that essential kind of central role, and a lot of psychologists are not clinical psychologists, but some of them would not know enough to do the kind of thing you’re talking about. The clinical psychologists would probably be best at it. But that’s their role in society, just like medical doctors, that you really start ripping at the social fabric if you’re training psychologists to look for where you’re crossing the line into torture, and expecting them to fill this role, or expecting them to be part of this process. And that it’s just so at odds with their role as a health provider, that it’s best not to go there. So that’s what we’re dealing with is that there are psychologists that feel so strongly. And I don’t know if you know Ray Bennett here. He didn’t come and introduce himself. But he’s had a lot of years as an interrogator and trainer. His bottom line is train interrogators ahead of time, and help screen which people are not going to make great interrogators, and who would make a great interrogator. But just don’t go there in terms of getting them involved in observing or consulting on particular interrogations.

Ms. B: I’ve got to say, that’s sort of how I feel. I’m real skeptical about this whole idea of actually—

Sam Provance: They have other ways of doing things, like screening. When I went to Special Forces selection, you had to figure out an 800-question [questionnaire], that would be analyzed by psychologists. And the same thing, maybe they need to do that.

Mr. A: Or you bring them in as dual linguist/interrogator. And at some point in time, at the E6 level, that’s when you fork along and say, “We’re going to make you a true interrogator. And you’re going to be a translator, linguist and translator.” So you only end up with the more senior guys doing interrogation, but you’ve had several years as they were an E1 through E5 to observe them and track them. So you cherry pick the ones that you know will be good, and they become interrogators.

Sam Provance: It’s strange the way they have it structured, that the actual interrogators doing the dirty work are the lower enlisted. By the time they make E-6, they become this team leader that doesn’t have anything to do with interrogation.

Mr. A: But that’s where you’ve got to go back and adjust doctrine. And there are no junior interrogators. The warrant, or the E6, is the one doing the interrogation. Because there’s nobody below him that’s authorized to do interrogations.

Ms. B: I think that’s why you have younger soldiers looking at civilians and saying, even though you’re supposed to be subordinate, you have more knowledge than I do. That’s a whole other thing. I do think interrogators need careful screening to be interrogators. They need careful screening. Careful psychological screening before they become interrogators. I think the same is true for—

David MacMichael: By psychologists.

Ms. B:  Well, I would presume. I think that’s also true of police forces and things like that. I don’t want to just single out interrogators in that role. But why does somebody want to be a guard? If they choose to be a police officer or a guard, what else is going on in their, you know…

David MacMichael: This leads to a good question here. An earlier remark of yours, and this was the need for periodic evaluation, for psychological evaluation, if you will, I guess all three of you, of interrogators with the reasonable point that the average twenty, twenty-one year old, twenty-two year old guy is not going to go in and say, “Hey, give me a head check,” at this point.

Colleen Cordes:  Right. So that’s why I was suggesting that it be just part of their duty is that they check in. I’m not even suggesting—

David MacMichael: Well we’re looking at the way this fits into, and I think this is a very valuable point that you’ve made continually, trying the best you can to fit things into an existing known system. 

Ms. B: Correct.

David MacMichael: Fewer innovations if possible. Now how frequent currently does an enlisted soldier get his, I forget what the hell we call it, a personal evaluation. Is that six months or ten months?

Mr. A: That’s an annual performance appraisal, either an EER, Enlisted Efficiency Report, or an OER, Officer Efficiency Report. 

David MacMichael: For this particular MOS, you know, interrogator, would just necessarily include, you know, at that point, a check on how this guy’s holding up under the stress of these specific duties.

Mr. A: You can put that in there, as part of the evaluation.

Sam Provance: Well, every soldier has a supervisor that has to write them a monthly counseling statement, as it is.

Colleen Cordes: I also have a question about this whole thing about the Geneva Conventions and non-uniformed people and how you treat them. Refugees and defectors are not in uniform, generally, I guess.

Ms. B:  No. But they are—

Mr. A: They’re different tiers. They’re just a different tier.

Colleen Cordes:  But you also saw some intelligence value in some of them.

Ms. B:  Oh, absolutely. As would be true of any conflict.

Colleen Cordes:  So in this current situation, I would not assume that an Iraqi refugee was necessarily not going to be subjected to an abusive interrogation by the CIA or whoever. So I guess what I’m asking is were they considered that they should be treated at least as well as what the Geneva Conventions, did you have like a policy on that?

Ms. B:  We would treat refugees, resettlers, all of that, they would be treated in accordance with Geneva Conventions. That’s what I was trained at at that point in time. But we’re thinking of a linear kind of battlefield, we’re thinking the old way of doing business, which just doesn’t exist anymore. The refugees are the ones that are trying to get out of the country because they’re about to be killed by somebody. Maybe they work on an assembly line for a very sensitive piece of equipment that you would like some information on. So they were looking for “Did you ever work in this factory? Oh, you worked on that piece of equipment. What can you tell me about that piece of equipment?” And they weren’t detainees. There was no combat going on. Strictly they jumped the iron curtain fence, the wall, and ran out.

Colleen Cordes:  But they might have personal reasons for not wanting to say something that would get their relatives and friends in trouble later. And you might have a very strong reason for wanting to get that information.

Ms. B:  We were true believers in a lot of incentives. Money. Money, money, money. Booze, cigarettes. Money, booze and cigarettes.

Colleen Cordes:  So the other thing I don’t understand as a civilian is why would there be an assumption that you would not treat someone humanely just cause they weren’t in a uniform? As a person who’s never worn a uniform, I don’t understand that. I’m not being critical. I don’t understand it.

Mr. A:  I think what you’re talking about is where if you cross the line, treat people humanely. But where you run out of the doctrine is where you encounter somebody not in uniform with a weapon, or the detonator for a bomb in their hand, or in their possession. 

Colleen Cordes:  But why would you assume that you wouldn’t treat them just like a person in uniform that you caught with a weapon?

Mr. A:  I don’t know. I was never trained, it’s a gap in training.

Colleen Cordes:  Well let me just ask you, because it is sort of relevant, how would you, thinking about that, what would you—

Mr. A:  You’ve already asked me that, and I’ve already told you: I probably would process them like I would process a uniformed prisoner of war. Without any further guidance, I would probably use the existing mechanisms to process him as a prisoner of war.

Colleen Cordes:  And because you told us how to revise the federal acquisition requisitions, I guess I’m saying is that what you think would be a good healthy policy?

Mr. A:  Yeah. Probably. I wouldn’t mix them if I had uniformed POWs and I had un-uniformed POWs. I probably would keep them separate. And in a country like Iraq, if I had Sunnis and Shiites, I’d probably keep them separate. But you might not know that initially. I mean, you may throw Sunnis and Shi’a in the same bucket until you’ve had an opportunity to talk to them and figure [it] out. 

Colleen Cordes:  But I’m glad we talked about that, because otherwise it’s almost as if we were suggesting that gee, we would assume that you wouldn’t treat them as well as what the Geneva Conventions calls for.

Ms. B: I think outside of the Geneva conventions what we would do is, I would hope, that we would treat people within, somebody not in uniform holding a detonator would then theoretically come under our criminal justice system, which has a, I would hope, a degree of humanity in it as well. One of the things that I hope we hold dear as a country is our justice system.

Mr. A:  Or you police them up and hold them and then once the Iraqi government is stood up, you turn them back over to them for criminal prosecution.

Ms. B:  I mean, there’s a difference between criminals, murderers, you have that whole—

Mr. A:  I would not bring them all back here and put them into the US criminal justice system. I’d leave them over there, and when the Iraqi government is stood up, then you turn them over to them for disposition.

Sam Provance: That’s the other thing about Abu Ghraib, people that weren’t being caught or rounded up for suspicion, or actually being a part of some kind of action against soldier, they were picking up people because they were robbing a store or looting or committing some crime or somebody accused them of—

Ms. B:  So you had regular criminals there.

Sam Provance: Right. Or people that were just insane or what have you.

David MacMichael: And that is, by the way, under the laws of war, as I need not tell you. The responsibility of an invading and occupying power: he or she must take all possible steps and use adequate means to maintain public order. That’s a requirement.

Ms. B: Right. Right. Right.

Don Soeken: I have a question before we get to the end, and I know we’re almost at the end, and I don’t know that you can give me a good answer. I’m not a psychologist. I’m a mental health worker. I come to you, you’re the command, and say, “Look, I just observed so and so mistreating a prisoner. And it’s been happening time and time again. And I’m telling you because I don’t think it’s right.” What are you going to do to me?

Mr. A: It depends. If you were in my unit, I might tell you to sit down and shut up. But if you were in this IG realm and you came to me and said, “I’ve observed this, and I’m ready for my monthly report back to the IG chain, and I’m going to have to record this. Colonel, you’re going to have to fix it.”

Mr. A: If it wasn’t in that chain, you might, the guy above me, below you, would you communicate to him that this guy’s trouble, we’ve got to get rid of him?

Mr. A:  Yeah, with all the pressure to extract information and save American GI lives, I might tell you to sit down and shut up.

Don Soeken: What if I didn’t?

Mr. A:  I’d probably engineer it so you’re out of here.

Ms. B:  You know, Don, if you were to ask me that question, I would definitely have started doing some internal investigating. I mean, that’s what you do. I mean, you’re going to go check it out. 

Mr. A: A good commander would take, the first time you come to me, a good commander’s going to say, “Don, you’re right, let’s go check it out”, and if it’s correct, reign in the soldier.

Ms. B:  Or, “Let me get back to you.”

Mr. A:  But an unscrupulous commander would say, “Sit down and shut up.” But you can defend against that by putting Don in that role, he’s on the other side of the fence. I can’t control him. I don’t write his efficiency report. I can’t fire him. And I know that every month he sends a report up the IG channels. And so I can’t control what he sends up. Then when you come to me, if I know that in advance and you come to me and say, “Colonel, there seems to be a problem down here. We have one E-5 down there that seems to get a little out of control.” Knowing what your communication channels are, I’m going to go check it out. And if I find this a problem, I’ll probably fix it. But if you’re under my thumb and I’m not an ethical commander, then, you know.

Don Soeken: What can the IG do to you if I report back that you didn’t do anything?

Mr. A:  Oh, they can open up an investigation. The IG goes all the way back up. There’s a two star? Three star? I think there’s a three star up there.

Don Soeken: And those three stars don’t talk with your chain of command three star?

Mr. A: Oh, it goes up and over the top. Then, as I said before, stuff rolls downhill. So the little lieutenant colonel at the bottom end is just a piss ant in this chain of command. And somebody up above is going to say, “Cool your jets down there.”

David MacMichael: But if you’re a valuable lieutenant colonel, piss ant or otherwise, and this guy’s interested in maintaining efficiency in his unit, he’s going to come to you and say, “I got this report, and I think in the IG inspection this is valid, and you’ve got to do something about E-5 so and so, and give me a report on this in two weeks, and let’s forget about it.” This might take you down half a point on your own efficiency report later on, but a good commander for you would kind of protect you and the unit, because everybody depends on everybody else.

Mr. A: But I think that you need, if you’re going to put them in, I think they need to be on both sides of that coin.

Don Soeken: There already is. 

Sam Provance: Some of that function, I would think the army would say could be furnished by the chaplaincy.

Mr. A: Yeah, but see, I owned a chaplain. He was under my thumb. 

Sam Provance: Oh, I know. But I’m just saying—

Colleen Cordes:  So they should have their own structure, too, like you’re talking about.

Sam Provance: I’m saying what the army would say. “We’ve got chaplains.”

Mr. A: When you’re dealing with humans, it’s fallible. You can have all the policies, laws, regulations and checks in place, and people still will disappoint you in their behavior.

Colleen Cordes:  Well it is an interesting idea that chaplains might be in a better position to be judging the morality of behavior than psychologists. 

Mr. A: You can end up with a Muslim as a chaplain. And he might be a Shi’a Muslim. And you’re interrogating a Sunni. And he would say, “Go to town. No brakes.” What I’m saying is you’ve got to be careful.

Colleen Cordes: You would expect a US Muslim who was a Shiite Muslim to react that way?

Mr. A: The chaplaincy is not the right place to put that.

Ms. B:  They provide the commander advice. They are counselors, and they also provide the moral climate, not just the moral climate, but the overall climate to the commander. So if there are a lot of soldiers that are disgruntled or whatever, the chaplain can come to the commander and say, you have a real morale problem here. Not moral, but morale, problem here. Sorry. Sometimes my words get mixed up.

Colleen Cordes:  Maybe there’s no one in the perfect position, but maybe chaplains are in the best position.

Ms. B: They have a role to play, absolutely.

David MacMichael: But we’re talking here about the role of a psychologist.

Colleen Cordes:  But if one knew that there was a better party to fulfil that role, that would make sense, then, not to expect psychologists to do it.

David MacMichael: And in the context of what you’re talking about here, at least in my opinion, say in addition to the psychologists serving in the counseling role for the chaplain, for an individual who wishes to get spiritual counsel or other advice from this figure, I mean, that’s just an alternate source, at least that’s the way that I look at it. Use everything you got.

Sam Provance: I could just see a commander being told he’s got to have this new psychologist added to…, I mean, it’s like more to worry about. More to deal with.

Ms. B:  I’m not sure that—

Sam Provance: I could be wrong. But the commanders I’ve known would just be like oh, god, what is this.

Ms. B:  I wouldn’t assign one to every unit in the army. But I think if you’re looking at echelon above corps, because that’s sort of—well, Abu Ghraib was staffed with interrogators from what unit, were from—

Sam Provance: All sorts of units. They were from everywhere.

Ms. B:  But I mean, was it—

Mr. A: The MP commander was a brigadier [general]. So this was not a division.

David MacMichael: What was her name? Karpinski? 

Sam Provance: She had nothing to do with us.

Mr. A: But Abu Ghraib was not down here in one division commander’s bucket. It was at a corps or higher-

Ms. B:  It was an echelon above corps level.

Sam Provance: Locally, we had a colonel, full bird colonel that was in charge.

Ms. B: [Abu Ghraib is] a theater resource, I would think. So that’s where, if you’re going to put psychologists, it would be an echelon above corps. It wouldn’t go down to the weeds at all.  That’s where your chaplains come in.

Mr. A: Let the chaplains do it.

[End.]

