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Summary

Mr. C is a former area intelligence officer. His experience with active participation of psychologists in his field was limited to conducting so-called “remote assessments” of the agents he recruited. Essentially, this amounts to having the agent or potential agent take a standard psychological assessment, only that it is not the agent taking the test, but the recruiter answering as best as he can reason that the agent would answer.


Additionally, Mr. C provided comment on two scenarios described to Jean Maria Arrigo by others. The first was the issue of U.S. liaison officers to foreign counterterrorist and law enforcement agencies, and where the boundaries lie for the liaisons when the foreign agencies use methods contrary to U.S. policy and law. The second scenario involved the case of a Vietnam veteran who described psychologists both hypnotizing or drugging soldiers in preparation for highly dangerous missions.

JEAN MARIA ARRIGO:  Okay. We’re concerned about the issue of psychologists’ ethics and all this torture stuff because they’ve been central in some ways. Things like who or how have been central. Military people have been coming out of the walls to talk about this, and legal people are coming out of the walls to talk about interrogation. But the psychologists, we haven’t really heard anything from the psychologists. Ordinarily, if you want to talk about these ethical issues, you try to talk to the people that are involved, but we can’t do that. 



And the principal other thing that I guess we’re really going at is, we want to see these as institutional issues and not individual persons because we realize that we’re dealing with very hierarchical institutions. We know that’s opposed to the APA view and most professional codes and associations, which have to look at people as morally autonomous, or else you can’t hold them to a code. But we’re not looking at it from that point of view of holding people to a code, but more from a point of view of what kind of a setting would you have to have? How would it have to be structured so people could behave ethically? In other words, as Jonathan Marks said, to make the high road not so steep, and to make the low road not so attractive. So this is more kind of more prescriptive in how would you go about setting things up.

So it’s a kind of triangulation process of taking people who are in analogous professions. And what I mean by analogous is there’s some commitment to the welfare of individuals, and there’s some commitment to sticking to the objectives. I mean, a chaplain would be an example, or anybody in the health professions.

On Ray Bennett’s definition of interrogation, he wants to add to the definition of interrogation that we got this information by the least intrusive means possible. So that would even put an interrogator in this kind of situation.

So we’re trying to get hold of this issue of psychologists and interrogations in a lot of different situations by triangulating people who are in analogous professions and also looking at historical inference. And I hope that you and Ms. D today will help us with these big institutional issues. 

[David MacMichael joins the group. Mr. C introduces himself.]

MR. C:  I’m a retired army intelligence officer. I worked mostly in technical intelligence analysis. Moving to counterintelligence, and eventually into what we call area intelligence, which is assigned to the CIA. I retired in [the 1990’s]. And I have worked in US business since. 

MacMICHAEL:  And psychology is the springboard of your–

MR. C:  No, actually I’m a political scientist. My [higher education background is] in government and politics, business administration, and public communication and policy. So it’s social science. We’re in the same general field. Specializing in different branches. It’s keeping the tenor, though.

ARRIGO:  Would you introduce yourself, Cheryl?

WELSH:  My name is Cheryl Welsh and I came to this meeting [to represent] victims who are alleging government experiments with new weapons. And I was cited in the book Mind Wars by Jonathan Moreno. It’s JAMA-reviewed [Journal of the American Medical Association], in Nature, he wrote the book, [he’s] a bioethicist. He mentions alleged victims in the book. And he talks about the new neuroweapons that are on the horizon in addition to talks about the neuroscientist, about these new weapons and that there was a Nature journal opinion that neuroscientists won’t talk about these new weapons, and that they should be talking, there should be a dialog, unlike the atomic bomb, so they avoid those pitfalls. So in other words, and he brings this out in the book, there’s just extreme secrecy around these new neuroweapons. And nobody knows how advanced they are, and get this huge amounts of funding. Since going back to the 1950s, this has all been classified. So there’s where the concern lies. And so it’s really where I started about 1996, and now there’s victims from all over the world that are coming forward, saying they’re being targeted. And being written off as nutcases, because it does sound so “science fiction.” I graduated from law school last year and I head a nonprofit, a human rights group. I’m one of the many groups out there. And of course, not all victims agree with me. I’m not in any court case. It’s not at that level at all.

ARRIGO: Well this is my opportunity to present some cases. And I particularly wanted to talk with Mr. C because he’s had this experience with field operations. And how things can be different far afield than they are in a detention center site. And also with David, who has a lot of experience with, as a historian, a lot of experience with some strange government and CIA things. 

But I want to start with the simplest place. This is semi-confidential, so I won’t mention names. But I have been in correspondence since before this war with a person who was a counterintelligence liaison officer to the Middle East. And he worked with counterterrorism police teams and counterterrorism military teams. This was in the ‘70s into the late ‘80s. And because, and I think it introduces some really complicated moral problems. Because if you’re going to have a liaison to groups that torture as a matter of fact, how can you be a liaison to these people if you’re going to throw up your hands and shriek? So maybe you could give us some insight to that.  

But he has sent me lots of comments on use of doctors and psychologists. He doesn’t distinguish between the two of them. They’re people in the medical corps whether it’s a doctor or.., the way he describes it it’s clear that some of these people are psychologists. So I wondered if you could help us get some insight, get an idea of what that kind of context would be like, having to liaison with people with other ethical stances.

MR. C: Well, I’ve got a couple of experiences that I can draw on. First, in the late ‘80s, I was specifically working on the terrorist problems in the Middle East. So I had a couple of roles that I had to fill. I had to fill one role of recruiting support assets that would support our Special Forces as they were inserted. And the second was to try to infiltrate terrorist organizations. However, my hands were quite severely tied. Because when you think about it, for an individual to establish their bona fides with a terrorist organization, they have to embrace the terrorist philosophy, and they have to engage in terrorist activity. And we could not. We were prohibited very specifically from engaging in any illegal activities. So we were not allowed to steal or murder or any of those things that you see on the television sometimes. And along with that, our sources were also not allowed to do that. It was very interesting to try to overcome the hurdle where you could gain access into an organization but not violate any laws. [With] sources, you use a lot of psychological techniques. You do remote assessments, you do polygraph testing.

ARRIGO:  What’s a remote assessment?

MR. C:  As an example, you would use standard psychological assessment tools that you and I might take going into any organization. And I would fill it out on behalf of the individual based on what I think. And working with a psychologist. I didn’t want [my sources] to know I was filling these things out on their behalf. The psychologist was specifically trained in how to do that sort of remote assessment. He would debrief me. We’d fill it out together. And then he would give his assessment.

ARRIGO:  Would these be clinical psychologists?

MR. C:  Yes.

ARRIGO:  And what rank would they have?

MR. C:  I just always called them “doctor”, like your doctor. [laughs] They were a resource. So I worked together with them. But the idea is, we would try to understand what the people were doing. Constantly testing the individual to see if they were truthful or lying to us. In an ideal situation I would set traps, more or less, for them to fall into, that if they did something that they weren’t supposed to, then I would find out about it. 

It’s hard to give an example. You would ask them to do something and based on their response, what they actually did or didn’t do, then you could test whether or not they were being honest in that area. You’d take the information that they gave you, and then you’d validate it against other information. You’d ask them to report on information, potentially that they could never have access to, to see if they came back and gave you an answer. And then if they gave you an answer, you’d have to relook the whole thing. “Well, what is the answer they’ve just given me?”



So that’s in the area of going after the terrorists. And I have been a liaison to other foreign security agencies. In those situations I just provide tasking and receive the information. I would tell them, “These are the requirements, this is what I want to know”. And they would go out. They would scour their databases to see if they have that information or task their sources. In this case, it’s a bilateral situation where it’s not an agent. I’m working with another security agency.

ARRIGO:  [This counterintelligence liaison] said that when he would go to one of these other counterterrorist organizations, they would test people who came. And you know, take you into [or] past rooms where things were happening and prisoners were mistreated. And if you showed any nervousness around this at all, he said you would find yourself in the foyer drinking tea. And you wouldn’t be invited back again.


And that the reason he particularly felt it necessary to go to such places is that, and this comes out in other ways, is that he would, if there had been attacks on Americans, he would want to get a hold of the people and arrest it before they got to them. Because once [these other nations’ counterterrorist organizations] got to them, he said some heavy-handed Turkish farmer had slapped them around. At that point, he said, the game’s lost. So he would want to get to these people first. But nevertheless, the places where they were where all the common criminals were held to be tortured and so on. So is this plausible?

MR. C:  I think it’s plausible. What you’re talking about is a situation where a local police agency arrests someone for committing a crime in their nation, inside their country. And they hold sovereignty and ownership. And they have first rights in that sort of case. And that situation is sort of like me working in a bilateral operation. I can ask for things, but I can’t demand them. I can request. And then you get into a situation which is very prevalent in intelligence operations. It’s the old problem of control versus influence. We controlled our agents when they were physically with us, and I could grab them if I needed to. I influenced my agent when I have sufficiently worked with them that he will do whatever I want him to do, and believes that what I’m telling him is the truth, and believes that his safety is tied to my instruction and his following that instruction. So this is the same situation there in the bilateral operation: if he has sufficient influence with the local police authority, he can gain first access to that individual. If he doesn’t have that influence, then they will put him out in an anteroom with tea and just give him lip service because they’ve got a political dynamic that they have to maintain. So they’ll maintain that political dynamic. I think that it’s a very true and correct statement.

ARRIGO: He spoke a lot about his efforts to actually make good relations with people. Going out into the community, taking gifts and hanging out in areas where he was supposed to. 

MR. C: Building that rapport and that relationship with the local police force or the local government is what enables him to do his job, which is to get first access. He’s in a situation where he can exert no control. It’s only though influence, and that’s developed over the years. [And] we sometimes think you can take one person out, make an introduction, put the next person in, and that rapport transfers. It doesn’t transfer. You get an initial introduction. But then you have to once again rebuild that rapport. And our standard rotational methodology frequently would cause our rapport to collapse, because you have a brand new person every two to four years. Unless the person wants to stay there. But if you’ve had opportunity to travel in some of those Third World countries, you’re always quite glad to leave when there’s a chance. 

ARRIGO: I think this is an issue I’ve talked to you about on the telephone, I’ve read this article in the International Journal of Intelligence and Counterintelligence talking about Central Asian intelligence services, that after 9/11 they felt they had a great opportunity with the US because we wanted [the cooperation of] their intelligence services, obviously. But in exchange for their cooperation, they would want is that we didn’t bug them about human rights and things like that. And that we were in competition with the Chinese and I’m not sure who else.

MR. C:  We’re always in competition.

ARRIGO:  So our liaisons would not be in a very good position to tell them how to conduct their interrogations. 

MR. C:  You know, it’s probably worth mentioning [that] our view of human rights is uniquely American. It’s not something that’s shared by the rest of the world. People talk about human rights in varying levels. As you go country to country, you see the application of human rights is very different.

ARRIGO:  Like one of my professors said, when he was an intel officer, “it’s what you can defend.” That’s the hard realist position. But if we have our personnel interacting in those situations, how does that work with, say, military ethics, or with the procedures that are written down for you?

MR. C:  Same way we handle the homosexual situation: don’t ask, don’t tell. What you don’t know, you’re not ethically obliged to do something about.

ARRIGO:  But when you’re [training to be] a liaison, when is it that people become aware of this, and what they’re supposed to do?

MR. C:  The countries that I worked with, I don’t know that they ever committed any acts that would be considered unethical by Americans. I’m not aware of any. I did frequently, in my interaction with them, make sure that they were aware of the American standard. And they assured me that they were applying the American standards. Beyond that, that’s all I can do.

ARRIGO:. So I guess this liaison officer was going much further in getting his feet wet. And maybe some people have said that he was going too far.

MR. C: If his particular liaison situation was one where he was working cooperatively and jointly, if he’s following the same guidelines and rules I followed, he would be obligated to follow the same rules. I’m saying the Americans’. Even if he’s a counterintelligence officer or he was an interrogator he would be obligated to follow the same rules that we have in those facilities that we control. But clearly we’ve seen that there’s a lot of variance in how people interpret that, even in our own facilities, our own detention facilities. I mean, Guantanamo or as we were running Abu Ghraib or even the [military prisons like] Leavenworth, they have their own style. [When I started in the military] I knew this one fellow that was heavy into drugs. And it was a real discipline problem. So he was finally convicted and sent to a military prison. And I heard from one of the sergeants later on that went to visit him that he was the model soldier as he went to visit him two months later. How he became a model soldier, I can only guess. But the MPs were quite notorious for exercising a lot of physical punishment and bringing men around.

MacMICHAEL:  I think this is one point we discussed a little bit earlier in our general meeting is, I go back to your statement there about human rights being a uniquely American point of view. And I say as a qualifier to that, that, leaving US military or intelligence organizations out of it, the standards in the United States prison system, from county jails through state penitentiaries, they’re not only uneven, they’re pretty goddamn horrible. And with the increasing privatization in contracting out to such organizations as the Tennessee-based American Correctional Corporation (ACC), if you have an experience of that, in a certain sense it’s presented on any number of television programs where realism, and I’m not just talking about Twenty-Four, but in long running shows like Law and Order, from this point, now we’re going to be “bad cop”. And finally, you just raised this thought in that you made a comment, like observation that various countries, you referred to we have to ensure that the agents we recruit are nice guys. This comes out in other things, out of the Guatemalan experience. [First name unclear] Ortiz, and others, told an international conference down at Bogota not that many years ago, they said, “My concern as an American is ‘you lie down with dogs, you get up with fleas’.” And the close relationship with these institutions and organizations in some countries who do not share our uniquely American view of human rights, in my experience and observation, at least, resulted in a situation where the United States officers in various positions and agencies not only tolerate, know about, but in fact in certain instances condone and participate. 

MR. C:  You’ve touched on a couple of interesting points there. The idea of contracting out prisons, we tackle that in the public administration (if we want to talk about it). When you do that, the guards in those prisons no longer have the protection of governments, what is it, color flag or something, there’s a little expression they’ve got for it. And if they mistreat a prisoner, they could be held liable, sued, and, whereas the guard that works for the state or for the city or the county is in a different sort of situation where he’s protected because of his employer, and his employer provides him certain amnesty. Whereas those contracting it don’t have that level of protection. So in some ways, you might even find that those that they contract out are less severe because of their own personal liability with prisoners of those that are not contracted out.

MacMICHAEL:  A lot depends upon the wording in their contract. [both talking] Say this is something that arguably needs to be more closely examined. Jean Maria’s concentration, all of ours here, is on the role of psychologists, either as participants or guideline providers or whatever.

MR. C:  Well I think psychologists play an active role. And I would frequently seek out psychologists in an advisory capacity. I participated in training where we worked with US forces that we were training to go abroad. We had a fellow we were putting through a particular training series. It concluded in a hostile interrogation. And we would conduct a hostile interrogation, but we always had a psychologist there, sort of as leash holder. When you get in a situation where [you start] as an interview and then it moves into interrogation, you psychologically, you just sort of snap a little bit and you start to apply harsher and harsher technique to the situation to get to your goal and become obsessed with it. 

And I talked to, interestingly after Jean Maria called me, I have a friend who’s actually a South African national who’s been in combat situations. And I talked to him about interrogation. And he related to me that in those tactical situations, and in a combat situation, of which he has personal experience, that the tendency to go to whatever it would take to reach the end that he needed was always there. I try to consider myself a pretty peace-loving kind of guy. But I can be pulled and sucked into it just as easily as the next guy. The tactics employed are self-feeding in a way. 

ARRIGO:  Our interrogators here are telling us how their social skills methods are the real way to go if you want information. But I guess what you’re saying is that a person isn’t trained with all that, then the natural course, if you don’t have a (?) model in mind, in the natural course of talking to someone in trying to get information, when they start to resist...a psychologist would bring up a frustration/aggression hypothesis, you know. When you get frustrated, you become aggressive and angry. So that’s what’s kicking in for people who aren’t–

MR. C:  Possibly. Interrogators, counterintelligence and area intelligence all receive various levels of interrogation training. And we learn all the techniques. As an area intelligence officer, I’m fairly well trained in the soft sort of psychology to motivate them, influence a person. And yes, that is always the preferred method. If you can through casual discourse, conversation back and forth, gain what you want, then that’s the way to do it, because ultimately your product is better. If you employ harsh tactics, your product is subject to question, because you don’t know whether he or she’s answered you from the desire to have you stop, or giving you the information you want.

ARRIGO:  How is it that a person who’s been trained in the social skills and what you’ve called soft methods, how is it to go in the other direction? What would pull you in the other direction? 

MR. C:  Usually it’s time. I think it’s important to think of things in a strategic and a tactical model. Now on a strategic basis, you have time. And everything is orchestrated, planned, and there’s no defined end. In a tactical situation, you usually have a twenty-four to forty-eight hour deadline. And people can generally resist twenty-four to forty-eight hours. After forty-eight hours, tactical intelligence is considered highly perishable and it’s probably gone. When you go through your SERE training, as an example, I believe it’s a three-day course. If you can last the three days, anything of tactical value has probably expired. It doesn’t matter at that point.  My particular training was, last seventy-two hours by denying everything, and then have layers of lies, basically, that I would expose, which is always a little bit of the truth, to them as long as I could hold out. Realizing that people will eventually all break. Everyone will break. It’s just a matter of time.

MacMICHAEL:  Your last statement might be considered, in terms of what you said before on the reliability of information gained vs. everyone will break. Do they break in terms of telling you the truth, what they know, or do they break in terms of figuring out what [you] want to hear?

MR. C:  That’s sort of a technical jargon there. When I say break, what I’m really thinking about is they will become a cooperating source. But as you pointed out, are they cooperating to get you off their back? Or are they cooperating because it’s really cooperative? So then you have to employ test questions and probing questions. You need to validate the information against other sources. No one source should ever be taken as the truth. It’s raw information to be considered with other raw information. You ideally would have at least three points to validate before you considered anything true. And then it would be processed into intelligence.

ARRIGO:  I’m going to take a little diversion here. Take a diversion and come right back here. When I was on this APA task force, there were a lot of military psychologists there. One of them had been involved in SERE trainings. We had this long list-serve discussion with one of these military psychologists. I said that I had heard somewhere that it was just part of general resistance training, whether you were in a guerilla force or the US Army, to hold out for a certain amount of time so your colleagues could make arrangements or alternatives. And I’ve heard various places twenty-four hours, forty-eight hours. And he insisted that he had never heard of such a thing.

MR. C:  I don’t think that there’s a specific time frame. Realistically, as an intelligence officer, I know that most intelligence is perishable. I need to get it within, as a tactical intelligence officer, twenty-four to forty-eight hours. So if I can’t get it right away, then I just go on to the next guy. And that’s actually, if you’re in a, I started out, again, in [a non-intelligence unit]. In an S-2 office, which is the intelligence analysis section. We worked with the interrogators and other folks. And the idea, when we set up to process our prisoners is we would bring them through, and we’d actually spend a half an hour with them, maybe an hour. And if we thought there was something, we might take a couple of hours. But–

MR. C:  Well, we’d have the interrogators that we’d train in the target country language. We were very Soviet-oriented in those days. Our interrogators spoke those languages and they could interrogate. And we would train our own people in interrogation debriefing and run them through our interrogators and give them a taste of what it might be like if they were captured.  In a tactical situation you don’t have time to spend doing intensive long interrogations. So you send them back to the rear area, to the detention camps. And the more involved interrogation would occur there.

ARRIGO:  So the point here, with respect to the soft interrogation, was that it’s probably not going to be effective for the twenty-four, forty-eight hours.

MR. C:  It probably won’t be effective. You can try trickery. You know, techniques like you go into your file and say, “Okay, we’ve got your dossier here. I see you are…” Things like that. Or you can try a little Mutt and Jeff sort of technique and see if you can get it to work real fast. They’re psychological techniques are what they are. There’s no physical torture involved.

ARRIGO: Ray Bennett and three of his colleagues gave us kind of a Fort Huachuca walkthrough of the various approaches. But that’s interesting. I hadn’t heard that time factor before. And of course, what’s in the news is very misleading about that. Because they’ve had people for years, you know, and there’s plenty of time to do the social skills method. So all this [abuse] is completely beside the point. So anyway, back to having the two ways and these psychologists. One is to help you figure out about your sources and people involved in operations, and I missed the other one.

MR. C:  [Psychologists] were involved in training to make sure that we didn’t go too far. Because as I said, I even found myself, a naturally peace loving person, tending to exceed what the limits were if there wasn’t somebody watching.

ARRIGO:  So every one of us, us civilians, could have that experience in ourselves.

MR. C:  Absolutely! It’s a constant dilemma people have, there’s no answer to it. Is it worth one life if you can save a million? This is the one we study in school all the time. If a guy knows where the bomb is, and I’m sure you all have heard this…

ARRIGO:  We don’t need to do the ticking bomb scenario.

MR. C:  And you have that argument that goes around and around and around. But that same argument comes to play in many different situations in life. Clearly not as severe. And everybody has a particular level or threshold where, I believe, anyway, that they will say, “Okay, it is worth it at this point.”  There are people, I think, out there who will avoid being pushed to that point, who have the integrity that they’ll walk away. But I think they are very few. 

ARRIGO:  Getting back to these psychologists:  how necessary were they? Could you just go take a graduate course in psychology? Why did you need these professionals there?

MR. C:  Well I probably could have gone and taken a graduate course in psychology, actually. But they were intended to train a group of laymen in things that they need to do. So you have a group of people. Think about the army training environment. We bring people in who have no prior experience. And they, in essence, create courses that they teach you these things. So, yes. They’re doing the graduate course in psychology, but they’re only giving you the selective points that you need.

ARRIGO: Who else were they training out there, besides you?

MR. C: I think they’re probably going into all the training aspects in the intelligence field. I don’t know where else they go. I would imagine – this is just my belief or personal thought – the psychologists would be inserted in many of the intelligence training areas.

ARRIGO:  What about when you were working as an interrogation intelligence analyst? Did you work with psychologists in that?

MR. C:  No. No. At that point, I hadn’t been into intelligence yet. So I worked with the interrogators. I’ve never been to the interrogator course. But I’m sure that their coursework is developed in part by psychologists and they’re taught in that fashion. That’s strictly conjecture on my part, because I haven’t been to their courses. I’ve been to my courses in counterintelligence and in area intelligence, and we do have psychologists involved in our training.

MacMICHAEL: I want to ask you in terms of both the training and the presence of specialized people such as psychologists. At what command level did this start with?

MR. C:  It probably starts at the divisional level. We got none at the brigade or battalion. We did have psychologists assigned to the division, in a medical capacity, clearly. And that’s where all your doctors are assigned, at the divisional level. So you wouldn’t have them in a tactical unit or brigade or battalion.

MacMICHAEL:  That’s basically for my own clarification. [Say] you’re the S-2, typically in a combat situation, a prisoner brought in, and the time frame is approximately forty-eight, seventy-two hours max. At that level, there’s three things that your enemy can do and you want to know which of these. One, he’s going to attack. Two, he’s going to retreat. Three, he’s going to defend in place. Those are the immediate tactical questions that a commander at that level is going to…correct?

MR. C:  Right. And “Where is he, and in what numbers?”

MacMICHAEL:  Exactly. And his location and so forth. If you don’t get the answer in twenty-four hours, you already know the answer because he has either attacked or…  [laughter]

MR. C:  Probably where I’m getting the twenty-four, forty-eight, is from the practitioner’s point of view. But there’s something you also touched on. There is no progressive relationship in intelligence between… We don’t all start as an S-2, and then move to an G-2, J-2…

ARRIGO:  And they’re just categories, not ranks.

MR. C:  Yeah, those are, and the people in the tactical were in an armor battalion or infantry or artillery. And we were just a group of people. And we did go out and we received training. They’d send us out for two-week courses and specialized training, things like that.

ARRIGO:  If the psychologists don’t appear until we get to the divisional level, how many people in a division? That’s pretty big.

MR. C:  Sixteen thousand people in a division. 

ARRIGO:  And how many psychologists do you have?

MR. C:  I have no idea. And I don’t know how the division commander wants to deploy them. Where you’re looking, for the psychologists in interrogation, that may not occur until corps level. And again, you’re getting to an area where I know very little, and I’m just guessing at this point.

ARRIGO:  Okay. This is Roberta Culbertson. Roberta, why don’t we interrupt so you can introduce yourself. 

ROBERTA CULBERTSON:  I’m Roberta Culbertson. I work for the Virginia Foundation for the Humanities and I’m on the program there on “Violence In The Community”. And I’ve studied violence and the long term effects of violence for about twenty years, almost thirty. I’m trained as an anthropologist. I’m here trying to get my head around the whole picture that’s being drawn here and some cultural elements of it, and basically setting up themes. So I’m floating between different meetings. I just came from one and now I’m in yours. 

ARRIGO:  Okay. So what I was going to ask you [to Mr. C], if we don’t get psychologists until we get to the division or the corps level, and that can be thousands of people, in most places they’re the specialists. There are also paraprofessionals. 

MR. C:  Oh, that’s going to be your interrogators, would be your paraprofessionals.

ARRIGO:  I meant with psychological expertise. [We have] surgeons, but then we have medics and physicians’ assistants and then people who just got advanced First Aid and all the way down. And so in these smaller groups, you’re working with any people with psychological training.

MR. C:  Not when I was in combat arms. I mean, we had a physician’s assistant assigned to our battalion or a doctor, and that’s easy. But he wasn’t there for intelligence purposes. They were there for your soldiers, for the medical, not the psychological. Though I’m sure they all have to do their graduate course, Psychology 101 for battle fatigue, or something like that.

ARRIGO:  Well, let me go back to a couple more examples from this liaison officer. This is a correspondent I have that worked in the Middle East, working with local counterterrorist teams. And these are sort of hair-raising examples to me, but he talks about having their guys imitate psychologists, and Red Cross workers for that matter, too. The whole range of people that you might naturally trust.

ARRIGO:  And then at one point he said, “Now we don’t have to imitate them anymore because we have enough counterintelligence people of our own who are psychologists and doctors of our own that we can use. We don’t have to imitate them anymore.

MR. C:  Well, what he’s talking about is an interrogation technique where you misrepresent yourself as another individual. I would have to study it a little bit. There are some limitations as to where you’re supposed to go with that. 

ARRIGO:  You can’t be a chaplain. Chaplains are supposed to be out, though I’ve heard–

MR. C:  I don’t know. I don’t know where those limits are in interrogation situations. I would go and research it individually. If I were going to plan an interrogation, I would know where I could go and couldn’t go. And I might decide that the technique I want to use is sort of “false flag” kind of technique where I’m representing myself as another country or another profession or another individual. Or I’m having those actors work with me to develop the source in the interrogation room.

ARRIGO: He thought they were particularly successful in representing themselves as members of human rights organizations.

MR. C:  They may well have. I couldn’t say whether they did or didn’t.

MacMICHAEL:  One charge that’s come up several times is individuals who are introduced, typically this is not anywhere near the level that a Guantanamo type situation is, you know, that “I’ve been assigned as your defense counsel by the judge advocate general, so let’s talk”. But I’m just using this as an illustration of a representation. I know at least this has been reported.

MR. C:  Personally, I would definitely use secondary sources. If I were planning a strategic long term interrogation, everybody who came in contact with the prisoner would report back to me. And I would debrief them and they would tell me everything, hopefully, that they’ve done. Within the limits of, there are probably some situations like if they’re allowed a lawyer under US law, then that conversation is private. But I think even in a US prison, other than a lawyer, anything they say can be taped, monitored, used. So I don’t know that there are any other limits.

ARRIGO:  Psychologists are supposed to be in that category, okay?

MR. C:  It’s interesting. I don’t recall that training. They may have told me that. I would research it. I would know, for every role player that I had, whether they could or could not. And if I couldn’t use a psychologist, or someone representing themselves to be a psychologist, then I might find a slight play on that. You know, we talk about physicians’ assistants. They’re not quite doctors, but they have medical training. So semantics and words become real important. What you lead somebody to believe isn’t necessarily–

CULBERTSON:  So as you’re talking about role plays and people serving as sort of helping to soften this guy up, open up, so that he’ll talk. What would be the psychologist’s approach that you would say, “Here’s how I want you to be, whether you’re a psychologist or not.” Building rapport? Or–

MR. C:  Well, I would use the psychologist primarily in a consultant role. I would tell him what’s going on, or her what’s going on. I would, and this I’ve shared, I’ve done this before. And I used the psychologist to help me plan how I’m going to enter into the questioning and into the–

CULBERTSON:  But then you don’t want a fake psychologist, you want a real one.

MR. C:  I want a real one. That one isn’t exposed to the source. That one’s my psychologist in the background.

CULBERTSON:  Okay. Why wouldn’t you expose that one to the source?

MR. C:  I could if I wanted to, I suppose. But in my cases I have not wanted to.

CULBERTSON:  And why not?

MR. C:  Because of source identity. In my case, you have to realize I’m running clandestine operations. So I want to limit the number of people who are exposed both ways. 

CULBERTSON:  Okay. I see. Well would you ever bring in a role player to play a psychologist? They’re not a psychologist. But they’re coming in–

MR. C:  I was never confronted with that situation. And again, if it’s prohibited, I would have found out [first]. Because in the situations that I was in were always very orchestrated and planned and controlled. We knew what the expected answer was. We knew which way it should go. And if it didn’t go that way, we had our alternatives planned out. If he says A, we should do this, and if he says B, then we should do that. But I’m working, again, at a strategic level, very high up with a lot of time and a lot of ability to plan. And then everything that I would do would go up to command review. I was never allowed to go out and do anything on my own. None of us are. We have to submit plans and get a review and get it okayed and all that. 

Whereas if, when you’re talking about an interrogation, if it’s a tactical interrogation situation, it’s all very impromptu. Whereas if it’s a strategic interrogation situation, they should have a plan, also that they’re following. They’ve worked out what they’re going to do. So if they were going to use some fake psychologist or someone representing themselves as a psychologist, that should have been planned out with them and approved. If they didn’t, then the individual is violating what his oversight mechanism is, which he shouldn’t be doing.

MacMICHAEL:  Give me a matter of clarification in terms of the level. You talk battalion, you talk division, you talk corps. You just referred to your need to check with your supervisor. At what level, and at what rank now, gathering this strategic intelligence are you? Who are you reporting to? Corps commander, a com [major command] area commander or what?

MR. C:  Well, the Army being the way the Army is, all organizations break down into a basic division or regiment-brigade-battalion structure. So I would be reporting to the equivalent of a battalion commander. I worked in a battalion as a lieutenant colonel. But all of this flows all the way up, back to Langley and back down. So my first level of report is generally an O-5 or O-6. The next level of report is at the theater level. The next level of report is at the army level. And the next level is across agency over in the CIA. So different aspects, you don’t take all the detail all the way up. But all the detail goes at least up to the next higher headquarters. Whoever that might be.

ARRIGO:  I’m going to bring in another kind of case, if I could. I’m concerned that, in worrying about the behavior of psychologists, we’re only looking at what comes out in the newspapers. We need to think a little bit further into the dark corners and into things that might be considered sort of improbable. And I did an interview a few years ago with a medic during Vietnam. He’d been a medic during the Vietnam War and had been involved in covert ops and covert action in Laos, illegal covert action in Laos which involved some psychologists. So I mean, obviously, I have no other way of confirming this. But I wanted to check out with you, because the things that are reported as psychologists’ contributions here are pretty strange. And I also have an interview which I think someone else did with a Louis Jarvis, who was a son of– 

[several people indicate they recognize the name]

ARRIGO:  He was the one who said that his father had been told, “Now we’re going to go to the paranormal, because we’ve got the communists, God knows what they’re doing”, with rays and so on. “We’ve got to find out everything.” 

MacMICHAEL: What was really started by the CIA [was] called the Studies and Operation Group, which was operating out of Saigon. And as the Vietnam operation became progressively militarized, of course the joke was the acronym SOG, Studies and Observation Group, and Special Operations Group. And in fact, the main activity of this bunch (Agency first, and military later on) was to arm and train these teams into North Vietnam to carry out activities and sabotage intelligence and so forth. And in fact, one of these activities which led to the Tonkin Gulf episode, the teams going up there. And they were to carry out coastal sabotage and so forth. We had our naval ships offshore serving, supporting, helping out communications-wise and so forth. 



But in any case, strange things happened out of SOG, and Louis’ father, I know, was in fact a, I think deputy commander there.

ARRIGO: The only reason I was connecting [Louis] Jarvis [for] this interview was that Jarvis seemed to be saying his father and them, they were looking all over strange places. So this particular oral history, actually both of those people my husband met at a Tibetan Buddhist retreat. The Tibetan Buddhists seem to be able to handle strange things. These are the Bardos, the world of “strange things happen”. And a lot of people who have had disorienting experiences end up there. And it’s a place where people can deal with profoundly disorienting experiences. So both of these guys ended up there. My husband had one of them telephone me from the retreat, so that’s where this interview was actually done. He would’ve never talked to me anywhere else. 

So anyway, his story for us, just monumental child abuse, which is something I found in other covert operators. Both of his [older] brothers were killed as advisors in Vietnam. And he was much younger. He was later in the war, when the war was actually winding down. He wanted to go there, essentially to know, in some deep way, what had happened to his brothers. So he went as, he thought to be a medic, a medic and a paratrooper, according to him, and had extreme experiences as a medic. Like being the person who handled the burn victims. Extreme experiences as a medic. But during the course of all of this, this really gung ho guy, he was recommended, or sort of invited into some kind of special mission. He didn’t know what it was. It was one of these things where you agree to it without knowing. He was later convinced that the officer who put him into this was a CIA person masquerading as a military officer. And I’ll tell you why later. I don’t know whether this happens or not, but he had reason to believe that that was the case. And he said they were sending these four- or five-men teams into Laos. Just kind of trial or error. Usually, people didn’t come back. [laughter] But they just kept sending them, okay?  

MR. C:  I can verify that.

ARRIGO:  You can verify that. And if one of them came back with something, “Whoa, we got it!” I guess you could say, “what’s five men compared to a tank?” But you could verify that. So that’s what he’s saying. They’re sending him out. But where we get to the psychologists in this, he was not sent out on a violent mission. He was sent out to get information from Chinese, I don’t know what you call them, places where the Chinese had records stored.

MacMICHAEL:  Had what?

ARRIGO:  Records stored. He said these places were not well defended. They’d just be out in the jungle somewhere, someplace. And you know, they might needn’t be very well guarded. But he and these five men, five of them would go there. And they’d be dropped off somewhere near the place. And after they get there–

MacMICHAEL:  You’re talking Laos, right?

ARRIGO:  Laos.

MacMICHAEL:  So you’re not talking Chinese, you’re talking Pasat Lao or Vietnamese. 

ARRIGO:  Well, no, he said there were Chinese there.

MacMICHAEL:  Well, there were Chinese there as part of the UN-authorized monitoring group that had been set up. They included China, Russia, Hungary, France. It sort of withered on the vine over the years following the elections that went the wrong way for us in Laos. But in that case, you can say yes, Chinese were there, but to my knowledge – which is pretty good because I handled this stuff on the desk in Bangkok Bay – there were no active Chinese military presence in there, although one assumes that in their observation group included military personnel who also had other objectives in mind.

ARRIGO:  You were in Bangkok at the time?

MACMICHAEL:  ’65 through ’69.

ARRIGO:  Well anyway, that’s his story. He didn’t ever talk about a Chinese army, but he talked about Chinese places where there was information held by the Chinese. So the way they were told to…how did they know what to get? Well, this is where we get into the strange stuff. He said that they were trained either under hypnosis or drugs. If you could be hypnotized, they did it under hypnosis. He couldn’t, so he was drugged up repeatedly. These were long [training sessions], a few weeks. Every time he went in there would be. And they’d drug you, they’d give you a code word, and they’d give you a posthypnotic suggestion. You’d go, you’d complete your mission, and then you’d come back and they’d debrief you. I said, “How long did they train you this way?” [He replied] “Oh, it took about two weeks because we’d already been pretty much trained.”


And apparently the training, they would be drugged up, say, every day for two weeks. Or the others would just be hypnotized. They also used sodium secobarbital.

MacMICHAEL:  That’s a stimulant, correct?

ARRIGO:  He said it’s a great drug. Kids had used the crap out of it since the ‘60s and ‘70s, they called them reds. He doesn’t say what it is.

MacMICHAEL:   Basically, these are stimulants, and the purpose of doping him up, and up, as they say, is you’re sending people in and you’re going out for a five-day, ten-day, two-week mission in which effectively you’re saying, “You’re not getting any sleep. You just keep moving”. This is a big thrust, by the way, in military medical research, and this is very open, of course, is developing techniques and pharmaceuticals, if you will, which allow the soldier to continue to operate efficiently on the ground far past the normal powers of human endurance. You don’t want to do this too often because it makes you look eighty at forty. [laughs] But this is widely known, and I think you’re aware of it, and it’s legitimate. There’s no convention that I know against this. But this also requires medical and, arguably, psychological research in terms of what is the long-term effect on your head of doing this sort of thing.

ARRIGO:  One of the subthemes in all of this, which I can bring to you, is that the American Psychological Association has sort of gone along with the military in posting psychologists in these reclusive places. And psychologists as a guild want prescription privileges on the psychiatrists. And they’ve been getting these things from the military. So this is a place where it could actually touch into that, touch into that theme. So how plausible is this? I don’t know. But he would say that they would learn Chinese characters and then go into this, you know, take this jaunt, and break into these places. They might have to kill the guard or something, silently, but that wasn’t the real aim. But mainly they would try to go in without letting anybody know, okay, it was not any kind of combat. And bring out documents. And that they would know, had memorized these various Chinese characters. Or maybe his idea of what they were doing under hypnosis wasn’t right, but that’s what he said they were doing. Because how would you go into one of these places and pick out stuff? So that’s what he said that they were doing and how the psychologists were functioning.

MR. C:  That’s like way before I was involved in the military, so I wouldn’t have any idea. I never saw anything that would confirm or deny that.

ARRIGO:  Would this seem like fantastic to you?

MacMICHAEL:  We’re getting, I think, a little far away from what Mr. C here has to offer. But I will tell you this [from] my function working out of the US embassy in Bangkok in the Office of the Special Assistant for Counterinsurgency. First of all, I’ll tell you that the war that was fought in Laos, which we still experience right here in Northern Virginia with all sorts of Lao people, part of the tribal resistance force, it was interesting because [of] the turf war between the CIA and the US military. As Vietnam became totally militarized, the control, everything in Vietnam became military, the Agency and other aspects were reduced to more or less secondary level. The paramilitary part of the CIA was horribly embarrassed by the Bay of Pigs and other things. They were desperate to demonstrate that it could continue to run a paramilitary operation by itself. And of course there was considerable reliance on US airpower for the bombing missions and so forth. But the operation in Laos was just a dragged out Bay of Pigs in terms of the absolutely awful failure. And embarrassed us because what we recruited as the quote unquote “resistance” was in there, principally, the Royal Laotian Army which was, let’s say, not exactly good. But this mountain tribe who we called Meo people are parked all along the United States today, down in Louisiana and California and Montana, among other places. But the point is, it was a total disaster because it didn’t work. Thousands of people were killed. It opened up the doors to the opium traffic coming through there. The main activity of the Royal Laotian Army officers was moving this stuff through. I just want to say it was a bad disaster. But on the other side of Laos, the Viet side bordering on Vietnam, this was the portion through which went the Ho Chi Minh Trail, the supply [and reinforcements] route coming out of North Vietnam into Laos, and back down into South Vietnam. And this is an epic story, by the way, in terms of human endurance and everything else that was done by the Vietnamese under this, what I’m reminded of, in just precisely what your informant was talking about. This rings very much of a bell in terms of the reports which continue to come in about Iranian involvement in improvised explosive devices and other stuff coming in. And I think I can point at this, that we have special forces teams chasing over into Iran trying to check this. But it’s the same, that they’re learning these Chinese characters so they could hopefully identify material of Chinese origin going in, which was, let’s say, an objective. The same thing, it is very apparent in terms of Iran right now is to get anything you can pick up in a cross border raid or something which will make guilty–

ARRIGO:  So if you went into a place where there were documents, the fact that he got any documents would serve the purpose, almost. It wasn’t as if he had to find a particular thing.

MR. C:  Well he would probably tell them something that says FOUO or Secret or Confidential. In our own method, we stamp “Secret” at the top and bottom of everything that’s secret. And I’m sure the Chinese do it, too. I could see him being used as sort of a vacuum cleaner. Get everything that says “Secret”. Bring it back. That’s the only character he really needs to know is whatever the character is for “secret”. And what location on the document should it be. You know, is it top and bottom or bottom right.

ARRIGO:  It’s not clear to me why they would have to drug him up or hypnotize him every day for two weeks.

MacMICHAEL:   What I’m saying, I don’t know about the hypnosis aspect of it, but I’m reasonably certain that what he was getting in the way of quote unquote “drugs” were endurance drugs.

ARRIGO:  So are you saying this doesn’t sound too much like a military operation? Are you saying it’s some kind of a CIA operation? 

MacMICHAEL:  At that point, anything coming out of Vietnam was military controlled. The CIA was there playing its role, Operation Phoenix and all the rest of that. It still had a very big station in there, and operating. I worked very closely with the guy who’d been the station chief in Saigon till ’73, Peer DeSilva, and his long time assistant, Les Weir. [They] came out of [Vietnam] in the later ‘60s, late ’65, ’66, and wound up like in Bangkok with a determined role of limiting the control by the US military in things that were happening in Thailand. It was kind of interesting to see that interplay going on. 

MR. C: But what you mentioned is very true. It was a constant struggle between military and CIA over supremacy. In the war environment the CIA is supposed to cut their theater assets over to the local commander. But they don’t like to do that.

ARRIGO:  Let me take this story just another couple of steps, okay? See how it sits with you gentlemen. So coming back from one of these events, their helicopter stopped to, there was an injured general and they had to stop and pick up this guy. And I guess in the process of all of this, they were captured. I don’t know who exactly captured them, but he was put in the hands of the Chinese, is what he said.

MacMICHAEL:  I’m not finding much credible about this story.

ARRIGO:  This part, or the earlier part, or the whole thing?

MACMICHAEL:  We had a US military person in the hands of, in that situation in China, in Laos, around there, because the international mission was still there, the rockets and screams and howitzers going off, it is my belief-

ARRIGO:  If what, if somebody was shot down? I don’t know that he was shot down in Laos. I’m not exactly sure where he was shot down.

MACMICHAEL:  Quien sabe?
ARRIGO:  I’ll register your disagreement there. So one way or another, he said he was captured by Chinese who put him in a hole with another person who was the, who had inducted him in all this. By eating rats and what not, he finally managed, and killing some people, strangling somebody, he found the means to escape and was taken in by some mountain people who were favorable to the US. That’s why I picked up with that. He stayed with them for about a month or so, and then made his way back to his unit, where he thought his unit was. When he got back – this is the part when the psychologist sort of checks in – when he got back, he was declared AWOL. He said that they hadn’t known, that his command seemed not to have been apprised of his trip out there, and all of that stuff. So his impression of this, for this and for other reasons, okay, he actually spent time in Leavenworth, seven months in Leavenworth, until he was pulled out by somebody, he says, whose life he saved. He was very badly injured, very difficult situation. And basically not speaking about this for many years. And when he came back, he said he lived off the land with his rifle in the mountains of Colorado for four years. I’ve heard this from some other covert operators that they just go into the woods and, not live off the land, but just get out of circulation for a long time afterwards. And there were two others who’ve done that sort of thing. But anyway, that’s what he said he did. Now he’s not a person who’s talking around at all. And as I said, he told me this in the context of this meditation–

MR. C:  I would seek validation. Were they all Americans on his team? If he said yes, then I would really discount the story.

ARRIGO:  If they were Americans on his team.

MR. C:  Yeah. If he said they were all Americans. I think if I went to Japan today, I’m going to stand out pretty severely.

ARRIGO:  Well, according to him, they were always in the woods. They were not in any inhabited areas or anything.

MR. C:  It seems a little fantastic when you put it all together, quite truthfully. I don’t doubt that he believes exactly what he’s telling you. But I think years and stuff that he’s been through has probably clouded his memory. And the other thing, I mean, psychologists, in trying to get at information, can sometimes cause things to be believed that may not have been there. It’s a very tenuous sort of profession, the road you follow.

ARRIGO:  But he’s pretty quiet about this because he’s scared, like some other covert operators, they’re scared of what they call minders. People that will give them trouble if they speak. The person I talked to who told me this same story about him, and of course he would have had to tell this other person, had also been in army special ops of some sort. He’s a history teacher in Montana, another member of this religious group, who had talked to him about ten or fifteen years before about this stuff. So the story originated back at that time. And there were some other aspects of it which were pretty unsavory about things he’d done in this country when he came back which were clearly criminal, which he didn’t tell me, but this history professor told me.  But I was interested in this context because it was misuse of psychologists. But for you two, this stands out as very peculiar. If he’d been sent on something like that he should have had– I guess I could ask if you were going to send somebody, why would you even send an American soldier at all?

MR. C:  I wouldn’t. I would recruit a local national to go in and do it. And special operations at that time would have recruited a local national to go and do it.

MacMICHAEL:  During the period when I was working in Thailand, it was a period of maximum buildup of forces there. For one reason or another, we were always on the distribution list and asked to comment on the letters that would come to the US embassy from the family members of US service personnel, principally Air Force people in Thailand at the time. And they would be reporting back these accounts of these horrendous combats which their son serving there had been involved with, these attacks by North Vietnamese and insurgents or whatever. I mean, some of these, we’re talking Congressional Medal stuff here. These are guys who were bored stiff sitting out there, and all their doing is servicing the aircraft which were flying over North Vietnam. 

But the point is, one reason I reacted with the skepticism I did, was that enough of these things were made up out of whole cloth. The guy’s over there in a war zone, and he wants his parents to know that he’s fighting the good fight for his girlfriend, particularly. You know, he’s fighting a good fight for the US there. And some of these colorful tales grew out of it. You know, I think that is not peculiar to Vietnam. It’s a rather long history of this sort of thing. 

There’s been a movie made out of it, out of the Second World War about the guy who was the son of a World War One hero who with great fanfare left his Midwestern hometown to go to San Diego to join the Marine Corps. Didn’t pass the physical and spent the war in San Diego with these marvelous letters coming back from the Pacific. And how to explain it after VJ Day when he had to go back to Kansas City.

But the point is, it’s not an unusual phenomenon for people to elaborate on their wartime experience. There are people running for public office in this country who do this all the time.

MR. C:  They come to believe it, though, I think, after a number of years. It may have started as a series of letters back home. As you continue to recount it and recount it, the people… I see things that I know from just in my personal life. Family friends that I’ve grown up with. And I watch the stories from forty years ago as they’ve been elaborated and retold.

ARRIGO:  His, there could be a different source in the psychological reason. But it doesn’t fall into those categories of tall tales that are told. This is a very frightened, trembling person who will speak in peculiar situations. [Would] people with interrogation training be able to get to the bottom of somebody like that?

MR. C:  Oh, I doubt that, you’d have to put him in a hospital, bring psychologists in.

ARRIGO:  Psychologists aren’t going to do that for him.

MR. C:  The interrogators aren’t going to figure anything out, either. They’ll get the story, but–

ARRIGO:  But people, interrogators are always faced with people who have stories, right? And you have a way of getting at them.

MR. C:  You don’t have any more weight than anyone. In this fellow’s case right now, he’s sixty or seventy years old, an interrogator wouldn’t have any reason to talk to him about something forty years ago.

ARRIGO:  I’m asking about the state of your art. Can you figure it out? When you do actually debrief people, send people forth on missions, they come back, you debrief them, they probably haven’t got everything right to begin with.

MR. C:  Right. You help them, you help them remember correctly. But you’re talking about a memory that is immediate, generally immediate. And that’s exactly what we do. You come back from a mission, you go into debrief, and it can be a few hours or a few days, depending on the amount of time that’s necessary. And we’re trained to help people walk through what happened, and help them focus on one event that will lead to another event to get the little detail out. Yeah, absolutely, we could do that.

ARRIGO:  But it’s the freshness of the memory that you’re depending on. How long a time would a person still be useful as an interrogatee? 

MR. C:  It would depend on the individual, and how much access to information he had.

ARRIGO:  Okay. We’ll take David MacMichael as an example, okay?

MR. C:  The trick is from when he becomes a cooperating source. And how long it’s going to take to recount all those memories. The cases I’m familiar with generally deal in months, not years. There are a couple that I know of that took place over years. But it was a cooperating source that had a lot of information. It just takes forever to recite it. If you had to tell me what you’ve done for the last five years, it would probably take you five years to tell me that information. I would go through in levels. I would get the important stuff. Then I would start going to the next level, and then I’d get down into all the little details, as far as I could.

ARRIGO:  Like a topographical model.

MR. C: Just like you were writing a paper. You would outline it, you would figure out where everything is, you’d focus on the important and you’d pick up the least important. I would keep going until somebody told me to stop. Assuming you’re a cooperating source at that point.

WELSH:  I know we’re near the break, if I could have time before we break for one question. I’ve been working on this law review article about rumors of leaks in newspaper men, as it relates to neuroscience in as far as in Morano and the Mind Wars book, he said he didn’t hear rumors, so he doesn’t think there are experiments going on. And another, it all has to do with the electromagnetic technologies, and so the nonlethal weapons, and a trade magazine editor who has been following the issue for years said that people go silent on this issue more than any other issue. Anti-personnel mines, lethal weapons, so, you know, there’s an extra secrecy there, just to give you that.


The “Pentagon Papers” is one of the biggest leaks, so I got to talk to James (Grideo?), the lawyer for the New York Times, and then Max Frankel, the New York Times editor, and another source who said it’s possible that they could have quite advanced weapons. And it should leak how advanced the weapons are. So my question to you, which I don’t think is given in the way of any classification, do you think that how advanced the weapons are would leak to someone like you, or that there would be rumors and leaks, or there would be that wall that–

MR. C:  Yeah, it’s a pretty solid wall.

WELSH:  It’s a pretty solid wall. You wouldn’t hear, how about the illegalities, though? Would you hear if they were–

MR. C:  If the government were engaged in really high science types of things, I would not know about it. Even if I were active duty right now, still, work would be so compartmentalized.

WELSH:  But you know rumors and leaks and stuff. Don’t you think, you know, they compared these weapons to the atomic bomb as far as–

MR. C:  Right. There’s extreme secrecy on those things. They’re code word protected. The one thing I would suggest to you though is go to the patent trademark office. Look for patents. American industry likes to patent everything.

ARRIGO:  They’d patent something that was secret?

MR. C:  It was just released on NPR the other day [that] patented the technology for the atomic bomb when they were making it.

WELSH:  But they do classify patents.

MR. C:  You do classify patents.

WELSH: So I could never really find that out.

MR. C:  But you could probably take an obscure route. You could go, “Give me a list of classified patents.” Or give you the titles, is there an unclassified title. I’ve done open source studies for the government for classified projects. The greatest source of information for me was the patent office.

MacMICHAEL:  How about the federal register?

MR. C:  Federal register’s a good place. You can find a lot of stuff.

MacMICHAEL:  That’s where the contracts were left.

MR. C:  You know the old adage, “follow the money”, which is basically what you’re doing. These are the contract trails. Contract trails, patent trails, because that protects the financial investments of the inventors. [A] corporation was working on Star Wars technology and patented some things. When we had the anthrax scare in the mail, and they were roasting the mail there, those were the machines that [were] made from Star Wars technology. They were [for decontamination], but they would cause the envelopes to turn brown. They were basically taking microwaves and pumping it through the mail. And that would eliminate the germs. But it’s all patented. Everything’s patented in America.

ARRIGO: I’m going to go back to one last question. One last question, where he started, psychologist system. Did you feel that there are any ethical issues there for the psychologist?

MR. C:  I would actually turn that into a question for you, and maybe this will give you the answer. The psychologists, if we look at them, are working in several different ways. A psychologist could be looking on behalf of the sources in a client/patient relationship. The psychologists could be working on my behalf and giving me background information. I’ve never inquired about it, but I guess you could send a psychologist on a “false flag” sort of situation. So is it unethical for a psychologist to advise me on how to manipulate a source? Is it unethical for the psychologist to help me construct my interrogation technique and tactic? I understand the very explicit ethical question, if the psychologist is working with the source as a patient, in a patient/client relationship, there’s an ethical boundary there. But in all those other cases, what are your ethical boundaries?

ARRIGO:  Well we’ve only been looking at the cases where the psychologists were advising or consulting on abusive interrogations, okay? But I think the question that we haven’t considered is what about advising on a non-abusive interrogation? So for instance, it may be that a school psychologist advises a teacher on how to handle a kid. So there are all these things in the secular domain we can use, but we don’t quite carry it over to the military because of all the checks, of all the monitoring there is in one domain that there isn’t in the other domain. I think that the psychologists in Psychologists for Social Responsibility, they’d probably say it’s unethical for psychologists to advise on how to manipulate sources. But we haven’t really talked about that. And I think we should talk about it. It would really be nice to have a case, something more explicit to hang that question on. This is why we need casebooks. Often something looks good in one case, but it doesn’t look good in another case. But when you put it in the abstract, you just sort of imagine the thing that comes to mind.

If a psychologist is accused of wrongdoing somewhere, our state licensing associations say, “Yeah, well, it’s true, he’s licensed in Wisconsin, we’ve got the license right here. But it happened somewhere else. We don’t have jurisdiction, we can’t find out anything.” So it’s basically unsupervised in a way, from our perspective.

MR. C:  I have never used or actively engaged a psychologist participating directly in my operations. It’s always just been [in] support of. So going out in the field and working-

ARRIGO:  The line Ray Bennett wants to draw is between educating somebody on general psychological principles, how things work in general, and on looking at a particular person and telling how to manipulate that particular person. And the reason he wants to hold that line is because we want to maintain the social roles of psychologists. And you can’t maintain that in the long term if you do this.

MR. C:  But watch on Law and Order, they got that guy, that psychologist, that advises them on interrogation technique and motivation on individuals. I don’t know if that’s true or not. But they show that.

ARRIGO:  It’s a TV show, but also it’s in this completely other domain where there are all these checks and balances. And a victim can go and complain in the US, whereas over there a victim can’t go and complain.

MR. C:  That’s why I was thinking about, again it goes back to your original thought, and your original question. We don’t have control over what happens in a foreign country. We have influence to gain access. And our officers cannot control that. And they can’t actually be expected to even attempt to control it. So there’s another underlying question: do we take advantage of that? Do we cause people to be captured in certain countries because we know those techniques will be used? [In the case of] the Pan Am 103 bombing, they picked up those terrorists in Italy and popped them on an Air Force jet and whipped them into the United States. We can do some pretty extraordinary things with how people land wherever they land. As we were talking on the telephone, if it’s a case where we’ve sent somebody to a country, I think we do it on purpose to take advantage of it. If it’s just the local liaison, that there’s no control or it’s absolutely an ad hoc situation, just going with the flow.

ARRIGO:  Well one thing he said about the use of doctors and psychologists which was, I thought, very revealing, he said well of course before anybody comes out here I’m going to look at his dossier first. And if I see the guy is a deacon for the Episcopal church or something, we just pass over that one and go to the next. So in other words, they’re not going to deal with people who have any sign they could be a problem. You could carry this further until you know that you’ve just got Mengele there, or I think he was an anthropologist. But you know, put him in there, okay? But they sort of screen for compatibility. I mean, they screen for compatibility with the janitors and the bombardiers, so there’s nothing special there, but maybe not political compatibility or moral compatibility.

MR. C:  Relative to compatibility and screening, you mentioned something earlier that there were a couple people, other special operations people that ended up out in the woods living, they have a general background. There is extensive psychological screening that goes on for intelligence officers to try to weed all of that out. I don’t know where they were or what they did, but they somehow made it through the screening, which is always possible.

ARRIGO:  But they were not officers. One of them, I did talk to him. And he looked scared. He was stationed in the Soviet Union and he was a person who would go in to put bugs in facilities. And he was not an officer. He did that for a long time and then came to some, I guess there was some horrors, I don’t know what they were. I have no idea. But it was enough to alienate him very profoundly from everyone, and himself, and sort of went into the woods for a long time. And this particular person I’m talking about, “Mercier” I’ll call him, he was involved in, he was basically a pacifist over there. He was a medic. And he strangled a guard to get free.

MR. C:  Which is my earlier point that, as you are in [that] position, your instinct takes over. His instinct took over. He needed to get free. He did something he would not normally do.

ARRIGO:  He said, I was going to live, I was going to eat the rats. But apparently the other guy was nervous about this and [Mercier told him], “I’m going to escape when I can. And if you don’t eat this stuff, you’re not going to be able to go with me”. He had that kind of survival instinct.

MR. C:  You know, if he was working with special ops, special operations, they’re kind of a unique group of people.

ARRIGO: He wasn’t trained in special ops. He was trained as a medic and paratrooper. And then he was sort of taken into one of these things as I said, that they were just sending people out, and if anybody came back it was a bonanza.

MR. C:  Right. Well, those people he was working with, it would be either a Ranger or special operations, that sort of team, that would be going out, that would have done that long range control. They’re extremely patriotic, they’re risk takers. And absolute secrecy. They see everything black and white. No gray in their life.

MacMICHAEL:  And I’ll tell you right there in terms of the ethic. For a certain type of activity, you don’t want people who are introspective and questioning. I mean, these are guys you say, “Go,” they go. If they don’t go, they don’t go.

ARRIGO:  That was totally him. This only terminated later after he had trouble since he was sick and had all these other problems. [But at that time] he was in this paratrooper training. And he wanted to be a paratrooper because that’s where you get to fall through the sky without being attached. Or pulling the cord yourself, I guess that’s the other thing. Instead of having it automatic. And he had broken his ankle or something or other else. And he took his last jump with a barely healed ankle.

MR. C:  Oh, yeah. They’ll do that. They’ll do that.

MR. C:  Conversely, I believe, intelligence officers, and I think I’ll put this all the way into the interrogators, we see everything in shades of gray. We don’t see black or white. We’re all in the middle spectrum.

ARRIGO:  Yeah. That’s what Ray was telling us. That tolerance was like the first virtue of intelligence officers. 

[End Session]
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