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Posted by: Linda Muldoon

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 08/20/2009

Comments:

Add to the end of the second sentence: in keeping with basic principles of human rights
as stated in the International Code of Human Rights.

Posted by: bernice lott

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 08/25/2009

Comments:

Posted by: bernice lott Representing: Individual Date Edited: 08/21/2009 Comments: The
issue of adherence to standards of "human rights™ as an enforceable principle within the
APA Ethics Code is of great importance. | urge that this be done at the recommendation
of the Ethics Committee. Those who maintain that it is difficult to define human rights
are, in effect, against its inclusion in our ethics principles. | call your attention to The
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the General Assembly of the UN in
December, 1948. It presents a definition that is clear and simple and elegant and one that
has been signed on to by countries around the world. For a full copy of the Declaration,
go to The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. It is relatively brief, and the
Committee needs to read, study, and use it.

Posted by: James Cole

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 08/30/2009

Comments:

RE: Language proposal for revision of Standards 1.02 and 1.03 "If laws, regulations, or
other legal authority conflict with the ethical principles of the Code of Ethics,
psychologists must do whatever they can to uphold the ethical principles of the Code. If
psychologists believe a law, regulation or other governing authority violates their
commitment to their ethical principles, they make known their objections to governing
authority and work to change the law, regulation or other governing authority. In
exceptional circumstances when unjust laws or regulations conflict with ethical
responsibilities, ethical principles supersede legal or regulatory obligations. Just laws that
protect the rights, safety and welfare of others predominate. However, if upholding
ethical principles likely results in a serious or unjust personal harm to psychologists (e.g.,



jail, physical harm, loss of professional credentials or employability) a decision for final
action is a matter of personal choice.” Rationale: | believe ethical principles must take
precedent in both the aspirational and enforcement sections of the Code of Ethics, not
authority. In particular under our Code of Ethics, a core principle requires that
psychologists protect the rights, safety and welfare of clients. (Do no harm.) On the other
hand, in rare cases that result in serious personal harm to psychologists, psychologists’
choice to obey the law or legal authority would be an acceptable action. However, it is
anticipated that in most circumstances obeying just laws (e.g. a court order) does not
violate the Code’s protection of the rights, safety or welfare of others. The basic principle
of confidentiality is not absolute. James K. Cole, Ph.D. COR representative, Nebraska
Psychological Association 3801 Calvert St. Lincoln NE 68506 (402) 488-5591
jkcole@windstream.net

Posted by: norman stephenson

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/06/2009

Comments:

Adding the words "in accordance with basic principles of human rights" to the
enforceable section of the APA Copde of Ethics runs the very read risk that licensing
boards or the state attourney general would refuse to allow the APA Code of Ethics to
become part of state law as it now is in most states. Being a part of state law gives the
Code of Ethics real power as it then applies to all licensed psychologists, not just APA
members. The worst penalty APA can meet out is being dropped from membership. The
state can suspend or revoke a license and even levy fines. An additional problem is that
although intended to apply to psychologists involved in torture, the statement is so broad
that it could very easily apply to a wide range of other areas creating problems for
consciencious psychologists.

Posted by: Martha Davis

Representing: Psychologists for an Ethical APA

Role in Group: spokesperson

Members in Group: 500

Date Edited: 09/13/2009

Comments:

We urge deletion of “If the conflict is unresolvable via such means, psychologists may
adhere to the requirements of the law, regulations, or other governing legal authority”
from all parts of the APA Ethics Code, and deletion of the qualifier “to the extent
feasible” from Standard 1.03. We are pleased that the recent call notes the option to
delete clauses. In 2005, the Ethics Committee and Board of Directors approved the PENS
Task Force report, and effectively approved a program and practice that violates at least
13 Ethics Standards while it serves the needs and priorities of “governing legal
authorities” (in this case military and intelligence personnel who involve psychologists in
detainee interrogations.) Government documents show that what the psychologists have
been doing with detainee interrogators continues to shame our profession. While



psychologist involvement in detainee interrogations may prove the most egregious
application of the “may follow orders” clause, it will not be the last if 1.02 is kept in the
Ethics Code as is. Please note that instead of qualifying 1.02 with a clause on human
rights that would be insufficient to prevent all of the ways that 1.02 may be abused, we
recommend the deletions described above together with the ADDITION of a new
Standard of its own placed in both the aspirational and enforceable sections and worded
like the following: No Standard of the Ethics Code can be used to justify violations of
human rights or Standard 3.04, Avoiding Harm. Our committee, representing hundreds of
psychologists, worked many hours to explain in detail why these changes are imperative
and we request that the Ethics Committee place our full original comment with the
comments submitted for the Fall 2009 review. It can be found in the 1.02 documents
placed on the Ethics Committee website under 10 b. Four Comments Received Hard
Copy, and it is called the PEAPA memorandum. Martha Davis for the PEAPA committee
to change 1.02 and Psychologists for an Ethical APA.

Posted by: Diana Sholtz

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/15/2009

Comments:

My comments do not have to do with torture, but rather the more common clashes
between psychological ethics and legal practice. When the latest ethics standards came
out, I believed that APA had thrown ethical psychologists, behind whom APA had stood
in prior iterations, under the bus. If | ever have to go to jail to protect client data that
ethically must be protected, |1 would like my professional organization to stand behind
me---not behind a bunch of lawyers. Therefore, my version would be as follows: 1:02
Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or other Governing Legal Authority: If
psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing
legal authority, psychologists explain the Ethics Code, make clear that they are
committed to it, and take steps to resolve the conflict in a way that permits adherence to
the Ethics Code. If the conflict cannot be resolved, the psychologist, with the backing of
the American Psychological Association, adheres to her/his ethical code, as the law
cannot abrogate our responsibility to practice ethically.

Posted by: Ruth Fallenbaum

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/22/2009

Comments:

Delete the second sentence in section 1.02. Substitute: "When laws, regulations, or other
governing legal authority are in conflict with ethical standards, ethical principles
supersede legal or regulatory demands.” Rationale: Making the above changes provide
psychologists with clear ethical guidance in potentially difficult, challenging, and often
high-pressure situations -- situations in which they most are in need of help and support
in doing the right thing.



Posted by: Barbara Eisold

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/22/2009

Comments:

Delete the last sentence of 1.02 and add "If the conflict is unresolvable, psychologists
must adhere to standards of human rights, as defined by the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights adopted by the General Assembly of the U.N. in Dec., 1948. RAtionale:
Without clear standards to guide behavior in a manner that is in accordance with
international standards of human rights, psychologists will not be protected from
justifying engagement in egregious, possibly torturous acts.

Posted by: Shara Sand

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/22/2009

Comments:

I would like to see the deletion of “If the conflict is unresolvable via such means,
psychologists may adhere to the requirements of the law, regulations, or other governing
legal authority” from all parts of the APA Ethics Code, and deletion of the qualifier “to
the extent feasible” from Standard 1.03. Government documents show that what the
psychologists have been doing with detainee interrogators continues to shame our
profession. Let's not put psychologists in the position of using the Nuremburg Defense to
protect themselves.

Posted by: Jean Maria Arrigo

Representing: [informal]

Role in Group: coordinator

Members in Group: 10

Date Edited: 09/22/2009

Comments:

As a social psychologist working in the area of ethics of military intelligence, 1 submit
this letter from military intelligence professionals opposed to 1.02. August 4, 2009 To
President James A. Bray and the Council of Representatives of the American
Psychological Association: We write as concerned, veteran military and intelligence
professionals. If the American Psychological Association (APA) retains Section 1.02 in
its Ethics Code, the APA will place itself in opposition to some of the best traditions of
the American military profession. Section 1.02 of the APA Ethics Code undermines not
only the good order and discipline of military and intelligence professionals who happen
also to be psychologists, but also their responsibilities under official military doctrine and
professional military ethics. This section of the APA code entails an exemption that a
psychologist can follow an order from a government employer even if it is otherwise
contraindicated by the APA code. This section of the APA code disregards the
Nuremberg Principles as recognized in 1950 by UN General Assembly Resolution 177
and incorporated into American military doctrine in the 1956 publication of Field Manual



27-10, The Law of Armed Conflict. The Nuremberg Principles were drafted in the United
States War Department during the last year of the Second World War. Two major themes
of the Nuremberg Principles have been incorporated into American military doctrine: (1)
commanders and government officials are responsible for the criminal acts of their
subordinates, and (2) that a person acts in response to an order from a government or of a
superior does not relieve him or her from personal criminal responsibility. In the case of
the prosecution for the massacre of unarmed civilians in My Lai in Vietnam in March
1968, a military court categorically ruled out the so-called Nuremberg Defense in a
defense of an accused war criminal who claimed an order(s) from superiors sanctioned an
otherwise criminal act. The professional normative standards of the military professional
as a whole are binding on psychologists within the military. We therefore ask that the
APA remove Section 1.02, or any equivalent statement, in the APA Ethics Code and any
other APA policy inconsistent with official military doctrine, professional military ethics,
and the standards of international humanitarian law. Lawrence P. Rockwood, PhD,
Former Captain, US Army Counterintelligence Author: Walking Away from Nuremberg:
Just War and the Doctrine of Command Responsibility in the American Military
Profession, 2007, Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2007. David C.
MacMichael, Ph.D., former senior estimates officer, National Security Council, former
captain, USMC Terrence Karney, Former Staff Sergeant, US Army: Interrogator, and
Interrogation Instructor Peter Weiss, Sergeant, Military Intelligence, 1945, served as
interrogator of high-value German detainee in Nuremberg Matthew Alexander, former
senior interrogator for the U.S. military in Irag, Author: How to Break a Terrorist, 2008.
New York: Free Press. David DeBatto, U.S. Army Counterintelligence Special Agent
(ret.) C.B. Scott Jones, Ph.D. Commander, USN Retired. South Asia Naval Intelligence,
J-2 U.S. European Command, Scientific and Technical Intelligence Analyst Virenda
Verma, M.Sc., Col., Indian Army Intelligence Retired. Visiting Fellow — Institute of
Chinese Studies, Delhi. India-Pakistan Soldiers Initiative for Peace, Founder. Tibet Study
Group, Founder and General Secretary. Herbert Ely, Retired from Department of the
Army, Senior Intelligence Analyst

Posted by: Stephen Benson

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/29/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations. The part of
1.02 that says "If the conflicts are unresolvable through these means then the
psychologist may follow the law, regulations, or other governing authority" must be
deleted from the aspirational and enforceable parts of the Ethics Code. This clause should
be stricken immediately from both the aspirational and enforceable sections of the EC no
matter what other changes are made. The addition "provided adherence does not violate
basic human rights™ in the Introduction would be deleted as it no longer has a clause to
qualify. The new 1.02 would read: If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with
law, regulations, or other governing legal authority, psychologists make known their
obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is



consistent with the Code." | also urge that the Ethics Committee must ensure that no
Standard of Ethics Code can be used to justify violations of human rights or of standard
3.04, which is called Avoiding Harm. Prohitions on torure and abusive punishment are
too narrow and, as we have seen, open to widely variant definitions of torture and abusive
punishment. | join in urging that the Ethics Committee “propose that the Council
immediately act on inclusion of a new Standard placed in both the aspirational and
enforceable sections like the following: "No Standard of the Ethics Code can be used to
justify violations of human rights or Standard 3.04, Avoiding Harm.” | recommend
addring a standard, to read: "Psychologists and Human Rights -- Psychologists do not
violate others’ human rights. They have a duty to report human rights violations that they
observe. No part of this code can be used to justify or defend violations of human rights."”
The word “basic” is not necessary and is misleading, as it opens discussion to argument.

Posted by: Steven Reisner

Representing: Coalition for an Ethical Psychology
Role in Group: Co-founder

Members in Group: 1000

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

To the Committee:

For a decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a ‘Nuremberg Defense’ and
elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical obligations in the face of conflict.
The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best, an embarrassment for the APA,
at worst, a support for psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of
detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a new mandate, which is to change the
language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these standards "can never be interpreted to
justify or as a defense for violating human rights.” This is the second time Council has
mandated that the Ethics committee remove the Nuremberg defense from these standards.
However, it is simply not good enough to leave the offensive Nuremberg language intact,
while adding a clause about protecting human rights.

The APA Board and committees have already shown that they are willing to subvert the
wishes of the membership and of Council when they refused to implement the member-
passed and Council-validated referendum because, they argue, there is no way to
determine when a site is in violation of international human rights law. There is a danger
that the same argument will be used to claim that there is no accepted definition of
"violating human rights.” In that case, we fear that the code will continue to permit
following the law and regulations in the military and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be
brought. Therefore the only acceptable change in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the
offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The standards simply must be changed so that
they no longer permit following the law over following ethics. If there is good cause to
make specific exceptions, these should be spelled out and voted on by Council.



That said, we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, deleting the
Nuremberg clause altogether, and including the relevant applications of the standard
added in 2002. Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows:

1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal
Authority

If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing
legal authority, psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands

If the demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom
they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the
conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the
conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

If the Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an
exception should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the
code.

We also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to
protecting human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate,
adding the following standard:

Psychologists and Human Rights

Psychologists do not violate others’ human rights. They have a duty to report human
rights violations that they observe. No part of this code can be used to justify or defend
violations of human rights.

Sincerely,

The Coalition for an Ethical Psychology

Posted by: Roy Eidelson

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

Dear Committee Members: | am writing to fully endorse all of the recommended Ethics
Code changes posted on 9/27/09 by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology (of which | am not a member). | believe the rationale for these
proposed changes is clearly stated and highly persuasive. Thank you. Roy Eidelson

Posted by: Stephen Soldz
Representing: Individual



Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

I agree with the comments posted by Steven Reisner of the Coalition for Ethical
Psychology. To be a professional means to take professional responsibility. This
responsibility cannot be ceded to other authorities. Like journalist who occasionally go to
jail to protect sources, we need to make our ethical obligations mean something, even at
the cost of some (usually slight) risk.

No human rights "exception™ to 1.02 would be acceptable. It would leave our military
colleagues in the same bind they are in now, where 1.02 undermines their ability to resist
unethical orders. By law, they cannot be ordered to violate professional ethics. But, with
1.02 in effect, there is no violation. Thus, they have no defense against unethical orders.
Removing 1.02 will therefore provide a layer of additional protection for them.

Stephen Soldz, President-Elect, Psychologists for Social Responsibility

Posted by: Richard V. Wagner

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

I am write in support of all of the recommended Ethics Code changes posted on
September 27th by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an Ethical Psychology --
altho I am not a member of that coalition. His rationale for these changes is clearly stated
and | endorse them. Thank you.

Posted by: Scott Pytluk

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

To the Committee: For a decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a
‘Nuremberg Defense' and elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical
obligations in the face of conflict. The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best,
an embarrassment for the APA, at worst, a support for psychologists who have
participated in state-sanctioned abuse of detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a
new mandate, which is to change the language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these
standards "can never be interpreted to justify or as a defense for violating human rights."
This is the second time Council has mandated that the Ethics committee remove the
Nuremberg defense from these standards. However, it is simply not good enough to leave
the offensive Nuremberg language intact, while adding a clause about protecting human
rights. The APA Board and committees have already shown that they are willing to
subvert the wishes of the membership and of Council when they refused to implement the
member-passed and Council-validated referendum because, they argue, there is no way to
determine when a site is in violation of international human rights law. There is a danger
that the same argument will be used to claim that there is no accepted definition of
"violating human rights." In that case, we fear that the code will continue to permit
following the law and regulations in the military and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be



brought. Therefore the only acceptable change in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the
offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The standards simply must be changed so that
they no longer permit following the law over following ethics. If there is good cause to
make specific exceptions, these should be spelled out and voted on by Council. That said,
we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, deleting the Nuremberg
clause altogether, and including the relevant applications of the standard added in 2002.
Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between
Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists'
ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics
and Organizational Demands If the demands of an organization with which psychologists
are affiliated or for whom they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists
clarify the nature of the conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. If the
Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an exception
should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the code. We
also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to protecting
human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate, adding the
following standard: Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others’
human rights. They have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No
part of this code can be used to justify or defend violations of human rights. Sincerely,
Scott D. Pytluk, Ph.D.

Posted by: Bogat G. Anne

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

I am writing to fully endorse all of the recommended Ethics Code changes posted on
9/27/09 by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an Ethical Psychology (of which
I am not a member). The rationale for these proposed changes reflects my own opinion
and concerns.

Posted by: ELIZABETH HEGEMAN

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

The deletion of 1.02 and 1.03 makes most sense since they constitute the nuremberg
defense.

Posted by: Dr.JohnM. Stewart
Representing: Individual
Date Edited: 09/27/2009



Comments:

There are absolutely no circumstances that would allow psychologists to violate the
ethics code, thus the Code should read as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and
Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists' ethical
responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their commitment to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict. If the conflict is unresolvable via such means, psychologists must adhere to
the Ethics Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands If the
demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom they are
working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the conflict,
make known their commitment to the Ethics Code, and work to resolve the conflict in a
way that permits adherence to the Ethics Code. Psychologists must not violate the code.

Posted by: Robert Parker

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/27/2009

Comments:

I am in full support of the comment posted by Dr. Steven Reisner for the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology regarding the re-writing of Ethical Standards 102 and 1.03 as drafted
at the bottom of my statement. It is time for Ethical Standard 1.02 and 1.03 to be clear
and give unqualified support to all Psychologists who need the strength of our Ethical
Code to address and resist conflicts between ethics and any governing authority or
employer whose interests and demands conflict with our ethics, our professionalism, and
our determination to protect individual human rights regardless of circumstance. By
revising these standards, we will strengthen our position as professionals who will be able
to speak out against abuse because we will have the unqualified support of our ethics and
organization standing FIRMLY behind us. As Dr. Resiner has commented: “That said,
we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, deleting the Nuremberg
clause altogether, and including the relevant applications of the standard added in 2002.
Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows:

1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal
Authority

If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing
legal authority, psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands

If the demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom
they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the
conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the
conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.



If the Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an
exception should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the
code.

We also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to
protecting human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate,
adding the following standard:

Psychologists and Human Rights

Psychologists do not violate others’ human rights. They have a duty to report human
rights violations that they observe. No part of this code can be used to justify or defend
violations of human rights.

Posted by: Nancy Arvold

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

Dear Committee Members: | am writing to fully endorse all of the recommended Ethics
Code changes posted on 9/27/09 by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology (of which I am not a member). | believe the rationale for these
proposed changes is clearly stated and highly persuasive. It is a clear statement of
integrity of this organization.Thank you. Nancy Arvold

Posted by: Joseph (Audie) Black

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I am writing to fully endorse the proposed revisions (and rationale for these revisions)
offered by The Coalition for an Ethical Psychology, which were posted on 9/27/09.

Posted by: Kannerstein David

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree fully with Dr. Steven Reisner's call for APA to eliminate the "Nuremberg
defense™ which allows psychologists to participate in interrogations that would be
considered prohibited by international law and his proposals on behalf of the Coaltion for
an Ethical Psychology which revises Ethical Standards 1.02 and 1.03. David Kannerstein,
Ph.D. Licensed Psychologist



Posted by: Kathryn Adorney

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

“| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.”

Posted by: Thomas Rosbrow

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations. Without
changing 1.02 and 1.03, the APA violates basic principles of human rights and
international law.

Posted by: Gunnar Ingolfsson

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

Dear Committee Members: | am writing to fully endorse all of the recommended Ethics
Code changes posted on 9/27/09 by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology (of which I am not a member). | believe the rationale for these
proposed changes is clearly stated and highly persuasive. Thank you. Gunnar O.
Ingolfsson

Posted by: Priscilla Kauff

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I support the wording submitted by Steve Reisner

Posted by: Ruth Blizard

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Connie Evert
Representing: Individual



Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the rationale and fully endorse the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on
behalf of the Coalition for an Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those
recommendations.

Posted by: mac brachman

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposed changes in the ethics code as offered by Dr. Reisner. For too
long APA has stood in shameful contrast to the AMA and the American Psychiatric
Association by not speaking out clearly and forcefully against psychologists' participation
in indefensible techniques used against prisoners and detainees. This must stop now.

Posted by: George Mandler

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

As an Apa member for for over 50 years | strongly recommend that we eliminate any
Nuremberg amendations to Prinsviples 1.02 and 1.03 and make our defense of human
rights as strong as possible.

Posted by: Jo Oppenheimer

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree entirely with Stephen Reisner's changes. We need to make these changes: For a
decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a 'Nuremberg Defense' and
elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical obligations in the face of conflict.
The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best, an embarrassment for the APA,
at worst, a support for psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of
detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a new mandate, which is to change the
language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these standards "can never be interpreted to
justify or as a defense for violating human rights.” This is the second time Council has
mandated that the Ethics committee remove the Nuremberg defense from these standards.
However, it is simply not good enough to leave the offensive Nuremberg language intact,
while adding a clause about protecting human rights. The APA Board and committees
have already shown that they are willing to subvert the wishes of the membership and of
Council when~ they refused to implement the member-passed and Council-validated
referendum because, they argue, there is no way to determine when a site is in violation
of international human rights law. There is a danger that the same argument will be used
to claim that there is no accepted definition of "violating human rights.” In that case, we



fear that the code will continue to permit following the law and regulations in the military
and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be brought. Therefore the only acceptable change
in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The
standards simply must be changed so that they no longer permit following the law over
following ethics. If there is good cause to make specific exceptions, these should be
spelled out and voted on by Council. That said, we support returning to and strengthening
the 1992 language, by deleting the Nuremberg clause altogether and including the
relevant applications of the standard added in 2002. Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03
should be rewritten as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or
Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with
law, regulations, or other governing legal authority, psychologists make known their
obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is
consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands If
the demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom they
are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the
conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the
conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. If the Committee believes that a
pressing reason for an exception exists, such an exception should be spelled out, voted on
by Council, and added to an appendix to the code. We also support adding a clause to the
code making psychologists’ commitment to protecting human rights explicit. We
propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate, adding the following standard:
Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others’ human rights. They
have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No part of this code can
be used to justify or defend violations of human rights. Let us speak with one voice and
change APA's Nuremberg defense once and for all!

Posted by: Nancy Burke

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

It is a betrayal of my commitment to the APA to allow the organization to adopt a code of
ethics that does not adequately protect human values and the work of promoting the
psychological health and safety of all. Horrific things have been done in the name of
national law, and in the face of this undisputed historical fact, we must provide an
example, not merely of capitulation, but of moral thoughfulness and strength. Thus, I
agree wholeheartedly with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the
Coalition for an Ethical Psychology, and I endorse the following wording of 1.02 and
1.03: 1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal
Authority If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other
governing legal authority, psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code
and take steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. 1.03
Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands If the demands of an organization
with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom they are working conflict with this
Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the conflict, make known their obligation
to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent



with the Code. If the Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists,
such an exception should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix
to the code. Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others' human
rights. They have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No part of
this code can be used to justify or defend violations of human rights.

Posted by: Wendy Lubin

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. | urge the Committee to institute those recommendations. Wendy
Lubin, Ph.D. Graduate, NYU Postdoctoral Program

Posted by: Henry Seiden

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

The addition of the Nuremberg clause is an embarrassment for the APA and support for
psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of detainees. Henry Seiden

Posted by: meredith fuller

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

To the Committee: For a decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a
'‘Nuremberg Defense’ and elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical
obligations in the face of conflict. The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best,
an embarrassment for the APA, at worst, a support for psychologists who have
participated in state-sanctioned abuse of detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a
new mandate, which is to change the language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these
standards "can never be interpreted to justify or as a defense for violating human rights."
This is the second time Council has mandated that the Ethics committee remove the
Nuremberg defense from these standards. However, it is simply not good enough to leave
the offensive Nuremberg language intact, while adding a clause about protecting human
rights. The APA Board and committees have already shown that they are willing to
subvert the wishes of the membership and of Council when~ they refused to implement
the member-passed and Council-validated referendum because, they argue, there is no
way to determine when a site is in violation of international human rights law. There is a
danger that the same argument will be used to claim that there is no accepted definition of
"violating human rights.” In that case, we fear that the code will continue to permit
following the law and regulations in the military and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be
brought. Therefore the only acceptable change in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the



offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The standards simply must be changed so that
they no longer permit following the law over following ethics. If there is good cause to
make specific exceptions, these should be spelled out and voted on by Council. That said,
we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, by deleting the Nuremberg
clause altogether and including the relevant applications of the standard added in 2002.
Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between
Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists'
ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics
and Organizational Demands If the demands of an organization with which psychologists
are affiliated or for whom they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists
clarify the nature of the conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. If the
Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an exception
should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the code. We
also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to protecting
human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate, adding the
following standard: Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others’
human rights. They have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No
part of this code can be used to justify or defend violations of human rights.

Posted by: Sidney Trantham

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Christian Huygen

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I, Christian Huygen, Ph.D., a licensed clinical psychologist and APA member, endorse
the revisions proposed by the Coalition for an Ethical Psychology. Their comments and
proposed language are as follows.

To the Committee:

For a decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a ‘Nuremberg Defense' and
elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical obligations in the face of conflict.
The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best, an embarrassment for the APA,
at worst, a support for psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of
detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a new mandate, which is to change the
language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these standards “can never be interpreted to



justify or as a defense for violating human rights.” This is the second time Council has
mandated that the Ethics committee remove the Nuremberg defense from these standards.
However, it is simply not good enough to leave the offensive Nuremberg language intact,
while adding a clause about protecting human rights.

The APA Board and committees have already shown that they are willing to subvert the
wishes of the membership and of Council when they refused to implement the member-
passed and Council-validated referendum because, they argue, there is no way to
determine when a site is in violation of international human rights law. There is a danger
that the same argument will be used to claim that there is no accepted definition of
"violating human rights.” In that case, we fear that the code will continue to permit
following the law and regulations in the military and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be
brought. Therefore the only acceptable change in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the
offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The standards simply must be changed so that
they no longer permit following the law over following ethics. If there is good cause to
make specific exceptions, these should be spelled out and voted on by Council.

That said, we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, deleting the
Nuremberg clause altogether, and including the relevant applications of the standard
added in 2002. Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows:

1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal
Authority

If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing
legal authority, psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands

If the demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom
they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the
conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the
conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

If the Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an
exception should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the
code.

We also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to
protecting human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate,
adding the following standard:

Psychologists and Human Rights

Psychologists do not violate others’ human rights. They have a duty to report human
rights violations that they observe. No part of this code can be used to justify or defend
violations of human rights.



Posted by: Muriel dimen

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Trudy Bond

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

As previously stated by Steven Reisner, I concur in the following comments: For a
decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have a 'Nuremberg Defense' and
elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical obligations in the face of conflict.
The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best, an embarrassment for the APA,
at worst, a support for psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of
detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a new mandate, which is to change the
language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these standards ""can never be interpreted to
justify or as a defense for violating human rights.” This is the second time Council has
mandated that the Ethics committee remove the Nuremberg defense from these standards.
| believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and
Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists' ethical
responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics
and Organizational Demands If the demands of an organization with which psychologists
are affiliated or for whom they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists
clarify the nature of the conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take
steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code.

Posted by: jacqueline schwarz

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

There is no matter of more importance that has come before APA in my almost 20 years
of membership than this one. We must stop our adherence to an inhumane, and
internationally understood as unethical, stance. We must not allow any psychologist to
participate directly or indirectly in torture. | agree in entirety with Steve Reisner's
submission about 1.02 and 1.03. | have the additional passion around this that comes
from being the daughter of Holocaust survivors. We know what is right to do. We must
fix any loophole that would allow a psychologist to think being "given orders" to do



something makes it ok to support torture. Please, let us wake up and be the esteem-
worthy profession which we are capable of. The Nuremberg defense is shameful.

Posted by: Martin Schoen

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations. In fact, I
will not consider renewing my membership in the APA until it does so; as a psychologist,
I've been embarrassed by APA's actions in relation to our government's use of torture etc.
and its support for psychologists who have participated in state-sanctioned abuse of
detainees. Martin J. Schoen, Psy.D.

Posted by: anne erreich

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the committee to institute those recommendations. The time is
long past to close this shameful chapter in the APA's history.

Posted by: Gabrielle Stutman

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

The Nazis were unable to defend their actions by saying that they were just obeying
orders. | thought that, by now, all ethical people had realized the corrupt nature of that
defense. To find that my professional organization is even considering to call this an
ethical standard is nausiating. Gabrielle Stutman, PhD

Posted by: Kenna Bolton Holz

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Benau Kenneth
Representing: Individual
Date Edited: 09/28/2009



Comments:
“| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.”

Posted by: Clare G. Holzman

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

It is simply unacceptable for the American Psychological Association to disregard the
will of APA Council and a majority of the APA membership, to say nothing of the
principles established at Nuremberg in the aftermath of the horrors perpetrated by the
Nazis. | agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for
an Ethical Psychology, as stated below. | urge the Committee to institute these
recommendations: 1.02 Conflicts Between Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other
Governing Legal Authority If psychologists' ethical responsibilities conflict with law,
regulations, or other governing legal authority, psychologists make known their
obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is
consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics and Organizational Demands If
the demands of an organization with which psychologists are affiliated or for whom they
are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists clarify the nature of the
conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve the
conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. If the Committee believes that a
pressing reason for an exception exists, such an exception should be spelled out, voted on
by Council, and added to an appendix to the code. We also support adding a clause to the
code making psychologists’ commitment to protecting human rights explicit. We
propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate, adding the following standard:
Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others’” human rights. They
have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No part of this code can
be used to justify or defend violations of human rights.

Posted by: Gary Lea

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Ann Baker

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I am writing in support of the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the
Coalition for an Ethical Psychology. In my view, these proposed changes are appropriate



and necessary to eliminate any ambiguity about the need for psychologists to place
ethical considerations above adherence to any other authority. I urge the Committee to
adopt these changes.

Posted by: Inge-Marie Eigsti

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I strongly agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition
for an Ethical Psychology. | urge the Committee to institute those recommendations
immediately.

Posted by: Frances Geteles

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations. The
existing passages (above) for sections 1.02 and 1.03 make it easy to justify unethical
behavior on the grounds of "just following orders™ whether from legal precepts, bosses or
organizations. These existing rules are too reminiscent of the legal memos that the
government has used to justify torture. Your suggested changes (the resolves) are too
vague. It is not clear that the new phrasing will be strong enough.

Posted by: Joan Chodorow

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Irma Roca de Torres

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposal submitted by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to adopt those recommendations.

Posted by: Adele Cuthbert
Representing: Individual
Date Edited: 09/28/2009



Comments:

I share the deep concern of many APA members about the present wording of ethical
standards 1.02 and 1.03, a concern that the standards can be used as a Nuremburg defense
to violations of core human rights. In order to make a Nuremburg defense less likely and
to reduce ambiguity about one's ethical responsibilities, | urge the deleteion of the last
sentence of standard 1.02 ("If the conflict is unresolvable via such means....") and the
deletion of the qualifier "and to the extent feasible) in standard 1.03.

Posted by: Sarah Stewart

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

Where it is written "we" below it speaks for me and my wishes. | am using Steven
Reisner, Ph.D.'s words as they are well put and speak for me excellently. Please respect
them: "To the Committee: For a decade prior to 2002, Ethical Standard 1.02 did not have
a 'Nuremberg Defense' and elegantly addressed the issue of psychologists' ethical
obligations in the face of conflict. The addition of the Nuremberg clause has been, at best,
an embarrassment for the APA, at worst, a support for psychologists who have
participated in state-sanctioned abuse of detainees. Currently, the Ethics Committee has a
new mandate, which is to change the language of 1.02 and 1.03 to assure that these
standards "can never be interpreted to justify or as a defense for violating human rights."
This is the second time Council has mandated that the Ethics committee remove the
Nuremberg defense from these standards. However, it is simply not good enough to leave
the offensive Nuremberg language intact, while adding a clause about protecting human
rights. The APA Board and committees have already shown that they are willing to
subvert the wishes of the membership and of Council when~ they refused to implement
the member-passed and Council-validated referendum because, they argue, there is no
way to determine when a site is in violation of international human rights law. There is a
danger that the same argument will be used to claim that there is no accepted definition of
"violating human rights." In that case, we fear that the code will continue to permit
following the law and regulations in the military and elsewhere, and no cases will ever be
brought. Therefore the only acceptable change in 1.02 and 1.03 is to take out the
offensive Nuremberg language altogether. The standards simply must be changed so that
they no longer permit following the law over following ethics. If there is good cause to
make specific exceptions, these should be spelled out and voted on by Council. That said,
we support returning to and strengthening the 1992 language, by deleting the Nuremberg
clause altogether and including the relevant applications of the standard added in 2002.
Thus, we believe 1.02 and 1.03 should be rewritten as follows: 1.02 Conflicts Between
Ethics and Law, Regulations, or Other Governing Legal Authority If psychologists'
ethical responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. 1.03 Conflicts Between Ethics
and Organizational Demands If the demands of an organization with which psychologists
are affiliated or for whom they are working conflict with this Ethics Code, psychologists
clarify the nature of the conflict, make known their obligation to the Ethics Code and take



steps to resolve the conflict in a manner that is consistent with the Code. If the
Committee believes that a pressing reason for an exception exists, such an exception
should be spelled out, voted on by Council, and added to an appendix to the code. We
also support adding a clause to the code making psychologists’ commitment to protecting
human rights explicit. We propose, in keeping with the Council’s mandate, adding the
following standard: Psychologists and Human Rights Psychologists do not violate others’
human rights. They have a duty to report human rights violations that they observe. No
part of this code can be used to justify or defend violations of human rights."

Posted by: steven kanofsky

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

“| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.”

Posted by: Joan Farber

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: Elaine Heiby

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

| totally agree with the comment posted by Steven Reisner for the Coalition for an Ethical
Psychology

Posted by: Wayne Klug

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

I agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: David S. Nichols
Representing: Individual
Date Edited: 09/28/2009
Comments:



| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.

Posted by: H. A. Hak

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

“| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.”

Posted by: Andrea Cousins

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/28/2009

Comments:

“| agree with the proposals offered by Steven Reisner on behalf of the Coalition for an
Ethical Psychology. I urge the Committee to institute those recommendations.” Andrea
Cousins, PhD, PsyD Massachusetts Campaign Against Torture

Posted by: Frank Summers

Representing: Individual

Date Edited: 09/29/2009

Comments:

| agree with the proposal by Steve Reisner on behalf of Psychologists for an Ethical APA
that the loophole in 1.02 has to be eliminated by deleting the second sentence and
inserting a statement that psychologists must adhere to to human rights. Standard 1.02
should be changed to eliminate the second sentence and add a statement regarding the
imperative to respect human rights at all times as follows: “If psychologists' ethical
responsibilities conflict with law, regulations, or other governing legal authority,
psychologists make known their commitment to the Ethics Code and take steps to resolve
the conflict. The psychologist always acts in accordance with basic human rights as
defined by international standards of behavior.” Rationale: By eliminating the second
sentence, Standard 1.02 would make clear that psychologists cannot ever justify violating
the code on the basis of “following orders.” The Nuremberg defense was thrown out of
court by the Nuremberg judges because “following orders” cannot justify unethical
behavior. Although the APA has stated that 1.02 cannot be used to justify torture, that
statement is not in the Ethics Code and is, therefore, not enforceable. The only way to
make that statement enforceable is to eliminate the allowance for following order in
Standard 1.02. By so doing, the Ethics Code is unambiguous that using the “following
o