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Preface

This final report of the AAAS Professional Ethics Project, prepared by
the office of the AAAS Committee on Scientific Freedom and Responsibility,
builds upon a long-standing concern within the Association about the impor-
tance of ethical issues in the development and use of science and technology.

AAAS 1itself, the largest federation of scientific and engineer-
ing organizations, has not endorsed a formal statement of ethical prin-
ciples or a universal code of ethics for scientists and engineers.
Through various activities, however, we have addressed many questions related
to professional ethics concerns. Through the Association's journal SCIENCE,
through committee reports and workshop and annual meeting discussions, through
our publications and special surveys of our affiiiated societies and indivi-
dual members, AAAS has explored various ethical issues related to the rights
and duties of scientists and engineers in modern times. A brief discussion of
these activities is useful here in order to provide a perspective in which to
consider the report of our most recent and ambitious effort, the AAAS Profes-
sional Ethies Project. '

In the period 1950-1970, several AAAS ad hoc committees considered the
feasibility of a code of ethics to define the rights and obligations of scien-
tists and engineers. These committees ultimately recommended that AAAS should
rely upon our individual affiliated societies to develop such ethical princi-
ples and the rules derived from them. The Association itself addresses ethi-
cal problems related to science and technology which cut acrosss disciplinary

. lines. At present, in addition to our 130,000 individual members, over 241

scientific and engineering societiés and 46 local and state academies of
science are affiliated members of AAAS (see Appendix A for a complete listing

‘of these societies). Each affiliated society or academy of science acts inde-

pendently in its own special disciplinary field or geographical area. This

‘report provides the first overall view of the depth and range of the ethics

activities developed by our affiliated members.

In 1970, an ad hoc committee chaired by Allen V. Astin, former director
of the National Bureau of Standards, was appointed by AAAS to study the issue
of scientific freedom anu cesponsibility. .The final committee report, pre-
pared in 1975 by John T. Edsall, professor of biochemistry at Harvard Uni-
versity, strongly recommended that nAAS and its affiliated groups should play
a much more active role in "fighting on behzlf of their members who are at-

" tempting to defend the public interest” (selected excerpts from Dr. Edsall's

report are included in Appendix A).

This reéommendation i2d .to the establishment in 1976 of a new standing
AAAS Committee on Scienmtific Freedom and Responsibility and the creation of

" a committee office at the Association. Currently chaired by Dr. Edsall, the

committee is chartered to study timely issues of ethical concern involving

‘scientists and engineers and to develop the role of AAAS in working with our
- affiliates in addressing these concerns.?2 The Association also added a fifth

aim--"to foster scientific freedom and responsibility"--to the AAAS objec-

" tives following the creation of the new committee.

vii



In addition to these activities, the Association has conducted surveys
—— of AAAS affiliates, our individual members, and university programs in the
area of professional ethics. In 1966, for example, Anatol Rapoport (then at
the University of Michigan) surveyed a random sample of 5,000 AAAS members
to determine whether there was strong support in the scientific community for
an ethical code analogous to legal and medical codes. More recently, in 1977,
the AAAS Office of Science Education (OSE) surveyed about 18,000 university
and college department heads in the sciences, humanities, engineering, law,
medicine, philosophy and theology, to identify courses related to ethics and
values in science and technology. The OSE survey responses were published as
a resource directory for educators interested in this emerging field.3

Various symposia at the AAAS Annual Meetings have also addressed concerns
related to professional ethics. The papers from two such sessions were re-
cently published as part of the AAAS Selected Symposia Series. 4

With respect to the work of our affiliated members, AAAS recognizes the
difficulties and sensitivities that accompany attempts to codify professional
ethics. Within the traditional processes of science, ethical rules have come
to be relatively well-understood and enforced through peer processes. A new
dimension of ethical conerns has surfaced, however, resulting from the im-
pacts of scientific advances upon social institutions and community or indi-
vidual values. To the extent that organizations of scientists are slow to
recognize the emerging dlemmas, governments will tend to legislate rules to
accompany tax-supported research and experimentation. This intervention is
already obvious in such fields as genetics and social science research. One
of the important roles of scientific societies in the coming years will sure-
ly be that of negotlating the terms in which science is to proceed in an en-
vironment of public accountability and oversight. It will not be easy. Yet,
self-regulation and the enforcement of ethical rules which serve the public's
best interests as well as the interests of the professions, may diminish, if
not entirely ward off adversarial confrontations between the scientific com-
munity and political bodies.

It is not within the province of AAAS to set a seal of approval or dis-
approval upon the approaches of its member ,societies toward the problems of
professional ethics. But AAAS can observe and report progress as it occurs
and provide information and opportunities for study and debate that can clari-
fy our future directions.

William D. Carey
Executive Officer
American Association for
the Advancement of Science

October 1980

viii

ERIC



References

Scientific Freedom and Responsibility. A report prepared by the AAAS
Committee on Scientific Freedom and Responsibility by John T. Edsall.
(Washington, D.C.: AAAS, 1975).

See the annual repurts of the AAAS Committee on Scientific Freedom and
Responsibility, 1977-1979, available from the committee office.

" EVIST Resource Directory. Prepared under a grant from the National

Science Foundation by the AAAS Office of Science Education (Washington,

- D.C.: AAAS, 1978).

Murray L. Wax and Joan Cassell (eds.). Federal Regulations: Ethical
Issues and Social Research. Volume 36 in the AAAS Selected Symposia

Series. (Boulder, CO: Westvicw Press, 1979). Keith M. Wulff (ed.).
Regulation of Scientific Inquiry. Volume 37 in the AAAS Selected Sym-
posia Series. (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1979).




Acknowledgements

We would like to express our apprecilation to the various organizations
and individuals whose support and thoughtful advice contributed to the devel-
opment of the AAAS Professional Ethics Project and the preparation of this re-
port. First of all, we thank the members of the AAAS Committee on Scientifie
Freedom and Responsibility, especially the Chairperson of the Committee, Dr.
John T. Edsall, who candidly reviewed our plans for the survey questionnaire
and the project workshop. The Association officers and the Committee members
are not responsible for the content of the report itself, since publication
schedules did not allow for comprehensive review, but their suggestions have
contributed to its preparation.

We also wish to thank those individuals in the professional societies
affiliated with AAAS who gave generously of their time and information in
completing the multi-page project questionnaire, in participating in the
workshop, and in reviewing portions of the report manuscript. We are partic-
ularly grateful for the advice and suggestions offered by William D. Carey,
Executive Officer of the AAAS, and the members of the Professional Society
Ethics Group, an informal advisory body formed during the project.

In addition to the AAAS Committee members, several persons took time out
from their busy schedules to review and comment on the survey questionnaire.
We thank Alan Gross (University of Maryland), Joseph Haberer (Purdue Univer-
sity), Paul Reynolds (University of Minnesota), Henry W. Riecken (University
of Pennsylvania), Brian Schwartz (Brooklyn College, CUNY), Vivien Shelanski
(Science, Technology and Human Values), and Stephen Unger (Columbia Univer-

: sity) for their assistance.

We appreciate the support of the National Science Foundation and the
National Endowment for the Humanities which jointly sponsored the AAAS Pro-
fessional Ethics Project. We particularly acknowledge the advice and sugges-
tions of Dr. Arthur Norberg and his predecessor, Dr. William Blanpied, as the
NSF program managers responsible for the project, which was supported by NSF
‘Grant No. 0SS-7906978. l

Mark Frankel wishes to express his appreciation to Professor Rondal
Downing, Chairman of the Department of Political Science at Wayne State Uni-
versity, for providing a hospitable setting in which to conduct a major part
of the survey data tabulation and analysis.

Finally, we express our appreciation to the members of the project staff
and others. who have contributed to this study throughout the past two years.
Sallie B. Chafer ably coordinated the workshop and prepared Chapter Four and
the Bibliography. Gail Eaglen assisted with the data tabulations for Chapter
Three. Arthur Herschman developed the society classification scheme used in
Chapter Three and Appendix D. Will Adams, Margaret McDonald, Sandra Peters,
Pat Roseberry, and Amy Silverman at the AAAS offices; Chacona Bolling, Chris
Dobrovich, Sue Hicks, and Carol Watson at Wayne State University; and Marion
Denne at the Illinois Institute of Technology provided typing and administra-
tive services for the project.

X1

10

ERIC



"The AAAS Publications Office assisted in the production work essential
to the publication of this final report.

To each of the above we are deeply grateful. Responsibility for the o-
pinions and any errors in the report is ours. :

Mark S, Frankel, Project Director Rosemary Chalk, Staff Officer
Center for the Study of Ethies in Committee on Scientific

the Professions Freedom and Responsibility
Illinois Institute of Technology American Association for

the Advancement of Science

11

xil




Committee on Scientific Freedom
and Responsibility (1979-1980)

John T. Edsall, Chairman
Professor of Biochemistry, Emeritus
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

RoBert Baum

Center for the Study of the Human

Dimensions of Science and Technology
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
Troy, New York

Thomas J. Cleaver *

Division of Education

University of Texas at San Antonio
San Antonio, Texas

Thomas Eisner
Professor of Biology
Cornell University
Ithaca, New York

Herman Feshbach *

Department of Physics

Magsachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

H. Bentley Glass

Distinguished Professor of Biology
State University of New York

Stony Brook, New York

Harold P. Green *

Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver and
Kampelman

Washington, D.C.

Esther Hopkins -
Polaroid Corporation
Waltham, Massachusetts

Jessica Tuchman Mathews
Editorial Board

- The Washington Post

Washington, D.C.

* Terms expired January 1980

xiii

Dorothy Nelkin

Program on Science,
Technology and Society
Cornell University
Ithaca, New York

Warren Niederhauser

- Research Laboratories
Rohm and Haas Company
Spring House, Pennsylvania

Joel Primack

Associate Professor of Physics
University of California

Santa Cruz, California

Peter Raven-Hansen

The National Law Center
George Washington University
Washington, D.C.

Leonard M. Rieser
Dean of the Faculty
Dartmouth College
Hanover, New Hampshire

Jeremy J. Stone *

Federation of American
Scientists

Washington, D.C.

Frank von Hippel

Center for Environmental and
Energy Studies

Princeton University
Princeton, New Jersey

Fletcher Watson
Project City Science
New York University
New York, New York

12



1

Introduction

Increasingly, the professions and the public have become aware of the
ethical concerns associated with the development and use of science and tech-
nology. This awareness has,prompted a widespread re-examination of the pre-
sent status of professional  self-regulation and has stimulated interest in
the ethics activities of the professional scientific and technical societies.
Beyond compilations of existing codes of ethics, however, these activities
have not been documented comprehensively or subjected to systematic
evaluation.

In order to provide a detailed study of the professional ethics activi-
ties of its affiliated societies, which include more than 240 scientific and
technical organizations, the American Association for the Advancement of
Science (AAAS) in Washington, D.C. initiated a Professional Ethics Project in
April 1979. The project was based in the office of the AAAS Committee on
Scientific Freedom and Responsibility aud was supported by the National
- Science Foundation and the National Endowment for the Humanities.2 This final

report presents the major findings of the AAAS study.

The project addressed several objectives. Its goals were:

(1) To identify the range of professional ethics activities conducted
by the societies affiliated with AAAS;

(2) To describe ethical principles, rules of conduct, and ethics pro-
grams adopted by the affiliated societies;

(3) To suggest important areas of ethical concern which were not ad-
dressed by the societies; and

(4) To recommend roles for the societies in the area of professional
ethics.

The major components of the project were a survey to document the exist-
ing ethical principles and procedures of the AAAS-affiliated societies, and
a two-day workshop to discuss the survey findings. The survey and workshop
provided valuable opportunities to identify highly diversified approaches to
professional ethics concerns within the various scientific and technical
societies. As a result, the project report presents a unique collection of
information about professional ethics activities and forms a fourdation for
further evaluation of ethical issues currently of concern to the professional
societies. The report also provides a data base to study the societies' res-
ponaes to those issues.

It i8 our hope that this report will stimulate additional discussion and
research on professional activities addressing ethical concerns in science
and technology. We anticipate further that the report will foster greater

. 'understanding of the importance of clarifying fundanental values associated
‘with the development and use of science and technology. Finally, we hope that

ERIC
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through such examinations, the professional societies will benefit from each
other's experience in seeking ways to respond effectively to the ethical con-
cerns of their members and of those persons affected by their members' pro-
fessional activities.

Professional Ethics and Self-Regulation

In the late 1960's and the 1970's, society as a whole and scientists and
engineers in particular intensified their concerns about the risks as well as
the benefits associated with science and technology. A host of political and
legal controversies surfaced as the ethical choices and dilemmas associated
with the public and private use of technical knowledge became increasingly ap-
parent in areas such as food, energy, transportation, communication, medicine,
and other social services. These controversies posed difficult questions
about balancing social welfare concerns with individual rights in a techno-
logical society and about the personal accountability of professionals in re-
solving ethical conflicts over the development and use of science and
technology. e

Public and professional concerns about science and technology initially
focused on the highly visible products of technology such as airport sitings,
the use of pesticides or drugs, or the development of new energy facilities.
These concerns rapidly expanded, however, to include a broader re-examination
of the more indirect ways inwhich professional knowledge and research metho-
dology affected the public.3 As a result, broader attention was focused on
the safety of research procedures, the cost and availebility of professional
services, and the qualifications of technical personnel. These concerns have
stimulated a review of the basic assumptions governing the accountability
measures developed within the professions. Such assumptions are often em-
bodied in the ethical principles or rules of conduct adopted by the profes- __.
sional societies, and as a result increasing attention has been directed
toward the development and application of the societies' codes of ethics.

°* The debate over the relative merits of professional as opposed to govern-
ment regulation of the activities of scientists and engineers is likely to
reach a higher level of public concern during the next few years.% The issue
of the appropriate "mix" of public and professional self-regulation has
emerged from this discussion as a critical indicator reflecting the degree of
public skepticism and diminishing trust in the professions. In areas where
the professions are perceived as not serving public needs, external forms of
accountability have been created to monitor the relationship between the sci-
entific and technical professions and the public.

If the scientific societies are to continue to exercise their traditional
professional automony, they will need to demonstrate that their ethical prin-
ciples and rules of conduct serve society's interests as well as the inter-
ests of their own profession and that those guidelines are observed by their
members. Professional ethics activities, therefore, are an important measure
of a profession's willingness to self-regulate the behavior of its members
on behalf of the public as well as the profession.

The formulation of ethical principles or the adoption of rules of con-
duct by a professional society can be viewed as a significant indicator of
the profession's willingness to accept some responsibility for defining 'pro-
per professional conduct," sensitizing members to important ethical issues
embodied in these standards, and governing member behavior. But the presence
of a set of ethical principles or rules of conduct is only part, albeit an
important one, of the machinery needed to effect self-regulation. The im~
pact of a profession's ethical principles or rules on its members' behavior
may be negligible, however, without appropriate support activities to en-
courage proper professional conduct, or the means to detect and investigate
possible ‘violations, and to impose sanctions on violators. Provisions for

14
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actively implementing and enforcing a profession's rules of conduct will not
guarantee effective self-regulation; but their presence does make it possiblei

Changing Roles for Professional Societies

Professionalization has been characterized by some observers as a process
by which an organized occupation, usually on the basis of a claim to special
competence and a concern for the quality of its work and its benefits to
society, obtains the exclusive right to perform a particular kind of work, to
control training criteria and access to the profession, and to determine and
evaluate the way the work is performed.5

The professions associated with séiéﬁfific and technical work are repre-

- sented by a wide range of professional societies rather than a single asso-

ciation, such as the American Bar Association. These societies, which are
an important institutional group within the scientific and technical profes-
sions, fall into several categories, including: scholarly organizations
which are narrowly constructed to facilitate information exchange and the de-
velopment of knowledge; associations which are designed to publicize and pro-
mote the services of their profession and to attain benefits for members; and
societies which not only facilitate communication among members but also pro-
mote standards of conduct enhancing the quality of professional work performed
by their members. These categories are not well defined, however, and no sys-
tematic effort has been made in this study to develop a classification scheme
to apply to individual societies. Indeed, a single society may assume sev-
eral roles in responding to the needs of its professional members and to chang-
ing social circumstances. The societies affiliated with AAAS include a broad
mixture of organizations, and thus it is difficult to generalize about common
roles for this diverse group. However, a few comments are offered here which
describe social forces affecting all or most of the affiliated societies, re-
gardless of their professional category.

In recent years, professional groups have addressed complex and challeng-
ing ethical and legal issues, prompted by developments such as:

(1) the changing demands of society. Numerous broad social trends have
intensified and focused on the ethics of professional conduct.
These trends include: public expectations for accountability in
all professions; consumer demands to be informed, consulted, and
protected in matters of professional conduct; public concern over
the impact of professional actions on the environment and occupa-
tional health and safety; and critical reactions to scientific
and social progress,

- (2) the changing roles of scientists and engineers. The broad socio-
economic profile of scientists and engineers-—the members of the
professional societies--reveals diversified professional and public
roles, such as policy-maker, consultant to or employee of private
enterprise or government, administrator, public advocate, as well
as the traditional roles of teacher, researcher, and independent
practitioner. As a result of these changing roles, the professional
is assuming additional responsibilities for the public as well as
for the professional uses of sclence and technology. -

(3) the changing role of government. Government actions to regulate or
influence professional activities and conduct are often a response
to societal trends, such as those cited above. For example, govern-
ment regulations and procedures affecting professional services
have been developed by the Federal Trade Commission and the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, among others. Partially as a
response to the demand for consumer protection against business and
professional self-interests, the FIC has addressed unfair competition

.
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and deceptive practices in all business areas, including the ser-
vices of medical professionals and engineers. Professional society
codes of conduct can bring the societies into conflict with the FTC
mandate, for example, .when provisious in the codes appear to pro-
hibit or severely restrict advertising by members. In response to
documented research abuses, HHS (through its predecessor, the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare) has created organiza-
tions to monitor and improve research procedures involving human
subjects——including Institutional Review Boards established at the
university level to review proposed research projects supported by
government funds.

These developments demonstrate a clear and increasing concern over the
standards used to evaluate professional conduct in society as a whole, in
government, and in the memberships of major professional societies. Many
professional societies are responding to these concerns by re-evaluating the
appropriate role of their organizations in establishing ethical principles or
standards of ethical conduct for their members, by creating or revising their
codes of professional ethics, and by actively defending members whose profes=-
sional rights and responsibilities are unfairly restricted. In the process,
societies are examining many complex and central issues, including:

(1) problems in constructing or revising and enforcing codes of ethics,
including issues such as: identifying the basic ethical principles
of importance to a society's profession, resolving conflicts be-
tween professional standards derived from these principles and
legal obligations; establishing uniform criteria and goals for the
society's adoption of code provisions; dealing with conflicting
roles of the society's members; encouraging employer cooperation
in promoting voluntary standards; and absorbing the cost of imple-
menting and enforcing expanded codes.

(2) protection of professional working conditions, including issues
such as: preserving academic freedom in universities, an area
traditionally addressed through the actions of the American Asso-
ciation of University Professors; and resolving dilemmas faced by
non-academic professional employees, for example, conflicts between
loyalty to a supervisor's command and adherence to professional
ethical standards.

(3) dilemmas created by the professional society's role as an agent for
broad societal interests, including issues such as: affording pub-
lic access to expert knowledge in science and technology; calling
attention to potential benefits and risks of emerging technologies;
and ensuring the independence of professional judgment and scien-
tific integrity in public and private decisions in the development
and use of science and technology.

Depending on the legal requirements for their profession, some profes-
sional societies also must address licensing and certification procedures for
their members. Professionals with unique and specialized expertise frequently
are licensed or certified in the public interest as competent practitioners--
indeed, licensing is sometimes described as one characteristic of a true pro-
fession. Codes of ethics can contribute to the image of a profession and
enhance the development of licensing or certification procedures, which in-
clude setting standards, controlling admission to the profession, and estab-
lishing examination requirements. The goal of licensing procedures is to
assure competent practicing professionals, and professional societies--because
of their expertise-—are often charged with overseeing such procedures to pro-
tect the public welfare through active monitoring mechanisms. In some cases,
individual societies must scrutinize their licensing procedures carefully to
assure that the procedures do not unreasonably restrict entry to the profession
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or public access to professional services. If licensing or certification is
conducted by government organizations, the society needs to consider the rela-
tive responsibilities of the society's ethics committee and the government
organization in resolving society or government disciplinary actions against
society members and in assuring adequate exchange of relevant information.

Professional Ethics Concerns
Qutside the Professions

Professional ethics issues have surfaced in many places outside the pro-
fessional societies themselves. Building on general concerns about the histori-
cal and social roles of the professions, several new centers and study projects
have focused on professional ethics issues in the last decade. A complete
analysis of the scope of this broader sphere of activity was clearly beyond
the limits of our study. However, several organizations which have produced
reports of direct relevance to the AAAS Professional Ethics Project are men-

tioned here in order to provide a glimpse of what recently has been termed
the “"ethics growth industry."?

(1) Hastings Center Study on the Teaching of Professional Ethies

. (Hastings-on-Hudson, New York)
Co-directed by Daniel Callahan of the Hastings Center and Sissela
Bok of Harvard University, this two-year study identified and ex-
amined in detail more than 12,000 courses on professional ethiecs
in various fields, including science, medicine, law, journalism,
and business ethics. The Center consulted with more than 500
teachers of ethics and conducted several workshops on selected
topics. The Hastings Center reports were published in April 1980
in a series of monographs, and since that time the Center has ini-
tiated a new program in professional and applied ethics.

(2) WNational Project on Philosophy and Engineering Ethics, Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute (Troy, New York)
Robert J. Baum, Director of the Center for the Study of Human Dimen-
sions in Science and Technology at RPI, has initiated and directed
a three-year project which seeks to broaden the discussion of con-
temporary engineering ethics. Fifteen to eighteen two-person teams
of philosophers and engineers were formed in the project to review
value dimensions of engineering skills and activities., Team pro-
jects have included preparing case studies of selected ethics prob-
lems in engineering, developing curricula for professional ethics
courses, and preparing recommendations for the engineering socie-
ties. The project's final report will include the individual team
reports and will identify obstacles to effective philosopher-
engineer cooperation.

(3) Center for the Study of Ethics in the Professions, Illinois Insti-
tute of Technology (Chicago, Illinois)
The Center was established in 1976 for the purpose of promoting
scholarship and teaching related to the professions, with special
emphasis on professional ethics. Under the direction of Mark S.
Frankel (Co-director of the AAAS Professional Ethics Project), the
Center maintains a resource collection of almost 5,000 printed items
on the professions, offers bibliographic services, and publishes
occasional monographs and reports on professional ethics issues as
well as A Selected Annotated Bibliography of Professional Ethics
and Social Responsibility in Engineering.

(4) National Center for the Study of Professions (Washington, D. C.)
The National Center is a small, private, non-profit research corpora-
tion directed by Paul S. Pottinger. The Center's research and pro-
gram activities focus on the public service professions, addressing
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issues related to education and training for new professional roles,
certification and licensing, and manpower planning. The Center also
publishes a monthly newsletter, "Pro-Forum."

Other projects of interest to the AAAS Professional Ethics Project
included:

* "The Idea of a Profession,'" a three-year research study sponsored
by the National Humanities Center in North Carolina;

* "Regulation of the Professious," an 18-month study conducted by
The Futures Group in Glastonbury, Connecticut;

* "Committee on Professions & Public Accountability," directed by
Profession Louis H. Orzack at Rutgers University;

* "Society and the Professions: Studies in Applied Ethics," an under-
graduate education program initiated in 1974 at Washington and Lee
University.

In addition to these centers and research projects, several assoclations
have been formed recently to address professional ethics issues or to review
the fundamental issues associated with professional self-regulation. These
include the Society for the Study of Professional Ethics, which was estab-
lished in 1978 to provide an interdisciplinary forum for consideration of
ethical questions associated with professional practice, and the Association
for Professional Practice, which has sponsored three national conferences on
enforcement in occupational and professional regulation.

What is "Professional Ethics"?

One major difficulty recognized early in the development of the AAAS study
was the lack of a common definition for "professional ethics activities" with-
in the affiliated societies. The ethical principles, rules of conduct, and
other practices developed by the professional societies represent institu-
tional responses by the scientific and engineering professions to many differ-
ent but related phenomena: the increasing complexity of scientific work, the
increasing awareness of individual rights, and the social impact of science
and technology. Yet, although these professional ethics activities may affect
the behavior of scientists and engineers, such activities are highly diversi-
fied and are often not easily identifiable. The first goal of the project,
therefore, was to develop a working definition that would cover the broad
scope of activities relevant to the research study. The following definition
was adopted:

'Professional ethics' refers to those principles that

are intended to define the rights and responsibilities
of scientists and engineers in their relationship with
each other and with other parties including employers,
research subjects, clients, students, etc.

A wide range of activities might fall within the scope of this definition.
For example, ethical principles might refer to a statement of the underlying
reasons which was the foundation for a society's decision to adopt profes-
sional standards or rules of conduct. The project team assumed that the ethi-
cal statements provided by the societies would provide a means of distinguish-
ing between these broader principles and more narrowly defined rules of
conduct for their members. As will be discussed in Chapter Three however,
the "principles" provided in response to the survey primarily referred to
the rules of conduct themselves and not to any underlying reasons for such
rules. The term "rules" therefore is substituted for "principles" in analyz-
ing the survey data as a result.
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. The professional ethics programs adopted by a society may be tied di-
rectly to its code of ethics, and include activities involved in the develop-
ment, implementation, or enforcement of the code. In other organizations,
professional ethics activities may include committees which review fundamen-
tal questions about. conflicting values associated with the use of scientific
and technical information, employer/employee relations, social concerns, or
public policy issues. A few groups have developed financial aid or legal
agsistance programs for members who experience difficulties in adhering to

. the professional standards of their societies and these programs also might

form part of the society's ethics activities. In addition, educational activi-
ties in the form of journal articles, annual meeting symposia, or special pub-
lications may address ethical issues of concern to the professional societies.
Thus, the professional ethics activities studied in the AAAS project clearly
go far beyond those associated only with the societies' codes.of ethics, al-
though ‘as will be seen, these code-related efforts are often the most visi-
ble component of the societies' programs and are the cornerstone of their
approach to those issues.

]

Expanding on the above definition, the project developed a framework for
classifying the broad range of ethics activities that were identified by the
study. This framework facilitated a comparison of activities among groups
that at first glance appear to have very little in common, such as the psy-
chologists and the engineers. The framework also provides a means of iden-
tifying activities common to many groups-as well as points that are unique
or are addressed by only a few groups. The framework is developed and dis-
cussed in Chapter Three of this report.

Qutline of the Report

A society's code of ethics may explicitly or implicitly state the values
on which the profession places importance, and the code often forms the basis
for a standard of professional conduct. Several previous surveys--some un-
published--identified the scientific and engineering societies which had
adopted such codes. No comprehensive listing of these surveys existed, how-
ever, prior to the review included in Chapter Two of this report.

Chapters Three and Four present the methodology and findings of the sur-
vey and workshop sponsored by the AAAS project. Chapter Three describes the
survey instrument designed to collect information about the ethical principles,
rules of conduct, and procedures adopted by the AAAS-affiliated societies, and
summaxizes the survey findings. The survey questiomnaire was mailed to the
executive officers of 241 societies in June 1979. More than 70 percent of
the societies responded to the survey, providing the basic data for further
analysis in the project.

In addition to providing information about on-going activities, the pro-
ject developed a framework for discussing and critiquing experiences with
professional ethics concerns. The project workshop described in Chapter Four
served as a forum for this purpose. The workshop participants reviewed the
survey data, identified problem areas which raise ethical issues for the
scientific and technical professional today, and suggested criteria by which
the societies' professional ethics activities could be evaluated. Eighty
participants, representing the professional societies and other concerned
groups, attended the two-~day workshop in November 1979.

On the basis of the workshop discussions and the survey findings, the pro-
ject team selected several societies' ethics activities for further analysis,
summarized in Chapter Five. Additionally, Chapter Six includes the general :
findings of the Professional Ethics Project, which suggest that in the 1970's,
more and more scientific and engineering societies addressed ethical aspects
of their members' professional activities. For example, a number of socie-
ties revised their codes or formulated a code for the first time. Other
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gsocieties developed guidelines for professional conduct to monitor and respond
to errors in professional judgment and abuses of professional rights. A few
societies also developed programs to provide support for members who upheld
the code, and to impose sanctions against members found to be in violation of
the code. These rules and practices are themeans by which the societies
strive to regulate the work environment and the behavior of scientists and
engineers.

However, the project team concluded that, in general, the professional
scientific and engineering societies have not developed in-depth programs
addressing the ethical implications of their members' work. Furthermore,
where societies have attempted to directly intervene by supporting or sanc-
tioning a member in response to ethical concerns, such attempts often are in-
effective or are based on ad hoc procedures which do not represent a formal-
ized concern about the significance of such actions within the profession
or society as a whole. On the basis of these findings, recommendations
for future roles for the societies and their members are also included.

It is our hope that these findings and recommendations will stimulate
further attention to the importance of professional ethics concerns. Indeed,
throughout the history of the project, various representatives from the
societies, universities, the courts, government agencies, and the general
public contacted the project team to inquire about preliminary findings and
to obtain information about particular professional society ethics programs,
principles or rules of conduct. We expect that this interest will continue
and that further systematic study will examine the interface between science
and society represented in the professional ethics activities of the scien-
tific and engineering societies. In a time of general confusion, uncertainty
and conflict over the ethical questions associated with the development and
use of science and techmology, it is important to note the significant acti-
vities that have emerged in response to such questions, so that others might
learn from them. The material collected as part of the AAAS Professional
Ethics Project clearly will serve as a major resource for future inquiries
and as a foundation for evaluating the appropriate functions of the profes-
sional societies in a time of changing expectations.
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Earlier Surveys

In preparing and conducting the project survey of scientific and engi-
neering societies affiliated with AAAS, other surveys of professional ethics
activities were identified. The surveys differ among themselves and from the
present survey with respect to their intent, scope and/or findings; but each
paints its own particular portrait of reality and, taken collectively, they

‘ccnstitute a pre-existing data base to which the findings of the project sur-

vey can be compared. This chapter, then, presents a summary review of these

“-earlier surveys.

1. Petersen Survgxl

In 1969, sociologist William Petersen (Ohio State University) conducted
a survey of "every professional society I could identify. in the physical,
natural, social and applied sciences...,'"‘ asking whether they had adopted
ethical principles governing research and whether ethical issues in research
had been a subject of discussion by individual members or subgroups of pro-
‘fessionals. Petersen observed that "most of those so addressed were kind
enough to respond,"3 but no numerical figures were reported.

The survey responses were integrated with other data and commentary re-

. lating to limitations placed on the acquisition of new knowledge, thus making

it difficult to isolate and summarize those findings resulting from the sur-
vey. Petersen was particularly critical of some of the codes adopted by
medical and psychological associations, however, and concluded that with res-
pect to "both animals and humans, the general rule has been to depend on self-
regulation by the professions. There are few statutory controls, and those
are not well enforced.... It can hardly be said, in short, that research is
unduly hampered by unreasunable controls...."3

2. Trumbull Survey of AAAS Affiliated Societiesb

In 1970, the AAAS appointed an ad hoc committee to study the general con-
ditions required for scientific freedom and responsibility. As part of that
committee's task, AAAS Deputy Executive Officer Richard Trumbull wrote to the
executive officers of the 246 societies affiliated with the AAAS in July 1971
requesting information on their societies' practices and principles relating
to professional ethics. Eighty-eight societies responded to Trumbull's in-
quiry. Thirty-two societies reported having codes of ethics, two indicated
that they subscribed to the codes of other societies, and four responded that
they had codes under consideration. Fifty societies replied that they did
not have codes of ethics. Information on other professional ethics activi-
ties submitted by the societies was not tabulated as part of the original
survey report.

3. Orlans Stﬁdy of Five Social Science Associations’

In the mid-1960s, the House of Representatives' Research and Technical
Programs Subcommittee requested that iFs staff undertake a broad inquiry into
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the social sciences in preparation for possible congressional hearings into
the adequacy and usefulness of government social research programs. The
staff study was directed by Harold Orlans and, although the hearings were
never convened, the large volume of information collected by the staff was
eventually ptiblished.8 Subsequently, however, Orlans drew upon his staff ex-—
perience and other sources to prepare a more focused inquiry of the social
sciences, including an examination of the professional ethics activities of
five social science associations. It is the latter findings that are reviewed
in this chapter.9

Orlans limited his investigation to the statue of ethical codes in five
social science associations and characterized their efforts to 'develop codes
as "generally unimpressive and politicized..."l0 At the time of the study,
only one had "taken effective steps to see that members observe ethical stan-
dards,” while another had '"shown no interest in formulating any code to which
its. members would subscribe." The remaining three associations had held dis-
cussions and prepared statements on specific ethical issues, but according to
Orlans, "these statements have generally put more stress on the liberties of
investigators than on the rights of subjects; and little or nothing has been
done to enforce them."

4. Reynolds Survey of National Social Science Associationsl!

In"1973-74, with support from UNESCO, Paul D. Reynolds (University of
Minnesota) requested 300 national professional associations representing
social scientists to forward a copy of any proposed or adopted code of ethics
related to the use of human subjects in research. Responses were received
from ninety national associations, twenty-four of which forwarded copies of
their ethical codes.

~ Reynolds developed a composite list of the seventy-eight ethical state-
ments found in the codes, organizing them according to the following major
categories: (1) General Issues, (2) Decision to Conduct the Research, (3)
Conduct of the Research, (4) Effects and Relationships to the Participants
(informed consent, subject rights and welfare, benefits), (5) Effects on Ag-
gregates or Communities, and. (6) Interpretations of and Reporting of the
Results of the Research. Several of the study's findings deserve mention
here: '(a) no two statements were obviously inconsistent; (b) there were very
few cases where any statement was cited with considerable frequency--most
(66%) of the statements were found in only one or two of the codes; (c) very
few codes provided for penalties in cases of non-compliance; (d) twenty-eight
percent were explicitly presented as advisory; (e) none of the codes speci-
fied any benefits to the investigator for compliance (except for continua-
tion of membership in the association).

In a subsequent and more comprehensive analysis of ethical issues in
social science research, Reynolds presented his survey data once again and
elaborated on some of his earlier findings. He expressed dismay with the
codes of ethics, observing that they provide "some help to those conducting
routine or nonthreatening research, but no guidance on how to rqsolve diffi-
cult predicaments.”l2 And on the matter of enforcement, he emphasized that
there is "no systematic monitoring of social science research activity by
any assoclation; there is no advantage for any individual (participant or
not) to bring possible infractions before an association...; finally, there
are no meaningful punishments for non-compliance and no substantial advan-
tages for the members who do comply with the procedures."13

5. Levy Survey of Human Service Groqpsl4

Charles S. Levy, (Yeshiva University), Chairman of the Task Force on
Ethics of the National Association of Social Work (1977-79), examined the

. codes of ethics of eighty-nine human service occupational groups. He
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classified the ethical statements into four broad categories: (1) the
practitioner, (2) the client and others affected by or affecting the client,
(3) professional colleagues, and (4) society. Only a brief summation of the
constituent elements of each category is possible here.

Under category (1) the practitioner, Levy found reference to the follow-
ing attributes expected of those in the human service professions: compe-
tence, integrity, dignity, independence, impartiality, propriety and pos-
session of one's faculties. Under category (2) the client, Levy listed the
following: devotion and loyalty, objectivity, honesty and candor, confiden-
tiality, propriety, punctuality and expeditiousness, respect for the client's
autonomy and personal attention. Under category (3) professional colleagues,
Levy cited: etiquette, fairness and professional orientation. And under
category (4) society, Levy identified the following: care in the use of per-
sonal status, care in one's personal associations, regard for others, justice
(including the practitioner's readiness to "effect appropriate disciplinary
action against colleagues for unethical or illegal conduct..."l5), the obli-
gation to be concerned about social problems and social orientation (to pro-
tect and advance the public interest).

Levy emphasized that not every code he examined included all of those
ethical provisions; nor did his summary identify every type of ethical state-
ment contained in the eighty-nine codes. He offered considerable interpre-
tation and evaluation of the data, only some of which can be noted here. He
suggested at least three criteria for evaluating codes of ethics: (1) the
reasons for its existence, (2) its specificity and ipclusiveness as a guide
to professional conduct, and (3) its enforceability." 6 Levy did not attempt
such a systematic evaluation of his sample of eighty-nine codes, but he did
make the following observations: (a) codes of ethics are viewed by those
adopting them as "an 2nabling rather than an intimidating medium of influence.
And they exert every effort possible...to implement the code rather than en-
foree it."l7; (b) the provisions relating to etiquette, fairness, profes-
sional orientation, all of which constitute obligations to one's professional
colleagues, "are consistently included. This supports the hypothesis that
the practitioner's relationship to his colleagues commands more attention in
codes of ethics than does his relationship to his clients."18; (¢) codes of
ethics '""do constitute some kind of normative influence for the individual or
occupation or both and occasionally for the legislature or tribunal."l9

6. Blanpied/Shelanski Survey of AAAS Affiliated Societies20

In the spring of 1975, William Blanpied of AAAS and Vivian Shelanski of
the Harvard University Program on the Public Conceptions of Science conducted
a survey of professional ethics activities among the 241 societies affiliated
with AAAS. They solicited information about adopted or proposed codes of
ethics and on structural arrangements within the societies concerned with
developing or enforcing such codes.

Eighty societies responded, with forty-five indicating that they had
either adopted some type of ethical code of their own or subscribed to that
of another society. Thirty-three reported that they had no code, although
eight stated that they were considering the possibility either of adopting
one or establishing a committee to study the matter. Two of the respondents
provided insufficient information to determine whether or not they had codes.
The authors noted that fourteen of the societies submitted information indi-
cating that the ethical codes were supported by 'well defined enforcement
procedures”; 1 the authors provided no additional details, however. Of this
latter group, seven were in the health and biomedical fields and four had
"gizeable portions" of their membership located in industry. Reflecting back
on the data, Blanpied and Shelanski concluded that "codes of ethics are being
taken more seriously by the societies than they were five or six years ago." 2
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7. Frahkel Survey of National Political Science Associationsg?3

This 1975 survey of thirty-six national political science associations
by Mark S. Frankel (Illinois Institute of Techology, formerly at Wayne State
University) was designed to investigate the extent to which the political
science profession had developed formal codes of ethics with provisions rela-
ted to the use of human subjects in research. Sixteen associations responded,
thirteen of which replied that they had neither adopted a code nor were con-
sidering doing so. Of the remaining three associations, one indicated that,
although it had no formal code, it periodically issued advisory opinions on
matters relating to professional ethics; another reported that it had plans
to develop an ethical code in the near future; and a third replied that it
was currently participating with other national professional associations in
an effort to develop a comprehensive code governing social science research.
Frankel concluded that "political scientists conducting research with human
subjects do so without any explicit guidelines for their actions....The sur-
vey results should present a challenge to the profession to use its resources
to promote meaningful and prescriptive discussions of the ethical issues and
to formulate guidelines for the conduct of research.”

8. Bureau of Social Science Research Survey of Professional Societieg25

As part of a study begun in 1974, the Bureau of Social Science Research
conducted a survey of professional associations, most of which included
social scientists among their members, to determine whether they subscribed
to ethical codes explicitly dealing with the use of human subjects in
research.

Thirty-nine associations were described as having had adopted some type
of ethical code. Of those thirty-nine, twenty-one subscribed to codes with
provisions relating to research involving human subjects and eight endorsed
ethical codes having similar provisions that had been developed by other asso-
.ciations. An additional ten societies had adopted ethical codes that did not
apply directly to research with humans. Among the latter group, several had
codes with statements governing behavior towards clients, the public, profes-
sional colleagues and/or employers. The survey also identified twenty-one
Aassociations that had not formally adopted or endorsed any ethical statements.

"Four of these associations reported that they were in the process of develop-

ing a code of ethics.

In commenting on the data, the authors referred to "the existence of a
formal code...as a necessary but not sufficient condition of effective pro-
fessional self-regulation" and, with respect to code provisions relating to
human subjects research, they concluded that "there appears to have been an
accelerated movement in that direction recently.”

9. Eaton Survey of Scientific and Technical Societies2?

In 1977-78, Muzza Eaton (Brooklyn College, CUNY) included a survey as
part of her doctoral dissertation. She surveyed 216 scientific and techni-
cal societies in order to determine (1) the extent of scientific societies'
activities related to issues of scientific freedom and responsibility, (2)
the characteristics of societies associated with such activities, and (3) the
societies' responses to a 1975 AAAS report on scientific freedom and respon-
sibility. The latter report28 had urged scientific and technical societies
to form committees to investigate alleged breaches of scientific freedom and
assist individuals who in the course of professional practice exposed them-
selves to economic and/or professional censure. The report also expressed
support for the use of ethical codes and employment guidelines to reinforce
and protect responsible professional behavior. Eaton reported on the res-
ponses received from 133 societies. ’
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Fifty-five societies reported having a code of ethics and five replied
that a code was under consideration. Eighteen societies noted the existence
of employment guidelines. In the case of both the codes and the guidelines,
the more applied science societies were more likely to have adopted them
than were those in nonapplied disciplines. Only seven societies reported
having boards of committees to investigate member requests for assistance
on issues of scientific freedom and responsibility and, according to Eaton,
104 of the respondents "believed their society had no desire to establish
a board or inquirg for issues related to scientific freedom and
responsibility."2

Eaton noted "little evidence that scientific societies have any inter-
est in the recommendations" of the AAAS report.30 And although societies
reported instznces of conflict involving their members over scientific free-
dom and resonsibility, "few societies seem to be committed to scientific
freedom and responsibility activities; less than half have any procedures
which could be used to promote or support social responsibilit:y.21

10. Wallace Survey of Professional Society Ethical Codes32

At the request of the American Fisheries Society Executive Director,
Deborah Wallace conducted a survey of the codes of ethics of forty profes-
sional societies with the intent of using the findings to upgrade the AFS
code of ethics. Seventeen societies responded and the codes of two addi-
tional associations were studied.

Six societies were without codes of their own, although at least one re-
ported subscribing to codes adopted by two other societies. Codes from
eleven respondents and the two societies included after the survey were
reviewed. Wallace identified six code-related areas for study: (1) pre-
ambles and policy statements; (2) relationships between professionals; (3)
relationship to the public and to the clients; (4) relationship between the
professional and society; (5) relationship between the professional and re-
source; and (6) enforcement.

Wallace suggested that code terminology that might be subject to diverse
interpretation may be made clear in the light of a preamble.33 She observed
that one topic "studiously avoided in the public welfare sections of all the
ethical codes is the weapons issue" and urged that the AFS '"at least recog-
nize the existence of ethical ambiguities connected with military and intel-
ligence agency employment."34 With the exception of two societies, she
characterized the enforcement mechanisms as "simple" and recommended that
AFS adopt provisions for responding to member complaints of unprofessional
conduct by employers.35 :

Summary

Almost all of the surveys described above focused primarily on the scope
and content of ethical statements; some also gave passing attention to the
procedures and activities employed by the societies to implement and enforce
professional ethics. Only one survey (Eaton), however, involved a systematic
investigation of implementation and enforcement practices; the same survey
also examined the association of society ethics activities with selected
characteristics of the societies. And only one study (Reynolds) attempted
to develop a detailed classification scheme of ethical statements adopted
by the societies surveyed.

Collectively, several common themes emerge from these earlier surveys.
They may be stated as follows: (1) a substantial number, although by no
means a majority, of scientific and engineering societies have adopted some
type of ethical statement, e.g., codes, guidelines, advisory opinions; (2)
interest in and adoption of‘these ethical statements has gained momentum in
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recent years, i.e., since the late 19608; and (3) the kinds and uses of
monitoring and enforcement procedures are varied and lag behind the develop-
ment of ethical rules of conduct. We shall refer back to these themes as
we proceed with our own survey analysis.

References
1. William Petersen, "Forbidden Knowledge," in Saad Z. Nagi and Ronald G.

Corwin (eds.), The Social Contexts of Research (New York: John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., 1972), pp. 289-321.

2. Ibid., p. 289, Petersen also surveyed administrators in charge of re-
search at major American universities. Those findings, however, are beyond
the scope of this report.

3. Ibid., p. 290.

4. In subsequent correspondence with one of the co-authors, Petersen was
unable to recall the size of his original sample of professional societies
or the survey response rate. William Petersen, personal correspondence to
Mark S. Frankel, June 1979,

5. Ibid., pp. 296-97.

6. The results of the survey were not published. The original responses of
the societies are on file in the office of the AAAS Committee on Scientific
Freedom and Respoasibility.

7. Harold Orlans, Contracting for Knowledge (London: Jossey-Bass Pub.,
1973).

8. U.S. Congress, House. Committee on Government Operations. The Use of

Social Research in Federal Domestic Programs. A staff study prepared for

the Research and Technical Programs Subcommittee, U. S. House of Representa-
, tives, 90th Cong., lst sess., parts 1-4, 1967.

9. Unless otherwise noted, the remainder of this discussion is taken from
chapter 3 of Orlans' study, op. cit., pp. 51-80.

10. Ibid., p.x.
11. Paul Davidson Reynolds, Value Dilemmas Associated with the Development

and Application of Social Science. , Report submitted to the International
Social Science Council, UNESCO, March 1975.

12. Paul Davidson Reynolds, Ethical Dilemma and Social Science Research (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass Pub., 1979), p. 243.

13. Ibid., pp. 244-45.

14. Charles S. Levy, "On the Development of a Code of Ethics," Social Work,
19: 207-16, March 1974.

15. Ibid., p. 214.
16. Ibid., p. 207.
17. Ibid., p. 208. ‘
18. Ibid., p. 213.

~"19. Ibid., p. 208.



16

'20. "Codes of Ethics of Professional Scientific Societies,” Newsletter of the
Program on Public Conceptions of Sciemce, No. 15, April 1976, pp. 3-5. -

21. Ibid., p. 4.
22. Ibid.;"p. 5.
23. Mark S. Frankel, "Research Report: Ethics and Political Science Research:

The Raesults of a Survey of Political Science Associations," Newsletter onm
 Science; Technology and Human Values, No. 18, January 1977, pp. 18-19.

24, Ibid., p. 19.

25. Robert T. Bower and Priscilla de Gasparis, Ethics in Social Research (New
York: Praeger Pub., 1978). For the most part, the data and findings discussed
here are drawn from Appendix A, pp. 70-79.

26. Ibid., p. 55.

27. Muzza Eaton, "Scientific Freedom and Responsibility Activities of Scien-
tific Societies," Science, Technology, and Human Values, No. 29, Fall 1979,
pPpP- 24-33.

28. John T. Edsall, Scientific Freedom and Responsibility, A Report of the
AAAS Committee on Scientific Freedom and Responsibility (Washington, D.C.: )
American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1975). , (See Appendix A.)

29. Eatom, op. cit., p. 29.
30. Ibid.
31. Ibid.

32. Deborah N. Wallace, "Professional Ethics in Applied Science and Engineer-
ing: Results of a Small Survey," Fisheries, 3:16-21, 42, July-August 1978.

33. Ibid., p. 16.

34. Ibid., p. 18.

35. Ibid., p. 20.




_ 'SﬁrQéy4§g§?1é-and Respondents

The Project Survey '

To build upon earlier surveys as well as to fill in some of the gaps that
they left uncovered, a survey of the ethical rules and practices of 241 scien-
tific and engineering societies affiliated with AAAS was undertaken as part of
the Professional Ethics Project.* A 28 question gurvey (see Appendix B) was
mailed in June 1979 from the office of the AAAS Committee on Scientific Free-

- dom and Responsibility. Through July 16, 116 responses were received, a 47.8%

response rate. Follow-up telephone calls were then made to 123 of the remain~-

ing. 125 societies and two foreign affiliates were recontacted by mail. Sixty~

two additional societies subsequently responded, bringing the total number of
esponses to 178, a 74% response rate.

Thirty-two of the responses are noé included in the data presented here.

-Twenty-five chose not to return the questionnaire, giving the following reasons:
' (a) survey inapplicable because society is an honor society (4), a voluntary
association (1), a part of a university (1); a technical consulting organiza-

tion (1), a.consortium of societies (4), a society only arranges and sponsors
interdisciplinary meetings of scholars (1), a membership organization, not a

i~ disciplinary professional society (1), a scientific society which does not
":consider itself. a professional society (2), no reason provided (1); (b) too

. - .busy with other matters (2*%*); (c¢) involved in litigation (1); (d) forwarded

' -/ survey to another society representative (1); (e) has no code or mechanisms

related to professional ethics (4); (f) subject of professional ethics up for
review, and it would be inappropriate to regspond at this time (1). Seven of

‘the questionnaires were omitted by the investigator: one case involved a
‘graduate student association, two were student honor societies, two were pro-
.‘fessional honor societies, and two others had institutional members only.

' Thus, the data reflect survey responses from 146 societies, plus one society
“'that forwarded its code of ethics without completing the survey.

’

" This study sample included the 241 science and engineering societies af~

'}ffiliated with the AAAS at the time of the survey (see Appendix A).*** The

In the survey, "professional ethics" referred to those principles intended

to define the rights and responsibilities of scientists, engineers and pra-

titioners in their relationship with each other and with other parties, in-
. cluding employers, research subjects, clients, students, etc. It is clear
“from the responses that those completing the questionnaire interpreted

"principles" to refer to rules of conduct and not to any underlying reasons
.for such’'rules. Throughout this report the term "rules" is substituted for
;. "principles", the language used in the questionnaire.

“#% One of these: forwarded its ethical code which is ‘included in some of the data

‘itabulations found in Part I. ‘ '

“ﬁfidqé;qffthe‘ﬁurﬁey‘réspondents.has<31nce withdrawn from its affiliation with

Hg*AAAS.
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Tabie 1 Membership Size )
‘Size S No. Z*
T 170 - 999 20 13.7
© . 1000 - 4999 - 65 44,5
5000 - 9999 21 14.4
: 10,000 - 49,999 : 27 18.5
"~ ' 50,000 - 99,999 7 4.8
100,000 plus 3 2.1
No Response (NR) 3 2.1
Total : 146 100.1
Table 2 Society Membership By Place of Employment
: Plurality Majority
Employment No. z No. z
Academic 79 51.3 66 42.9
 Industry : 25 16.2 18 11.7
Government 9 5.8 4 2.6
Self-Employed 5 3.3 ] 5 3.3
Other 7 4,6 4 2.6
MR 29 18.8 57 37.0
Total 154t 100 156t 10017

+ Includes six societies reporting equivalent figures for two categories
and one reporting equivalent figures for three different categories.

Table 3 Type of Society (Diséipline)-H-
Type No. Y4
Biology & Agriculture 37 25.2
"Education & Communications 11 7.5
Physical Sciences & Math 24, 16.3
Engineering & Technology 17 11.6
. Social & Behavioral Sciences 25 17.0
Medicine & Health Sciences 23 ' 15.7
General 10 6.8
Total 147 100.1

¥ Includes one society that responded by forwarding only .its ethical
rules of conduct. ’
/

4+ See Appendix D for a listing of the societies in each category.

*(Note: Throughout the following tables percentage figures which do not add
up to 100 percent are a result of rounding off.)

30
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- Table &4 : j Adoption of Ethical Rules 4+
 Yes L : 46 (30.7)
No- S 68+ (45.3)
- Subscribe to rules of another society 17++ (11.3)
Members subscribe to rules of their 19 (12.7)
primary profession
_ NR 0

Total 150 (100)

+ Includes one society responding that its members subscribe to the code
of its parent society, but the latter society reported that it had no
code.

Includes three societies that have also adopted rules of their own.

++ These are typically societies with a multidisciplinary membership.

+++ See Appendices E, F, G, and H for a listing of the respondents.

.

+

Table 5 Adoption of Rules According to Type of Society
Type Rules- - No Rules
Biology & Agriculture 8 (17.4) 25 (36.8)
Education & Communications 2 (4.4) g (11.8)
Physical Sciences & Math 5 (10.9) 13 (19.1)
Engineering & Technology 8 (17.4) 3 (4.8)
Social & Behavioral Sciences 10 (21.7) 10 (14.7)
Medicine & Health Sciences 11 (23.9) 6 (8.8
General 2 (4.4) 3 (4.8

Total 46 (100.1) ‘ 68 (100)

+ 1Includes only the 114 societies responding "yes" or "mo" to question # 2.

» Table 6 Adoption of Rules According to Size
jﬁi}»,;Sizg - 7 : Rules No Rules
170 - 999 2 (4.6) 8 (11.9)
: ;.1000 = 4999 10 (22.7) 43 (64.2)
.2t 5000 = 9999, 13 (29.6) 5 (7.5
. :1710,000 - 49,999 13 (29.6) , 11 /(16.4)
.+ ’50,000 .~ 99,999 3 (6.8). ° 0 ,
© 100,000 plus. . 3 (6.8) 0

Total . - _ 46 @oo.) 67t (100)

:‘+f" Includes only the 114 societies responding "yes" or "no" to question # 2,
.+ " Two societies having rules did not provide data on membership size.
4+  One society in this group did not provide data on membership size.
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criteria for AAAS affiliation include: a sufficiently large membership
(usually at least 200); in existence for a sufficient time (u':ually at least
five years) "to give promise of continued support and worthwhile activity",
and "its aims are already directed toward, or consistent with, one or more of
the objectives of the Association."* While the affiliate societies do not
constitute the entire universe of American engineering and scientific socie-
ties,** they do represent & wide spectrum of scientific and engineering fields

- that are encountered in a variety of settings.

The 146 societies from which survey data were received represent a cumula-
tive membership of 1,872,412 individual members*** and 1,008 institutions
(e.g., universities or other professional societies), with the least number of
individual members in a single society at 170, the most at 193,000. A break-
down of the societies responding by size is given in Table 1. Table 2 pre-
sents a quantitative breakdown of the societies' membership by place of em-
ployment. As the figures indicate, more than half (84) of the respondents
have the majority of their members in academic or industrial settings an¢ the
number is even higher (104) for those with a plurality of members in thos2 set-
tings. Only 13 societies reported having a majority of their members in some
other setting. A variety of other employment/membership categories were cited
by the respondents, including (1) military, (2) church-related institutions,
(3) amateur members, (4) students, (5) non-profit agencies, (6) hospitals,

(7) nursing homes, (8) research institutes, (9) construction, (10) retirees
and emeritus members, (11) publishing firms and (12) libraries. Finally,
Table 3 categorizes the societies according to type of discipline**** and por-
trays the broad spectrum of scientific and engineering disciplines represented
by the survey respondents.

Organization of the Chapter

The remainder of the Chapter is divided into three parts. Part I reports
data pertaining to questions 2 through 5 of the survey, all of which are con-
cerned with the societies' consideration/adoption of ethical rules of conduct.
The societies were also.requested to forward copies of any statements of ethi-
cal rules currently in force. Using the materials provided by the societies,
the rules found in the statements are classified according to content by a
classification scheme developed as part of this project. Part II presents
data for questions 6 through 27, which focus on the policies and procedures
available to the societies for implementing and enforcing rules of profession-
al conduct, and for question 28, which sought to identify major concerns re-
garding professional rights and responsibilities as expressed by the societies'

.membership.

*  Handbook, AAAS (Washington, D.C.: AAAS, 1979) pp. 137-38.

** The National Acédemy of Sciences publication, Scientific, Technical and
Related Societies in the United States, ninth edition (1971) lists 531
societies, 168 of which were AAAS affiliates when the survey was conducted.

*%% Some qualification of this figure is in order. In one sense it understates
the total number of members since-several associations did not provide mem-
bership figures. In another sense, however, it overstates the total number
of professional members because of overlapping membership--one person with
membership in more than one society--and it includes students and layper-
sons if they are part of the society's membership. (At least 16 of the
responding societies open their membership to students and/or laypersons;
see Appendix C).

*%k*xSee Appendix D for the complete classifcation .scheme.
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Part III reviews the data reported-in Parts I and II with an eye toward iden-
tifying and assessing any trends or patterns in the survey responses that
might shed further light on ethics activities in the scientific and engineer-
ing societies.

Where appropriate, a numerical summary of the data is presented——the num-
ber of respondents and the percentage (in parentheses) of the total number of
responses; in some cases, a breakdown of the responses according to the size
and type of society and to the employment of its members is also given. In
most instances, the numerical summary is followed by a brief digest of the
comments provided by the societies.* The designation '"NR" indicates.no
response.

Part I: Statements of Ethical Rules

Ethical Rules (Questions 2-5)

#2. Has your society adopted any statement of ethical principles?

The 46 socicties responding that they had adopted ethical rules of conduct
(see Table 4) represent 958,442 individual members, or 51.2% of the total num-
ber of members represented by the 146 societies included in this analysis. The
remaining societies that reported subscribing to the rules of another society
(excluding the 3 societies that have also adopted rules of their own) or whose
members subscribe to rules adopted by their primary profession account for
468,862 members, or 25% of the total. Thus a total of 1,427,304 members, or
76.2% of those scientits and engineers represented by the societies included
in the survey data, are apparently governed by some statement(s) of ethical
rules.** cor

The presence or absence of ethical rules was examined with respect to the
type and size of the societies as well as the emplofment of their members.
Table 5 presents the breakdown according to type of society. Less than half
of the total number of societies for each of the seven categories in Appendix D
reported the adoption of ethical rules. Both "engineering and technology"
and-"medicine and health sciences" fall one shy of the fifty-percent level.

The lowest rate of adoption within the different/categories (18.2%) occurs
among the "education and communications"™ societies, while the highest rate
(47.8%) is found in the "medicine and health sciences." However, when one takes
into account societies subscribing to the ethical rules adopted by another
society (Appendix G), then the societies categorized as "engineering and tech-
nology" have the highest rate (76.5%).

When considered in the light of the data on membership size of the 146
societies included in the survey analysis (see Table 1), the data reported in
Table 6 indicate that the societies with memberships reported to be above .
5,000 are almost four times more likely than those with fewer than 5,000 mem-
bers to have adopted ethical rules (55% vs. 14%Z). Without further analysis,
however, it is not possible to determine the precise role of size in relation
to the adoption of ethical rules. In terms of member employment profiles,
those societies with a plurality of their members employed in academic settings
account for the largest number (18) of societies reporting the adoption of
ethical rules (Table 7); but they also account for the lowest percentage (22.8%)
of their total number included in the survey (see Table 2).

* The comments referred to are taken from both the questionnaire and, where
provided, accompanying materials. In many instances, however, the question-
naire was the only source of data. :

**Since the data do not permit the identification of instances of overlapping
membership, these figures are somewhat inflated.

93
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Table 7 Adoption of Rules According to Member Emploxgenf+
Enployment Plurélity Rules No Rules
“Academic 18 (43.9) 47 (83.0)
Industry . 10 (24.4) 8 (14.0)
Govermment . 6 (14.6) 1 (1.8)
Self-Employment 4 (9.8) 0.

Other 3 (7.3 1 (1.8)

Total ' a™ (100 577 (100.6)

+ Includes only the 114 societies responding '"yes" or "no" to question # 2.
++ Includes two societies reporting equivalent employment figures for two

+ categories; seven societies did not report employment data.
++ Includes two societies reporting equivalent employment figures for two
categories; thirteen societies did not report employment data.

Table 8 Form of Ethical Rules

Formal Codes 36 (22.4)
Advisory Opinions 10 ( 6.2)
Resolutions 9 ( 5.6)
Guidelines ' 18 (11.2)

Other 11 ( 6.8)

NR ' 77 (47.8) i
Total : : 161* (100)

4+ More than one response was possible.

Table 9 Review and Modification Procedures
Yes 44 (30.1)
No 23  (15.8)
NR 79 (54.1)
Total . 146 (100)
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#3. If yes, what form do those principles take?

Although codes of ethics were the most common form taken by the ethical
rules, the societies also reported issuing rules in the form of advisory
opinions, resolutions and guidelines (Table 8). In all but a few cases, the
guidelines, cited by the societies.referred to rules of conduct governing re-
lations with their members' employers. Some societies used advisory opinions’
or resolutions as the mechanisms for communicating major ethical rules to mem-
bers, while others issued them to supplement or elaborate upon basic rules
initially promulgated as part of a code of ethics. A number of societies also
prefaced their statement of ethical rules with preambles that varied in con-
tent, but typically enunciated the main purposes of the society and, in some
cases, addressed the matter of setting priorities among professional duties.
Finally, under the category "other", respondents referred to these alterna-
tive forms: position papers; policy statements; certification standards; and
provisions in by-laws or constitutions.

#4. Does your society have procedures for reviewing and modifying the
ethical prineciples to which your members subscribe?

The circumstances and values that precipitate the moral dilemmas facing
scientists and engineers are constantly evolving. Ncw discoveries in or ap-
plications of science may solve previously intractable technical problems,
but they also may raise new ethical concerns. The capacity of professional
societies to review these emerging issues, to assess the value of'existing
ethical rules, and to modify those rules if necessary is of no small
consequence.

Substantially more than half of the respondiﬁgmsocieties reported having
some type of procedures for reviewing and modifying their ethical rules (see
Table 9). And as the data in Table 10 indicate, if size were a handicap to
developing such procedures, it was more likely to 'bé so among the smaller
societies whose fewer number of members would each have to bear a greater
share of the burden in implementing review and modification than would their

_counterparts in the larger societies.

#4a. Please elaborate on any procedures for review and modification.

Of the 44 societies responding "Yes" to question 4, 41 provided some
. elaboration of their procedures. The comments ranged from reviews at "irregu-
lar intervals" to descriptions of the review process. Generally a committee
recommends revisions to a higher level body, e.g., House of Delegates, Board
of Directors, Legislative Council, which then acts on the recommendations.

#4b. Since 1960, how often has such a review occurred?

Table 11 reports data on the use of review procedures by the societies and
Table 12 examines their use in relation to society size. Of the 44 societies
“with such procedures, 38 reported having used them at least once and five have
" employed them more than 10 times since 1960. When size is taken into account,
"“'the larger societies are as likely, if not more so, as the smaller ones to
undertake review and modification. Whether this is due to a lack of perception
;¥ 'of the need for review by the smaller societies, or their limited resources
. (money and manpower) or some other factor cannot be readily determined.

o #‘40. What year(s) did the most recent review and modification occur?

Twenty-eight of the 38 societies reporting at least one review since 1960
. provided data for this question (Table 13). There was much greater use of review
. since the mid-1970s, which may reflect the increasing public and professional
'chncgrnﬂthroughout the decade with the ethical and social implications of basic

N
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Table 10 Review and Modification Procedures According to Size
Size Procedures No Procedures
170 - 999 2 (4.7 2 (9.5)

1000 - 4999 8 (18.6) 12 (57.1)

5000 - 9999 12 (27.9) 2 (9.5)

10,000 - 49,999 12 (27.9) 4 (19.1)

50,000 - 99,999 6 (l14.0) 1 ( 4.8)

100,000 plus 3 (6.9 0

Total 43t 00y 217t (100)

+ One society did not report size data.
++ Two societies did not report size data.

A

Table 11 Use of Review Procédures

Review Conducted No. of Societies

None since 1960 . 5 (11.4)
One to five times 29 (66.0)
Six to ten times 4 (9.1)
More than ten times 5 (11.4)

. NR 1 (2.3),
Total 44  (100.2)
Table 12 Use of Review Procedures According to Size

Frequency of Use

Size None 1-5 6-10 10 or more Total
170 - 999 0 2 0 0 2
1000 - 4999 2 4 1 1 8
5000 - 9999 2 8 0 1 11
10,000 - 49,999 1 9 1 2 13
50,000 - 99,999 0 3 2 0 5
100,000 plus 0 3 0 0 3
Total 5 29 4 Il 4ot

.+ One society in this category did not report size data.
4+ One society did not report frequency-of-use data.
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”‘,‘Téble 13 Date of Reviewt

‘Year of Review No. of Societies

1963
1970
1971
1972
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

[
O WN N W E e

¥

Total

[d
[+ <]

+ Reviews that overlap two or more years are recorded for the last year
of the review only. ‘
++ Three of the four were still under review at the time of the survey.

Table 14 Considering Adoption of Ethical Rules
Yes 12 (8.2)

No ‘ 80™  (54.8)

NR ' 54 (37.0)

Total 146 (100)

+ See Appendix I for a list of the respondents.- .
++ Includes five societies that answered "yes" to question 2 and 20 whose
membets are "covered" by the rules of another society.
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research (especially that involving human subjects) and technological
application.

#5. If ethical principles have not yet been adopted is your society
eurrently studying the prospects of doing so?

Twelve societies reported that study was underway regarding the possible
adoption of ethital rules (Table 14). Of the 68 societies responding that they
had nu ethical rules (see Table 4), 51 observed that no effort was currently
being undertaken to consider the need for such rules.

Those responding "No" to this question were asked to elaborate on the
reasons why their societies had not developed rules of professional conduct.
Several respondents observed that the matter had simply never been raised for
consideration. Other reasons given included the following: the society is
"apolitical”; high ethical standards are "assumed"; the association is con-
cerned with teaching, not research; the matter has been deferred "to the judg-
ment of the institutions at which members are employed."

Classification of Ethical Rules

In order to acquire a better hnderstanding of the scope and thrust of the
various ethical rules adopted by the societies, the statements were classified
into the following categories.

. I. Member Directed

A, The members' conduct and comportment as professionals.
B. The rights and privileges of members.

1I. Profession Directed

A. Members' responsibility to colleagues.
B. Members' responsibility to the profession.

III1. Employer/Sponsor Directed

A. Members' responsibility to employers.

B. Members' responsibility to sponsors, i.e., those who finance
their research/services through contracts, grants or consult-
ing agreements.

1v. Client Directed*

Members' responsibility to clients, employees, patients, research
subjects (animal or human) or students.

V. Society Directed

Members' responsibility to the community in which they live and work
or to society in general.

VI. Other Directed

The responsibility of others affected by, affecting, or concerned
with the professional activities of members.

*We adopt the traditional meaning of the term "client": A person (or other
being) under the supervision or protection of another.

.38
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VII. General

Statements that are either so broad as to resist classification into
a single category or substantively different from those classified
into the other categories.

Societies responding that they had adopted some statement of ethical rules
were requested to forward copies along with the questionnaire. Those that
failed to do so were sent a follow-up letter. Fifty-seven societies submitted
codes of ethics, advisory opinions, and other documents which constituted a
total of 74 unique statements* of ethical rules. A total of 191 distinct rules

of conduct were identified in these 74 statements, which were then classified

according to the above scheme. Items repeated in more than one source (codes,
guidelines, etc.) from a single society are noted only once; proposed or draft
statements are not included. A complete listing of all rules appears in Appen-
dix J. 1In addition, 12 statements included references to the implementqtion
and enforcement of the society's ethical rules.

Table 15 present's a quantitative picture of the number of distinct rules
appearing in the 74 statements and the frequency with which they appeared. The
category with the largest number of distinct rules (77) is "Member Directed"”,
which included those rules relating to professional comportment and professional
rights and privileges. Not too far behind (70) are the rules pertaining to the
professional's treatment of clients, employees, patients, research subjects and
students. However, when the frequency with which these rules appear is taken
into account, those under "Member Directed" (270) clearly outdistanced those in
any other category. 1In the category "Society Directed", the numbers for both
distinet rules and their citation rank sixth and fifth respectively among the
seven categories.

No single rule of conduct is present in every statement. In fact, there
are few cases of any ethical rule appearing with considerable frequency. Omnly
six of the 191 distinct rules of conduct are cited in 20 or more statements.
Eighty-one (42%) of the distinect rules are referred to only once in the 74
statements examined. The most frequently cited rule (24 times) admonished
members ''to maintain an appropriate level of professional competence.'

In only 12 cases did the statements examined refer to implementation or
enforcement procedures and in only six of those statements was thete reference
to penalties for non~compliance. One statement indicated that the failure to
report possibly unethical conduct was itself a violation of the society's
ethical standards. In only one instance was there mention of any benefits
("assistance to (manbers) whom the committee has deemed to have been treated
unprofessionally' by an employer) to the professional for compliance. Socie=~
ties may, of course, refer to matters of implementation, enforcement, discipline
and support in other official documents.

There are more qualitative observations worth noting about the nature of
the ethical rules adopted by the societies. No two statements are obviously
inconsistent, although conflict between two or more statementsis quite possi~
ble depending on their interpretation. For example, the first rule cited under
"respongibility to employer" obligates members to perform "with unqualified
loyalty to the employer." Yet, professionals may be in conflict with their
employer if they follow the sixteenth rule under "responsibility to clients",
which calls on them to seek change within the organization if "existing programs
are not in their client's best interest." And there is certainly tension be=~
tween the professional’s obligation to "speak out against abuses in areas
affecting the public interest" (the first rule under "Society Directed") and

*Similar statements adopted by different societies are treated as one unique
statement.
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Table 15 Number & Frequency of Ethical Rules
Category : No. of Distinct Rules No. of Times Cited
I. Member Dirccted 77 (40.1) 270 (36.1)
A. Professional Conduct 40 . (20.9) 212 (28.3)
& Comportment
B. Rights & Privileges 37 (19.8) 58 (7.7)
II. Profession Directed 11 ( 5.8) 123 (16.4)
A. Responsibility to 7 (3.7) 86 (11.5)
Colleagues
B. Responsibility to 4 (2.1) 37 (4.9)
Profession
ITII. Employer/Sponsor 15 (7.9 114 (15.2)
Directed
A. Employer 13 (6.8 104 (13.9)
B. Sponsor 2 (1.1) 10 (1.3)
IV. Client Directed 70 (26.7) 172 (23.0)
A. Clients (general) 16 ( 8.4) 29 (3.9
B. Employees 7 ( 3.7) 16 (2.1)
C. Patients 14 (7.3) 44 (5.9
D. Research Subjects 24 (12.6) 62 ( 8.3)
E. Students 9 (4.7) 21 ( 2.8)
V. Society Directed 7 (3.7 54 (7.2)
VI. Other Directed 8 ( 4.2) 8 (1.1)
VII. General 3 ( 1.6) 8 (1.1)
Total 191 (100) 749 (100.1)
Table 16 Society Staff/Office for Ethics
Yes 23 (15.8)
No 115 (78.8)
NR 8 ( 5.5)
Total ' 146 (100.1)
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X duty'to "refrain from or exercise due care in criticizing another
work, in publis. .." .(the fifth rule under "responsiblility to
One exsmple of .a society statement which explicitly seeks to
5 conflicts is:a guideline adopted by the Institute of Food

cienc and - Technology in the ‘United Kingdom. This society was not part
of; onr_project ‘survey, but- the: statement is an example of how one group has
vappro'chedlthis dilemms (see Appendix w).

Tk s QU e

,There are several similar instances of potential conflict which some of
Pthe societies have attempted to minimize by referring to priorities among pro-
jfessional duties and responsibilities in a preamble to their statement of
‘ethical: rules or in the rules . themselves. For example, the American Dental
‘ﬁAssociation includes in its code's preamble the statement that, the profession
‘" ‘has; @ "primsry duty of service to the public." And the Fundamental Canons of

the American Society of Civil Engineers' Code of Ethics states that "Engineers
- :shall:hold paramount the safety, health and welfare of the public..." (see

‘Appendix R). It remains to be seen, however, whether this approch is success-—
" ful in. transmitting clear gignals to society members regarding the resolution
. of: conflict between two or more rules of conduct.

Part II: Policies and Procedures

. Staff and Csmmittee Roles (Questions 6 and;l)

#6a. Does your soeiety have staff and an office designated as responsi-
ble for matters relating to professional ethics?

#6‘b. How many fuZZ—time or part-time staff are currently assigned this
responsibility?

.. The responses to these questions are statistically presented in Tables
. 16=19. As shown in Table 16 only 23 societies reported having "staff and an
" - office designated as responsible" for professional ethics matters, although
"several of the socleties indicated that a variety of staff persons are fre-
quently called upon to handle such issues as they surface, When those res-
. ponses. are broken down by size of membership (Table 17) it is not surprising
" ‘that staff designated as responsible for ethics matters for-the most part tend
" to be more frequently found in the larger rather than the smaller societies.
The number of part-time staff 18 nearly double that of those assigned full-
_time. to ethics matters (Table 18).” Only one society with membership size
.~ under 10,000 reported having a staff member responsible for ethics matters
. on a full-time basis (Table 19).

" #6e. What ave the specific responsibilities of such staff?

} . Some staff are responsible for screening complaints, which might include
8 preliminary investigation of the evidence, while others provide administra-
tive support for a formally constituted ethics body. In some cases, the staff

" " are also assigned responsibility for an initial effort at mediating the
dispute.

'#7a. Are there standing or ad hoe committees responsible for matters
relating to professional ethics?

C Although only 23 societies reported having staff designated as responsi-
" ' ble for ethics matters, more than twice that number (54) noted the existence

.. of committees that were responsible for matters relating to professional

.. ethics (Table 20). The presence of these committees is more widely distri-

- buted ‘across the societies when membership size is considered than is the case
‘with staff (Table 21). Since the members on such committees volunteer their
. time while staff are financially compensated, the difference in distribution
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o Table 17 -~ Ethics Staff According to Size
- Size No. of Societies with Ethics Staff/Office

170 - 999

‘ . 1 (4.6)
- 1000.~:4999 2 (9.1)
;. 5000 ~.9999 3 (13.6)
. 10,000 - 49,999 9 (41.0)
" 50,000 - 99,999 6 (27.3)
© 100,000-plus- - 1 ( 4.6)
Total. . - 22% (100.2)
+ One society did not report size data.
. Table 18 Time Commitment of Staff™
No. of Staff ( No. of Societies) '
Part-time Full-time
1 (11) 1 (4)
2 (2) 2 (2)
3 (D

+ Three societies responding "yes'" to question 6a. did not provide a number
for question 6b.

Table 19 Commitment of Staff According to Size
‘ No.part-time staff No.full-time staff
Size 1 2 1 2 3
‘170 - 999 1 0 0 0 0
1000 - 4999 2 0 0 0 0
5000 ~ 9999 2 0 1 0 0
10,000 - 49,999 3 1 2 0 0
50,000 - 99,999 3 1 1 1 0
100,000 plus 0 0 0 0 1
Total 11 2 4 o
+ One society did not report size data.
Table 20 Committees for Professional Ethics
Yes 54 (37.0) i
No . 79 (54.1)
NR . 13 (8.9)
Total 146 (100)
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Table 21 : Ethics Committees According to Size

Sige No. of Societies with Ethics Committees
170 - 999 ' 8 (15.1)

1000 - 4999 ’ 12 (22.6)

5000 - 9999 10 (18.9)

10,000 - 49,999 15 (28.3)

50,000 - 99,999 6 (11.3)

100,000 plus . 2 ( 3.8)

Total 53* (100)

+ One society did not report size data.

Table 22 Ethics Staff & Committees According to Type of Society
. Staff Committee(s)
Type Yes No Yes No
Biology & Agriculture 2 32 9 24
Education & Communications 1 10 4 5
Physical Sciences & Math 3 17 6 15
Engineering & Technalogy 5 11 8 7
Social & Behavioral Sciences 4 20 10 13
Medicine & Health Sciences 7 16 14 8
General 1 9 3 7
Totalt .23 115 54 79

+ Eight societies did not respond to the question regarding staff.
Thirteen societies did not respond to the question on committees.

Table 23 Professional Ethics Complaint§+
No. .of Reporting No. of
Societies Complaints Range
- ++ 4 )

Member against member 31 (19.6) 432 (52.6) 1~165(mean=14.4)
Member against non-member 14 ( 8.9) 214  (26.0) 1~170(mean=15.3)
Non-member against member 5 (3.2) 170 2.1)  4~5 (mean= 4.3)
No complaints received 75 (47.5) 0
NR 24 (15.2) 0
Unasaigned complaints* 1 (0.6) 159 (19.3)
Category checked, no number 8 (5.1)
Totals 156% (100.1) 822 (100)
+ Nineteen societies that have not adopted any statements of ethical

principles reported receiving complaints relating to professional ethics.
++ In some cases, the "member" referred to was an institution or organi-

zation, not an individual.
4+4++ One society reported that 50 percent of its complaints were of this

’ type, but did not provide a number.

% Not assigned to one of the three complaint categoriee.
i Includes societies reporting complaints in more than one category.
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" between the two may reflect differences in the fiscal resources available to
the societies, with the larger societies in a better position to afford paid
staff than their smaller counterparts.

Table 22 breaks down the responses to questions 6a. and 7a. according to
type of society. The "medicine and health sciences” category ranks first in
the number of societies having both staff and committees assigned responsi-
bility for handling ethics matters. In terms of the total number of socie-
ties in each classification category, the "medicine and health sciences" and
the "engineering snd technology" societies rank firast and second in the pro-
portion of societies with ethics staff and committees, a ranking that is con-
sistent with their high rate of adoption of ethical rules (either their owm
or that of another society) relative to the other types of societies.

#7?b. What™is the scope of respensibility of the committee(s) liste
above? ’

The committees listed by the societies perform a variety of duties.
While some investigate alleged violations of professional ethics, others
sre responsible for periodically reviewing and revising the society's code
of ethics. Committees also serve as a hearing board; develop disciplinary
procedures; counsel members; issue public statements on matters involving
professional ethics or academic freedom; educate members on their rights and
responsibilities; and recommend sanctions to be applied in specific cases.
In at least three cases, the committee has the authority to proceed on its
own to raise questions of a possible violation of professional ethics.

Complaint Procedures (Questions 8-11)

#8. Since 1970, approximately what number of complaints involving pro-
fessional ethice (including rights or responsibilities) have been
received?

Table 23 indicates the number of complaints reported by the societies and
Table 24 presents the same data when categorized according to the different
types of societies. Forty-five societies reported having received complaints
involving professional ethics since 1970; only 36 were able to supply numbers,
however.* Consequently, only 25% of the 146 societies reported a total of 822
complaints averaging 22.8 complaints for each of the 36 respondents.

The largest number of complaints was the "member against member" type, a
finding which tentatively does not support the contention: that professionals
traditionally have been reluctant to "turn in" their colleagues. Most of the
"member against non-member" complaints were made by professionals against their
employers, which may reflect the tension that presently attaches to the role
of the professional in large bureaucratic organizations in the public and
private sectors. Perhaps most interesting, particularly when one recalls events
during the 1970's intended to enlarge the scope of and to protect the rights of
consumers, patients, research subjects, etc., is the relatively few reported
complaints by "non-members against members."

When broken down by type of society (Table 24), the figures show a fairly
close distribution in the number of complaints across four of the seven cate-
gories. Of interest, however, is the fact that in each of those four categor-
ies one society accounted for more than 73% of the total number of complaints,
and in three cases it was more than 80%. Indeed, of the 822 complaints

*Several of those reporting complaints commmented that precise figures for
ethics complaints received by their society were not readily available.
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B reported, 645 (78.52) were registered by just four societies, with the remain-

ing 237 complaints distributed among 32 societies. When one considers that
75 socleties reported that they had experienced no complaints since 1970, it

:

""4g ‘clear that, for whatever reason, very few of the societies involved in the

survey are aware of receiving complaints either from their members regarding

e perceived infringements of professional rights and privileges or from others "
) claiming-unethical conduct on the part of their members.*

#9. What procedures exist for a soeiety member or non-member to brzng
such a ecomplaint before your society?

Seventy societies** responded with a description of their procedures,
ranging from "ad hoc" and "informal"™ to highly structured. In some cases the
complaints had to be notarized. Certain societies required that complaints
first be filed with a local chapter before submission to the national office.
In another instance, no complaints are considered by the society unless 'made
by a party directly involved in the alleged violation." And one society re-
quires that the charge "be signed by five or more voting members" before it
can be formally reviewed. Several societies qualified their responses with
“any society member may bring a complaint...," leaving it unclear as to whether
the same procedure(s) could be followed by non-members. A number of societies,
however, specifically referred to '"non-members'" in desecribing their procedures.
Finally, 11 societies which reported subscribing to some statement of ethical
rules did not list any procedures by which a complaint could be initiated.

#10. Please describe the efforts by your society to inform members and
the public about procedures for bringing a complaint relating to
professional ethics.

Several types of mechanisms for informing members were noted by 44 socie-
ties. The distribution to members of the society's bylaws or constitution
was the most frequently cited method. Second in frequency was the periodic
publication of the procedures in the society's journal, newsletter or bulletin.
Symposia and panels at national, regional or local meetings of the society
were next in frequency. One society reported that "each new member signs a
statement that he/she will abide by the Code." Whether or not the complaint
procedures are described at that time is uncertain. And another respondent
observed, "Bert Lance says, 'If it ain't broke, don't fix it.'"

Six societies specifically referred to efforts to inform non-members of
existing complaint procedures. Their efforts ranged from "none" or "very
little" to the distribution of various materials "when requested by the pub-
lic." One society noted that it was planning "to launch a campaign to make a
consumer version of these standards available to the public." Finally, 31
societies which reported having complaint procedures did not indicate any
means for informing members or non-members.

#11. How are outside parties (involved in the complaint) contacted? ’

Thirty-six societies responded. Four indicated that such procedures had
not yet been developed; one observed that outside parties are "not contacted";
another noted that it was '"not necessary" to contact outside parties; and one
respondent wrote, "Informally, if at all." The other 29 volunteered two kinds
of information-—identifying either the person(s) contact ng the outside party
or the method (telephone or letter) used to make such contact.

:

* Ags the data tabulations progressed, it became evident that some of the respon-
dents held different notions about what constituted a complaint. This makes
the data on this question somewhat suspect and its implications are discussed
later in the Chapter.

**This figure obviously includes several societies which have not adopted ethi-

cal rules. .
A
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Investigation Procedures (Question 12)

#12. Does your society have procedures for investigating a complaint?

Forty-two societies, slightly more than a quarter of our usable sample,
responded affirmatively (Table 25). Thus, most of the 45 societies which
reported receiving ethics complaints (Table 24) have procedures for the
purpose of investigating those complaints. As Table 26 shows, societies of

" all categories of size have established investigation procedures. But when

compared against their total number included in the survey tabluation (Table
1), the larger societies are more likely to have such procedures., -For those
societies with 10,000 or more members, 55% of the respondents have procedures;
for those with less than 10,000 the figure is only 20%. The societies were
also asked a series of questions about the organization and structure of
those procedures. -

#12a. Who ie responsible for deeiding that an investigation is warranted?

Interestingly, 45 societies résponded to the question including several
which initially reported that they had no investigation procedures. A major
difference among the societies is their preference for either a single or a
collective decision-maker. There is also variation in the level at which the
decision is made, ranging from the society President or Board of Governors to
the secretary of the Ethics Committee.

#12b. What criteria are used in making the decision to investigate?

For the most part, the respondents referred to the conduct standards of
the society, observing that an apparent violation of those standards would
merit an investigation. One society commented that "All written complaints
are investigated," while another noted that the decision to proceed with an
investigation would depend on the "'seriousness of the complaint with respect
to the Society and the member's rights."

#12c. Who oconducts the investigation?

Thirty-eight societies provided information. A small number of the
societies delegate this responsibility to a single individual. By far, how-
ever, the largest number of respondents indicated that the investigation is
conducted by a standing or ad hoc committee.

#12d. What are the powers of the investigator(s)?

Responses were received from 30 societies. Generally, the investigators'
function is to gather pertinent information (by interviews, correspondence,
etc.) and to recommend a course of action to some higher authority in the
society. The information could be gathered "by request" and "persuasion.®
Consultation with the society's legal counsel is also available to those
charged with investigatory responsibilities. In one case, the investigating
body is further empowered to "discipline and censure."

#12e. Since 1970, approximately what percentage of complaints received
have been investigated?

Although 45 different societies responded to question 8 (Table 24) as
having received complaints involving protessional ethics, only 34 provided
specific figures for complaints investigated (Table 27). Among the four
societies that together accounted for 78.5% of the 822 reported complaints,
three responded that more fhan 51% had been investigated, while the fourth
did not respond.
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Ethics Complaints According to Type of Society

Societies
Reporting Complaints

No. of Complaints

: Biology & Agriculture

" Bducation & Communications

. Physical Sciences & Math
. Engineering & Techinology

- Social & Behavioral Sciences
Medicine & Health Sciences

" General

Total

- -
— 00 00 U

45

24
3
195
199
197
204
NR

822

+ Includes nine societies that did not provide numbers.

Table 25 Investigation Procedures

Yes 42 (28.8)

No 90 (61.6)

NR 14 ( 9.6)

Total 146 (100)

Table 26 Investigation Procedures & Society Size
Size No. of Societies with Procedures
170 ~ 999 : 5 (12.2)

1000 ~ 4999 10 (24.4)

5000 -~ 9999 6 (14.6)

10,000 - 49,999 13 (31.7)

50,000 - 99,999 5 (12.2)

100,000 plus 2 (4.9

Total 41% (100.2)

+ One society did not report size data.

Table 27 Investigation of Complaints Received Since 1970

% of Complaints Investigated No. of Societies

.Less than 25% 8 (5.5
Prom 26% to 50% 3 (2.1)
Prom 512 to 75% 5 (3.5
More than 752 18 (12.4)
NR 111 (76.6)
Total 145% (100.1)

+ One additional society responded: 'most".
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Beariné Procedures (Questions 13 and 14)
#13. Does your society have procedures for hearing a complaint?

There is .no significant difference between the figures tabulated for
this question and those for question 12 (compare Tables 25 and 28). Even
when .size is factored in, there is no dramatic shift in the distribution of
the responses (compare Tables 26 and 29). It should be noted, however, that
in only 33 cases did societies report having both investigation and hearing
procedures.

#13a. Who is responsible for deciding that a hearing is warranted?

Information was supplied by 36 societies. In several societies there is
no decision to be made: if the "respondent (accused) requests" a hearing, one
must be held. In other cases the decision is made by either an officer of
the so@iety or a designated committee. A few societies indicated that out-
side legal advice played an important role in the decision-making process.

#13b. What criteria are used for determining that a hearing should be
convened? .

Eleven of the 43 societies responding "Yes" to question 13 did not res-
pond to this question. For some societies it is a matter of whether "suffi-
cient evidence" existed in order to convene a hearing. In some instances,
however, a hearing is held if the "need for more information" existed or if
“conflicting claims and evidence" are present. Other respondents were not
quite as gpecific, citing "various'" criteria or noting that criteria were
"not specified.”

#13c. What representatives of the society participate in the hearing?
How are they selected?

Thirty-two societies responded to either one or both of these questions.
Responses varied considerably. In several instances, all or some of the
members of the Ethics Committee are present. In at least one case, however,
five members of the society, appointed by the President, participate and
members of the Ethics Committee are specifically excluded. Some societies
established special "judicial panels" to hear the case and several referred
to the participation of the society's legal counsel.

#13d. Are the parties imvolved in the complaint permitted to have
witresses or legal counsel in their behalf?

Thirty-one of the 39 societies with hearing procedures (Table 28)
responded, with all 31 allowing witnesses to participate in the hearing
and 29 permitting the presence of legal counsel (Table 30). It is not known
why two of the societies do not permit legal counsel to attend the hearing;
neither is it known whether that is merely "routine" procedure readily sub-
ject to change upon the request of the parties involved. In any event,
among those replying to the question an overwhelming number grant access to
the hearing process by witnesses and/or counsel.

#13e. Are records of the hearing proceedings maintained by your society?
#13f. Access to the record of the hearing is: e

Of the 39 societies with hearing procedures, 29 reported that they main-
tain records of the proceedings (Table 31). There are some differences in
the rules governing access to the records (Table 32). With respect to the
limitations to certain parties, for example, at least two societies exclude

18
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39 ‘(26.7)

91 (62.3) '
16 (11.0)
146 - (100) -
;Table 29 _ Hearing Procedures & Society Size
: TSizgf 4 a e o No. of Societies with Procedures
1170 <999 . - . _ R 4 (10.5)
, :1000‘4.4999 ' i o 10 (26.3)
| .715000 =-9999 6 (15.8)
-+ ..10,000 - 49,999 : : 10 (26.3
':.50,000 - 99,999 - 6 (15.8)
~3}00,000 - plus : 2 (5.3)
" Total .- . 38" (100)
+ One society did not report size data.
» Table 30 Witnesses/Legal Counsel at Hearingt
L Yes No
‘Witnesses ' 31 0
Legal Counsel : . _ 29 R -2

&

+ The same 31societies responded to both parts of the question.

1
3

" Table 31 Records of Hearing Proceediﬁgs

29 (19.9)
3t (2.1)

114 (78.1)
146 (100.1).. .

 + oOne society noted that the state society "may" keep records.

. Table 32 Access to Record Hearing .
iibﬁén‘wi:hout~restriction 1 ( .7)
. Limited to certain parties 21 (13.8)
. Restricted by time 2 (1.3)
.. Other. restrictions 4 ( 2.6)
" No ‘policy 8 ( 5.3)
CNR. 116 (76.3)
| Total = . . | 152" (100)

:; ﬂpfgv;hﬁnzéne response per sqciety was possible.
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- the complainant from accesa to the record. Several noted that the general
) ,‘mgmbership'could gain access to the record, while others prohibit membership
- access unless consented t0 in writing by the "member under consideration."
:Other restrictions would be 'determined by the specifics of the case" or,
‘in the case of one of the larger societies, "the state societies.” Eight
‘societies reported that they had no formal policy regarding access.

#14. " If your society does mot have established procedures for investi-
gating and/or hearing a complaint relating to prcfessional ethics,
how are such matters usually handled?

Two respondents answered "don't know." . One answered that procedures were
"being formulated." Thirty-one societies stated that complaints had never
been received or that the question of procedures had never arisen. Thirty-
nine 'societies described procedures that could be implemented if a need arose.
Other comments included, for example, that complaints were handled "informal-
ly, as circumstances appear to dictate"; that “such complaints are handled on
a personal diplomacy basis leading to acceptable resolution by all parties in-
volved"; and one society volunteered that "in the past we tried to run some-
what thorough investigations. We found we lacked the resources. Now we
handle matters informally."

Decision Procedures (Questions 15-17)

i

#15. Who is responsible for issuing a decision in a ease involving a
complaint relating to professional ethics?

Sixty-three societies provided some information in response to this ques-
tion. In most cases, decision by committee was the rule and the committee was
typically the highest-ranking deliberative body in the hierarchy of the society.
Two societies indicated that the responsibility was divided between two com~
mittees depending on the severity of punishment. -

#16. In cases where a decision is made, what eriteria are used to evalu-
ate a complaint relating to professional ethics? :

Thirty societies answered this question. Most frequently mentioned was a
"proven vinlation" of ethical standards. Other responses included "ad hoc"
and "no formal criteria.”

#17. Please list all parties routinely notified of the decision.

Forty-five societies responded. In a few instances, the ‘'general member-
ship" was notified. In several other cases, only "officially involved par-
ties." One society responded that "no routine exists,” and another commented
that "in all probability on a need-to-know basis." Several referred to vari-
ous society officers, and one responded that the membership was notified if
the punishment involved "anything less than revocation" of membership. While
it can be presumed that any non-nember who registers a complaint is notified
of the decision, there is no evidence to suggest that others who might be
affected by the professional's actions in the future are alerted to the
decision.

Appeal Procedures (Question 18)

#18. Does your society have procedures for appealing a decision relating
to professional ethicg?

The responses are reported in Table 33, Clearly, there are fewer socie-
ties with appeals procedures than with procedures for investigating and hearing

90
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complainta (compare with Tables 25 and 28). When examined with respect to
society size (Table 34), the largest decline ogcurs among the societies with
less than 10,000 members. This may again reflect the costs involved in im-
plementing yet another set of procedures, costs that the smaller societies
may find difficult to bear.

#18a. Is an appeal automatwally granted a hearing upon request?
#18b. If not, what cmtema are applied to deciding that a hearing on an
appeal is warranted? !

Twenty-two of the 24 societies with appeals procedures responded (Table
35). Two of those responding "No" failed to list any criteria. One respon-
dent indicated that the decision was "at the discretion of the President and/
or Council."” The fourth society listed six grounds on which an appeal could
be based, including (a) appellant's rights prejudiced, (b) recommendations of
the hearing committee were inappropriate to the conclusions, and (¢) the sanc-
tions are not appropriate.

#18c. Who decides that a hearing on an appeal will be granted?

0f the four societies responding that an appeal was not automatically
granted, two answered this question. One noted that the decision was made by
the society "president and or council" and the other responded that the deci-
gion could be made at one of two levels of the society -- either by the ori-
ginal hearing committee or by the national Executive Cormittee, with the lat-
ter having the final decision.

#18d. PZease describe the ef'f'orts by your society to inform members and
the public about existing appe ZZate procedures on matters relating
to professional ethics.

There were essentially no major differences betweazn the responses to this
question and those provided for question 10.

#18e. Since 1970, approximately how many decisions on matters relating
to professional ethice have been appealed?

A total of only eight appeals cases since 1970 werec reported by the socie-
ties (Table 36) and at least two of those were reported by two societies that
indicated earlier that they had no appeals procedures. The data do not permit
us to determine why so few cases (there were 822 reported complaints) were
appealed.

Sanctions and Support Actions (Questions 19-26)

#19. What kinde of sanctions and support activities are available to your

society to use in matters relating to professional ethies involving
individual members?

The responses are numerically presented in Table 37 and 39. Sixty-two
different societies reported the availability of sanctions, while 34 have sup-
port actions available. Expulsion from the svciety is the most frequently
cited sanction while counseling is the most frequently mentioned support action.
Forty-five societies reported that no sanctions are at their disposal; 47 indi-
cated that no support actions are available to them. The following items were
reported as sanctions under the category '"other'": cease and desist order; pro-
bation; rejection of manuscript; request for resignation; resignation with
prejudice; revocation of certified status; suspension from society; and suspen-—
sion of certification. "Other" support actions reported included: employment
assistance; filing of amicua curiae brief if legal suit involved; identifying

: 51
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26 (16.4)
92 (63.0)
30 (20.6)

146 (100)

Appeals Procedures and Society Size

No. of Societies with Procedures

1000°= 4999
5000. = 9999
+710,000 '~ 49,999
~'.50,000 ~ 99,999

:100,000 Plus

" Total

2 (8.7
4 (17.4)
3 (13.1)
7 (30.4)
5 (21.7)
2 (8.7

23% (100)

"'+ One society did not report size data.

_ Table 35 Appeal Granted on Request
o Yes 18 (12.3)
'V‘NO . 4 ( 2-7)
MR 124 (85.0)
.~ Total 146 (100)
‘Tabie 36 Decisions Appealed

f,“ Hone since 1970
o .One to Five
" Six to Ten
More than Ten
NR

Total

25 (17.1)
6 (4.1
0
2 (1.9

113 (77.4)

146  (100)
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41

Sanctions Available

ha‘Sathions

No. of Societies

Expulsion from the society

"FOtmal censure

- Impeachment of a society officer
for abuse of authority

Informal reprimand
Pecuniary- fine

Recommendation for revocation

of license
None
Other

Total

218

52
39
22

34
3
4

45
19

(23.9)
(17.9)
(10.1)

+ More than one response per society was

possible.

Table 38 Sanctions and Type of Society
J
-
I3 g 3
Type 3 ’ dg E Z?
S/ 8]9S Jg g
g /] 3/ @ o ol o~
Sl8e/8ldlse/d]3
S5/ &[5/895/5/5
Biology & Agriculture 7 5 5 8 1 1 17 3 30
Education & Communi- 3 3 2 2 1 1 5 1 13
cations .
Physical Sciences & 7 4 3 0 O 21
Math
Engineering & Tech- 10 3 4 0 1 30
nology
Social & Behavioral 8 3 7 1 1 28
Sciences
Medicine & Health 14 3 8 0 O 43
Sciences
General 3 2 2 0 O 8
+ 17
Total 52 22 34 3 4 45 19 2%

+ Excludes those respbnding 'none".
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§0nl1blq sources of financial support; negotiation; reassurance; referral to
the most appropriate agency or organization; and reinstatement procedures.

When the data for sanctions and supports are compared, it is clear that
the societies are more prepared to discipline members than they are to pro-

~.vide support, for members who stand accused of wrongdoing or whose rights and

privileges are threatened. In terms of resources, it is probably less costly
to the societies to apply one of the several sanctions available to them than
it i8 to commit 'time, skilled manpower and dollars to any of the support ac-—
tions cited. And demonstrating the authority and readiness to take disci-

plinary action against "wayward" members may, more so than implementing sup-

- port actions, be a more potent message of reassurance to outsiders that the

profession is prepared to defend thelr interests. But whether these factors
actually contribute to the disparity between the application of sanctions and
the use of support actions cannot be definitively determined from the data.

The availability of sanctions and supports was also examined with respect
to the type of society (Tables 38 and 40). The "medicine and health sciences"
lead all types of frcieties in the number of sanctions and support actions
reported. The "biuviogy and agriculture" category recorded the largest number
of societies reporting "none" for both sanctions and supports. With respect
to the distribution of the various kinds of sanctions and support actions among

the different society types, no clear pattern appears to have emerged from the
data.

#20. Who is responsible for deciding which sanetion or support activity
will be employed?

{
In all but a few cases, the decision rests with a committee of some type.
In several societies, those responsible for deciding upon sanctions differ
from those who decide whether support services will be made available.

#21. For each of the sanctions or support activities checked in question
19, who is responsible for administering the action?

Administrative responsibility is typically in the hands of the chief execu-
tive officer of the society. In one soclety, an Office of Professional Rela-
tions provides members with counseling services. In some of the larger socie-
ties, this responsibility resides with the local or state branches.

#22. Please elaborate on the procedures employed to implement the sanc-
tions and support activities checked in question 19. _.

Procedures vary, if they exist at all. In many cases, a letter informing
the accused of the action taken is sufficient. In some cases, depending on
the nature of the complaint, a member's employer is notified. When legal or
financial assistance is available, members must file detailed written requests.
If the complaint is against a member's employer, the latter may be censured
with the decision announced in one or several widely distributed publications.

#23.  Sinee 1970, approximately how many times has each of the sanctions
checked in question 19 been used?

The responses are recorded in Table 41. The 249 applications are accounted
for by only 16 societies, with one society repurting 132 or more than half of
the total. Sixty-two societies had reported the availability of sanctions; thus,
only about 26X have actually used them since 1970. Eight-nine societies did not
respond to the question., Three of the applications (impeachment, fine and
recommended license revocation) have not been used at all by those responding.
The informal reprimand, which probably results in the least cost to the member
and the society of those sanctions listed, is by far the more frequently applied.

o4



fabiew39 : Support Actions Available
Support. Actions . No. of Societies

-~ Arbitration 12 (10.2)

" Counseling ° 21 (17.8)
. - Financial Assistance 4 (3.4) ‘
L " Legal Agsistance 8 (6.8
Mediation 20 (17.0)
" None 47 (39.8)
Other 6 (5.1
Total - 118% (100.1)

+ More than one response per society was possible.

Table 40 Support Actions & Type of Society

Biology & Agriculture 3 4 0 1
Education & Communications 2 1 <1 1
Physical Sciences & Math 1 1 0 2
Engineering & Technology 1 2 1 1
Social & Behavioral Sciences 2 3 1 1
Medicine & Health Sciences 3 7 0 1
General o 3 1 1
Total ' 12 21 4 8
+ Excludes those responding "none!'.
Table 41 Application of Sanctions
5 _ No. of No. of
- Sanction Societies Applications Range
Expulsion from the
. society . 10 (13.2) 25 (10.0) 1-6 (mean = 2.5)
" Formal: censure ] 7 (9.2) 32 (12.9) 1-13 ‘(mean = 4.6)
Impeachment of a society
..officer for abuse of
. authority 0 0
"Informal reprimand 11 (14.5) 162 (65.1) 1-130 (mean = 14.7)
. Pecuniary fine 0 0
_..Recommendation for re-
7 yocation' of license 0 0
" Other 7 (9.2) - 30 (12.1) 1-20 (mean = 43)
. Nome . . .. . . 41 (53.9) '
. Total ' 76 (200) 249 (100.1)

¥<;Horé than one response per society was possible.
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_ Table 42 reports the application of sanctions by the type of society.
Societies from the "medicine and health sciences" report more than three
times as many applications as any other types of societies. When the latter
category is combined with the "social and behavioral sciences" and "engineer-
ing and technology,' the three types of societies account for 239 (96%) of
the applications. Those same societies accounted for approximately 73% of the
reported complaints (Table 24). The largest discrepancy between the number of
complaints reported (195) and the number of applied sanctions (3) occurred
among the "physical sciences mathematics' societies. The data do not reveal
the reasons for the discrepancy.

#24. How many times have the support actions been used?

Table 43 presents a breakdown of the responses; 99 societies did not re-
ply. Twelve societies are responsible for the 70 applications. Thirty-four
different societies had reported the availability of support actions; thus,
only about 33%Z have actually employed them since 1970. Mediation and counsel-
ing account for the greatest usage.

The application of support actions by type of society is presented in
Table 44. The societies from the "engineering and technology" and "social and
behavioral sciences' categories account for 47 (67%) of the applications. As
in the case of sanctions, when the latter two types of societies are joined
by those from -the "medicine and health sciences", they combine for the over-
whelmingly largest share of applications: 59 (84%).

#25. Are society members informed about the implementation of sanctions
or support actions?

Thirty-two responded "yes", 33 replied "no'", and four reported that they
had "no policy" on the matter (Table 45). The same question also asked, "If
so, how? Are reports published with identifying names?'" Twenty-four socie-
ties responded to one or both of these questions. One responded that the
names of the parties involved are not published, but are ''available though
official organization records." On society noted that "for expulsion only,
members receive a confidential memo giving expelled member's name and princi-
ples violated..." Generally, individual members are not identified, but the 4
opposite is true in the case of "guilty" organizations.

#26a. Does your society offer education or information about prof'eésional
ethics to your membership?

Table 46 presents the responses. While 40 societies reported that educa-
tion or information related to professional ethics is offered to members, 66
indicated that no such effort is made. When examined according to type of
society (Table 47), the "medicine and health sciences" lead in the number of
societies offering such information to their members and also have the highest
percentage (52%) of their total number included in the survey tabulations
(Table 3).

#26b. If yes, how ig this information provided?

The data reported in Table 48 show that printed materials are the vehicle
most commonly used for communicating information on professional ethics to mem~
bers. Special publications include the societies' ethical codes, leaflets, case
studies and videotape presentations. OQther sources of information include sym-
posia at professional meetings, parts of annual refresher courses and section,
branch or student chapter meetings.

S8
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Tablé 42 Application of Sanctions & Type of Society
‘Type No. of Societies No. of Applications
Biology & Agriculture 2 4 (1.6)

Education & Communications 1 3 (1.2)

Physical Sciences & Math 1 3 (1.2)

Engineering & Technology 3 49 (19.7)

Social & Behavioral Sciences 4 39 (15.7)

Medicine & Health Sciences 5 151 (60.6)

General 0 0

Total 16 249 (100)

Table 43 Application of Support Actions

No. of No. of

Support Action Societies Applications Range

Arbitration 1 (2.0) 1 (1.4)

Counseling 6 (12.0) 25t (35.7) 1-10(mean=4.2)

Financial Assistance 2 (4.0 12 (17.2) 5-7 (mean=6.0)

Legal Assistance 1 (2.0) 5 (7.1)

Mediation 5 (10.0) 27+(38.6) 1-12(mean=5.4)

Other . 0 0

None . - 35 (70.0)

' Total 50 (100 70 (100)
+ Plus one society responding "'3-4 each year".
++ Plus one society responding "several",

+++ More than one response was possible,

Table 44 Application of Support Actions & Type of Society
 Type ) No. of Societies No. of Applications
Biology & Agriculture 1 1 (1.4)

Education & Communications 1 2 (2.9

Physical Sciences & Math 1 7 (10.0)

.. Englneering ‘& Technology 3 <26 (37.2)
~ Social & Behavioral Sciences 2 21 (30.0)
Medicine & Health Sciences 3 12 (17.1)
."General. ‘ 1 1 (1.4)

' Total 12 70 (100)
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; 1Tab1e'45‘ : - Information on Sanétions & Support Actions
CoYes . 32 (22.1)

No ° 33 (22.8)

No Policy » 4 (2.8)

NR 76 (52.4)

Total 1657 (100.1)

+ One society responded "I don't know".

Table 46 . Education/Information on Professional Ethics

" Yes ' ' 40 (27.4)
No 66 (45.2)
NR 40 (27.4)

8 Total 146 (100)

Table 47 . Education/Information & Type of Society
Type ] No. of Societies with Programs
Biology & Agriculture 6 (15.0)
Education & Communications 1 (2.5
Physical Sciences & Math 3 (7.5
Engineering & Technology 8  (20.0)
Social & Behavioral Sciences 8 (20.0)

‘Medicine & Health Sciences 12 (30.0)
General 2 (5.0)
Total 40 (100)
Table 48 B Communication of Education/Information Materials
Source No. of Societies Reporting
Newsletter 25 (28.4)
Journal articles 22 (25.0)
Special Publications 22 (25.0)

...Workshops. o 10 (11.4)
Other 9 (10.2)

 Total 88 (100)

+ More than one response per society was possible.




ERIC

47

h_dgst Informatian (Question 27)

#27&. Ih the most recent fiscal year for which figures are available,
_approximately how much of your society's annual budget was for
profeaswnal ethwa matters?

#27b. What percentage of the total fiscal budget of your society does
the amount given in 27a represent?

Twenty-three societies responded with a dollar amount or a percentage
. figure. . For the 20 societies reporting an amount, the range was from $200 to
© $78, 000, with five societies reporting that they spent $20,000 or more. As a
.percentage of the total budget, twenty-three societies reported that their
" allocation for professional ethics activities ranged from .01% to 8%. All
amounts were for either the 1978, 1979 or 1980 fiscal years. Seventy-five
societies reported that no society funds were allocated specifically for pro-
fessional ethiecs; 41 societies did not respond and seven volunteered that the
amount could not be determined.

‘Budget allocations according to society size, member employment and type
of society are examined in Table 49-51 respectively. Size appears to have some
impact on budget .allocations. No society with membership of less than 10,000
reported allocations exceeding $1,000 while no society reporting budget allo-
cations of $20,000 or more had membership below 50,000. With respect to mem-
ber employment, those from the academic setting recorded the most number of
societies with budget allocations for professional ethics; with one exception
their allocations fell below $20,000. No clear pattern emerges from the data,
however. The three types of societies that repeatedly reflect the most activ-
ity related to professional ethics ("engineering and technology," "social and

" behavioral sciences" and the "medicine and health sciences"), at least in
terms of the survey data, account for 12 of the 20 societies reporting budget
allocations (Table 51). They also combine to equal four of the five socie-
ties reporting allocations of $20,000 or more.

‘ MEmbership Concerns (Question 28)

- #28. . Huve your members expressed concerns about their professional
rights and responszbzlztzea’ If so, what kinds of concerns have
. been expressed? (Please give specific examples.)

Only 37 societies reported that their members have expressed such concerns.
. (Table 52), a figure made even more interesting by the fact that 44 societies

" have adopted ethical rules (Table 4). One might wonder from where the impetus
came for an. ethics. code in seven of.the 65 societies whose members apparently
: hsve expressed no concern over ethical issues. Table 53 matches the replies
Lto member- employment and thoseé from academe recorded the largest number of
responses, indeed, more than three times as large a response as any other
:employment category. Otherwise, the responses were fairly evenly distributed.
-In"Tdble’ 54 the data are examined in relation to the type of society. All
‘seven. cstegories Teported-some -expression of concern by their members, with the
‘"social and: behavioral sciences" recording the highest number. The number (7)
ofi"biology and agriculture” societies indicating member concerns appears, at
firgt glance, to be unusuzlly high since that category as a whole has not re-
-ported a great deal of ethics activity. Yet, the figure may be explained by
the; point. that six of the seven reported either having adopted a code or were
seriously considering one,

D Finally, a sample of the comments offered by the societies on the nature
,;of their members concerns sppesrs below:

5 ‘"Possible law suits brought by students as a result of grades or injuries
»inCurred during field plscements."
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i"able 49 Budget Allocations & Society Size
SRR $1000  $2000-  $20,000;  $60,000
. Size : or less 19,999  '59,999°% plus Total
170 - 999 2 0 o . o0 2
© 1000, - 4999 2 0 0 0 2
5000 - 9999 4 0 0 0 4
10,000 - 49,999 2 4 0 0 6
" 50,000 ~.99,999 0 1 1 2 4
© 100,000 plus 0 0 1 0 1
Total 10 5 2 2 19

"4+ One society in this category of budget allocation did not report size data.

Table 50 Budget Allocations According to Member Employment
Employment $1000 $2000- + $20,000~ ~$60,000
Plurality or less 19,999 59,999 plus Total
Academic 4 2 0 1 7
Industry 0 3 2 0 5
Government 3 0 0 0 3
Self-Employment 2 0 1 0 3
Other 1 1 0 1 3

6 3 2 21

Total 10

+ Includes one society reporting equivalent figures for two employment

categories.
Table 51 Budget Allocations & Type of Society
| $1000 $2000- $20,000~ $60,000
“Type ‘ or less 19,999 59,999 plus Total
Biology & Agriculture 2 0 0 0 2
o Education & Communi- 1 0 0 0 1
H cations o
Physical Sciences & 1 1 1 0 3
Math ‘
Engineering & Tech- 0 2 1 1 4
. nology . . -
""Social & Behavioral 1 2 0 1 4
.:Sciences
Medicine & Health 3 0 1 0 4
- Sciences
General 2 0 0 0 2
Total .- 10 5 3 2 20
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Membership Concerné

37 (25.3)

65 (44.5)
44 (30.1)
146 (99.9)
?; : Tébig 53 o Membership Concerns According to Member Employment
‘j‘ ;ﬁmplpyﬁent
’]5 fPlﬁrality~ ' No. of Societies Reporting Member Concerns
I Academic 18 (47.4)
' Industry . 5 (13.2)
.. Government 4 (10.5)
. Self-Employment 2 (5.3
' ‘Other 4 (10.5)
.. No Employment Data 5 (13.2)
~  Total 38* (100.1)

+ 1Includes one society reporting equivalent figures for two employment

. categories.
:;» . Table 54 Membership Concerns & Type of Society
. Type © _ No. of Societies Reporting Member Concerns
.. Biology & Agriculture 7 (18.9)
Education & Communications -3 (8.1
" Physical Sciences & Math 2 (5.4)
- Englneering & Technology 4 (10.8)
:Social & Behavioral Sciences 11 (29.7)
Medicine & Health Sciences 7 (18.9) .
-.General ' 3..(8.1)
37 (99.9)
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"Inquiries as to the propriety of certain forms of advertising is the
most common concern."

"promotion and tenure decisions; evaluation of faculty and deans.”

"Most frequent inquiry -- plagiarism; funding of academic programs by
foreign states and relationship of intelligence agencies to academic insti-
tutions and faculty members."

"pield work ethics, e.g., confidentiality, remuneration, etc."”

"None yet. They are busy and happy doing genetic research.”

"Reporting of unsafe designs.”

"Limits of professional advertising and media distribution of self-help
procedures; rights of minors and others who...are unable to give voluntary
informed consent.”

"Relationship between unionization and academic freedom."

"Racial and sex discrimination; authorship rights and disputes over text-

book selection."

"The society has tended to be extremely apolitical and there is little
interest in guidance or sanctions with respect to professional ethics."

"Whistleblowing."

"Deception of subjects; protection of research animals; irresponsible al-
legations of fraud; possible conscious suppression of data that do not support

‘a preferred hypothesis."

"Occasional conflicts experienced by members between the Code of Ethics

.and 'company' loyalty."

"Most concerns involve employer/employee relationships."

"Our members don't get exercised very much on ethical matters beyond an
occasional allegation of 'objectional borrowing' of scholarly materials.”

"Ownership of research data."

"Rarely; complaints concerning ethics matters by members of society
insignificant.”

Part III. Through the Maze of Data:
In Search of Perspective

..When we began our research no study of. similar scope and magnitude had

been undertaken. The project has clearly generated a great deal of new data

on the professional ethics activities of science and engineering societies,
but how does one go about sorting it all out? The data paints a picture of
what the societies are doing, but what can be said about the quality of the
picture? Given the exploratory nature of this study -- indeed, the serious
study of professional ethics in general is a relatively young phenomenon —-
and the limitations imposed by the size and nature of our survey sample we
remain cautious in our interpretation. But evolving out of our efforts are
some preliminary observations that show promise for guiding future study and
interpretation of the ethics-activities of professional societies. We present
these now, with the hope that they will be investigated further and improved
upon as research into this area progresses.
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Bthical Rnles .

‘ Elrlier in the report, we presented the survey's finding regarding the
.'adoption of ethical rules, their content, and the frequency with which they
- were cited in our sample of responses (see pp.26-29). The data do not, how-
; ever, tell the full stofy. We can make no firm judgments about how the
' ‘ethical rules. are interpreted by the membership or by non-members. Nor can
we say anything about the evolutionary forces at work that led to the adop-
‘tion of certain rules and not to others. The data-indicate that about one-
third of the societies have procedures for reviewing and modifying their
- ethical rules, but this does not reveal how responsive or accessible those
" procedures are to the membership or to non-members.
. . - J . .
We learn virtually nothing from the data regarding the impact of the rules
on member behavior. We cannot even claim that the absence of a set of ethical
—rules is a sigg of indifference on the part of the societies. A society may
consciously choose not co adopt ethical rules for a variety of reasons, but
it may still address pressing ethical issues through other activities, such
as the sponsorship of open forums or the publication of items in its journal
or newsletter. The fact that some societies which had adopted no formal rules
also reported receiving and investigating complaints relating to professional
" ethics suggests that the decision to adopt or not to adopt formal rules and
the consequences of that decision for the way society responds to ethical is-
sues is a much more complicated process that it at first appesrs to be.

. Clearly, we need much more detailed study of the relationship between
ethical rules and a professional society's willingness and capability to deal
with matters of professional ethics. In that regard we offer some criteria
for assessing that relationship and, ultimately, the value of ethical rules
as a guide for professional behavior.

1. Applicability —- This refers to the responsiveness of the rules to
specific problems. What is elegant in theory can sometimes be
elusive in practice. How effectively can the rules be applied to
real-world problems. Are some ethical problems not likely to be
resolved by an approach based on rules?

2. Clarity -- Are the rules sufficiently clesr to provide a basis for

. the responsible exercise of professional authority? Ambiguity is
likely to breed confusion and frustration and, as a consequence,
may invite neglect. Moreover, clarity is especially important in
those cases where the rules are expected to play a role in the
adjudication of grievances.

3. Consistencz -- Are the rules internally consistent? Are there 1og1-
" cal contredictions within .or between rules?

4, Orderigg,-— ‘Does the statement of ethical rules provide a means for
: * .getting priorities between two or more rules which, although not
..prima facie inconsistent, when applied in practice will require the
professional to choose between conflicting obligations?

5. Coverage -— This refers to the scope of actions and situations ad-
dressed by the rules. Are the rules silent on matters of serious
ethical concern? Do they overemphasize matters of convenience,
etiquette or expediency at the expense of more pressing issues?

6. Acceptability ~- Do the rules express proper ideals? Should they
be accepted as ethically prescriptive?

.Since ethical rules do not evolve in a vacuum, the application of these

.ériteria should occur in conjunction with an examination of the subjective
finterpretationa and practical circumstances of those to whom they are intended
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to appeal. There are also other considerations external to the rules that
must be included in any comprehensive strategy of evaluation. Assessing their
value ultimately must take into account the function (e.g., regulatory, ideo~
logical) that the rules are intended to perform, their actual impact on be-
havior and the system of supports and sanctions which accompany them. We
have made no attempt to conduct such a comprehensive evaluation for it would
require empirical investigation that extends far beyond the purposes and re-
sources of this study. At this time we merely propose it as a fruitful stra-
tegy for examining the intricate role played by ethical rules in the conduct
of a professional society's activities.

Implementing Professional Ethics

In addition to their consideration of and action taken related to ethical
rules, the scientific and engineering societies are pursuing a wide range of
activities related to professional ethies. Given the diversity of our survey
respondents in terms of their size, the nature of their members' work and the
settings in which their members perform their professional activities, such
variety was expected. This diversity raises serious difficulties in any attempt
to assess the efforts undertaken by the societies.

One can easily become lost in the sea of data produced by the survey with-
out some organizational framework that brings order to what may appear initially
as an assemblage of unrelated bits and pieces. The framework that emerges from
our study is pictured in figure 1. At the far left of the continuum profes-
sional ethics issues become part of the society's formal agenda. A formal state-
ment of ethical rules may or may not then be adopted. Regardless, however,
clarification and guidance about professional ethics may proceed. Monitoring
may occur informally or formally and may involve colleagues and/or non-members.
Complaints may result, again from members and/or non-members, and decisions
about how to respond to the complaints will soon follow. An investigation may
lead to a hearing, a subsequent judgment as to whether and what kind of society
sanction or support is warranted, and the implementation of whatever decision
is reached. As one moves from left to right along the continuum, the costs
to the society of establishing and implementing various types of activities
will increase, in terms of staff and member time as well as financial resources.

Clearly, not every society included in the survey proceeds in that sequence.
Some are more structured than others, while in others professional ethics issues
never become ar agenda item. But the framework does seem to capture, at least"
in broad terms, the full range of activities identified by the project survey.
What, then, can be said about the societies' efforts to implement these
activities?

Commitment of Resources: Very few of the responding societies reported
designating funds specifically for professional ethics activities. Indeed, 75
societies do not allocate any funds for professional ethiecs. But our assess—
ment of these responses is tempered by the possibility that such funding is
more widespread than the survey indicates, and is tied in with other activi-
ties that the respondents did not readily identify with professional ethics.
This latter impression is reinforced by the fact that a substantial number of
societies borrow staff from other duties as the need arises. Presumably, the
costs of these efforts do not appear in a separate budget category entitled
"professional ethics." But even if such "hidden" expenditures are taken into
account, the level of budget allocations for ethics matters constitutes a very
small portion of the budgets of our sample of scientific and engineering
societies.

The relatively small allocations are reflected in the commitment of staff
or member time to professional ethics matters. There are few societies with
staff who would consider such matters a (if not the) prime responsibility. We
question whether "borrowed" staff can acquire the skills and sensitivity
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required for the investigation of ethics complaints and for the mediation
of disputes, two areaa of responsibility identified by the respondents.

Complaint Procedures: It is unclear from the data whether the societies
generally perceive their role as one of a "public' guardian for their profes-
gions. Where complaint procedures have been developed, however, there has
been little attempt by the societies to inform non-members of their existence.
While we cannot directly attribute the relatively few complaints filed by
non-members against members as reported by our respondents to this lack of
public communication (see p. 31), we question whether the presence of com-
plaint procedures can be considered an effective element of self-regulation
unless persons outside the profession are made aware of them.

There is little further that we can say about the numbers of complaints
reported by the societies. The data are tainted by the lack of any common
definition among the societies (or at least among those completing the ques-
tionnaire) aa to what constitutes a "complaint.' In some cases, any inquiry
regarding a member's conduct is considered a complaint, while in other in-
stances a complaint form has to be completed and notarized. Consequently,
comparisons across societies (Table 24) are tentative at best.

Sanctions and Supports: Without appropriate support structures to encour-
age and reward proper behavior and meaningful penalties to impose on those who
violate ethical rules, the societies are not likely to inspire much confidence
in their commitment to their announced ethical rules either among their mem-
bers or non-members. As the responses to questions 19 through 25 illustrate,
with few exceptions the societies have accomplished very little in the develop-
ment of sanction or support procedures. The number reporting the availability
of sanctions is less than half of our respondents; for supports, the number is
about one-fourth. But these efforts appear almost admirable when compared to
the numbers reporting having actually used them since 1970.

There has also been very little activity on the part of the societies to
inform members about the support that they can expect from the society if they
feel threatened in the exercise of their professional responsibility, and about
the success or failures of previous efforts in support of members. Neither is
there much effort to remind members that they can be disciplined for unprofes-
sional conduct. The statements of ethical rules themsleves are, with very few
exceptions, conspicuously silent on such matters (see p. 27). And in response
to question 25, 33 societies replied that members are not informed about the
application of sanctions or support actions (see p. 44). However, it is quite
possible that these societies exercise informal control mechanisms that might
not have been captured by our survey.

In Conclusion

One of the most striking features of the survey responses was the rather
substantial number of no responses (NR) recorded. Several respondents, in
fact, volunteered how difficult it was for them to provide data on some of
their activities, revealing an acute absence of information about or formal
records for many of the matters covered in this survey. Incomplete or unavail-
able data not only impedes research, but also hampers the efforts of the socie-
ties to determine the effectiveness of their activities and to identify stra-
tegiea for improvement. It would appear that the development of data collection
and analysis procedures consistent with the size and scope of the societies'
activities in general would enable them to respond appropriately to members'
needs and to inquiries from both critics and supporters outside the profession.
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R The Workshop on Praofessional Ethics

. The AAAS Workshop on Professional Ethics was held on November 15-16,
1979, at:the Dulles Marriott Hotel in Washington, D. C. Participants in-
.cluded over eighty individuals representing the professional societies, aca-
demic and private research institutions, govermment, public interest groups,
and the press. Details below describe the workshop objectives, organization,
"and major issues highlighted by the participants. The list of workshop par-
’ ticipants and the agenda are included in Appendix K. Appendix L includes
"aelected papers (marked with an *),

Workshop Objectives

The Workshop on Professional Ethics was designed as a forum for the ex-
change of information and opinions among professionals from diverse fields
. about the role of professional societies in addressing ethical issues asso-
ciated with science and technology. The workshop objectives included:

(1) reviewingvand assessing data generated by the survey;

(2) identifying professional ethics activities not reported by
‘ survey respondents,

(3) reporting areas of concern which demonstrate unresolved ethical
1conflicts in .the professions or inadequate, underutilized profes—
sional society resources;

(4)'lfacilitating the development of criteria to evaluate proressional
society ethical principles, rules of conduct, and other activities;

(5) suggesting appropriate society roles in the promotion of ethical
"conduct,

fi;(6)' evaluating alternative strategies for the development of profes-—
: sional ethics activities by societies; and

'”'(7)_‘improving the subjective and objective data base available for
. ‘."future ‘studies of professional ethics and professional societies.

Workshop Organization

The primary steps in organizing the workshop were the selection of par-
ticipants, development ‘and review of the agenda,; preparation of agenda
fmaterial, and organization of the Plenary and discussion groups.

fParticipant Selection

Participante were selected on the basis of their interest in professional
Pethice., Efforts were also made in the selection process to maintain a balance
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~of disciplines and professional backgrounds, and to represent diverse organi-
zational affiliations. Participants were invited primarily from the profes-
sional associations affiliated with AAAS, as well as other professional
groups. Invitees also included persons representing other public and pri-

S - vate groups, research scholars; journalists; and individual scientists and

vt ‘engineers who had raised issues of ethical concern within their own

e . societies.

égenda'Develqpmeht and Review

The workshop agenda was developed to stimulate discussion on topics rele-
vant to the workshop goals and to provide opportunities for small group dis-
cussion.  Topics were chosen that were specific to certain fields or that
cut across many fieldq,

The workshop agenda and participant list were developed in consultation
with the Professional Society Ethics Group, an informal advisory group of -

staff representatives from approximately a dozen AAAS affiliates. This group
constituted a multi-disciplinary group experienced in addressing ethical
concerns within their own professions. (See Appendix M.)

The workshop speakers were selected to represent and balance diverse
viewpoints and to maximize the breadth of issues presented to workshop par—
ticipants. The speakers discussed the survey findings, changing attitudes
toward professional rights and obligations, ethical issues in the profes-
sions, and ethical issues in the development and use of scientific and tech-
niqgl knowledge.

Preliminary Workshop Material

To facilitate informed discussion and to offer a common resource guide
for workshop participants, the project staff compiled an agenda boak
workshop material which was distributed in advance of the meeting. The
agenda book was designed as a preliminary project document and included the
preliminary agenda and participant list, a brief discussion paper which re-
viewed topics central to the workshop, an executive summary of preliminary
survey results, available abstracts of speaker presentations, guidelines for
discussion groups, a brief bibliography, and several excerpts from selected
readings. Because of the preliminary nature of the agenda book, only a small
number of copies were printed. Virtually all of the available agenda books
have been distributed to workshop participants and other interested
individuals. '

Organization of the Plenary and Discussion Groups

As mentioned previously, the workshop was organized around plenary ses-
sions and small group sessions.

The small discussion groups, comprised of 10-12 people, were conducted
in three sessions. Discussion groups were constructed to represent a variety
of professional disciplines including: engineering, physical and mathemati-
cal sciences, social and behavioral sciences, and biomedical and environmen-
tal sciences. A discussion leader and a reporter were designated for each
group. In addition, the groups were provided with discussion guidelines
focusing on current professional society concerns, areas of emerging concern,
issues related to codes of ethics, and rules or procedures.

Workshop Discussion Topics

The topics of the workshop discussions can be categorized into five gen-
eral areas: issues of emerging concern to societies, current society
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activities, obstacles to professional ethics activities, and future re-

' search options. These discussions are summarized below.

'Issues ofHEmerging Concern

-Workshop participants cited many concerns which may become central to
professional ethics activities in the future. One of the more prominent
issues focused on the increasing importance of defining the legal status of
the codes of ethics adopted by professional societies. Commenting on survey
results, speaker Milton Lunch (National Society of Professional Engineers)
noted that:

It would be appropriate and helpful to both -the legal
and the engineering/scientist community to exchange
views and get input, one from the other, recognizing
that you really cannot draw a very sharp line between
legal principles and engineering/science ethics.

For example, workshop speaker Warren Niederhauser*(Rohm and Haas Co.,
and a Director of the American Chemical Society) analyzed the role of profes-
sional societies in employer-employee relations and disputes. Although most
societies have not clarified their positions on employer-employee relations,
some societies, including the American Chemical Society and several engineer-
ing societies, have developed model contracts or employment guidelines to
provide members with advice and support in resolving conflicts with their
employers. Workshop participants noted the difficulty of defining the pro-
fessional's dual and sometimes conflicting responsibilities to the public
and to employers.  Additionally, professional societies which outline the
employer-employee relationship (e.g., in model contracts) may be unwilling
to go so far as to represent a "union of professionals” without legal stand-
ing. As a result, in cases of apparent violations of model contracts or
guidelines, the professional society confronts a difficult enforcement prob-
lem. Employers may huve little incentive to settle a dispute with the pro~
fessional society, which often laé¢ks the motivation, evidence, or resources
to pursue more severe options such as publicizing the violation and naming
the offending employer, or taking legal action. Yet, in many cases, employ-
ers have cooperated voluntarily to preserve their reputation within the
profession.

Workshop participants expressed concern over the lack of clarification
between the respective obligations of professional societies and government
monitoring organizations such as state licensing boards. Mr. Lunch briefly
reviewed this issue:

Of course, not all the professions represented at this
meeting, and not all the professions generally, are
under the state licensing law procedure. But many are;
and there has been a discussion for a number of years
with considerable disagreement over whether state licens-
ing law should lay down what amounts to ethical princi-
ples on a legal basis. I think in the engineering
profession the concept is fairly well accepted that a
proper duty and function of state licensing boards is
to establish rules of practice which mandate certain
conduct, forbid certain conduct, and suspend or revoke
the license of violators.

The participants noted that professional societies which draft and en-
force codes of ethics can encounter numerous and often unanticipated legal
conflicts arising from code provisions which advocate conduct that might be
in violation of existing laws or which promote conduct that a strict reading
of the law would not require. Professional societies and their members need
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guidance to help identify--and, where appropriate, to avoid--code provisions
which may conflict with the law. The need for such guidance was illustrated
by some participants in describing recent conflicts over the professional
societies' role in employer-employee relations and over the impact of code
provisions on competition. ' Speaker Elizabeth Rindskopf (Federal Trade Com-
mission) cited several examples of FTC concern over professional society
code provisions which might restrain competition--most notably the American
Medical Association ban on advertising.

Another emerging concern, the role of the professional society in public
interest science, overlaps to some extent with uncertainty over society code-
law relationships, but also demonstrates the knotty value judgments which
professional societies must consider when developing ethics procedures.
Speakers Dorothy Nelkin* (Cornell University) and Jeremy Stone (Federation
of American Scientists) addressed the emergence of public interest science
and the need for professional societies to consider the collective social
responsibilities, obligations, and potential conflicts in their professions
which arise from scientists and engineers participating directly or indirectly
in the policy-making process. Nelkin reviewed the evolution of public
interest science, noting the current activist stage:

(The) responsibility of experts to alert the public is
not a new concept. By the late 1960s scientists had
entered a more active phase, begun after World War II
by activist physicists with concerns over military
policy...Before, public service was defined as contri-
buting scientific knowledge; now, serving on advisory
committees has proliferated, and since the late 1960s
scientists have been challenging public policy in
wide areas.

This active concern about public interest science appeared in other
speaker and participant comments. For example, speaker Robert Baum (Rensse-
laer Polytechnic Institute) declared that from his perspective 'all science
is public interest science,”" and Stone’called for: .

All scientists--or more anyway--to engage in the mar-
ketplace of ideas, allowing good science to drive bad
science out, in general, in time...Problems such as re-
source depletion and cancerous chemicals indicate that
it is not possible or defensible for scientists to play
as littlea role in policy-making as they do. More
scientists should jump into public interest science
and be less concerned about those who do. Society can-
not wait for the tradi.ional scientific bottom line,
because problems are too big and solutions are too
crazy. The link between science and government must

be improved to improve the interpretation of results.

But most participants agreed that the new role of professions in the
policy-making process is complex and not easily defined. As a result, the
role of professional societies in promoting responsible public interest sci-
ence is especially difficult to assess, particularly given the proliferation
of public interest groups and policy action committees. As Nelkin suggested:

Tactically, the most striking feature ofthe scientific
activism is its public nature, the use of political for-
ums. This creates a number of difficulties, such as:
conflicts over the value of public activities by scien~
tists in specific controversial areas, with possible sanc-
tions against active scientists; possible destruction of
the image of professional automony; and the potential for
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an .adverse enviromment which possibly might destroy
the.p;ofeaeional’approach,~e.g., by issuing prelimi-
nary results, further research may be affected and
uncertain results may be promulgated.

Jeremy Stone explained that:-

I doubt that professional societies can monitor and
maintain standards...Codes often degenerate in self-
serving documents which cannot deal with complex real
problems....Societies should censure those who do not
contribute information or time at all...Societies aren't

. doing the job, and codes are deflecting--even if they're
good, stopping at codes is insufficient....Professional
-gocieties shouldn't harrass or further complicate the
role of public interest scientists--rather, the socie-
ties should improve the role, hold scientists to higher
standards, and enlarge the number of scientists
participating.

Some participants suggested that the professions have a collective res-
ponsibility to ensure public access to their professional resources. For
example, Robert Baum discussed the need to provide support for public inter-
est groups which cannot afford the cost of technical advice:

Several European countries have programs for providing
scientific and technical expertise to public interest
groups. This is something that is essentially unavail-
... -able in this country today....There is a very small
“program in the Science for Citizens program (supported
by the National Science Foundation) where a few science
fellows are being supported if they wish to work for
public groups. But there is nothing that any of the
scientific societies have done comparable to the legal
profession in terms of lobbying and encouraging members
on an individual basis to provide services to public
interest groups and to lobby for the establishment of
governmental programs...Il've talked to a number of law-
yers at the legal services corporations (which provide
legal expertise to public interest groups and lower in-
come groups) and the lawyers are totally stymied in a
lot of cases...They've got the legal resources, but
they can't get any technical expertise because the
scientific community comes at a very high cost, a very
high price, and services of. the scientific community
are available only to those sectors of the society
that have the money to pay for them today.

Others-noted that some societies have taken positive steps to encourage
and increase the visibility of public interest science by creating awards for
outstanding public interest scientists (e.g., The American Physical Society
and the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers).

Workshop participants warned that the time and cost of such activities--
particularly "pro bono" or public services--can be prohibitive to small com-
panies or professionals in individnal practice. But several experimental
programg were cited which could f¢ ilitate pro bono work~-the examples cited
by Baum (above) are illustrative. Charles Weiner (MIT) cited additional
small~scale projects:
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" There:is in' the Washington, D.C. area (and one budding

‘in. the Boston area) a public scholars. research bank

“ which has as ‘its aim to use university faculty as ways
of reaching students. who: would love to do interesting

- research in the communities in which they live and to
relate the needs of community organizations who often
are embattled with industry or government to some local
entity a 1itt1e stronger than they are.

v .:Ptofessional Societx Ethics Activities

Although uorkshop participants acknowledged the professional societies'

xrecent ‘advances: in ethics-related’ activities, they also noted the generally

scattered and random nature of the societies' commitments to professional

' ethies. . Speaker Mark S. Frankel (Illinois Institute of Technology), re-
. ported preliminary survey data *which described the existing activities

in the societies. ‘
64 societies (representing 74 percent of the membership
of societies responding to the survey) reported that they
had adopted or subscribed to ethical codes or guide-
lines. A'smaller number cited standing committees
concerned with ethics (57 societies), staff offices
on ethics (24 societies), full-time staff officers
(7 societies), or special funding for ethics activi-
ties (22 societies).

Speaker Bernard Barber (Columbia University) commented on both the im-
pact of the survey findings and the relative progress of professional socie-
ties in addressing ethics issues:

The survey data on the procedures versus the codes
shows very clearly how meagerly developed is that
whole area of professional ethical activities.
Little staff, little procedure-—and it seems un- .
likely that this situation can result in a very
effective action... {On the other hand) I think in
this whole area, you can say that the glass is half
empty, or you can say that it is half full. I for
one with all my feelings that there should be con-
tinuing self-criticism, and outside criticism, feel
that in the last 10 or 15 years there has really
been a remarkable progress in this country in this
whole area of professional self-regulation.

Many workshop participants indicated that the public increasingly will
expect professional groups to monitor and respond--to errors in professional
judgment and abuses of professional rights and obligations. The tradition
of uncritical public confidence in professional services is eroding rapidly.

As Mark Frankel and others suggested, the mere existence of a code of
ethics does not necessarily indicate a genuine commitment by the societies
to promote attention to ethical concerns in the professions. Nonetheless,
codes of ethics are often the first, formal step taken by professional socie-
ties to address ethical concerns. Workshop participants explored numerous
aspects of professional codes of ethics, including: function, content;
relation to members and enforcement. The discussion on each topic is sum-
marized below.

*Note: The survey data described in this chapter is taken from the
preliminary report distributed to the workshop participants.
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" Function. Speakers John Ladd* (Brown University) and Milten Lunch, as
well as other participants, emphasized the diversity of functious which

codes of ethics may serve, intentionally or unintentionally. John Ladd noted
a variety of code functions: . -

Objectives of codes of ethics include:
1. 4inspiration;
2. alert professions to moral aspects of their
‘work;
3. act as a disciplinary or penal code;
4. offer advice in cases of moral perplexity;
and more secondarily:
5. -enhance the profession's image;
6. protect the profession's monopoly status,
an historical justification for codes;
7. clarify expectations of society and clients;
8. establish an occupational group as a profession;
and a possible mischievous side-effect:
9. encourage self-complacency in the profession
because of thé existence of the code.

Ladd suggested, however, that codes inherently are limited in their
ability to ensure ethical practices:

Imposing principles on others contradicts the nature
of ethics itself, i.e., that people are individuals
aud ethics is essentially self-directed, not other-
—.Girected. To effect ethical practices through rules,
u¢gx’1aws, etc, demonstrates confusion of thinking.

Speaker Steven Unger* (Columbia University) affirmed that codes can help
"justify but not compel action". Throughout the discussion, workshop parti-
cipants considered a variety of code functions:

(1) Educating members. Codes of ethics can, within limits, help sensi-
tize members to ethical constraints on professional conduct. As Dr. Unger
declared:

ethics codes are valuable to educate (in substance,
in development, and in training new professionals)
and to bolster the person who tends to be ethical

in situations fraught with counter-pressures. Ethics
¢odes are meaningless without support (via profes-
sional societies and legislation).

(2) Defining professional responsibility. The workshop discussed the
role of codes in preserving the standards of professional integrity upheld
by the societies, particularly in self-regulating professions. The need
for objective evaluation of professional privileges and obligations--to
ensure that self-regulation does not lead to self-serving standards-- was
emphasized.

(3) Promoting ideals. Codes of ethics can foster ideal models of pro-
fessional behavior by identifying and sancetioning unacceptable activities
or encouraging ideal behavior directly, as Joan Cassell (Center for Policy

- Research) suggested:

William May at Indiana University has discussed pro-
fessional codes in terms of the two-tier ethics:.

one being the prohibition, the "thou shalt not" that
must keep professions from doing some of the most grie-
vous wrongs, but the other was from the ancient church
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".called "Councils of Perfection" which should be inspir-
"ational--things that a professional should strive toward.

-, Perhaps codes need both of these, a floor, plus an
‘aspiration.

Several apeakers and participants cautioned that codes only can encour-
- age’ appropriate behavior, but not mandate it. Don Wilson (Michael Baker Jr.,
Inc.) explained' ’

We talk about the poSitive and negative aspects of moral

. conduct. but we always end up in talking -about enforce~"
- ment and punishment and forcing people to do things.

"It seems to me ‘that we've got to recognize that a major

area is the encouragement of professionals to improve

their relationship with clients and with their associ-

ates. . That is the fumction of a society--to.lead the

way and encourage good conduct.

Speaker Judith Swczey (Medicine in the Public Interest) noted that ade-

quate promotion-of ideals should go beyond just a code of ethics:

There is a role that professional societies ought to be

taking in the training and early work experience of

young professionals that would change some of their

values and habits. I think that goes way beyond social-

izing or sensitizing. It clearly is something that a

code in and of itself can't do.

Many participants observed that there are many areas of significant dis-

~agreement in the professions as to what constitutes appropriate behavior. In

such cases, codes only can provide general guidance at best.

(4) - Defining professional etiquette. Several participants criticized
the current codes of ethics for their emphasis on issues which are essen-
tially matters of professional relations or etiquette. Speaker Bernard

_Barber pointed out that:

The survey data on the amounts and kinds of attention
to the different issues in the existing professional
codes confirms the assertion made by Jeffrey Berlant
in his book, Profession and Monopoly, that the exist-
ing professional codes pay much more attention to the
relations that are inter-kept among the professionals
themselves than they do to the safeguarding of the in-
terests of their patients and cliemts.

Speakers Edmund Pellegrino (Catholic University) and Judith Swazey agreed,
citing the example of the medical code of ethics. Swazey declared:

I'd 1ike to underscore the point Dr. Barber made that
we need to distinguish very carefully between what I
would call ethical codes, normative ethical statements
of what we ought to do morally in a given situation,
what courses of action we ought morally to follow, and
statements of etiquetté, particularly as pertains to
relations between professionals. If we look at codes
of ethics in the AAAS survey and if you study the his-
tory of ethical codes, particularly in the medical pro-
fession (with which I am most familiar), they often have
more to do with etiquette than with what could properly
be defined as normative ethics.
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" (5) Safeguarding the interests of affected groups. The workshop con-
7,aide;edltha need to safeguard both the general public interest and the
j‘“tightéiof clients or patients. Speaker Robert Baum described his recent

e experience in .drafting an ethics code for all engineers and expressed an

.. overriding concern: :

The key to a code (for all engineers) is that it be anti-
paternalistic. The fundamental controlling concept must

be informed consent by those affected by the work of the

scientific community. We must recognize the right of the
public to have information and assess acceptable and un-

acceptable risks. This right is a responsibility to the

people directly at risk.

Speaker.Judith Swazey provided a similar perspective:

I think historically and sociologically the characteris=~
tics of professionals, make the general failure to exer=-
cise adequate self~-control procedures understandable,
but this doesn't mean that we need to throw up our hands
and say it simply won't be done. Professionals, as
Bernard Barber said, are noted, perhaps above all else,
for their autonomy. This I think means that they tend
to place a great deal of value on-the exercise of indi-
vidual self-control. You and I as professionals con=-
trol our own behavior: thet is part of our autonomy.
But, at the same time the professions have not put much
emphasis on corporate responsibility; on the obligations
of a profession as a body of people to self-regulate its
members.

Professions tend to operate as fairly narrow self-
interest groups when push comes to shove, that in the
end are more apt to want to protect the guild than to
protect the public interest, if there is a conflict.
They have to order their ethical concerns in that area.

Swazey also examined the difficulty of defining an appropriate professional-
client relationship, citing the problems encountered by the American Medical
Association.

The AMA's first set of principles were adopted in 1847
and they now have a new set after various revisions of
scven proposed principles that are being considered by
the AMA's House of Delegates. If you look at the code,
particularly in 1847 but I think also equally true today,
you don't find a primacy of concern for the patient or

- the client. ' There are general statements about duties

to patients and duties to society or the public but what
I, at least, and others, find in the AMA code is the
image of the physician as a benevolent expert who gratui-
tously gives of his time and skill to his patient. There
is no sense of reciprocity, very little sense that phy-
sicians receive from as well as give to the public and
their patients.

Participant Kurt Baier (National Humanities Center) commented on the
trend away from self-employed professionals:

Professions are now organized, largely as businesses,
whgre the paragon I suppose is the medical profession
In-the old days everyone was his own employer. Entirely
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vew considerations of the business kind are now coming
into the act.

Yet, several participanté and survey results appeared to confirm the tendency
for current professional codes to be very self-serving.

Content. The workshop discussed the content of codes, a more specific
issue related to function. Participants appeared to agree that a determina-
tion of appropriate goals and functions of a code or statement of general
principles should precede the development of specific content.

Survey results confirmed the general feeling of workshop participants
that professional societies, as a group, show' a marked preference for deal-
ing with ethics issues on a very general and abstract level. Formal state-
ments of the objectives or principles which form the foundation for the
codes are rare. However, some participants defended the tendency toward
abstract statements.

As speaker Steven Unger noted, citing the example of the engineering
profession:

The code of ethics itself, for.the same reason that I
described with respect to regulations, cannot be so
detailed as to tell engineers what to do in every situ-
ation. When you try to do that, you're bound to leave
enormous holes and by their very absence, they would
become loopholes through which people would go. You
have to tread a line between the one-statement code

of ethics—-always do the right thing--and trying to
detail exactly what to do in every complex situation.

Judith Swazey agreed:

The normative statements that appear in most codes tend
to be vague. I am not sure that this is an important
way to state them. I think the engineering code, as
Mr. Lunch has described it, is fairly unique in its de-
gree of specificity. By and large people who draw up
codes within the profession try to come up with general
guiding principles.

The difficulty of accommodating broad memberships with diverse interests
and professional responsibilities also argues for some degree of generality,
as speaker Robert Baum noted with reference to efforts by the AAAS Committee
on Scientific Freedom and Responsibility to draft a universal code of ethics
for scientists and engineers. But the fact that the societies lack common
definitions of basic concepts (e.g., what constitutes a "violation" or "the
public iaterest”) compounds the difficulty of understanding and evaluating
various codes of ethics.

Many speakers and participants agreed that the content of codes must be
regularly reevaluated by the societies to ascertain their continued validity,
timeliness, and relevance for a chenging membership. Louis Cimino (American
Anthropological Association) reported that the employment profile of the AAA
membership had changed substantially in recent years, requiring a reworking
of the code of ethics. One of the workshop discussion groups concluded that
studying specific cases of membership concerns would suggest necessary modi-
fications to codes of ethics.

Speakerc emphasized the need for a conceptual framework within which to
construct an appropriate code. Mark Frankel provided one example, which was
a classification scheme derived from the principles and rules reported in the
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‘survey data (see Chapter Three). Speakers also stressed the need to con-

sider several central issues before constructing a code, such as charac-
texistics and resources of the society, and the type of member employment
profile. The different ethical concerns of professionals were linked to
employment patterns in private industry, research institutions, the federal
government and academic institutions. Joan Seiber* (California State Uni-

- versity) noted that the discipline involved may determine code content to

a great extent as well.

Several participants emphasized the need to involve the public in the
development and application of codes of ethics. Speaker Harold Orlans
(National Academy of Public Administration) noted increasing public concern
over professional ethics, prompted by factors such as public awareness about
adverse impacts of science and technology, declining public confidence in
professionals, the increased cost of professional services, and the demand
that consumers of professional services be fully informed. One workshop
discussiofigroup cautioned that public involvement is difficult to coordinate
effectively, but actively soliciting public comments through forums and meet-
ings constitutes a first and appropriate step. ’

Relation to Members. Several speakers agreed that the responsibilities
of a society member under its code of ethics must be made clear. In addi-
tion, the society should detail the professional's potential culpability
under code enforcement procedures upon the member's admission to the society.
Project Co-director Rosemary Chalk (AAAS) suggested that, as a minimum, mem-
bers should have the opportunity to acknowledge familiarity with the code,
and several participants proposed that members should be required to support
and comply with the code as a condition of society membership.

Enforcement. The workshop participants addressed the difficulties of
both enforcing codes of ethics and also supporting members who may encounter
reprisals for code compliance by groups outside the profession. Participants
noted that in a litigation-oriented society the emphasis on code enforcement
often was reactive and punitive rather than positive and incentive-minded.
The importance of formal complaint adjudication procedures was stressed by
several speakers and participants. Dr. Frankel noted that the survey re-
sults suggested that:

43 societies had formal procedures for hearing complaints;
4] societies have received complaints; and 75 societies
have received no complaints since 1970.

In many cases participants reinforced the picture painted by the data
which indicated that complaint procedures are unavailable or are inadequately
publicized or implemented.

Speaker Milton Lunch explained the value of formal procedures to the
National Society of Professional Engineers:

Reference was made to our experience with our Board of
Ethical Review, and it has indeed, in my judgment, been
a most enlightening experience over the period of some
20 years that we've operated this Board. It consists
of members--experienced members--who take actual cases
submitted to them based on actual facts in most situa-
tions, even though the members of the Board do not get
the names of the people and the cases are written up
and reported in a hypothetical way...And they debate and
discuss, and I mean debate to a great length in some of
these cases, to reach a conclusion or write a report
which is published for information to all the members.
This has been in my experience probably the most
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important educational aspect of what a society can do

in developing and implementing ethical principles than

any series of articles, forums or meetings can accomplish.

Speaker Judith Swazey observed that informal procedures for resolving
complaints can serve functions similar to formal complaint adjudication:

The survey doesn't quite capture the differences be-
tween informal and formal social control mechanisms,
exercised by professionals and their societies, as well
as the differences between formal and informal social
control mechanisms that can be levied by outside bodies.
There are different ranges of social control mechanisms
and I suspect that a lot of professional organizations
use informal control mechanisms much more frequently,
and when we look at them in an analytical study they're
not as visible, and we say, there are no social control
mechanisms--but they're harder to find.

Several participants discussed the difficulty of providing due process
in complaint adjudication, focusing on the necessary but large expenditures
of time and resources required to investigate fully specific cases. There
was no clear consensus within the group that this was a burden the societies
were willing to assume.

The topics of sanctions for code violators and support for code "up-
holders" are closely related. Survey results and workshop participants
highlighted both the significance of sanctions and support and the diffi-
culty of successfully operating an active program of sanctions and support.
Dr. Frankel's preliminary report noted:

Survey data indicated that 63 societies had some form
of available sanctions against members violating ethi-
cal guidelines--but less than half of them have imposed
sanctions since 1970.

This performance may be caused by factors noted above, such as the lack
of significant staff support for complaint investigations and the cost of
according due process to the subjects of an investigation. Some societies,.
including the American Chemical Society, have attempted to mitigate the cost
difficulties by using retired professionals as investigators. In general,
the societies' representatives seem sensitive to the fact that extensive use
of sanctions could be counterproductive, draining large amounts of resources
and at the same time creating divisions within a society's membership. Con-
sequently, they noted that societies prefer to encourage proper behavior
rather than sanction inappropriate behavior--and when sanctions are applied,
they often are not publicly reported, even to the membership.

However, encouraging proper behavior also creates demands on the pro-
fessional society. Workshop participants emphasized the importance of sup-
port mechanisms for society members involved in conflicts over ethics. Yet,
support mechanisms are. clearly in a primitive stage of development in most
societies. Counselling and referral services are rare, financial and .egal
assistance are even scarcer. Survey data revealed that although 39 soc.e-
ties reported available support mechanisms, less than half of them have
used them since 1970. Thirty-three sociaties offer arbitration or counsel‘ing
services (seven reported a total of 30 member applications); and 1l societ:'s
provide financial or legal assistance (three societies have provided servic.s
on 17 occasions).

Participants pointed out that the generally low operating budget of a
society may clearly offset its ability to active.y support its members in
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code disputes (particularly in the more academic or honorary societies,
according to one discussion group). Some societies may extend support
through mechanisms such as submission of amicus curiae briefs in signifi-
cant legal cases and investigation,K of a limited number of significant cases
involving society members (culminating in the issuance of advisory opinions).
Some participants felt that the societies might consider a system to help
find employment for scientists who become unemployed because of a dispute

in which they upheld rules embodied in the society's code of ethics.

Workshop participants noted that society members and the public must be
notified of ethical guidelines and procedures, particularly in light of pub-
lic concerns over the professions. But only 32 survey respondents inform
members about the availability of sanction or support mechanisme, and 34
societies explicitly do not inform members. Furthermore, survey data re-—
ported that although 44 societies inform members about complaint procedures,
only six seek to communicate with the general public. Several participants
and discussion groups contended that prominent display of the code and prompt
disclosure of sanctions would produce informed clients and enhance, the profes-
sions' status. Of course, if the disclosure of sanctions includes:a3pecific
name and details about the sanctioned professional, the requirements for full
investigations and due process become compelling.

Obstacles to Professional Ethics Activities

Participants and speakers pointed out that a number of practical consid-
erations limit the ability of societies to respond to ethical concerns. The
primary obstacles, which influence societies in different ways, include inter-
nal and external factors. Each is discussed below.

Internal. The economics of societies' ethics activities was cited as a
primary obstacle to society actions. As speaker Harold Orlans and survey data
confirm, few staff are designated to develop code-related activities. And the
potential cost to each professional of the society actively supporting the
code can be imposing. In addition, a few societies are unwilling to aggres-
sively uphold ethical issues related to their members' employment conditions
because their members' dues are paid largelyby employers. Operational con-
straints on professional ethics activities include the difficulty of formu-
lating a code of ethics and the pluralistic characteristics of the membership.
Developing a code of ethics requires consultations with experts, other socie-
ties, the membership, the public, various affected groups--the task is formid-
able and may expose deep-seated value conflicts both within the professional
society and between the society and outside interest groups. In addition, as
Dr. Frankel pointed out, the survey data reveal that there usually is no way
to resolve conflicts or to establish priorities when two code provisions come
into conflict.: (A unique example of a conflict resolution procedure adopted
by a British society is described in Appendix W). Indeed, the diversity of
codes of ethics argues for evaluation criteria somewhat specific to each code,
according to one participant. The characteristics of the membership of a
society significantly influence the types and quality of ethics activities
undertaken. As noted previously, diverse career goals and employment patterns
constitute an obstacle to effective ethics projects. In his remarks to the
workshop, Milton Lunch referred to a recent address by Judge David Bazelon to
the National Academy of Engineering. Judge Bazelon commented:

I do not believe that fear of reprisals causes the engi-
neering profession's reticence. A more dominent problem
"is that loyalties to employers and other concerns can
cause us to ignore broader public needs. The engineer-
ing profession's duty to the public is acknowledged in
its ethical canons. But I do not believe that duty has
been dealt with adequately. The Code of Engineering
Ethics, approved by the Engineering Council for Profes-
sional Development in 1974 calls upon engineers to
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advance ‘the profession by 'serving with fidelity the

. public, their employers, and clients.' However admir-
‘able a sentiment, this principle provides no structure
'to ‘direct: the engineer who notes a divergence between
public and private interests. A number of engineer-
ing societies have adopted what looks to be a more in-
.structive guidepost, as part of a statement on 'employ-
ment guidelines.' This statement directs the profes-
-8ional employee to withhold plans that do not meet
accepted professional standards and to present clearly
the consequences to be exgected if that professional
judgment is not followed.

. The membership of a society may not request attention to ethics con-
cerns--in many disciplines few educational coursos are taught which compre-
hensively addreas ‘ethics issues. Consequently, there is no clear constituency
to promote society ethics activities, and broad education of the membership
is a complex and costly matter. Some participants noted that bureaucratic
procedures and structures within the larger societies also can obstruct ef-
fective action in ethics matters.

External. Laws and public policies may influence the scope of societies'

ethics activities. As noted earlier, laws and codes sometimes come into
. direct conflict, which represents a significant obstacle to societies' ac-
tions. Furthermore, the possibility of libel or other suits by individuals
(members or clients) can have a chilling effect on active ethics activities.
Specific public policies may affect a society's operations in selected
fields. Across the board, regulation and anticompetition laws must be con-
sidered seriously by societies contemplating strong stands on ethics-related
issues. Many professionals are concerned about intervention by the govern-
ment in regulating professional activity. Milton Lunch cited the views of
Professor Ernest Greenwood, professor emeritus at the University of .
California:

I detect a strong trend in our society to strip the pro-
fessions of their autonomous and self-regulatory features
which are coming to be regarded as monopolistic and hence,
contrary to the public welfare. The trend is to invest
the regulatory power in the government on the grounds
that professions can no more be trusted than can business
to regulate themselves. The defect in this doctrine is,
if carried to its ultimate, it would accelerate the devel-
opment of an all-powerful state and weaken the system of
voluntary associations, which is one of the chief st:rengths
of a democratic society.3

Speaker Bernard Barber warned against viewing government regulation as a
"we versus them'" scenario, noting that governmeut lLas a role, as do the
societies:

I think it is very important not to polarize, not to make
a dichotomy, a rigid separation between self-regulation
as is 80 often done. My own feeling is that no matter
how effectively the professions regulate themselves,
since there is a larger public interest, the government,
in its statutes and regulatory bodies and in its law, is
going to take some interest. I think the point is though,
if we can come into the moral court and sometimes into’
the legal court with an effective defense, that we do
these things well. Then we have a better case....
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"' However, . the inherent limitations of government regulators must be
off-set by professional expertise, as speaker Steven Unger observed:

l:Instead.of thinking: that it's the law and regulatory
. agencies that can dothemore thorough job, I think it
'should be clear, at least in those fields that are
dynamic in the sense of the state of the art keeps
changing, that it is impossible for a regulatory agency
to do more than a very rough kind of job in protecting
the public interest. There is no way that you can set
up a set of regulations that will tell you how to de-
sign a safe airplane, so that if you violated some law
in the course of designing the airplane the public will
be protected. It is only the engineer who is inti-
mately involved in the design of that aircraft....
. There is no possibility of a regulatory agency being
i able to set up rules or to monitor the progress of the
' design of the airplane because they would need a staff
" that is comparable to the design staff that's doing the
job in the first place, and it is entirely unfeasible
for us to do this. So while regulatory agencies and
laws can play an important role in providing some vlti-
mate sanction against those who are trying to grossly
.abuse the public interest this must be seen as a sort
of backstop that the profession can appeal to in cer-
tain extreme cases. But the true protection of the
public interest must reside with practitioners who are
going to behave in an affable manner.

Kurt Baier suggested that the professional societies must guard against
- the tendency to exploit self-regulation for private gain:

The kind of argument that I come across frequently is
: that the professions must regulate themselves, or else
oo have government regulations. And the underlying idea
S is that as long as you regulate yourself you can get
away with much more than when the government gets into
the act, This is somehow, how can I put it, to abuse
the aspiration; to demean the idea ot a professional
ethic is to make a kind of instrumental rules for the
promotion of the self-interest of the group. But that
isn't what ethics is about., It seems to me when we
set up such rules we do more than the actual minimum
that can be expected of anybody.

Speaker Bernard Barber agreed, declaring:

The moral, however, (as I see it) is that we need
less professional elitism and more creative, con-

- structive initiatives on the part of the professionals
if we really want to make a claim to a certain kind of
moral stature. It seems to me we can't be just res-
ponsive, we can't just do it, when the government says
you've got to do it, In short, I think we need more
of what this workshop represents and a lot of other
similar activities. In our American Sociological
Association, we finally have seiL up something called
the Committee on Regulation and Research and we are
sending in what I consider to be a very responsible
‘letter about the new regulations which NIH has set up.
We are saying what we like about the changes that they

have put in, and we're indicating some of the things
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that we find ambiguous and confusing and perhaps even
harmful., It is I think a good response.

Anti-trust policles also limit the societies' ethics program. Speaker
Elizabeth Rindskopf outlined the societies' obligations under FIC :
regulations:

The professions are subject to anti-trust constraints,
and the obligations of professional societies are simi-
lar to business responsibilities (although different,

" of course)....Since the late 1960s, many professions--
architects, optometrists, engineers, pharmacists, doc-
tors, lawyers, accountants, and dentists--have altered
their procedures to allow free competition.

Speaker Milton Lunch pointed out. the conflict between effective self-
regulation and anti-trust enforcement policies.

I was quite interested in the observation that we should
do more in terms of self-regulation in the professions
whereas at the very time the attack on the concept of
professional ethics from the anti-trust authorities is
against the idea of self-regulation. So that is going
to be an interesting facet over the next several years
as to how those conflicting principles are going to
develop. If the professions should really move toward
more self-regulation, meaning more self-discipline and
more action against those who violate their ethical
standards, what is going to be the reaction from the
other side, from the governmental agencies and authori-
ties who are opposed to the concept of self-regulation?

Law and public policy constraints on society activities may be stronger
than intersociety and public opinion obstacles, but the latter do exert pres-
sures which societies cannot ignore. Intersociety relations can influence
a society's ethics activities-~for example, 'the fact that a large number of
societies have codes of ethics has influenced other societies to respond in
a similay rashion. Consultation witn societies which have constructed or
revised c¢rdes can help societies with little code formulation experience to
avoid pitfalls. 1In addition, one participant noted that societies should
cooperate in circumstances where a professional may be subject to more than
one (and possibly conflicting) codes. Intersociety discussions about ethical
complaints and procedures can create confusion, however, in the absence of
shared definitions or common understanding of various terms used in investi-
gation, adjudication, or enforcement procedures. Public opinion, discussed
previously, has shown signs of eroding confidence in professional self-
regulation, and the societies' options may be limited by the public's percep-
tion of those activities. Participants noted that tkis is particularly true
given the general complexity of the skills represented by the scientific and
technical professions, the increasing press coverage of professional ethics
issues, and the public's perception that it has an increasing stake in the
regulation of professional activity.

Future Research Options

The workshop participants identified issues requiring further research
and evaluation. The following issues appeared to be most significant:

(1) Workshop participants emphasized the utility of studying cte history
of existing codes of ethics and periodically reviewing their contents. The
importance of understanding the historical context of the codes of ethics was
discussed by speaker Judith Swazey:

82



71

Codes are historical documents and are supposed to be
categorically and universally binding on those who
profess obedience to the code. I think that is one
component of the meaning of the word “professional
which we generally tend to overlook. Codes are, how-
ever, historically bound documents in most senses.
They tend to be conditioned by the events and the
values of their time, We see this in the number of
the AAAS-affiliated societies th-: have revised thelr
codes over a period of time as new issues come up aad
as concerns change.

Participant Hedvah Shuchman (The Futures Group) agreed, noting:

I would suggest that perhaps in further analysis on
this issue that the driving forces which resulted

in the development of the codes you're talking about
are essential to an understanding of what the credits
of the code are.

Concern for periodic review of codes will help clarify the diverse ob-
jectives which have shaped the codes. . As speaker John Ladd suggested:

The objectives of codes of ethics are all suspect, at

a minimum. Established codes tend to represent tyranny
of the majority/establishment. Established codes tend
to discourage innovations and criticisms.

' Workshop participants pointed out that such code review practices would
facilitate analyses of the codes' internal consistency.

(2) One of the workshop discussion groups proposed that researct. should
be undertaken to correlate the level of society ethics activities identified
" by the AAAS survew with basic social or economic characteristics of the socie-
ties (e.g., size, budget, history).

(3) Several speakers and participants recommended further research into
the nature of compalints received by the societies and into professional
society experiences with codes of ethics. Judith Swazey and other workshop
participants noted that such research could help the development of common
definitions. Speaker Bernard Barber emphasized that, within limits, empiri-

. cal research could provide clues to the appropriate application of codes to
specific situations:

Although I think empirical research can often have useful
functions, I don't want to suggest that in any way can
empirical data always solve the problems. As a number of,
us have already pointed out, scientific controversies,
ethical controversies, political controversies over
science and professional activities—-all are often con-
flicts over allocation of power, equity, justice, etc.
Nonetheless, it seems tc me that it is an absolute moral
imperative for us as scientists and engineers to feel
that the discussion of ethics should be carried on as far
as possible in terms of what I sometimes call rational
remedy, rather than in terms of what I call mere moral
outrage.

o (4) Severa; varticipants suggested that societies should conduct on-
: going research into ~members' opinions about abstract and spreific
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ethical isgpues. Participant Paul Reynolds (University of Minnesota)
explained:

I presume that we have two million people in this sub-
ject population aua we don't have any information on
how any sample of this two million, aside from the 50
or 60 of us whuv are here, how they pe “ceive these moral
dilemmas and how the associations might help them re-
solve them...my suggestiom is that some systematic at-
tempt be made to ask ihe individual members what they
think are moral problems, and how they go about resolv-
ing them, and under what circumstances they look to their
professional groups, or the associations or the AAAS as
a social counsel.

Other participants observed that several societies have attempted to
identify member concerns through polls--for example, the National Society of
Professional Engineers, the American Society of Civil Engineers, the Ameri-
can Chemical Society, the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers,
and the American Institute of Architects have conducted such surveys in the
past. However, the appropriate issues to be addressed in member polls, and
the weight to be assigned to their results are not clear.

(5) Intersociety contacts and comparisons were recommended for several
reasons, for example: to encourage the promotion of universal ideas and
common definitions among professionals and societies, to promote the appli-
cetion of interdisciplinary analysis to ethical issues, and to provide pro-
fessional and societies with an awareness of ethical concerns and impacts
developed by other professions. Speaker LeRoy Walters (Kennedy Institute for
Bioethics) reported that the field of bioethics had benefited from the experi-

‘ence and literature of other established disciplines.
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Highlights: Ethics Activities
in Selected Societies

It would be a task far beyond the project's resources to reprint in de-
tail within this report the ethical rules and procedures reported by each of
the 178 societies which responded to the survey. We have selected a group
of 13 societies, however, which have particularly noteworthy programs and
statements. In some cases, the society's code or statement of ethical rules
addresses difficult issues in ways that provide greater understanding of the
primary values of importance to the profession. In others, the society has
developed novel approaches for investigating or adjudicating complaints by
or against their members, or has implemented unique sanction or support ac-
tions. A brief summary of these selected professional ethics activities is
presented in this chapter.

We believe that other groups may benefit from the experiences of these
‘ vorganizations. Indeed, one of the main objectives of the AAAS Professional
Ethics Project is to develop a means of presenting and comparing the va-ious
-ethics activities of the affiliated societies to highlight points of strength
and common interest and to identify ambiguities or inconsistencies in the
professional ethics area.

"The societies selected for further discussion.in this chapter are:

American Anthropological Association (AAA)

American Aasociation of Petroleum Geologists (AAPG)
American Association of University Professors (AAUP)
American Chemical Society (ACS)

American Political Science Association (APSA)
American Psychiatric Association (APA)

American Psychological Asscciation (APA)

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)

American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)
American Sociological Association (ASA)

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE)
National Association of Social Workers (NASW)
National Society of Professional Engineers (NSPE)
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American Anthropological Association

In research, an anthropologist's paramount responsi-
bility is to those he studies. When _here is a con-
flict of interest, these individuals must come first.
The anthropologist must do everything within his power
to protect their physical, social and psychological
welfare and to honor their dignity and privacy.

--AAA Principles
Section 1

Established in 1902, the American Anthropological Association (AAA) cur-
rently has approximately 11,000 members. . About 80 percent of its members are
employed by academic institutions or are students; the remainder work in
government agencies or in the private sector.

In 1948, the AAA Council adopted a resolution on freedom of publication,
emphasizing the importance of ensuring that research scientists funded by
other institutions have "complete freedom to interpret and publish their find-
ings without censorship or interference" provided that the interests of the
research subjects were protected and that, if the sponsoring agency did not,
wish to be identified, publication be permitted through other channels.

Almost twenty years later, in 1967, the AAA Council adopted a second
statement reaffirming the 1948 statement on freedom of publication and pro-
tection of research subjects. The 1967 statement also urged academic insti-
tutions to "not lend themselves to clandestine activities," and cited review

.procedures adopted by the State Department as a '"dangerous potential for -

censorship of research."

Building on these two statements, the AAA Council adopted a set of rules
of professional responsibility in May 1971 (see  Appendix N). These rules
have been amended since that time, but they continue to serve as the primary
ethics statement of the Association. The AAA statement is particularly sig-
nificant because two other professional societies--the American Association
of Physical Anthropologists and the American Ethnological Association--which
have not adopted any statement of ethical rules--indicated that their members
subscribe to the AAA code.

The AAA rules identify six primary areas of responsibilities for the
anthropologist: (1) relations with those studied; (2) responsibility to
the public; (3) responsibility to the discipline; (4) responsibility to
students; (5) responsibility to sponsors; and (6) responsibilities to one's
own government and host governments.

The preamble to the AAA rules states that:

In a field of such complex involvements, misunderstand-
ings, conflicts and the necessity to make choices among
conflinting.values are bound to arise and to generate
ethical dilemmas. It is a prime responsibility of anthro-
pologists to anticipate these and to plan to resulve them

in such a way as to do damage neither to those whom they
study nor, insofar as possible, to their scholarly com- '
munity. Where these conditions cannot be met, the anthro-
pologist would be well-advised not to pursue the particu-
lar piece of research.
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This statement is unique in three aspects. First, it acknowledges
that conflicts between the various responsibilities of the anthropologist

will occur and that choices between "conflicting values" will arise in the

pursuit of scholarly work. Second, it offers criteria to be considered in

~ addressing such conflicts,"ﬁoting that the anthropologist should place high-

est regard on the well~-being of the subjects of professional study and the
integrity of the profession. Finally, the preamble suggests a method, al-
though extreme, to avoid such conflicts if the acknowledged ethical priori-
ties cannot be followed: the research should not be pursued.

AAA has a standicg committee on ethics and convenes ad hoc committees
of inquiry in response to complaints by members or persons outside the pro-
fession. It does not have an office or staff with responsibility for ethical
matters. The Association has received 10 complaints involving non-members and
members. All complaints have been investigated.

-‘AAA has procedures for hearing a complaint and has issued one informal
reprimand ‘as a result of its investigations. AAA does not have any activi-
ties which support members who might appeal to the society for assistance
as a result of .an ethical conflict.

Current concerns about professional rights and responsibilities re-
ported by AAA members include: confidentiality of informants; ownership of
research resultg; relationships with students, colleagues, sponsoring agen-
cies, and host govermments.
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American Association of Petroleum Geologists

Talking about ethics always makes people uneasy. If you
have them, you don't talk about them. If you don't have
them, there's no point in talking about them.

...ethical standards are crucial to the credibility of
a professional, and without credibility, the profes-
sional ceases to0 exist in any real sense.

-=AAPG President Robert D. Gunn
(1979)

Over half of the 26,000 members of the American Association of Petroleum
Geologists (AAPG) are reported to be employed in private industry. About 21
percent of the society's members are self-employed, with the remainder work-
ing at academic institutions, govermment, or as students. AAPG membership
includes several categories stipulated by the society's by-laws. Active mem-

‘bership is dependent on several qualifications, including wducational and

professional credentials stipulated by the society. AAPG was established in
1917.

The Association has a statement of ethical rules, embodied in a formal
code of ethics, most recently reviewed in 1963. The code establishes stan-
dards for relations between AAPG members and: (1) the public; (2) employers
and clients; (3) other members, and (4) the Association. The code includes
a section stipulating disciplinary actions in response to violations of the
rules, and the society's by-laws provide for grievance proceedings. Section
3A describes ghe relations of members to employer and client and offers
general guidelines regarding possible areas of ethical conflict. Section 3B
suggests an extreme course Of resolution for ~ch conflict: resignation by
the member.

Section 3A A member shall protect, to the fullest ex-
' tent possible, the interest of his employer
or client so far as is consistent with the
public welfare and his professional obliga-
tions and ethics.

3B A member who finds that his obligations to
his employer or client conflict with his
professional obligations or ethics should
have such objectionable conditions cor-
rected or resign.

The by-laws note that charges of misconduct shall be submitted by AAPG
members "in good standing" and provide authority for the following sanctions:
admonirhment, suspension, resignation, or expulsion from the society. The
society does not have any formal support procedures for assisting members in-
volved in ethical conflicts.

AAPG by-laws provide for an Advisory Council which reports to the
society's Executive Committee on all matters involving ethics and disci-
pline. The Advisory Council serves as the investigative and interpretive
authority for questions of ethics and as a tribunal for all disciplinary
actions against AAPG members. In investigating a charge against a member, )
the Advisory Council appoints a committee including three of its own members
and one former president of the Association to examine the charges. The
Assoclation does not have a staff or office responsible for matters relating
to professional ethics. »
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Since 1970, AAPG has received five complaints from members against other
members. Investigations of these complaints have resulted in two expulsions
from the society and one formal censure action.
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American Association of University Professors

In the enforcement of ethical standards, the academic pro-
fession differs from those of law aud medicine, whose asso-
clations act to assure the integrity of members engaged in
private practice. In the academic profession, the indivi-
ual institution of higher learring provides this assurance
and so should normally handle questions concerning proprie-
ty of conduct within its own framework by reference to a
faculty group. The Association supports such local action
and stands ready...to counsel with any faculty member or ad-
ministrator concerning questions of professional ethics and
to inquire into complaints when local consideration is im-
possible or inappropriate.

~=AAUP Statement of
Professional Ethics (1966)

The American Association of University Professors (AAUP) is one of the
societies actively establishing basic ethical principles and procedures for
memvers in the scientific and technical professions. The 70,000 members of
AAUP are employed by academic institutions. Any person who holds a teaching
or research position in a university or college in the United States or
Canada may apply for active membership.

The AAUP does not have a formal code of ethics, but since its formation
in 1915 it has adopted a series of major statements collected in a handbook,
AAUP Policy Documents and Reports (1973 edition). The handbook includes the

basic policy statements of the Association in the areas of academic freedom,
tenure, professional ethics, and discrimination, as well as lesser known
statements on issues such as "Professors and Political Activity" (1969), and
"Academi: Freedom and Tenure in the Quest for National Security" (1958).

The AAUP 1940 Statement of Principles of Academic Freedom and lenure is
regarded by many professional groups as a classic statement on professicnal
rights and duties (the statement is reprinted in Appendix 0). It has been
officially endorsed by more than 100 professional societies throughout the
United States, and has been extended through interpretive comments adopted by
the Association in 1970. The purpose of the 1940 statement is "to promote
public understanding and support of academic freedom and tenure and agreement
upon procedures to assnre them in colleges and universities."” The statement
further notes:

The common good depends upon the free search for truth
and its free exposition. Academic freedom is essential
to these purposes and applies to both teaching and re-
search. Freedom in research is fundamental to the ad-
vancement of truth. Academic freedom in its teaching
aspect is fundamental for the protection of the.rights
of the teacher in teaching and of the student to free-
dom in learning. It carries with it duties correlative
with rights.

The AAUP 1966 Statement on Professional Ethics is cited by the Associa-
tion as its basic statement of responsibilities of the academic profession.
The 1966 statement describes the special duties of the academic professor,
placing special. importance on the “primary responsibility...to seek and to
tate the truth as he sees it." 1In addition, the Statement on Professional
Ethics discusses the duties of the professor to the following groups:

(1) students; (2) peers and colleagues; (3) the academic institution; and
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(4) the cbmmunity. The statement indirectly acknowledges potential conflict

" between the primary responsibility of the professor and his other duties

("although he may follow subsidiary interests, these interests must never
seriously hamper or compromise his freedom of inquiry"), but it offers no
method of resolving such conflicts.

The AAUP Committees A and B are standing committees, both established
in 1915 to review matters relating to academic freedom and to professional
ethics, respectively. Committee members are appointed for three-year terms.
The Association's associate general secretary and several associate secre-
taries, acting on behalf of the committees, are the staff persons responsi-
ble for matters relating to academic freedom and professional ethics. The
staff provides assistance to the committees in the formulation of policies,
screens complaints and offers advice and assistance under these policies,
and plays a mediation role in resolving disputes.

Numerous complaints have been received by AAUP since 1970, involving
individuals (both members and non-members of AAUP) and their institutions.
One source indicated that 1,200 complaints are received from faculty members
every year (Chronicle of Higher Education, April 28, 1980). All complaints
are examined in a preliminary way, and many are resolved informally. AAUP
approaches an institution's administration to express its official concerns
in about 150 cases a year. Formal investigations, leading to published re-
ports and potential censure, may be authorized when an unresolved complaint
appears to raise significant issues related to academic freedom and tenure.

As noted in the introductory quote to this section, AAUP's policy with
respect to professional ethics concerns is that questions involving pro-
priety of conduct nmormally should be handled within individual academic in-
stitutions by a faculty or peer group. AAUP itself does not provide any '
sanctions against individual members on the basis of professional ethics
issues. Committee B has indicated that "it is difficult to conceive of pro-
cedures for the adequate redress of wrong and assurance of effective removal
of such censure," and it does not recommend public cer‘ure of individual
members. The Association does suggest procedures for university adminis-
trators to follow in considering the dismissal of faculty members, and it
"stands ready to counsel" in matters relating to professional ethics.

vae Association also provides counseling and mediation services for pro-
fessional ethics concerns. Legal and financial assistance is available in
the form of direct aid and loans.

Current ethics issues, of major concern reported by AAUP include plagi-
arism, funding of academic programs by foreign states, and the relationship
of intelligence agencies to academic institutions and faculty members.
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American Chemical Society

The American Chemical Society...is willing to assist

individual members or groups of members involved in

-situations which they feel compromise their profes-

sional status or attaimment.

—-ACS Member Assistance Guidelines
(1977

The American Chemical Society is one of the oldest and largest profes-
sional societies affiliated with AAAS. Established in 1876, ACS has about
120 000 members, about 50 percent of whom are employed by private industry.
Twenty~two percent of the members work in academic institutions, and the re-
mainder work in government agencies, hospitals, non-profit organizations,
or other organizations. Members are required to have at least an under-
graduate degree in chemistry or chemical engineering.

The ACS Chemist's Creed was approved by the ACS Council in 1965. It
acknowledges the responsibility of the chemist to: (1) the public; (2) sci-
ence; (3) ‘the profession; (4) the employer; (5) the individual; (6) employees;
(7) students and ascociates; and (8) clients. In 1978, the ACS governing
boards approved a set of Professional Employment Guidelines, prepared hy the
ACS Council Committee on Professional Relations (see Appendix P). The pre-
amble to the guidelines states that:

The American Chemical Society seeks to. enhance the pro-
ductivity and .economic welfare of ‘both chemists and the
employers of chemists by the delineation of employment
practices that collectively foster the mutual confi-
dence and mutual security of employers and employed
chemists and by the review of the pra:tices of indi-
vidual chemists and employers.

The guidelines apply to both chemists and employers and specify terms of
employment, employment environment, professional development, termination
conditions, and the investigation of unprofessional conduct. Neither the
Chemist's Creed nor the Professional Employment Guidelines are specifically
subscribed to by individuals as part of their application for membership,
but are suggested by the Society as general guidelines.

- The ACS has a Council Committee on Professional Relations and a Board
Committee on Professional and Members Relations which are responsible for
matters relating to professional ethics. ACS also has an Office of Profes-
sicnal Relations, staffed by three full-time staff members, which, among other
activities, assists members who allege they have been treated in a manner
incorsistent with their professional status as chemists. Tne ACS Committee
on Professional Relations is authorized to suggest policy and procedures in
the area of professional relations and also to investigate instances of con-
duct by chemists or employers reportedly in violation of the Professional
Employment Guidelines. Since 1970, about 200 complaints have been received
by the society involving members against non-members, individuals and insti-
tutions—primarily in the area of employer-employee relations. More than half
of these complaints have been investigated. The complaints include charges
of unprofessional treatment as well as other issues addressed by the profes-
sional employment guidelires, such as multiple terminations or layoffs of
chemical professionals.

A unique activity among the AAAS-affiliated societies 1s the ACS Member
Assistance Program, which permits the Committee on Professional Relations to

-
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extend assistance to chemists whn have been treated unprofessionally.

Documented unprofessional conduct by an employer can lead to citation by
the ACS Council and subsequent publication in the society's weekly news
magazine Chemical and Engineering News. When an ACS member informs ACS
that he or she has been treated unprofessionally, the member is forwarded
a copy of the Guidelines for Member Assistance Cases (developed by the Com-
mittee on Professional Relations) and a waiver which absolves the society
of any responsibility for the consequences of the study (see Appendix F).
In 1979, the ACS Office of Professional Relations received 11 formal re-
questa for member assistance and 70 new requests. ~vough August 1980.

Upon receipt of the waiver and detailed information about the complaint,
a subcommittee of the ACS Committee on Professional Relations reviews the
claim and decides whether or not the problem falls within the member assis—
tance guidelines. If they believe ACS can be of assistance, the complaint
file is forwarded to one of three consultants (all retired ACS members) who
are retalned by the Committee to gather facts in guch cases. The assigned
consultant reviews the material, interviews the member and representatives
of the employer involved, and then prepares‘a confidential report for the
subcommittee and a recommenaation for action. The subcommittee's recom-.
mendation is forwarded to the full Committee on Professional Relationms,

which takes an action reported to the ACS Council, the member and employer
representative.

) Financial assistance has been provided to seven members through the ACS
legal aid loan program. The purpose of this program is to provide financial
assistance ir. the form of loans to ACS members so that they may pay neces-
sary legal fees arising from litigation involving their professional status
or directly affecting their careers in chemistry. The loan limit is $2,000
but may be extended to $10,000 if suitable security is provided. The ACS

.. Board of Directors makes the final determination regarding approval or die-

approval of the loan application. ACS staff also provides counselling ser-
vices to members.

The ACS Committee on Brofessional Relations has prepared a publication
titled Legal Rights of Chemists and Engineers (1977) and is rewriting pub-

lications titled "Trade Secrets...Ethics and Law" and "Employment Agreements."”
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American Political Science Association

For the political scientist faced with a problem of
ethics or academic freedom, the immediate need is for
direct assistance to his or her case. Any advisory
opinion that may be written in reference to the case
is, of course, laudable, but it is not a substitute
for direct aid.

—-Jeffrey M. Berry
PS Fall 1976

The American Political Science Association (APSA) was founded in 1903
and currently has about 13,500 members who are predominantly employed in
academic institutions (75 percent) or in government (25 percent).

APSA concerns over issues related to professional ethics are addressed
by its Committee on Professional Ethics and Academic Freedom, establ’shed in
1968. The Committee has published 18 advisory opinions, which usually grow
out of individual complaints received by the Committee. The opinions have
dealt with topics such as: permission to reprint; open access to documenta-
tion and data; fraud in claiming advanced degrees; the scholar's ethical
obligations to protect confidential sources; and the deceptive use of scho-
larly status for purposes of political espionage. The opinions are published
in the APSA Journal PS.

The Comnmittee also occasionally publishes "urgent public statements” on

_ important matters involving professional ethics or academic freedom, which

are publicly released. These statements have addressed issues such as the
supression of freedom in Chile and freedom of speech on campuses.

The APSA Committee operates under guidelines adopted by the Association
in 1968. The Association also considered proposed rules of conduct for its
members at that time, and adopted them as guidelines. The APSA procedures
are related closely to the AAUP model, in that both organizations have de-
veloped an ethics program without endorsing a formal code of ethics for their
members.

In addition to its work in developing advisory opinions for the Associa-
tion, the APSA Committee handles indiv‘lual grievances and complaints. After
completing a preliminary investigation of a complaiat, if the occasion war-
rants, the Committee will appoint a "special representative'--usually an APRA
member who lives in geographic proximity to the complainant-—to investigate
the case. The special representative may mediate the dispute, but 1f media-
tion is not possible, he or she compiles a detailed report for the Committee
to review. The Committee does not have the power to censure a wember or the
target of a complaint, but it actively works "to use ' persuasion and vigor-
ous protest to rectify situations it is critical of." Where appropriate,
APSA will turn to AAUP for assistance and also has established liaison with
the American Civil Liberties Union.

The APSA has assigned a professional staff member with responsibility for
working with the Ethics Committee. Since 1970, the Association has received
about 40 grievance cases from members against other members or departments
ard has responded to all of them. The parties involved are informed of the
Conmittee's decisions on individual complaints. The Association does not
have formal sanctions but its judgments carry significance as reflections of
proper professional conduct. The Association will provide mediation or coun-
selling actions in support of members where appropriate. Cases which have
been adjudicated by courts and, as such, are public are reported in the Asso-
ciation's journal PS. The general practice is not to publicize cases.
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American Psychiatric Association

It would seem self-evident that a psychiatrist who is a
lawbreaker might be ethically unsuited to practice his/
her profession. When such illegal activitiec bear di-
rectly upon his/her practice, this would obviously be
the case. However, in other instances, illegal activi-
ties such as those concerning the right to protest
social injustices might not bear on either the image

of the psychiatrist or the ability of the specific
psychiatrist to treat his/her patient ethically and well.
While no committee or board could offer prior assurance
that any illegal activity would not be considered un-
ethical, it is conceivable that an individual could
violate a law without being guilty of professionally
unethical behavior.

—APA Annotation to Section 3
AMA Principles of Medical Ethics
(1980 ~dition)

The American Psychiatric Association (APA) is one of the oldest profes-
sional societies affiliated with AAAS. Established in 1844, the Association
has about 25,000 members, primarily physicians who have completed or are in

* psychiatric training programs. APA members are admitted by election to their
local district branches. Information regarding the employment affiliatggps
of APA members is not available from the Association.

- H1Y members of APA are bound by the ethical code of the medical profes-
sion as defined in the Principles of Medical Ethics adopted and recently re-
viszed by the American Medical Ascociation. APA has developed and published

" smnotations to these rules in order to apply them to the psychiatric
profession.

" The preamble to the AMA code states:

- The medical prxofession has long subscriled to a body of
ethical statements developed primarily for the benefit
of the patient. " As & member of this profession, a physi-
cian must recognize responsibility not only o patients,
but also to society, to other health professionals, and
to self. The following Principles adopted by the Ameri-
can Medical Association are not laws, but standards of
conduct which define the essentials of honorable behavior
for the physician.

The code is composed of seven sections which address the fundamental &s-
sumptions of the medical profession about appropriate standards of care and
service. The following statements are excerpted from these standards:

A physician shall be dedicated to providing competent
medjcal service with compassion and respect for human

dignity.,

A physician shall continue to study, apply and advance
scientific knowledge, make relevant information avail-
able to patients, colleagues, and the public, obtain
consultation, and use the talents of other health pro-
fessionals when indicated.
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A physician shall, in the provision of appropriate patient
care, except in emergencies, be free to choose whom to
serve, with whom to associate, and the environment in
which to provide medical services.

A physician shall respect the rights of patients, of col-
leagues, and of other health professionals, and shall
safeguard patient confidences within the constraints of

. the law.

APA has developed extensive annotations on the medical code in the areas
of patient confidence in the professions, determination of professional com-
petence and unethical behavior, cuitract practices, sources of professional
income, consultation, prote~tion of confidential information, and service to
the public welfare.

The APA established a national Ethics Committee in 1922, and district
branch ethics committees also operate throughout the country. The APA Medi-
cal Director's nffice provides one full-time staff person for professional
ethics. All ethics compiaints received by the Secretary of the Association
are investigated anc mediated, where appropriate, by the local branch in
which the psychiatr:ist member practices. The responsibiiity of the national
Ethics Committee is to review district branch procedures to ensure that they
are in accord with the code of ethics and APA Constitution. The national
Ethics Committee also considers changes in the annotations, formulates judi-
cial opinions on professional ethics and conduct, and holds appeal hearings
in cases where a member appeals the decision of the district branch or the
governing body. - The district branch ethics committees investigate complaints,

, hold local hearings if warranted, and report their findings and decision to
the national Ethics Committee for review and recommendation to the APA Board
of Trustees.

Statistics regarding the number of professional ethics complaints re-
ceived by APA are not available from the Association. The APA can expel,
admonish, reprimand, or suspend members on the basis of professional ethics
concerns but does not have statistics indiceting how many times these sanc-
tions have been used. The Association does not provide support services to
its members but on occasion it will file an amicus brief in cases raising
issues of importance to the profession. Information about the implementation
of sanctions is held strictly confidential, and society members or the gen-
‘aral public are not informed about such actions.

S

The Association reported that current member concerns wiwuut professional
rights and responsibilities inclule the following: advertising; professional
liability; advice for planning in the event of-death or illness of psychia-
trists; and confidentiality.

o
R
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American Psychological Association

Psychologists respect the dignity and worth of the in-
dividual and honor the preservation and protection of
fundamental human rights. They are committed to increas-
ing knowledge of human behavior and of people's under-
standing of themselves and others and to the utiliza-
tion of such knowledge for the promotion of human welfare.
While pursuing these endeavors, they make every effort to
Protect the welfare of those who seek their services or
of any human being or animal that may be the object of
study. They use their skills only for purposes consis-—
tent with these values and do not knowingly permit their
misuse by others.

—-Preamble
Ethical Standards of Psychologists
(1979 revision)

Founded in 1892, the American Psychological Association (APA) is com-
posed of about 50,000 members. Membership qualifications for the Association
include an interest in the advancement of psychology as a science and as a
profession and the receipt of a doctoral degree "based in part upon a psycho-
!~gical dissertation". About 50 percent of the APA members are employed by
st..demic institutions, and about 24 percent are employed by hospitals,
clinies or other human services organizations. The remainder are self-
employed (13 percent) or are industry or government employees.

The first APA ethics committee was appointed in 1938, and its first code .
of ethics was adopted in 1953. In 1959, 18 general principles were abstracted
from the code and were subsequently adopted as rules. Tiue reviced APA code,
which has been reviewed about eight times since 1960, currently includes a
preamble and nine general principles in the following areas: (1) responsi-
bility; (2) competence; (3) moral and legal standards;(4) public statements;
(5) confidentiality; (6) welfare of the consumer; (7) professional relation-
ships; (8) utilization of assessment techniques; and (9) pursuit. of research
activities. 1In 1967, APA published a Casebook on Ethical Standards of
Psychologists, which included the general rules as well as case examples
illustrating the application of the rules to ethical problems. The Casebook
also includes general guidelines in conducting growth groups, industrial
psychology, and test practices, such as the following (see Appendix Q for
a fuller citation). . -

A psychologist in opindon research completed a study
for a firm which used the findings in a case before
the Federal Communications Commission. The lawyer

for the adversary in the case demanded the names of
the interviewees for the purported purpose of checking
the evidence. The psychologist declined to comply
with the request....

Opinion. Since the psychologist offered to make avail-
able all of his data, including the completed question-
naires for examination as long as the identity of res-
pondents had been first removed, he was not unethical
in refusing to reveal the names in connection with the
answers. In fact, since he had promised anonymity for
the respondents, he would have been unethical in re-
vealing the identity of the respondents.
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APA has a standing Committee on Scientific and Professional Ethics and
Conduct (established in 1953) and occasionally appoints ad hoc hearing and
fact finding committees. The Association has given two full-time staff mem-
bers responsibility for professional ethics matters, including an Adminis-
trative Officer for Ethics who serves as the CSPEC Secretary.

The rules and procedures of the APA Ethics Committee are detailed care-
fully and note that the Committee is authorized to investigate complaints
of unethical conduct of APA members, to settle cases privately, to report on
difficult cases, to recommend action on cases investigated, and to formulate
ethical principles or rules for adoption by the Association. The Committee
provides an annual report of the general types of action it has taken on each
case, a3 well as the project activities of Committee members and Ethics
Office.

The 1978 CSPEC report on casework notes that the Committee exercised 143
total actions” on confidential matters, including seeking more information,
clostng a case, or placing it in a hold file. The CSPEC Secretary noted that
the Ethics Office had experienced a 50 percent increase in its case load in
1978 and was initiating arrangements to decrease this case load by referring
cases to state psychological associations' ethics committees or a state board
of examiners for initial investigation. Furthermore, '"some of those states
which have efficient ethics committees are now becoming increasingly con-
cerned about suits being brought agairst members of th:ir ethics committee".

APA can expel, censure, or reprimand members in matters relating to pro-
fessional ethics and offers counseling and mediation services. Reports of
expulsions are reported to members through a confidential memo giving the ex-
pelled member's name and the rule(s) violated which led to the expulsion.
Informal sanctions are not reported. APA allocates about eight percent of
its annual budget to ethics matters, the largest percentage reported by any
AAAS-affiliated society. In January 1980 the APA Council established a
Psychology Defense Fund to "help finance legal and legislative efforts!' in
response to challenges of concern to the profession. The Fund is supported
solely by voluntary contributions.

Recent concerns about professional rights and responsibilities reported
by APA members include: the right to afford confidentiality to research sub-
jects, clients, and students; limits of professional advertising and media
distribution of self-help procedures; and rights of minors and others who are
unable to give voluntary, informed consent.

The APA ad hoc Committee on Ethical Standards in Psychological Research
also has published a discussion of ethical rules in the conduct of research
with human participants (1972), and in 1978, APA submitted an amicus curiae
brief addressing ethical issues in the case of the National Labor Relatiuns
Board vs. the Detroit Edison Company.

APA currently is initiating a campaign to make a consumer version of
their ethical standards available to the public.

ERIC



ERIC

87

American Society of Civil Engineers

Members with questions or potential problems about
ethics, from extortion to conflict of interest, can
now get some expert and confidential advice by tele-
phoning ASCE Headquarters...Members in;neegypgxgﬁvice
will be able to tap the resources of an'advisory board
of distinguished engineers chosen for their years of
experience and reputations for high ethical and profes-
sional standards....

++.ASCE's legal counseél, who helped mount the new
pregram, is on hand to consult with staff and the
advisory board to check out any advice given to
members, but not to counsel applicants directly.

) --Article in ASCE News
December 1977

Established in 1852, the America. Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) has
diverse occupational profiles among its 77,000 members. About 34 percent of
ASCE members are employed by consulting firms, 33 percent by government
agencies, and the remainder are evenly divided among academic institutions,
private industry, construction firms and other organizations. Members are
required to have a bachelor's degree from an approved curriculum as well as
professional registration or license.

ASCE has a formal code of ethics, most recently revised in 1976,
and has endorsed, along with several other engineering societies, the Funda-
mental Principles adopted by the Engineers' Council for Professional Develop-
ment (see Appendix R). The ASCE's code of ethics was revised to bring it
into accotd with the ECPD rules following the endorsement.

The first Fundamental Canon of the ECPD code states that "Engineers
shall hold paramount the safety, health and welfare of the public in the
performance of their professional duties." Six other canons address the
following issues: (1) competency; (2) public statements; (3) responsibili-
ties to clients or employers; (4) competition with colleagues; (5) the inte-
grity of the professional; and (6) professional development. The society
has developed a set of guidelines which interpret the Fundamental Canons
for ASCE members and has published a set of case studies, based on actual
situations, to provide general guidance.

ASCE has three groups which are responsible for matters relating to pro-
fessional ethics: the ASCE Committee on Professional Conduct, the Committee
on Standards of Practice, and its subcommittee on the ASCE Code of Ethies.
The soclety has a staff person assigned as part-time secretary to the Com-
nittee on Professional Conduct. The staff also handle inquiries to the
society's confidential ethics advisory service.

ASCE has one of the highest complaint case loads reported by AAAS-
affiliated societies. About 165 individual cases have been investigated or
reviewed by ASCE since 1970, involving both complaints of members against
nembers and of non-members against members. The society does not review
:omplaints by members against non-members. The society indicated that
harges of ethical misconduct are most commonly brought by non-members.
inough information must be supplied to establish reasonable cause for in-
restigation by the Committee on Professional Conduct, and about 50 to 75
jercent of the complaints have been investigated. Some of the ASCE Sections
1ave local level professional conduct committees, which may assist with the
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investigatory process. Since ASCE membership is primarily at the national
level, only the Board of Directors can take disciplinary action. ASCE may
expel members from the society, suspend members from one to five years,.or
formally censure or informally reprimand its members. The member may also
resign with prejudice. The society provides counseling and mediation
se;vices.

Since 1970, the society has expelled six members, suspended 20 and for-
mally censured 13. Eight members have resigned with prejudice, and a few
have received informal reprimands. The society has provided its counseling
and mediation services several times. Society members are informed about
the implementation of a disciplinary sanction or support action through arti-
cles in the ASCE journal Civil Engineering, occasionally with identifying
names.

The society also provides a range of education and information services
about professional ethics to its members. These include Professional Con-
duct Case Studies, a videotape presentation of an ethics proceeding before
the ASCE Board of Directors, and special conferences on ethical issues of
concern to the engineering profession. Previous conferences whose proceed-
ings were published by ASCE include the "Conference on Engineering Ethics"
(1975), co-spbnsored by several technical and engineering societies, and
the conference on "Ethics, Professionalism, and Maintaining Competence"
(1977), sponsored by the ASCE Professional Activities Committee.

The confidential ethics advisory service is a special telephone counsel-
ing service initiated by ASCE in 1977. The article describing the service
in the society's newsletter indicates that "problems envisioned for the new
service include questions about bribery and extortion, and unfair employment
practices."

The primary aim of the service is to place engineers in need of counsel
in contact with a member of a selected advisory group which can advise them
of their rights and duties in a confliect situation.
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American Society of Mechanical Engineers

«+.an unwillingness of professions to discipline those

of its members whose practice is not in the public inter-
est may result in its being policed by non-engineers,

as industry is now being 'inspected' for OSHA...engi-
neers of the future will at times need to adopt an
adversary role to protect public health and safety,

as well as its purse and resources.

--D. H. Pletta
Paper contributed by the ASME Tech-
nology and Society Division to the
Engineering Applications Conference
| (1977)

The American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME) was established in
1380 and currently includes about 76,000 members and an additional 20,000
student members. ASME members are employed predominantly in private indus-
try (85 percent), with the remainder divided among academic institutions,
government, and self-employment. Members are required to have engineering
experience and at least an undergraduate degree in an approved engineering
curriculum,

ASME appointed its first ethics committee in 1913, becoming one of the
first professional groups to do so. The Professional Affairs and Ethics
Committee currently is responsible for matters relating to professional
ethics. The Managing Director for Education and Professional Affairs is
designated as responsible for professional ethics matters on a part-time
basis.

ASME approved the original fundamental ethical canons adopted by the
Engineers' Council for Professional Development in 1947 and has endorsed the
subsequent revisions to the ECPD code (see the ASCE summary for a discussion
of the ECPD canons). ASME has developed its-own criteria for enforcement of
the canons and has added an additional canon stating that: "Any Engineer
accepting membership in the American Society of Mechanical Engineers by this
action agrees to abide by this Council Policy on ethics and the procedures
for implementation." This statement of member compliance with.the codes is
unusual within the AAAS-affiliated societies, but there are a few other
comparable examples.

The ASME statement of council policy, adopted in 1978, outlines the
society 8 procedure for reviewing unethical conduct cases (see_ Appendix S).
The seven-page statement describes review procedures for handling unethical
conduct cases through the complaint phase, the investigative phase, the hear-
ing phase, and the review and appeal phase. The ASME procedures are among
the most detailed for the AAAS-affiliated societies.

Since 1970, ASME has received 12 complaints involving professional ethics
from a member against another member. The society has no policy to review
complaints by members against non-members and has not received complaints
originating from non-members. The society has investigated more than half
of the complaints, resulting in at least one expulsion. The society may ex-—
pPel, censure, or suspend members for professional ethics concerns. The
society has mo provision for support service to a member in situations of
disagreement with an employer or others or = ethical izssue.

ASME previously has published a notice of expulsion with the member's
name in the society'S‘prpfessional journal. Hpwever, this policy, which is
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uncommon, was changed in early 1980. Council actions resulting in expulsion,
sugpension, or censure currently are reported without individual names.

The ASME Technology and Society Division has published several articles
on social responsibility in its newsletter. 1In late 1979, the ASME Presi-
dent urged the newly formed American Association of Engineering Societies

(AAES) to create a forum for review of engineering concerns about public
health and safety.
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American Sociological Association

Sociological research, teaching, and practice, like
other social processes, have positive and negative
consequences for individuals and institutions; conse-
quently, the work of sociologists must be enhanced
and restrained by ethical considerations. Socio-
logical knowledge can be a form of economic and
political power, and sociologists therefore need

to protect themselves, the discipline, the people
they study and teach, their colleagues, anc 'society
as a wholg' from abuses of power that may stem from
their work.

Agreement on what constitutes abuses of power is not
easily reached.

—-Preamble
ASA Code of Professional Ethics
(proposed) (1980)
i

The 13,000 member American Sociological Associatior., established in 1905,
is one of the smallest AAAS-affiliated societies which has committees actively
concerned with professional ethics and issues surrounding infringement of the
freedom of research and teaching. About 85 percent of ASA members are em-
ployed by academic institutions, and the remainder are divided evenly among
industry, government, self-employment or non-profit organizations. Voting
members hold advanced degrees in sociology.

- The ASA currently has a code of ethics which was adopted in 1969. A new
code has been in preparation for the past two years, and a working draft was
published in the Association's January 1980 newsletter to solicit members'’
comments (see Appendix T ). The new code was developed as a result of con-
cerns that the previous code emphasized research issues to the exclusion of
other professional activities performed by sociologists.

The proposed code includes a preamble and four major sections dealing
with ethical rules related to research, publications and review processes,
teaching and the rights of students, and relationships among sociologists.
The proposed preamble notes that there are "possible conflicts between the
responsibilities of sociologists to truth and knowledge and to the rights

- of their subjects, students, and associates" and indicates that these con-

flicts are "one justification for a code of ethics.” The proposed ASA code
represents one of the most recent attempts by professional societies to
address the various . nflicts associated with performing scientific research.

|
The current ASA code prov.des for a Committee on Professional Ethics,

- which is revising the code and procedures for handling complaints. ASA does

not have a designated office or staff for professional ethics concerns, but
indicated that staff members do work occasionally on these matters. .

ASA has a seco:’ committee which addresses issues and cases related to
the professional rights and duties of its members. The Committee on Freedom
of Research and Teaching, established in 1968, has investigated a number of
cases involving alleged discrimination on a variety of grounds. The Committee
has a set of procedures by which they accept and investigate cases submitted
by ASA members (see Footnotes, October 1979). It also has prepared a bro-
chure entitled "Guidelines for Initial Appointments in Sociology."”
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The number of inquiries receivec during a year averages about ten
while the number of cases actively investigated averages about five. The
Committee can provide mediation, negotiation, and arbitration servicesc for
members. The Committee generally reports one to four cases a year with a

recommendation for some type of sanction, including censure of the insti-
tution in question.
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i Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers’

The IEEE may offer support to any member involved in

a matter of ethical principle which stems in whole or
in part from such member's adherence to the Code of
Ethics, and which can jeopardize that member's liveli-
hood, compromise the discharge of such member's pro-
fessional responsibilities, or which can be detrimental
to the interests of IEEE or of the engineering
profession.

--Section 112(4)
IEEE Bylaws (1979)

The efforts of the (Member Conduct Committee) to raise
ethical standards in engineering may be supplemented
through other agencies. Two possibilities are (a)
legislation to make it clear that engineers have a
right to practice ethically and (b) the adoption, by
employers of engineers, of internal procedures that
encourage more responsible professional behavior.

--"Engineering Ethics and the IEEE:
An Agenda" by Stephen H. Unger
(1980)

The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers is the world's
largest engineering society, and it has developed an active ethics program
since the early 1970's. Established in 1963, with predecessor societies
dating back to 1884, IEEE has a current membership of about 200,000. Over
half of IEEE members are employed by private industry (53 percent), 30 percent
are government employees, and the remainder work in academic institutions,
are employed by other institutions, or are self-employed.

The IEEE code of ethics was revised most recently in 1979. It includes
a preamble and four articles which specify professional standards for IEEE
members, professional employment practices, relations with employers and
clients, and responsibilities to the community. Additionally, the IEEE By-
laws and the Policy and Procedures Manual include sections on member disci-
pPline and support (added in 1975) in matters of ethical principle (see Appen-
dix U). The IEEE statement on member support is unique and was incorporated
into its bylaws as a result of membership concern about the need for an ex-
plicit statement authorizing the society to intervene in such matters. This
action represents a pioneering effort by a professional society to encourage
adherence to its professional standards of ethical conduct by providing sup-
port actions for its members.

1EEE has several policy statements relating to matters of ethical con-
cerns which empower its governing groups to develop amicus curiae briefs, to
review and investigate complaints (restricted to notarized statements by IEEE
members which are delivered by certified mail to the society's offices), to
initiate proceedings against IEEE members, and to provide support regarding
employment or professional activities which may be affected by member adher-
ence to the IEEE Code of Ethics. The IEEE Member Conduct Committee (MCC)
reviews complaints and requests for support submitted to the society, and
its investigation and review procedures are detailed in the society's policy
manual., IEEE doe$ not have staff or an office designated as solely responsi-
ble for professional ethics matters.
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Since 1970, IEEE has received 10 complaints from members against mem-
bers, and 5 member requests for support. The society has not received any
complaints involving non-members. More than 75 percent of the complaints
have been investigated. IEEE may expel, suspend or censure its members on
professional ethics issues. To date, no sanctions have been imposed in res-
ponse to the complaints received by the society.

With respect to member support, the IEEE may publish findings in support
of the member and may take such further action as "may be in the interest of
the member, the IEEE or the engineering profession."” A report of the first
member support case under the new bylaws was published in the society's news-
letter in December 1978, indicating that the society had upheld the member's
action and had submitted correspondence to her personnel file endorsing the
member's actions ag being consistent with the best interests of the profes-
sion (see Appendix-VU).

The IEEE United States Activities Board (USAB) has established an Ethics
Task Force which has among responsibilities, the task of recommending candi-
dates to chair the MCC; establishing a liaison function with the Committee
working on a "unified code" for the engineering profession; establishing
methods to keep the IEEE membership informed regarding professional ethics;
and providing a forum for receipt of members' comments and testimony on
ethical matters. 1In addition to this, the IEEE also has a Committee on
Social Implications of Technology, which has been concerned about the prob-
lems of supporting ethical engineers who experience difficulties_in uphold-
ing the society's code. The Committee submitted an amicus curiae brief' for
the Institute in the early 1970's to assist an IEEE member involved in a ,
whistle-blowing incident over the BART system‘in California. The Committee
has developed a public interest service award, and it publishes a newsletter
on social concerns in the engineering profession.
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National Association of Social Workers

The ethical behavior of social workers results not from
edict, but from a personal commitment of the individual.
This code is offered to affirm the will and zeal of all
social workers to be ethical and to act ethically in
all that they do as social workers...

In subscribing to this code, social workers...should

take adequate measures to discourage, prevent, expose

and correct the unethical conduct of colleagues. Finally,
social workers should be equally ready to defend and as-
sist colleagues unjustly charged with unethical conduct.

--Preamble, The NASW Code of Ethics
(1979) . '

The National Association of Social Workers was established in 1955 with
the merger of geven predecessor social work organizations and currently has
over 80,000 members. A slight majority of NASW members are employed by
government agencies at all levels (50-55 percent). The remainder are em-
ployed by private (usually non-profit) groups (30-35 percent) or academic
ingitutions. A significantly growing number are in self-employed: practice
as therapists or consultants. A small number of social workers are employed
in business or industrial firms or work in private industry.

NASW adopted a code of ethics in 1960, based on one recognized by one of
the predecessor organizations. NASW's code was revised most recently in 1979.
The Association also has adopted standards for personnel practice which can
serve as the basis for adjudication of complaints.

The NASW code includes a preamble and six major sections which address
standards of personal and professional conduct and responsibilities to clients,
colleagues, employers, and society. The code was developed by an ad hoc task
force which extensively reviewed existing codes of other professional socie-
ties to asgist their efforts to construct a new NASW code. In particular, the
goal of the task force was to develop a revised code which would both provide
social workers with standards of ethical practice and also serve as a basis
for adjudication of complaints.

The NASW task force on ethics was disbanded following the adoption of
the revised code. A standing National Committee on Inquiry reviews complaints
about unethical conduct involving NASW members. A portion of the time of two
staff members has been assigned for professional ethics matters, including
administrative support for the society's ad hoc and standing committees.

With respect to individual complaints, NASW adjudication procedures pro-
vide for three categories of complaints: complaints against NASW members for
unethical conduct; complaints against agencies for violation of NASW person-
nel standards; and complaints against agencies for imposing limitations or
penalties on professional action taken on behalf of clients. A study of the
Association's case files involving complaints against NASW members indicated
that from 1955 to 1977, a total of 154 individual complaints of unethical con-
duct were processed with over 40 percent of these complaints received in, 1976
and 1977 alone. The Association has received an additional 75 ethical com-
plaints in 1978 and 1979. Sanctions may include suspension or expulsion from
the organization, formal censure, informal reprimand, or recommendation for
revocaticn of state license. The most frequent sanction applied by the
society is private cenmsure. Sanction reports against NASW members can be
published with names.
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In its investigations, NASW relied upon a local committee on inquiry
to function as the group convening a hearing and forming a recommendation
in response to an individual compiaint. The NASW National Committee on
Inquiry has recently indicated that it favors a policy which wonld require
local chapters to reimburse the natiorzl office for the cost of conducting
adjudication site hearings when the local chapters failed to conduct hear-
ings of their owm.

With respect to complaints involving organizational behavior, NASW also
relies upon local committees to convene hearings in response to specific
allegations. When a local committee finds that an organization is in viola-
tion of its own personnel standards, or has imposed limitations for profes—
sional action and has failed to take corrective action, the chapter's report
is published in the NASW newsletter in a manner similar to the procedures
used by the American Association of University Professors in censuring uni-
Versity groups. The NASW Board of Directors also may approve additional
sanctions against recalcitrant agencies. Currently 16 agencies, primarily
hospitals, local community health centers, or counseling clinics, continue
in violation of NASW adjudication findings, primarily in the area of person-
nel standards. The list of institutions is regularly publicized by the Asso-
ciation, with the note that "NASW members are encouraged to take sucl informa-
tion into account when considering employment or other relations with listed
respondents.”

In the area of support actions for individual members who may experience
ethical conflicts, NASW reported that it did not offer any formal arbitra-
tion, counseling or financial or legal assistance services other than the

" adjudication procedures outlined above. Informal consultation is provided

by chapter and national staff.

The Association's journals and newsletter have published the reports of
the Task Force and those of the National Committee on Inquiry, which describe
in detail the problems involved in constructing a new code of professional
ethics. The soclety also offers workshops on ethical issues, usually at the
local chapter level.
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~ National Society of Professional Eugineers

For more years than one cares to rercuber, the engi-
' neering profession has been plagued with an apparently
insoluble problem of how to deal with ethical res-
" traints on the advertising of engineering services, or
even whether there should be any degree of control.

—-Milton Lunch, NSPE
General Counsel (1977)

Professionalism and ethics are twins, inseparably bound
together ‘in the concept that professional status and
recognition must be based upon public service under a
higher duty than mere compliance with the letter of the
law.

--"Ethics for Engineers' (NSPE)
(1974)

Petitioner's ban on competitive bidding prevents all
customers from making price comparisons in the initial
selection of an ‘engineer, and imposes the Society's
views of the costs and benefits of competition on the
entire marketplace. It is this restraint that must be
justified under the Rule of Reason, and petitioner's
attempt to do so on the basis of the potential threat
that competition poses to the public safety and the
ethics of its profession is nothing less than a frontal
assault on the basic policy of the Sherman Act.

—-From an Opinion by Justice Stevens,
Supreme Court Decision in U.S.
vs. NSPE (1978)

The National Society of Professional Engineers is the professional
society which represents the engineering profession as a whole rather than
a particular engineering discipline. Established in 1934, the membership
of NSPE is about 78,000 and is composed mainly of licensed engineers. A
majority of NSPE members are employed by private industry (50 percent), and
the remainder are evenly divided between government (20 percent) and self-
employment (20 percent). Other members work in academic institutions or
with other groups such as the military.

NSPE has a formal code of ethics which was most recently revised in 1979.
The Society also publishes advisory opinions based on an interpretation of
its code and guidelines related to employment or publication practices.

The NSPE code includes a preamble and 15 sections which address the engi-

neer's responsibility to the public, the engineering profession, emplovers or
clients, and colleagues.

NSPE has a standing Ethical Practice Committee (formed in 1946) which
regularly reviews the code of ethics and an Ethics Review Task Force which
is an ad hoc group established in 1976. In addition, the NSPE Board of Ethi-
cal Review igsues advisory opinions interpreting the code. NSPE also appoints
a Judiciary Board to review cases appealed by aggrieved members whose cases
have been reviewed at the state level. The office of the NSPE General
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Counsel is responsible for matters relating to professional ethics, and one
staff person is assigned this responsbility on a part-time basis.

Since 1970, the national office of NSPE has received two complaints in-
volving its members and issues of professional ethics. Most complaints are
filed at the state level, and statistics on these cases are not readily avail-
able. Charges of unethical conduct by anyone may be filed with the state
society.

NSPE may expel members, formally censure or reprimand its members, or
recommend revocation of member licenses on ethical grounds. Since 1970, NSPE
has suspended one member.

The society offers financial and legal assistance to its members in sup-—
port of ethical concerns. It has provided financial or legal assistance in
about 10 cases, representing an active member support program compared to
other societies. Society members are informed about the implementation of
sanction or support actions through reports in the national or state maga-
zines (as appropriate).

In the mid-1970's NSPE was involved in major litigation with the Depart-
ment of Justice regarding the ban on competitive bidding included in its
ethical code. The controversy resulted ultimately in a decision by the
Supreme Court which ruled that the ban imposed unfair restraint upon free
competition and was thus in violation of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act. By
order of the Court, NSPE has rescinded all policy statements, opinions,
rulings, or other guidelines which might be construed as prohibiting engi-
neers from providing price information to prospective clients. The NSPE
revised code notes that engineers individually may refuse to bid for engi-
neering servies, and clients are not required to seek bids.

The NSPE has published four volumes which include thecollected advisory
opinions of the Board of Ethical Review during the period 1964-1975. The
advisory opinions are based on actual facts or hypothetical circumstances
involving NSPE members and are submitted by the state societies or indivi-
dual members (see Appendix V). The advisory opinions are published regu-
larly in the Society's national journal. The Society's journal publishes
feature articles on concerns related to engineering ethics, and NSPE has
sponsored workshops on these topics as well.

Current member concerns about professional rights and responsibilities
as reported by the Society include employment conditions, such as pensions,
salaries, job titles, and others.
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ConcluswnsandRecommendatwns -

Drawing conclusions and recommendations from a project of this scope is
1ot an easy undertaking. As noted in previous chapters, one of the major
lifficulties encountered by the authors throughout the project was the ab-
jence of common concepts -or definitions within the scientific and engineering
societies as to what constituted a statement of ethical principles, rules of
ronduct, or other activities associated with ethical concerns within their
;rofession. Terms such as "principles" and "rules,” often are used inter-
thangeably. As a result, there is a range of viewpoints among the societies
wer whether a code of ethics should be viewed as a general statement of the
toral values of importance to the profession, as a statement of aspirations,
)r as a quasi-legal guide for adjudicating complaints and standardizing the
sthical norms shared by professional colleagues.

As a result of these various perspectives, it is not surprising to see
little evidence of strategies or mechanisms for implementing or enforcing
rthical rules in the scientific and engineering societies. Formal complaint
)rocedures, safeguards respecting the rights of all parties, and sanction and
jupport actions rarely are available and even more rarely used. The socie-
ties ‘appear to share a common assumption that complaints involving ethical
roncerns or code violations should be handled in an informal and private man-
ler. As a result, formal decisions in response to individual complaints are
rare and are not publicized to the members of the profession or to the gener-
1l public. The project revealed much interest, but few visible programs, in
mmcouraging attention to ethical concerns through positive incentives as well
18 rules of conduct in the societies. In the words of one of the workshop
’articipants, promoting attention to ethics requires a ceiling as well as a
floor in sensitizing scientists and engineers to the impact of value choices
In their professional work. There is a real need for efforts to assist in
the resolution of disagreements arising from various priorities placed on dif-
ferent values.

It was not within the scope of our study to explore the causes for the
societies' preference for informal approaches to ethical concerns. This pref-
:rence may be a result of the demographics of the societies themselves, or it
say be linked directly to the nature of scientific inquiry. It also may be a
result of a lack of member interest in this area. Whatever the cause, it is
:lear that in general most of the societies surveyed in this project have not
irticulated or clarified the basic ethical principles of importance to their
rofession.

A number of societies, however, particularly the primary societies repre-
jenting the larger disciplines, have adopted rules of conduct derived from
jome undefined set of general principles. This may reflect a common experi-
:nce among the societies that it is easier to agree upon the rules themselves
than the underlying reasons supporting each rule.

Where societies have developed formal statements, the distinctions be-
tween general principles and rules of conduct are unclear. As a result, evalu-
1ting member conduct on the basis of the statements is extremely difficult.
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The situation might be characterized as one of "laissez-faire ethics," where
scientists and engineers commonly are left to decide for themselves—-or to

be guided by rules developed by groups outside the profession--what set of
values should influence the development and application of their professional
knowledge.

We live in a time of increased concern about the social impacts of
science and technology--a concern manifested both within and outside the pro-
fessional gocieties. The professional societies are regarded by many as one
of the primary institutional voices for the professions, and as such these
groups may be expected to clarify and support more directly the basic values
and ethical rules which they believe their members should follow as a profes-~
sional group. Our basic assumption is that public scrutiny of the professions
will result eventually in an increase expectation that societies will articu-
late and clarify the norms which underlie their ethical rules. As this "value-
clarification” process becomes more visible, principles which do not adequate-
ly address public concerns as well as member interests may become a source of
greater conflict.

The principles and rules developed as part of professional ethics activi-
ties may serve two basic functions. They may provide both a forum for profes-
sionals to examine the range of values associated with their discipline in an
impartial fashion and also a means for professions to instill in their members
basic values intended to influence their professional behavior. These two ap~
proaches are not necessarily exclusive. However, there is some question re-
garding the extent to which the societies’ role should be one of re-cnforcing
and- supplementing the concept of an individual acting as an independent moral
agent, or one of defining specific values--and deriving "proper professional
conduct' from them--for individual members to observe in the broader interests
of the profession and the welfare of society as a whole. At this time, the
appropriate balance between these two approaches to ethical concerns has not
been resolved within the scientific and engineering community.

Each approach has its own merits. Thus, while a society might use its
educational and meeting activities to reinforce the examination of ethical
issues associated with science and technology through an open-ended, explora-
tory approach (thus supporting the concept of individual choice), a society
also might clarify the basic rules reflecting the consensus among colleagues
about appropriate professional conduct when moral conflicts arise. The latter
rules are perhaps all the more necessary in order to establish the degree of
independence necessary to maintain a respect for individual choice in ethical
matters.

In the following conclusions and recommendations, we reflect back on our
findings and suggest ways to stimulate attention to professional ethics con~-
cerns within the scientific and engineering societies. These findings should
provoke further interest in ethics issues and point to some future research
options which, on the basis of our study, appear to be most promising. They
should be viewed as the preliminary result of an on-going process of continuing
study and discussion. We recognize that the societies are at many different
stages of development in addressing ethical concerns within their professions.
Some recommendations clearly will have greater significance for the larger so-
cleties or those representing fields focused on more immediate technical appli-~
cation of professional knowledge rather than basic scholarly inquiry. Other
recommendations may be of more relevance for smaller or newly formed groups
which are beginning to examine the need for a statement of ethical principles
or rules of conduct within their professions.

We also believe that these findings will highlight important areas for
future attention and discussion—-not only for the societies themselves, but
also for those who seek to stimulate reflection on moral issues accompanying
the development and application of scientific and technical knowledge and on
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he role of professional societies in this process. It is our hope that the
ocieties' experiences in struggling with these issues will form a firm foun-
ation for generating new insights.

Conclusions

eneral
eneral

1. - Among the scientific and engineering societies included in our study,
ittle attention and only minimal resources have been directed toward profes-
ional ethics matters. Examples of regular monitoring and periodic assess— -
ent of ethics activities are rare.

2.  There are few formal channels for communication about professional
thics among the societies, between the” societies and their members, or be-
weeni the~societies and non-members. As highlighted in Chapter 5, several
o6cieties, in one way or another, have addressed critical ethics issues asso-
iated with the professional activities of their members. Yet, there are no
trategies or mechanisms to facilitate systematically the exchange of such
nformation or experiences across societies. When such exchanges do occur,
hey are more likely to be among societies representing similar disciplines
e.g., the social and behavioral sciences) than among societies representing
istinct disciplines (e.g., the engineering and social sciences). This is
nfortunate, for while there may be obvious differences between the kinds of
thical issues affecting the various professions, there are also many common
oncerns (e.g., confidentiality). The societies could benefit from the ex-
eriences of others with, for example, the design and implementation of com-
laint and hearing procedures.

Communication on ethics matters between the societies and their members
enerally occurs in a random fashion. Less than one-third of the societies rc-
orted that they provide education and information relating to professional
:thics to their members, while almost one-half indicated that they undertake
o such efforts. These responses are reinforced by the replies to the ques-
ion on membership concerns. Less than one-third of the societies reported
‘hat their members had communicated concerns regarding ethical matters. Yet
:thical issues are inevitably linked to the exercise of professional authority,
nd opportunities for their development and resolution of possible conflicts
re more likely to occur through open discussion and review. At present, how-
wver, such discussion is not standard practice in the societies.

Collectively our sample of societies has taken few initiatives to inform
lon-members about their professional ethics activities. For example, only six
iocieties have made any formalized effort to alert non-members to the presence
f procedures for initiating complaints against members. There is little evi-
lence of attempts by societies to inform non-members of disciplinary measures
nstituted against professionals to whom non-members might turn later for as-
iistance. If the scientific and engineering societies are to earn the public's
:rust and maintain some reasonable degree of independence, then the public may
ixpect them to demonstrate their ability to ensure that their ethical norms
ierve the public's interest and are observed by their members. If societies
ire perceived as not serving public goals, there undoubtedly will be increased
lemands for external forms of accountability.

3. Few societies systematically collect and maintain data on their pro-
‘essional ethics activities. Throughout the survey, responses suggested that
0 data were available or that precise figures could not be determined. This
rvaucity of data makes evaluation of a society's programs a difficult 1f not
.mpossible task for outsiders or the society itself. Without data and period-
‘cal evaluations, the societies may find it difficult to respond to the com-
)ylex ethical issues posed by the development and use of science and technology.
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4. It is difficult to undertake a comparative analysis or assessment of
the professional ethics activities of those societies included in our study.
The societies' data vary greatly in availability and format. Another serious
problem arises from varied definitions of the same terms by different respon-
dents.. The most obvious example is 'professional ethics complaints." The
term "professional ethics" itself as defined in the survey questionnaire ywas
subjected to varying interpretations by the respondents. Definitions and

measurements of ethics "complaints" also varied considerably among the socie:
ties.

Additional difficulties arise from the heterogeneity of the surveyed so-
cleties, which have different goals, administrative structures, and relation-
ships with clients. Such details often were not captured by our survey. Im-
proved conceptual understanding of the activities pursued by the societies is
essentlal--and so is the use of more sensitive techniques and strategies of
investigation 1f useful measurement and assessment criteria applicable across
socileties are to be developed.

Ethical Rules

1. As a group, the ethical statements adopted by the societies demon-
strated a marked preference for dealing with ethical issues on a general and
abstract level. Formal enunciation of the objectives of the statements and
the rules is rare; equally uncommon is detailed explanation of the values or
underlying principles which determined those rules. While we recognize the
need to assure flexibility in ethical rules, vaguely-worded prescriptions are
likely to invite neglect or self-serving behavior.

2. Very few of the socleties' statements provided a clear basis for es—
tablishing priorities between two or more rules which, although not inherently
inconsistent, in practice may present the scientist or engineer with conflict-
ing obligations. Even in those instances where the statement declares that
members have a 'paramount" duty to "the safety, health and welfare of the
public," there are no clear criteria for determining whether public, employer,
or professional opinions should be given greater weight when evaluating pos-
sible action in cases where the "facts" of a given situation are ill-defined.
In some cases, the statements will clearly identify a primary responsibility,
but no further guidance is offered for assigning priorities to the host of
secondary responsibilities.

3. The development and enforcement of ethical rules reflect some uncer-
tainty in the science and engineering societies over the relationship between
their legal and ethical obligations as professionals. The inclusion or exclu-
sion of certain rules is influenced by the societies' perceptions of what the
law requires. The legal status of the societies' enforcement of their ethical
rules, including the application of sanctions and support actions, is not
clearly established. For example, soclety representatives at the workshop ex-
pressed considerable uneasiness over the prospects for aggressive ethical code
enforcement because of fears that their tax status would be affected adversely
or that they might be exposed to costly litigation initiated by those "harmed"
by such enforcement. The circumstances that create conflict among ethical
rules, their enforcement, and legal requirements need to be carefully explored
and defined.

4. When viewed as part of a larger self-regulatory system, the ethical
rules adopted by our sample societies present several problems. The rules are
unlikely to be of much value in the formal adjudication of grievances because
of their abstract or imprecise terms. As a consequence, enforcement becomes
problematic and possibly counterproductive if the society is perceived by its
members or others to be inconsistent or overly dogmatic in its interpretation
of "improper" behavior. 1In addition, the statements rarely inform members of
their precise responsibilities to report possible violations of the rules, and
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only one of the statements examined refers to the benefits for members who
diligently comply with the rules. If the societies are to be part of a larger
self-regulatory systém and their rules are intended to be something more than
just "aspirational," their members should be aware:of the consequences for
those who abide by or deviate from the rules.

5. The circumstances and values that precipitaté moral dilemmas for
scientists and engineers are not static, but rather are subject to the same
forces that affect the social, economic, and political environment in which
science and engineering take place. Changes in public policy, the employment
profile of a society's membership, or the distribution of the benefits and
costs of. new technology among the genmeral population--all are examples of
events that might call into question the appropriateness of one or more of a
society's ethical rules. Almost all of those societies which have adopted
ethical rules also have established some mechanism for reviewing and modifying
them. These mechanisms differ in administration as well as structural detail.
Although the data do not enable us to comment directly on the level of member-
ship involvement in the review and modification process, decisions to retain
or alter current provisions are more likely to be accepted by the members and
outsiders who are given an opportunity to participate in the decision-making
process,

6. -The absence of formal rules of ethical conduct within a society
should not be equated necessarily with disinterest or professional arrogance.
A society may demonstrate by other means its concern for the ethical impli-
cations of its members' actions. Whether these approaches are satisfactory
alternatives to the adoption of ethical rules depends, in large part, on the
functions that each alternative is expected to perform and the success of each
alternative. .

Policies and Procedures

1. The procedures for administering and implementing the wide range of
ethics activities revealed by the survey is related to some extent to the
resources available to the societies. In more than just a few cases, the
larger societies, with generally greater manpower and financial resources,
were more likely to have initiated the activities identified in Figure 1,
particularly review and modification procedures, commitment of staff time,
and investigatory and appeals procedures. Although not directly analyzed in
the study, the availability and application of sanctions and support actions
probably are influenced substantially by society resources.

2. The availability and use of sanctions and supports are not well devel-
oped areas of society activity. Where sanctions do exist they are used in-
frequently. And when sanctions are applied to members, the societies gener-
ally do not inform other members or non-members of the action taken. Members
who seriously seek to comply with their society's ethical rules can expect
very little in the form of support activities. Very few societies, for example,
offer financial or legal assistance to their members. Overall, the current
emphasis of enforcement activities is on reaction and discipline rather than
on prevention and incentives.

Effective enforcement by the societies will generate costs from the time
and effort required to monitor member behavior, to disseminate information,
to respond to complaints, and to register disapproval or commendation. The
scientific and engineering societies may not be willing to exercise this role
or able to absorb such costs by themselves.

3. The low level of society activity in sanctions and supports may re-
flect a tendency for societies to rely on informal control arrangements, al-

though the strength of this tendency was not measured by our survey. Such
arrangements are open to manipulation, however. A system of controls which

3’115

ERIC



ERIC

104

lacks visibility and structure may precipitate rather than reduce the inci-
dence of error in skill or judgment. This is likely to be the case if the

system fails to clarify the importance of adhering to certain rules and the
consequences of violating those rules. Finally, informal controls, removed
from the public eye, diminish opportunities for response and corrective ac-—
tion by those outside the profession who are affected most directly by pro-
fessional performance.

Recommendations

1. The scientific and technical societies should develop programs and
activities to sensitize both their members and the public to the values
affecting the development and use of professional knowledge. The societies
should recognize that such values will be considered in a casual and ad hoc

‘manner in the absence of institutional activities designed to bring them to

member attention. The societies' emphasis on such programs should at the
very least be consistent with the size and scope of their organizational
activities as a whole.

The activities of the societies should supplement and support the concept
of the individual professional acting as an independent mov.l agent, and,
where appropriate, they also should include rules and guidelines to help re-
solve conflicts in cases where the society's members have reached a consensus
on the proper course of professional conduct.

2. The societies should strive to identify the basic ethical principles
which represent the shared aspirations of their profession. These principles
should clarify the ethical "goods" of the profession and the reasons why such
"goods" are important to professional work. The principles should be clarified
through discussions at society meetings and interpretive articles, and should
be distributed to all applicants for society membership.

3. The societies should recognize that ethical principles are guidelines,
not rules, which cannot be imposed or broken. When conflicts arise among
principles, however, societies should develop rules of conduct both to guide
members’ choices and to establish a public standard of behavior against which
allegations of abuse or unprofessional conduct might be judged.

Ethical rules may acknowledge selected ethical principles, but the soci-
eties should distinguish between the two in their formal statements. State-
ments of principles can be used as a statement of the ethical ideals of the
profession in an educational sense. Statements of rules for professional be-
havior, on the other hand, should serve a regulatory function. Societies
which adopt "educational codes" will sensitize their members and the public
to values which are of importance to their profession. But such codes cannot
serve as the basis for adjudicating complaints of "unprofessional behavior.”
On the other haund, rules which specify standards of member conduct and which
offer a basis for adjudication and enforcement may not recognize broader values
involved in professional work.

Thus, each approach has unique advantages and disadvantages. Educational
codes may be more appropriate for newly formed disciplines or small, homo-
geneous socleties. Socileties whose members work in many employment settings
may require standards which specify more clearly the norms governing the be-
havior of their members in order to establish common approaches within the
profession to resolve ethical conflicts in the application of professional
knowledge.

4. Societies should prepare rules of professional conduct which can be
understood easily both by the members and those affected by the members' pro-
fessional work. Members should have an ‘opportunity to acknowledge that they
are familiar with the ethical rules of their profession and that they expect
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to follow them as a condition of their membership in the society. Efforts
should be made to educate the general public about the societies' rules,
and employers also should be informed about the existence of such rules by
the societies. Any conflicts between the societies' rules and employers'
solicies should be addressed in a way that re-affirms the public service
tradition of the professions.

5. Rules of professional conduct should be accompanied by procedures
for adjudicating complaints and providing society sanction or support actions
(1f necessary). Every society that adopts such rules should establish a
recognized procedure by which complaints of unprofessional conduct or requests
for assistance can be brought to the attention of authorized representatives
>f the society.

6. Socileties should recognize that principles or rules which place a
paramount concern on protecting the health and safety of the public may place
their members in conflict with their employers. Societies that receive member
requests for assistance (as a result of conflicts arising from member adher-
ence to society rules) should try to provide support services to their members,
including counseling and mediation activities, and, if necessary, financial
or legal aid.

7. Professional societies should ensure that serious allegations of un-
professional conduct, whether raised by persons within or outside the pro~
fession, are reviewed in a manner that provides a fair and thorough review for
all parties. In particular, the societies should develop policies regarding
access to and disclosure of information collected in the course of adjudica-
tion and enforcement activities,

Such reviews may be time-consuming and costly, and if a large number of
complaints are received, societies may need financial support to implement
fair review and resolution of serious disputes. Experimental models for
review should be evaluated and funded by the societies and others who wish to
facilitate the resolution of such disputes in a fair and objective manner.

8. Professional societies should conduct periodic reviews of values
important to their members' work. Changes in these values-—-and the emphasis
placed upon them--will occur and should be expected given the changing social
context for developing and applying scientific and technical knowledge. If
conducted every four or five years, these reviews should provide an opportunity
for the societies to identify new trends and areas of potential conflict re~
quiring further attention.

Professional journals and newsletters should be encouraged to poll their
readers from time to time to identify ethical concerns and report on individual
cases raising significant issues for the profession.

9, The societies periodically should publish and distribute a report on
the "State of Professional Ethics" in their profession. The report should in-
clude information on the society's ethics activities, identify members and
staff working in this drea, review the number and types of complaints or re~
quests for support received by the society, and report the resolution of these
cases. The report also should refer to pertinent society publications and
summarize future activities.

10. The societies should coordinate their professional ethics activities
to call attention to concerns that cut across disciplinary lines. To facili~
tate such coordination, primary responsibility for addressing professional
ethics concerns should be assigned to a senior staff and/or a concerned member
in each society.

11. Representatives of the public and private groups affected by the pro-
fessional work of scientists and engineers should have an opportunity to ex-

'
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press their concerns to the societies' members. The societies should estab-
lish visible and accessible channels for such exchange of views, including
open forums at the societies' annual meetings, guest editorials in the
societies' journals, and other approaches. Societien whose members are
licensed for public service should consider appointing public representatives
to review boards or licensing panels.

12, Professional societies should recognize that they are one of several
groups--including employers, and non-governmental and governmental organi-
zations—-which develop rules and guidelines affecting the professional work
of scientists and engineers. This mix of institutional actors produces a
formal and informal regulatory system which directly affects the-values that
shape the development and application of scientific and technical knowledge.
Ethical concerns and conflicts often highlight values that may, not be shared
universally--or shared with equal emphasis--by these various institutions.

The societies should be alert and responsive to such concerns, pfoviding
opportunities to review various perspectives on controversial ethical issues
for their members in a timely fashion.

13. The societies actively should seek to ensure that those organizations
which employ their members recognize the importance of ethical concerns asso-
ciated with the development and application.of science and technology. The
societies should urge employers to provide formal channels to resolve differ-
ences of opinion precipitated by moral values in conflict between their pro-
fessional and management staffs. The existence of such dissent procedures
should’ be considered an essential part of a professional working environment
in large organizations.

14. As noted in the introductory chapter, the range of activities pur-
sued by the societies is affected by internal and external forces as well as
by contemporary and historical trends. Yet knowledge of the influence wielded
by these factors is seriously undernourished. Case studies of individual so-
cieties over time as well as comparative studies involving two or more socie-
ties should improve our understanding of the interaction between the societies
and their external environment and of the impact that such interaction has
on the societies' actions.

15. It is fair to say that we do not have well-defined benchmarks for
evaluating the perforrance of the scientific and engineering societies on
matters of professional ethics. Nor are there widely accepted and experienced
institutional mechanisms guaranteed to improve the quality of the societies'
performance. The societies and those outside who are concerned with their
performance should conduct studies designed to identify useful criteria and
to apply these criteria to measure and evaluate the full range of ethics
activities implemented by the societies. This will not only advance the state
of theoretical and empirical analysis of the professions and their ethics
activities, but it will also generate alternative strategies which the socie-
ties could employ effectively to fulfill their institutional responsibilities
related to professional ethics.
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Appendix A

American Association for the Advancement of Science

Aﬂilianed Organizations and Their Sectional Intexests

The letters followmg the names of the affliates indicate the AAAS sections in which each organization e

' is enrolled.

Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences—J, K, Q, X

Academy of Psychosomatic Medicine—N, J, R

Acoustical Society of America—B

Alpha Epsilon Delta—N

American Academy of Arts and Sciences—X

American Academy of Forensic Sciences-N, C, 5,
H,R

American Academy of Neurology-C, G, N, §

American Academy of Optomeury—N

American Academy of Psychoanalym—N ¥

American Alpine Club—E

American Anthropological Association—H, T

American Association for Dental Research—-R, N, G

American Association of Anatomists—N

American Association of Cereal Chemists—O

American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy—S

American Association of Dental Schools—R

American Association of Immunologists—N

American Association of Pathologists—N

American Association of Petroleum Geologists—E

American Association of Physical Anthropologists—H

American Association of Physics Teachers—B, Q

American Association of Scientific Workers—X

American Association of University Professors—-Q, X

American Astronautical Society—B, D, M, N, W

American Astronomical Society—D

American Bryological and Llchenological Society—G

American Ceramic Society—M

American Chemical Society—C, T

American College of Cardiology—N

American College of Chest Physicians—N

American College of Dentists—R

American College of Gastroenterology—N

American College of Radiology—N

American Dairy Science Association—~O

American Dental Association—-R

American Dietetic Association—N

American Economic Association—K

American Educational Research Association—-Q

American Ethnological Society—H

American Fisheries Society-G, W

American Folklore Society—H

American Genetic Association—G, N, O

American Geographical Society—E, W

American Geological Institute—E, W

American Geophysical Union—X

American Industrial Hygiene Association—P, C, M, N

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics—B,
MT,W

American Institute of Biological Sciences—G, O, Q, T

American Institute of Chemical Engineers—M, C

American Institute of Chemists—C

American Institute of Industrial Engineers—M

American Institute of Physics—B, D, L, P, T

American Library Association—T

American Mathematical Society—A

American Medical Association—N

American Medical Writers’ Association—T, N, X

American Meteorological Society—B, M, T, W

American Microscopical Society—G, T

American Nature Study Socicty—Q

American Nuclear Society-B, M, Q, C, A

American Oil Chemists’ Society—C

American Ornithologists' Union—-G

American Pharmaceutical Association—$

American Philosophical Association—L

American Physical Society—B,C,P, Q, T

American Physical Therapy Association—N

American Physiological Society-N, G

American Phytopathological Society—-G, O

American Political Science Association—K

American Psychiatric Association—N, J, Q

American Psychoanalytic Association—-N, J, Q

American Psychological Association—)

American Public Health Association~N, R, U, M, G

American Rheumatism Association—N

American Society for Aesthetics—X

‘American Society for Cybernetics—), K, N, T

American Society for Engineering Education—M
American Society for Horticultural Science-0, G, Q
American Society for Information Science—T
American Society for Mass Spectrometry—B, C, G, N, T
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American Society for Medical Technology—N

American Society for Metals—M, T

American Society for Microbiology—N, O

American Society for Pharmacology & Experimental
Therapeutics—N

American Society for Quality Control-M, U, X

American Society of Agricultural Engineers—M, O

American Society of Agronomy—O

American Society of Animal Science-O, G, N, T

American Society of Biological Chemists—C, N

American Society of Civil Engineers—M

American Society of Clinical Hypnosis—N, R, J

American Society of Criminology—K

American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and
Air-Conditioning Engineers—M

American Society of Hospital Pharmacists—$

American Society of Human Genetics—G

American Society of Ichthyologists and
Herpetologists—G

American Society of Limnology and \
Oceanography—G, W

American Society of Mechanical Engineers—M

American Society of Naturalists—G

American Society of Parasitologists—G

American Society of Photogrammetry—M, A, E

American Society of Plant Physiologists—G-

American Society of Plant Taxonomists—G

American Society of Zoologists—G

American Sociological Association—K

American Speech and Hearing Association—}, N, Q

American Statistical Association-U, K, N, P, T

American Vacuum Society—M, B

Animal Behavior Society—G

Anthropological Society of Washington-G, H,K, N, X

Archaeological Institute of America~H

Arctic Institute of North America—E, X

Associagiio Brasileira de Quimica~C

Association for Computing Machinery—A, T, U

Association for Symbolic Logic—A, L

Association for the Study of Man-Environment
Relations—G, J, K, X

Association for Women in Science—C, G, J, N, Q

Association of American Geographers—B, K

Association of Clinical Scientists—N

Association of Earth Science Editors—T

Association of Southeastern Biologists—G

Astronomical Society of the Pacific~D, Q

Behavior Genetics Association—~G, N, J

Beta Beta Beta Biological Society~G

Biofeedback Society of America—J, N, X

Biometric Society, Eastern and Western North
American Regions—U, G, N, O

Biophysical Society—X

Botanical Society of America—~G

Chi Beta Phi Scientific Fraternity—X, A, C, G
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Entomological Society of America~G

Forum for the Advancement of Students in Science and
Technology—-X

Gamma Alpha Graduate Scientific Society—X

" Gamma Sigma Delta~O

Genetics Society of America—-G

Geochemical Society—B, C

Geological Society of America~E, W

Gerontological Society—N, G, K

History of Science Society—L, X

Human Factors Society—J, M, K, N, T

Illuminating Engineering Society of North America—
M,A,G,)

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers—M, P,
Q’ BI T

Institute of Environmental Sciences—M

Institute of Food Technologists—C

Institute of Management Sciences—P, K,A UL

Institute of Mathematical Statistics—U, AGT

Instituze of Navigation—M, B, D

Institute on Religion in an Age of Science~X

Instrument Society of America~M

International Communication Association-J, K, T, X

International Society of Educational Planners—K, Q

International Solar Energy Society, American
Section-B, C, G, M, P

International Studies Association~T'0 be assigned.

Linguistic Society of America~H

Marine Technology Society—W i

Mathematical Association of America—A, QTUX.

Medical Library Association—-T, N

Midwestern Psychological Association—}

Mycological Society of America~G

National Association for Research in Science
Teaching—-Q, X

National Association of Biology Teachers—-Q, G

National Association of Geology Teachers—E

National Association of Science Writers—T

National Association of Social Workers—K, QT

National Council for Geographic Education—E

National Council of Teachers of Mathematics—A, Q

National Federation of Abstracting and Indexing
Services—T

National Science Teachers Association~Q

National Society of Professional Engineers—M

National Speleological Society-E, G

National Wildlife Federation~G, X

Nature Conservancy—G, E

Oak Ridge Associated Universities—B, N, T, G

Operations Research Society of America—P, A, K, U, M

Optical Society of America—B

Paleontological Research Institution—E

Paleontological Society—E, G

Parapsychological Association—X

Pattern Recognition Society—T

Conference Board of the Mathematical Sciences—A, Q, Phi Beta Kappa—Xx

T,U, X

Consortium on Peace Research, Education and
Development-K, Q, J, X

Cooper Ornithological Society~G

Council of Biology Editors—T '

Eastern Psychological Associasion—J

Ecological Society of America~G, W

Electrochemical Society—C, M, P

Electron Microscopy Society of America—~B, G, X

Phi Sigma Biological Society—G

Philosaphy of Science Association—L

Phycological Society of America—G

Pi Gamma Mu, National Social Science Honor
Society—~K

Pi Lambda Theta—Q

Population Association of America-K, U

Potato Association of America—O

Poultry Science Association—0
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Rural Sociological Society—K

chool Science and Mathematics Association—Q

ieismological Society of America—B

ligma Delta Epsilon, Graduate Women in
Science-G, N, Q, X, O

.lgma Pi Sigma-B, L, Q, A

igma Xi, The Scientific Research Soc:ety—x

society for American Archaeology—H

wociety for Applied Anthropology—H

ociety for Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis—]J,
N,R

ociety for Environmental Geochemistry and
Health—-C,E,G,N, X

ociety for Experimental Biology and Medicine—N

ociety for General Systems Research—K, L, M

beiety for Industrial and Applied Mathematics—A,
P,M,T, U

xciety for Investigative Dermatology—N

xciety for Range Managemem—G 0,Q

>c:ety for Research in Child Development—J

mety for Social Studies of Science—X

>c:ety for Technical Communication—T

mety for the History of Technology—L, H, K, M, P

sciety for the Scientific Study of Religion—K, L
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Society for the Study of Economic Botany—G

Society for the Study of Evolution—G

Society for the Study of Social Biology—G, J, K, N

Society of American Foresters—O

Society of Biological Psychiatry—N

Society of Economic Paleontologists and
Mineralogists—E

Society of Exploration Geophysicists—E

Society of General Physiologists—G, N

Society of Manufacturing Engineers—M, P

Society of Protozoologists—G

Society of Systematic Zoology—G

Soil Conservation Society of America—Q

Southern Society for Philosophy and Psychology—J, L

Speech Communication Association—J, K, Q, T

Tau Beta Pi Association—M

Torrey Botanical Club—-G

U.S. Metric Association—M

Volunteers in Technical Assistance—M, O, X

Western Society of Engineers—M, X

Western Society of Naturalists—G

Wilderness Society—X

Wildlife Management Institute—G

Wildlife Society—G

World Population Society—G, K, N, Q, U
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American Association for the Advancement of Science

Reprinted from Scientific Freedom and Responsibility,
a report prepared for the AAAS Committee by John T.
Edsall. (Washington, D.C. AAAS, 1975), pp. 36-40.

Many scientific and engineering societies have devel-
oped codes of ethics, relating to the responsibility of employers and to
the professional and personal conduct of scientific and technical em-
ployees. A highly articulate expression of such concerns is to be found
in a statement on “Employment Guidelines,” which has now been
adopted by at least 20 engineering and scientific societies. For the
most part, it is concerned with the general principles that should gov-
ern relations between employers and employees, but it also contains
the significant statement: “The professional employee should have
due regard for the safety, life and health of the public and fellow em-
ployees in all work for which he/she is responsible. Where the techni-
cal adequacy of a process or product is involved, he/she should pro-
tect the public and his/her employer by withholding of plans that do
not meet accepted professional standards and by presenting clearly
the consequences to be expected if his/her professional judgment is
not followed™ [(56), p. 59].

The formulation of such a declaration is a significant event.
How much it means depends, of course, on the effectiveness with
which it is applied. Moreover, these guidelines, like most such codes
of ethics that we have seen, lack a very important ingredient, namely,
a provision for the arbitration of disputes. The protection of individ-
uals from arbitrary action by authority is deeply ingrained in English
common law, and the U.S. Constitution provides that “no person
shall .. . be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process
of law.” We believe that some form of due process should be an essen-
tial part of any employer-employee agreement or contract, to protect
the employee from arbitrary actjon by the employer, allegedly based
on professional or personal misconduct. A minimum requirement for
such due process would involve a hearing by a board, including inde-
pendent members, with the right of appeal to some reasonably neu-
tral but professionally qualified higher authority. Codes of profes-
sional ethics are likely to be ineffective unless some type of due process
is provided for the resolution of disputes. Without this, scientific free-
dom is likely to be abridged. We therefore strongly recommend that
all employrent contracts involving scientific or professional employ-
ees include such provisions for the review of disputes through hearing
and appeal processes. Provision for neutral or third-party participa-
tion is important, particularly when issues of public interest are in-
volved. . . ..

How active can, and should, professional societies be in actively
fighting on behalf of their members who are attempting to defend the
public interest? Most such societies have in the past remained aloof
from conflicts of this sort, and have often taken the atitude that the
purity of their devotion to the advancement of their respective sciences
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would somehow be contaminated if they entered the public arena to

-~ contest such issues. We believe that such attitudes are no longer ap-

propriate. The scientific ommunity can no longer remain apart from
the -conflicts of our time, where so many technological decisions are

being made that vitally affect the well-being of society. We are not

proposing that professional societies should take public stands on large

. general political issues, such as the legitimacy of the Vietnam War;

individual mémbers of -the societies, when their concern is aroused,
should deal with these matters by other mechanisms. However, in

- matters directly related to the professional competence of members of

the society, where the public interest is clearly involved, we believe
that the societies can and should play a much more active role than in
the past. They can deal with such issues by setting up committees of
inquiry, in cases where a serious violation of scientific responsibility is
suspected; by publicizing the results of the inquiry in professional
journals, and, if necessary, in the more popular journals and in the
news media; and by calling the matter to the attention of govern-
mental bodies, as with the California Legislature in the BART case.
They can on occasion launch lawsuits on behalf of members who
have apparently suffered injustice when acting on behalf of the public
interest.

In stating this, which is our major new proposal for dealing
with “the objective and impartial study of these problems,” we are
aware of the difficulties that the proposal will face. The most serious
problems are those of time and money. Most professional societies
have limited funds; many operate more or less on a shoestring. They
keep members’ dues fairly small; otherwise members drop out, par-

ticularly in times of economic hardship. The fighting of difficult cases,

on behalf of members involved in controversy, can be a very ex-
pensive business, especially if the case goes into the courts. In any
case, it would require that responsible scientists spend time in serving
on hearing panels, studying large bodies of evidence, and preparing
reports; this would involve a substantial sacrifice of precious time for
them. -

- When a professional society does fight for the rights of its mem-
bers, it is more likely to be concerned with defending their status and
pay than to be acting primarily on behalf of the public interest as its
primary motive. The impetus to take actions of the latter sort is likely
to.be much less strong than the desire to provide direct help to mem-
bers of one’s own professional group.

- These are powerful obstacles to our proposals, but they are not
insuperable. Societies that share common interests, but which may be
individually too weak financially to support such activities, may band

together in groups to finance the necessary operations. There are in-
. creasing pressures upon scientists, engineers, and other members of

the scientific community to face these public issues and deal with
them effectively. These pressures come both from the public and from

~ within the ranks of the scientists themselves. We have spoken, earlier

in this report, of the mistrust and hostility toward science that is man-
ifest in many quarters; one reflection of this attitude is the decline in

N . ‘e
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government support of science in recent years. Such hostility will al-*
most certainly grow unless scientists exhibit greater concern for pre-
venting the misuse of science and technology. As this becomes clearer,
it will become easier for the professional societies to obtain additional
funds to carry the expenses of lawsuits, hearing panels, and other ac-
tivities undertaken in the defense of the public interest. Whether gov-
ernment funds could or should be available for such purposes is open
to question; but it is likely that some of the major private foundations,
either those now in existence or those yet to be created, will see the ur-
gency of supporting such public service activities. The need for these
activities may also lead to the creation of other social mechanisms for
dealing with these problems, of a sort that we cannot now foresee.
We look to increased activity of the professional societies as the most
hopeful approach to the problem in the immediate future.

12
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Appendlx B

Survey Cover Letter

June 1, 1979

iear (Executive Officer): o
e ask your assistance in examining the policies and procedures of AAAS-affil-
ated professional societies, as they relate to professional ethics. Our study
oncerns both the content of existing ethical principles adopted by-the socie-
ies and the manner of their enforcement and implementation. The study adopts °
broad definition of professional ethics, including those principles that de-
ine;thé”rights'ggg responsibilities of scientists and engineers in their rela-
ionships with each other and with other parties, including employers, research
ubjects, clients, students, etc. -

ur project is jointly supported by the program on Ethics and Values in Science
nd: Technology of the National Science Foundation and the Science, Technology

od. Human Values program of the National Endowment for the Humanities. We are,
owever, responsible for the content of the enclosed questionnaire, which we

sk -that: you complete in order to provide us with information regarding your
oCigty’s policies and procedures in matters related to professional ethics.

he data generated by this survey will provide in part the basis for a fall work-
hop on professional ethics to discuss the implications of the survey's findings.
‘report summarizing the findings of the survey and the workshop will be dis- -
ributed to all AAAS-affiliated societies and respondents.

é.reﬁl%?é.tﬁat not all the survey questions will apply to each society. How-
ver,  we believe it is important to provide each respondent with the entire -
uestionnaire in order to collect complete information and also to create a

asig for comparing the different forms of professional society activity in this
rea.

2 would greatly appreciate your cooperation in completing the questionnaire and
sturning it by June 22. In a time of considerable professional and public
aterest in the rights and responsibilities of scientists and engineers, we hope
aat’ this project will contribute to an informed and responsible discussion of
2eissues. .

Si?cerely,
{
v
irk S. Frankel Roéemary A. Chalk
sslstant Professor of Political Science Staff Officer, AAAS Committee on
iyne State University : Scientific Freedom and Responsibility
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* AAAS Professional Ethics Project

[y

| Survey of Scnent:ﬂc and Engineering
Associations

| Professiohal Ethics: Pﬁneiples and Practices

June 1979

o ;'INSTRUCTIONS‘ The following questions ask for speclﬁc information that we hope will be readily
avallabl : "to fou, We realize that not all the questions will be applicable to each professional society. At any
" time you | believe thit the response to a question can be provided by existing documentation, please feel. free
to enclose the pertinent documents (or references to published items) and note at the appropriate placeon’”
the questionnalre- Documentat!on Enclosed"lfa particular question is not applicable to your organization,
pla.se write NA"
W encourage you to elaborate on your answers whenever you wish to do so. Please feel free to add additional
paga when space is not adequate for.your response.
In this survey, profssional ethics” refers to those principles that are intended to deﬁne the rights and
) ‘-‘mponslbﬂmes -of scientists and engineers in their relationship with each other and with other parties
including’ employers march subiects, cllents, students etc.

SEE R e T
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General Informz_lﬁon

a. Please identify your professional society:

b. When was your society established?

¢. Whatis the current size of your membership?

d. Approximately what percentage of your members are
employed by:

Academic institutions

Industry

Government

Self-employed

Other (please explain)

Ethical Principles

- Has your society adopted any statement of ethical

principles?

Yes No (If not, move to question 5)

. If yes, what form do those principles take? (Check all that

apply)
Guidelines (employ~
ment, publication, etc.)

Other
Resolutions (please explain)

Formal code of ethics

Advisory opinions

Please Enclose With The Questionnaire a &opy of Any Ethical
Principles Referred to in Question #3 Currently in Force

4,

Does your society have procedures for reviewing and
modifying the ethical principles to which your members
subscribe?

Yes No

a. Please elaborate on any procedures for review and

modification.

b. Since 1960, how often has such a review occurred?

None since 1960 .. 6to 10 times

110 Sﬁmes'

More than 10 times
A :

1
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. What year(s) did the most recent review and
modification occlr?

5. If ethical principles have not yet been adopted, is your
society currently studying the prospects of doing so?

Yes (If yes, please describe the nature of the
current study.)

No (If not, please elaborate on the reasons why
your society has not developed principles
governing professional ethics.)

Staff and Committee Roles

6. a. Does your society have staff and an office designated
as responsible for matters relating to professional
ethics?

Yes (If so, please provide the formal title of
the office)

No (If not, move to question 7)

b.. How many full-time or part-time staff are currently
assigned this responsibility? (Please indicate the
appropriate number.)

‘ Full-time Part-time

c. What are the specific responsibilities of such staff
(screening complaints, advisory roles, mediation,
etc.)? . )

7. a. Are there standing or ad hoc committees responsible
for matters relating to professional ethics?

Yes (If so, please list the committee(s), the
year they were established, and identify
as standing or ad hoc.)

No (If not, move to question 8.)

* b. What is the scope of responsibility of th
committee(s) listed above? '

-¢. How are committee members selected?
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- ComplalhtvPro‘cedures

8. Since 1970, approximately what number of complaints
* involving professional ethics (including rights or
responsibilities) have been received from a:

— — Memberagainst member

——— Mer.ber against a non-member (organization or
’ person)
- Non-member (organization or person) against
member

None received

9. What procedures exist for a society member or
non-member to bring such a complaint before your
society? ’

10. Please describe the efforts by your society io inform
members and the public about procedures for bri nging a
complaint relating to professional ethics.

11. How are outside parties (involved in the complaint)

contacted?
Investigation Procedures
12. Does your society have procedures for investigating a
complaint? :
‘.Yes No (If not, move to question 13)
" a. Who is responsible for deciding that an investigation

Is warranted?

b. What criteria are used in making the decision to
investigate? ’

¢. Who conducts the investigation?

d. What are the powers of the investightor(s)?

e. Since 1970, approximately what percentage of
complaints received have been investigated? (Check
one) - ‘ SE—

Less than 25%

From 26% to0 50%

~—— From 51% to 75%
More than 75%
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Hearing Procedures

13. Does your society have procedures for hearing a

14

15.

16.

complaint?

Yes No (If not, move to question 14)

a. Who is responsible for deciding that a hearing is
warranted?

b. What criteria are used for determining that a hearing
should be convened?

¢. What representatives of the society participate in the
hearing? How are they selected?

d. Are the parties involved in the complaint permitted
to have witnesses or legal counsel appear in their
behalf?

Witnesses: Yes No

Legal Counsel: Yes No

e. Are records of the hearing proceedings maintained
by your society?

Yes No
f. Access to the record of the hearing is:

———— Open without restriction

Limited to certain parties (please explain)

Restricted by time (pl&se explain)
— Other restrictions (please explain)

No ﬁolicy regarding access is currently in
force

If your society does not have established procedures for
investigating and/or hearing a complaint relating to
professional ethics, how are such matters usually
handled? ‘

i

Decision Procedu;a

Who is responsible for issuing a decision in a case
involving a complaint relating to professional ethics?

In cases where a decision is made, what criteria are used
to evaluate a complaint relating to professional ethics?

: |
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17. Please list all parties routinely notified of the decision.

Appeal Procedures

18. Does your society have procedures for appealing a
decision relating to professional ethics?

Yes No (If not, move to question 19)
a. Is an appeal automatically granted a hearing upon
request? '
Yes No

b. If not, what criteria are applied to deciding that a
hearing on an appeal is warranted?

¢. Who decides that a hearing on an appeal will be
granted?

d. Please describe the efforts by your society to inform
members and the public about existing appellate
procedures on matters relating to professional ethics.

€. Since 1970, approximately how many decisions on
matters relating to:professional ethics have been
appealed?

‘None since 1970

DR 1to5

61010

— More than 10

Sanction and Support Actions

19. What kinds of sanctions and support activities are
available to your society to use in matters relating to
professional ethics involving individual members?
(Check all that apply)

Sanctions
—— Expulsion from the society

Formal censure

—— Impeachment of a society
officer for abuse of authority

Informal reprimand

Pecuniary Fine

Recommendation for revocation of license

None

—— . Other (plgase explain)
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Support Actions
——— Arbitration

Counseling

Financial Assistance

— . Legal Assistance

Mediation

None [

——— Other (please explain)

20. Who is responsible for deciding which sanction or
support activity will be employed?

21. For each of the sanctions or support activities checked in
question 19, who is responsible for administering the
action?

22. Please elaborate on the procedures employed to
implement the sanctions and support activities checked
in question 19.

' .

23. Since 1970, approximately how many times has each of
the sanctions checked in question 19 been used?

— Expulsion from the society

___ Formal censure

Impeachment of a society
officer for abuse of authority

Informal reprimand
_ Pécuniary fine

Recommendation for revocation of license

© — Other (please explain)

24. How many times have the support actions been used?

—_ Arbitration s
" ——— Counseling

Financial assistance

— Legal assistance
~—__ Mediation
—— Other (please explain)
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{

- 25. Are society members informed about the implementation
of sanction or support actions?

Yes (If so, how? Are reports published with
identifying names?)

No

26. a. Does your society offer education or information
about professional ethics to your membership?

Yes No

b. If yes, how is this information provided:
Newsletter announcements

Journal articles

Special publications (please explain)

‘Workshops

— — Other (please explain)

Budget Information

27. a. In the most recent fiscal year for which figures are
available, approximately how much of your society’s
annual budget was for professional ethics matters?

Amount _______ Fiscal Year

b. What percentage of the total fiscal year budget of
your society does the amount given in 27(a)
represent? '

Membership ‘(Joncerns

.. 28. Have your members expressed concerns about their
_professional rights and responsibilities?

If so, what kinds of concerns have been expressed?
- (Please give specific examples.)

Name and title of person completing the questionnaire:

(date)

THANK YOU .

Please return the questionnaire and all accompanying
materials to:

Mark S. Frankel

Department of Political Science
Wayne State University

Detroit, Michigan 48202
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Societies with Membership Open to Laypersons/Students*

_American Anthropological Association
American Association of Petroleum GeologistS'"

- American Society for Metals
American Society of Plant Taxonomists
American Statistical Association
American Vacuum' Society i
Association for Women in Science

" Linguistic Society of America
Mathematical Association of America

. Mycological Society -

National Speleological Society
Paleontological Society

. Parapsychological Association
Speech and Communication Association
Society of American Foresters
The Wildlife Society .

*There9are probably additional societies to those listed here. Several
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Cladsification of Societies by Type

‘ To assist with the interpretation of the survey data, the societies in-
‘cluded in the data tabulations*.were classified into seven categories accord-
ing to type:

1. Biology and Agriculture

.2, .Education and Communications:
3. Physical Sciences and Mathematics
4. Engineering and Technology
5. ‘Social and Behavioral Sciences
6. Medicine and Health Sciences
7

. General -

- Claédificétionﬂbf the societies is based on materials supplied by the respon-
dents and/or descriptions of the societies' purposes and activities appearing

- .in Scientific, Technical and Related Societies in the United States, Ninth

- Edition (Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences, 1971).
. Since the membership of the responding societies is highly diverse with
o respect;to the focus of their work and the setting in which it is performed,
. any classification scheme such as this is likely to generate reasonable dif-
" . ferences ‘of opinion over the placement of individual societies. ' The classi-

".‘fication presented here and the findings it suggests should be viewed with
‘caution. .

.f”fgf7f*0ne_éodiéty.respbn&ed by only forwarding its statement of ethical ruleg
‘of ‘conduct and is included only in the tabulations for questions #2 and #3

‘and the analysis_ of ethical rules found in Part I.
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Types of Societies

" - ‘Biology and Agriculture (37)

' American Dairy Science Association
American Fisheries Society
American Genetic Association
American Microscopical Society
American Society of Biological Chemists
American Society of Human Genetics
American Society of Ichthyologists and Herpetologists
American Society of Limnology and Oceanography
American Society of Naturalists
American Society of Parasitologists
American Society of Plant Physiologists
American Society of Plant Taxonomists
American Society of Zoologists
Animal Behavior Society
Association for the Study of Man-Environment Relations
Association of Southeastern Biologists
Behavior Genetics Association
Biometric Society, Eastern North American Region
Biometyic Society, Western North American Region
Biophysical Society
Botanical Society of America
Cooper Ornithological Society
Ecological Society of America
Institute of Environmental Sciences
Mycological Society of America
National Speleological Society
Potato Association of America
Society for Economic Botany
Society for Environmental Geochemistry and Health
Society for Range Management
Society for the Study of Evolution i
Society for the Study of Social Biology
Society of American Foresters
Society of Protozoologists
Society of Systematic Zoology
Western Society of Naturalists
Wildlife Society _

- Education and Communications (11)

American Association of Physics Teachers
American Library Association

American Society for Engineering-Education
. 'National Association for Research in Science Teaching
- National Association of Biology Teachers
National Association of Geology Teachers
National Council for Geographic Education
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
.National Science'Teachers Association
‘Society for Technical Communication

Speech Communication Association

\ ,

§\ :; Physical Sciences and Mathematics (24)

Acoustical Society of America

American Association of Petroleum Geologists
American Astronomical- Society

‘American Chemical Society

B '.j‘ o ;: :1;53(3
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Nuclear Society 2
Qil Chemists Society

Society for Mass - Spectrometry
Vacuum Society U

Astronomical Society of the Pacific
Electron Microscopy Soceity of America
‘ fGeochemical Society
_.,Geologicsl Society: of America
< 'Ingtituteiof Hathematical Statistics
- R ‘_Hathematical ‘Association of America
;.. . Optical.Society of ‘America
Tl "Paleontological Soclety: |
Society for. Industrial and Applied Mathematics
* Society of Economic Psleontologists and Mineralogists
u. S. Hetric Association

‘ Engineering d Technologz 117!v‘

‘American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
American Institute of Chemical Engineers
American .Institute of Industrial Engineers
American ‘Society for Metals
American Society of Agricultural Engineers
. American Society of Civil Engineers
" American Society of Heating, Refrigerating
and Air-Conditioning Engineers
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
American Society of Photogrammetry
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Institute of: Food Technologists
. Institute of Navigation -
Instrument Society of America
Marine Technology Society
National Society of Professional Engineers
Pattern Recognition Society
Society of Manufacturing Engineers

Soclal and Behavioral Sciences (25)

Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences
American Anthropological Association
American Association of Physical Anthropologists
American Economic Association

American Ethnological Society

American Folklore Society

American Political Science Association
American Psychological Association

American Sociological Association

American Speech-Language~Hearing Association
American Statistical Association
Association of American Geographers
Gerontological Society

Human Factors Society

Institute on Religion in an Age of Science
International Studies Association

Linguistic Society of America

Midwestern Psychological Association

13
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National Association of Social Workers

Population ‘Agsociation of America

Rural Sociological Society

Society for American Archaeology

Society: for Research in Child Development
Society for Social Studies of Science

Society for the Scientific Study of Religion

Medicine and Health Sciences (23)

- American Association of Immunologists

Academy . of Psychosomatic Medicine

American Academy of Optometry

American Association for Dental Research
American Association of Anatomists

American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy
American Association of Dental Schools + |
American Association of Pathologists '
American College of Chest .Physicians
American College of Gastroenterology
American College of Radiology

American Dental Association

American Industrial Hygiene Association
American Physical Therapy Association
American Physiological Society

American Psychiatric Association

American Psychoanalytic Association

. American Society for Pharmacology

and Experimental Therapeutics
American Society of Clinical Hypnosis
Association of Clinical Scientists
Biofeedback Society of America
Society for Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis
Society of General Pyysiologists

General (10)

American Association of University Professors
American Philosophical Association

American Society for Aesthetics

Association for Women in Science

Association of Earth Science Editors

Council of Biology Editors

History of Science Society

Parapsychological Association

Society for the History of Technology
Volunteers in Technical Assistance



Societiea That Have Adopted Ethical Rules

-?American Academy of Optometry :
]American Anthropological Association
- ‘American Association of Collegea of Pharmacy**

.....

- ‘American Association of Dental Schools
American Association of Petroleum Geologists ) A
: "‘American Association’ of University Professors
' Americar Chemical Society
American- College of Radiology
American Dental Association -
American Fisheries Society !
American- Ingtitute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
. American Institute of Chemists
. American Institute of Industrial Engineers*
American Heteorological aociety
" American 0il Chemists' Society
 Amexican Philoaophical Association
. American. Physical Thérapy Association
American Physiological Society* -
American Political Science Association
. American Psychiatric Association*
. American Psychoanalytic Association
American Psychological Association -
American: Society of Biological Chemists
American Society of Heating and Refrigerating and
Air—Conditioning Engineers
American Society of Naturalists
American Society of Photogrammetry
American Sociological Association
American Speech~Language~Hearing Association
Associaticii¥of American Geographers
Ecological Society of America
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Institute of Food Technologists
Institute of Navigationk*
National Asaociation of Biology Teachera
National Association of Social Workers
" National Society of Professional Engineers
National Speleological Society !
Rural Sociological Society**
Society for American Archaeology
Society for Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis
Society for Range Management

-

* Also subscribe to rules adopted by another professional society.
*% Did not forward copies of their ethical rules.
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. - Society, for-Research in Child Development
-+ ‘So¢iety: for Technical Communication’ :
" Society of ‘American Foresters

- U.S. 'Metric Association
Wildlife Society




Societiea Reporti ng- No Adqption of Ethical Rulea*

'Academy of Criminal Juatice Sciencea
fAcoustical Society 'of. Anerica
.~ " Americal ‘Association. for Dental Reaearch
*/ American ‘Association of Anatomiats
' American’ Association of Immunologiats
: ‘AmericanAssociation of Phyaics Teachera
vf-Amzrican?Astronomical Society
. 'American Dairy Science Association
- American Economic Assoclation
" American Folklore Society
American Genetic Association
_IAmerican_IndQstrial Hygiene Asaociation
‘American Institute of Chemical Engineera
American Library Association
American Mathematical Society
American Microscopical Society
American Physical Society:
‘American Society for Maas Spectrometry
American Society for Metals
American Society for. Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutica
American Society. for Human Genetics
American Society of Ichthyologista and Herpetologists
‘American Society of Limnology and Oceanography
Anerican'Society‘of Parasitologiasta
. American Society of Plant Physiologiata
- American Society of Plant Taxonomiata
American Society of Zoologiats
American Statistical Association
Animal Behavior Society
Apsociation for Symbolic Logic
Association of Earth Science Editora
Association of Southeaatern Biologiata
Biometric Society, Eastern North American Region
Biometric Society, Western North American Region
Biophysical Society
Botanical Society of America
Cooper Ornithological Society
Council of Biology Editors
Electron Microscopy Society of America
Geochemical Society
Geronotological Society
Human Factors Society
Institute of Environmental Sciencea
Institute of Mathematical Sciencea
Instrument Society of America
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. International Studies Association
-'Linguistic’ Society of America
Mathematical Agsociation of America -

,}'Mycological Society of America ‘

“'National: Association for Research in Science Teaching
'Q;National :Associationi-of - Geology Teachers

/" National Council: for - Geographic Education
‘F-National Council of Teachers of Mathematics

. National ‘Science’ Tbachers‘Association
f}Paleontological Society

Parapsychological Association

QPopulation Association of America

Society
Society

Society
‘Society
‘Society

Society
‘Society
.Society

Society

for Economic Botany

for Industrial and Applied Mathematics

for the Study of Evolution
for' the History of Technology

‘for the Study of Social Biology

of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists
of General Physiologists

of Protozoologists

of Systematic Zoology

Speech Communication Association

Western

1

Society of Naturalists

-~ *Thege societies neither subscribe to rules of another professional
agsociation nor provided evidence that their members subscribe to those
of another professional body.




”‘Societies Subscribing to Ethical Rules Adopted by Another Society

:Subscribe to the COde of the g neers' Council for. Erofessional Development*:

Z {'American Institute of Industrial Engineers**

..~ American ‘Society for: Engineering Education
American Society of Agricultural Engineers
American Society of Civil:Engineers
American Society of Mechanical Engineers
Society of Hanufacturing Engineers

?VﬁSubscribe to the Code of the American Medical Association:

American Association of Pathologists
_American‘Collegevof Gastroenterology

American Psychiatric Association ** =
Association of. CIinicsl Scientists T

:.“Subscribe to the Code of the American Psychological Association:

EERE f'< “. Midwestern Psychulogical Association

;‘4Subscribe to -the Declaration of Helsinki of the World Medical Association.

American Physiological Society**

ESubscl::l.be to the Code of the ‘American Astronomical Society***'

Astronomical Society of the Pacific

i:Subacribe to the Code of the Amerizan Anthrgpological Association:

American Association of Physical Anthropologists
American Ethnological Society

- *The Engineers' Council for Professional Development has been reorganized
;. as the Accreditation Board of Engineering and Technology, effective
. January 1, 1980.
. **Algo have adopted rules or profession-specific annotations of their own.

'ir***The Society, however, reports that it has no formal code.
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Subscribe to the Code of the American Association of Petroleum Geologists ®

Geological Society of America —

Subscribe to the Guidelines to Professional Emﬁloyment for Engineers and
Scientists ®

Optical Society of America



Societies Whose Members Subscribe to Ethical Rules Adcpted by Their

Primaty Profession

Z'Academy ‘of - Psychosomatic Meiicine !
American College oﬁ,Chest Physicians
American- Nuclear Society
" American Society for Aesthetics
.-American Society.of Clinical Hypnosis
American Vacuum Society
Association for . the Study of Man-Environment Relations
Association for. Women in Science
Behavior. Genetics Assoclation .
Biofeedback ‘Society of America o,
History of Science Society ' S
Institute on ‘Religion in an Age of Science
Marine Technology Society
Pattern: Recognition Society '
Potato Association of America .
Society for ‘Environmental Geochemistry and Health
_Society for Social Studies of Science
- . Society for the Scientific Study of Religion
Volunteers in Technidal Assistance



_i‘Sb.cietiele'COn‘eidering‘ the Adoption of Ethical Rules

- American Aeeociation for Dental Regearch
'American Folklore Society
- Ameérican’ I.ibrary Association
American ‘Society for Pharmacology and Experimental Therapeutics
American Society of Ichthyologists and Herpetologiete
American Statistical Association
Animal Behavior Society
Biophysical Society .
Human Pactors Society
Linguistic Society of America .
‘Parapsychological Association .
- Potato-Association of America




. Classification Scheme for. Ethical Statements

_ Member Directed
._}Iﬁéﬁﬁéﬁbéfsf'pohduét-and ;ompoftment as'professionais.
i The rights and privileges of members.
ij'>iI;"Pfoféséiaﬁinifeéﬁed
: ﬁ:iA{;‘Hémﬁéiﬁ?”fespousibility to .colleagues.

L B, Members' responsibility to the profession.

| eren -

.. IIL. Ewployet/Sponsor'Ditectad

A, ﬁémbérs'iresponsibility tolemployers.
- B, Members'. responsibility to sponsors; i.e., those who finance their

* research/services through contracts, grants, or consulting agree-
.ments.

. IV. Client Directed#.
. Tae . ‘J .‘

Hémbérs';eépbnsibility to clieﬁts,‘employees, patients, research sub-
Jects (animal or human), or students.

SRR Society Directed -

Menbers' regponsibility to the community in which they live and work or
to society in general. .

 VI. . Othei 'Directed

The responsibility of others affected by, affecting, or concerned with
;he professional activities of members.

VII. General

Statements that are either so broad as to resist classification into a

single category or substantively different from those classified into
the other categories.

* The number in parenthese after each rule represents the number of different
statements in which the rule appeared. Not all similar rules were identi-
cally phrased in the various statements: consequently, some editorial
discretion was used in preparing the list,

% Wa adoptl the traditional me#ning of the term "client": a person (or other
v . belng) under. the supervision or protection of another.
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Cn Hember Directed o o

; f.;”A The members conducf and’ comportment as professional.

' 1, Members shall avoid and/or discourage sensational, exaggerated,
‘-;false, and unwarranted statements. (21)

S . 2. ‘Members shall not give a professional opinion,. make a report, or
- glve- legal testimony without being as thoroughly informed as possible. (9)

3. Members shall not advertise their work or accomplishments in a self—
vlaudatory. misleading, or unduly conspicuous manner. (18

4. Members shall not advertise or promote any professiongl product for,
personal profit. (6)

5. Members shall not grant use of their name for advertisement or pro-
motion for the sale of a product that is dangerous, incompatible with pro-
fessional standards, or not of demonstrated usefulness or value. (3)

6. Members shall strive to maintain an appropriate level of professional
competence. (24)

7. Members shall not engage in fee splitting and/or rebating in the pro-
vision of professional services. (8)

4 8. Membera shall not undertake any assignment unless competent to do so.
14) :

( 9. Members shall present their credentials in an honest and open fashion.
7 ‘

10. Artifacts or specimens shall not be bought and sold or collected
solely for display. (2) .
11. The conduct of members in a second profession or business arrange-
ment shall not place them in a position where they violate professional ethics

.standards. .
-~ 12, A member's professional responsibility shall take precedence over
personal interests.

13. Members shall not involve themselves in or permit use of their work
for any unsound or illegitimate activity. (8)

. 14. Members must not use their professional role as a cover to obtain
information for other than professional purposes. (2)

- 15, Members should not solicit patients/clients and should not compensate
others in return for professional publicity or securing clients. (4)

. 16. Members should recognize that each individual is different from all
other individuals and should be tolerant of and responsive to those differ-
ences. - (1)

17. Members should make available to patients and colleagues, as well as
to physicians, to other qualified professional persons, and to students, the
- benefita of their professional attainments. (1)

. 18, Members shall not use any unfair, improper, or questionable methods
of securing professional work or advancement. )

19, The professional should only sign or seal plans or specifications
‘prepared by-himself or others under his supervision, or those that he has re-
.viewed and checked personally. (1)
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- 20. Members shall refuse to carry out orders of referrin practitioners

: when requested treatment is inadvisable or contraindicated. (1)

" 21, .Members shall maintain adequate Fecords of professional services

‘rendered. (1)

'22. Members should not commdnicate their findings secretly to some and

‘ withhold them from others. (1)

- 23, Members shall avold professional éontact with a member known to en- -

‘gage in unethical practice. (5)

24, Hembérs shall expose to authorities other members who engage in un-
ethical, 1llegal, or unfair practice. (11)

25, Members shall not delegate to a less qualified person any service
which requires professional skill, knowledge, and judgment. (3)

26. Treatment or research should be founded on a scientific basis. (8)
27. Members should not solicit or accept a contract from a government
body on which an employee of their organization serves as a member. (2)
(
28, Members should actively participate in performance reviews. (2)

29. Members should strive to foster a stimulating and productive work
atmosphere. (2) ‘

30. Members should use a period of enforced work stoppage occuring on

" the premises in a constructive and professiongl manner. (1)

31. Members shall make fair comparisons of.their products with products '
of other suppliers when required by their duties to make comparisons. (1)

32. When in public service as advisors or employees, members should not
participate in considerations or actions with respect to services provided by
them or their organization in private practice. (1)

33, While in a salaried position, a member should accept part~-time work
only at a salary not less than that recognized as standard in the area. (1)

" 34. Members shall preface public statements by clearly indicating on
whose behalf they are made. (8)

35. Honesty, integrity, loyalty, fairmess, impartiality, candor, fidelity
to trust, and inviolability of confidence are incumbent upon every member. (1)

36;“'ﬁembers shall not falsely imply sponsorship or certification of pro-
ducts, services, or publications. (1)

37. Members should neither give nor accept payment or services of more
than nominal value to or from those having business relations with their em-
ployers.

38. Members shall establish reasonable fees for services rendered. (6)

39. When the patient's interest conflicts with community welfare, the
physician must weigh the consequences and arrive at a judgment based on all
considerations. (1)

40, Each member shall be guided by the highest standards of business

-ethics, personal honor, and professional conduct., (1)
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B. The rights and privileges of members.

- 1. Members are entitled to be informed by editors of a publication de-
cision within two to three months. (1)

2. Members are entitled to be informed by employing institutions of the

- status of their job candidacy. (1)

3. The consent of authors should be obtained before publishing previous-
ly copyrighted work and the author is entitled to an appropriate fee. (1)

4. Members should have freedom to participate in political affairs. (1)

5. An engineer is entitled to make engineering comparisons of his pro-
duct with products by other suppliers. (1)

6. A member is entitled to review and evaluate the work of other members
when so required by his/her employment duties. (1)

7. Members are entitled to have their scientific performance judged by
a scientific peer. (1)

8. All work and results accomplished by the scientist outside of the
%ield for which he was employed or retained are the property of the scientist.
1) . .

9. If a scientist uses his own knowledge or information which is consid-
ered public property, then the results in the form of designs, plans, inven-
tions, processes, etc., remain the property of the scientist. (1)

10. Members are entitled to fair compensation for work performed. 1)

11. Member-employers must not be required to join a labor organization as
a condition of continued employment. (1)

12. When disclosure of confidences is required by law, members have a
right to raise the question of adequate need for disclosure. (1)

13. In the treatment of the sick, the ph}sician must be free to use a new
therapeutic measure, if in his/her judgment it offers the hope of saving life,
reestablishing health or alleviating suffering. (3)

14. The professional is the sole arbiter as to ways in which he/she may
earn or dispose of his/her income, without duress, consistent with the law
and professional ethics. (2)

15. Physicians have the right to accept or reject any patient, except in
emergency situations. (4)

16.. Researchers have the right to observe proper standards of scientific
reporting without interference. (2) .

17. The principles of academic freedom must be safeguarded and are not ne-

gotiable. (3)

18. Professionals are entitled to be informed of their working conditions
and employment practices at the time an employment offer is made. (3)

19, Members are entitled to equitable compensation if an employer is un~
able to honor a job offer. (2) ;

'20. As a member of the cemmuniry, the professional has the rights and obli-
gations of any citizen.
' r
1.)0



139
21. Members are entitled to a safe and efficient work environment. (2)

. 22, Members are entitled to reasonable compenaated leaves of absence
for profesaional study. (2) e

23. Members should be given the opportunity to publish work in scien-
tific journals and to present findings at scientific meetings. (3)

24. Professionals should be free to participate in professional and
scientific society affairs. (2)

25. No member should be terminated from employment for inadequate per-
formance without documented evidence and review. . (3)

26. Academic members should be accorded full academic due process if
employment is terminated, regardless of tenure status.

27. The privilege of healing the sick is a right granted only to those
properly qualified and licensed. It is a privilege belonging to the medical
profession.

28. A physician has the right to refer a patient to the specialist best
qualified to serve that-patient.

29. Any physician so certified and qualified has the right to apply for
pre-r.ssional staff membership in any hospital. (1)

30. Physicians should have the privilege of admitting patients into the
hospital in order to perform diagnostic tests and/or treatment. (1)

31. Members may endorse equipment to other health professionals for
remuneration or consideration. (1)

32, Members may enter into agreements with organizations to provide
services. (1)

33. Drugs or remedies may be dispensed, supplied, or prescribed by a
psychoanalyst,_provided he/she is a licensed physician. (1)

34. Researchers have the right to pursue any area of research. (1)

35. A member may provide expert testimony when it is essential to a just
and fair hearing. (1)

"36. Members may properly participate in a program of health education of
the public involving the media. (1)

37. HemBers are entitled to know if letters of recommendation written by
them will be held confidential. The member has the option of refusing to write
"~ a letter, (1)

1XI. Profession Directed

A. Members' responsibility to colleagues.

1. Members shall not falsely or maliciously attempt to inju