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SAFS and the Proposed Canadian Tri-Council Code of Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans: Ethical Humility but Epistemological Arrogance


John J. Furedy, University of Toronto
Handout for Annual SAFS Conference, May, 1997, Toronto


This handout contains some of our reactions to the content of two drafts of the proposed code, and to the process of dissemination and evaluation that has occurred. As my title suggests, SAFS recognizes the importance of ethical humility -- the need to be vigilant that subjects (whether human or animal) are not mistreated by individual investigators who can, in their misguided enthusiasm for research, overlook the ethical need to treat subjects with consideration. However, SAFS is epistemologically arrogant in the sense that epistemological issues such as experimental design and scientific significance of the issues being researched are quite separate from ethical issues, and that the former sorts of issues are not ones on which people not expert in the requiste disciplines are competent to make judgments, no matter how deeply they may feel about those issues.

This handout contains the following:

A. Content
1. Some reactions to the original, April, 1996 draft (tric2).
2. A reaction to the February, 1997 draft revision (tricfeb97fu).

B. Process
1. A reaction to October, 1996 proposal for revision (tric3).
2. A reaction (to Ministers manley and Dingwall) concerning
the Working Committee's defence of its code and its dealing
with criticisms (p.6, NL#16).
3. A reaction to the process of evaluation and dissemination
of the February, 1997 draft revision (tricpres).


---------------------------------------------------------------------

file: tric2 (Content A1)

SAFS Response to Tri-Council Draft Human Research Code

John Furedy

In the Spring of 1996, a committee composed of members from Canada' s three federal research councils (NSERC, MRC, and SSHRC) provided a somewhat limited circulation of a new draft human research code of "ethics". In early May Doreen Kimura drew my attention to some of the more absured proposals in the code, and I am indebted to her for preparing a draft response which, after some modifications by the SAFS board, was sent to the Tricouncil as the official SAFS response. This response is reproduced in full below. The Tricouncil also received critical letters from Peter Suedfeld (which preceded the SAFS board response) and from the British Columbia SAFS chapter (prepared by Dale Beyerstein). Copies of Peter's and Dale's letters may be obtained by writing to the SAFS office, and asking it to either email or mail you the file called "tricouncil". Finally, the Canadaian Psychological Association's Scientific Affairs Committee (of which I am a member) was provided with emailed copies of the letters from the SAFS board, Peter, and the British Columbia SAFS branch, and this committee agreed that the SAFS letters raised the relevant issues. The CPA letter to the Tricouincil was less negative in tone, but echoed many of the concerns expressed by the SASFS letters. I was in Europe during June, and was able to show colleagues both the Tricouncil Draft Code and the SAFS Board letter; they could not believe that the committee that produced some of these recommendations was serious. 

Response from the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship to the document "Code of Conduct For Research Involving Humans" by the Tri-Council Working Group, March 1996

Prepared by Doreen Kimura, Ph.D., FRSC (past President, and Member, Board of Directors)

The Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS) is an association dedicated to the maintenance of freedom and excellence in all academic pursuits. It consists of approximately 400 members, most of whom are faculty in universities throughout Canada, many of them distinguished scholars. Although as individuals we may have additional comments or concerns about this document, this response is directed primarily toward ensuring the broadest freedom for all in the pursuit of knowledge.

INTRODUCTION

We appreciate the importance of general guidelines regarding the conduct of research with human subjects. This document is useful, in particular, in pointing out the necessity for avoidance of coercive measures for soliciting and/or keeping subjects in a project (p.2-8). Coercive offers of benefits, which are essential to the well-being of the subject, are especially likely to occur in health research settings, and researchers in such fields may need stronger reminders than others, that research participation is voluntary.

We also see as very positive the suggestion that local Research Ethics Boards (REBs) coordinate with others, so that the researcher does not have to deal with several REBs (such as a hospital board and a separate university board) on the same research project.

Nonetheless, we find some serious flaws in the draft document which we are hopeful can be corrected. They arise from four major concerns:

1) The approach of weighing harm versus benefits arises from a medical model, and is largely irrelevant to most nonhealth research. We foresee the endorsement of such an artificial model by the Tri-Council as likely to encourage its use as a means of disallowing research deemed unpopular.

2) Many of the proposed regulations imply that the outcome of the research may be determined by the subjects, a situation which could lead to research being dictated by transient ideological fashions or by sheer ignorance, rather than by testable hypotheses and objective methods of investigation.

3) The requirement that local REBs make decisions on the scientific value of the research has MAJOR potential for abuse. Of the many functions that REBs may serve in future, this one needs to be severely curtailed.

4) We see the emphasis on the rights of "collectivities" as overstated relative to the rights of the individual.

5) We find the attempts to delineate an "ideal" researcher to be futile and irrelevant; futile because we don't at present know the characteristics of good researchers, which is after all an empirical question; and irrelevant because the guidelines should be concerned with outlining desirable behaviours strictly within the research framework.

Detailed comments and suggestions for improvement are given below.

HARM VERSUS BENEFITS

If this is to be maintained as a Tri-Council document, the general principles should be enunciated in ways which could apply to all Councils equally, rather than by taking one model and forcing an artificial application to others. This is particularly important because local REBs will be guided by, and (experience tells us) are likely to interpret literally, the final wording of the Code of Conduct. For most nonmedical research on humans, all that should be required is that no foreseeable direct harm will come to the subject. In behavioural research, for example, the greatest harm that typically could be done, and the possibility is remote, is making subject feel that s/he has not met some standard set by the experimenter. This is nearly always offset, however, by the assurance from the research description that it is not the individual's performance which is the focus of investigation, but the operation of a general principle (for example, whether learning a list of words is affected by learning a previous list).

There is not enough recognition in this document (e.g. 2-7, para 4) of the importance of research which yields no obvious immediate personal or societal benefit (for example, the discovery that the level of sex hormones significantly predicts the tendency to aggression in certain social situations), but which may radically alter how we think about a particular question or field -- in this case, the biological contribution to aggressive behaviour. Such research might be among the most valuable we could promote in terms of ultimate contribution to knowledge about humans, yet might fall prey to the narrow view espoused here of what is ethically acceptable.

Recommendation: The the sections on harm vs. benefits be rewritten to reflect the lesser pertinence of such a model for most nonmedical research; or, that different guidelines be written for medical and nonmedical research.

SUBJECTS' DETERMINATION of RESULTS

The emphasis on a subject-centered perspective (p.2-7, bottom) is generally incompatible with the aim of scientific validity. This is particularly likely if the intent is that the subject is entered in a study only if s/he is in agreement with the theoretical framework of the research. On p.2-10 it is suggested that if, after debriefing about a study, S does not want to participate, the data from such Ss should not be used. While this stricture is made within the specific context of research requiring deception on the part of the experimenter, it could be seen to apply to nearly all behavioural research, since one hardly ever reveals the exact hypothesis to Ss, in the quite reasonable belief that they will be influenced by it.

Allowing subjects to determine whether their data should be in the study after they have served as willing subjects, would make it impossible to get an unbiased sample of subjects in most research projects. For example, in doing research on the effects of age on memory function, one might compare 40 year olds and 70 year olds. Among other things, one would inform the older subject that s/he would be doing a variety of tests of intellectual function, with brief descriptions, and probably also that the experimenter is interested in seeing how older people do on such tests. However, if after the study is finished, the 70 year old subjects understand that they were being compared to 40 year olds, and had the option of removing their data, the comparability of the two age groups might well be undermined. Suppose that subjects who are most likely to want their data withdrawn would be those who thought that they did not do well. If such data were removed, we would have an invalid study of intellectual changes with age, i.e., the scientific criterion of validity could not be met. With more controversial fields of research, this problem would be exaggerated.

The objection does not even touch upon the impossibility of enforcing such removal of data.

This suggested standard with respect to the collection of anonymous impersonal data is in puzzling contrast to the wider latitude given to biographical and historical data, despite the fact that in the latter, individual identity is a given. Thus on p.5-8, it is (quite appropriately) stated with respect to biographical research that "the subject...has no right to censor the researcher's work or to be guaranteed that any objection [from S] will be cited in the document." The ethics document admits the importance of subjects not being allowed to determine the outcome of biographical or historical research, yet would proscribe the inclusion of behavioural data from anonymous subjects who, after the study, express a negative view of the project. Surely there is a gross inconsistency here?

Recommendation: Article 5.13 d) (p.5-6) "if the subject decides not to participate following debriefing, the subject's data must be removed from the study" should be deleted.

RESEARCH ETHICS BOARDS' EVALUATION OF SCIENTIFIC VALIDITY

(Page 2-4) We are aware that there is a tradition in some institutions for REBs to evaluate the validity of research proposals. We believe that this is an unfortunate tradition, since the ethical question of treatment of subjects can in most instances be separated from the question of quality of the research. Given the difficulty that Grants Selection Committees have had in all three granting councils in the past in deciding which grant proposals are most deserving of support, it is clear that judging scientific validity is not an easy task. The three councils quite rightly commit major time and resources to resolving this question, but despite the considered expertise available from scholars throughout the country, questionable decisions are nevertheless made.

It is much more likely, therefore, that a local REB, without the resources available to the granting agencies, will make bad decisions, particularly given the makeup of the committees as outlined on p.3-3 and 3-4. Moreover, local REBs are more likely to be influenced by the history of a particular researcher, and probably more likely to be susceptible to the local political milieu in making decisions about the quality of a research proposal. The research endeavour in this country, particularly in the Behavioural and Social Sciences, is already seriously threatened by strong pressures from special interest groups, and it MUST become independent of current political ideologies if it is to survive and maintain integrity.

As an example of the potential for a stifling effect of ideology on research, a valid research proposal on AIDS which relates its incidence in a specified ethnic group to multiple partners (regarded as promiscuity by some and therefore potentially "stigmatizing", see p.13-4), could well run into difficulty solely on the basis of an REB's evaluating this as an unsympathetic view of the group's sexuality (yet this might be the very community to benefit from the research).

Recommendation: 1) That local REBs make no judgments about scientific validity except in special cases where palpable direct harm might occur to Ss by not doing so. 2) That this document explicitly exhort local REBs to go beyond objections from special interest groups and political ideologies, and judge the proposals solely on the basis of ethical acceptability. 3) That to the Appeal Procedures (p.3-6) be added the provision of an external appeal, that is, to a committee outside the local REB's domain, which will usually be outside the institution.

"COLLECTIVITIES" VERSUS INDIVIDUALS

(Section 13) While we appreciate that doing research on a cohesive group qua group is different from research on a number of individuals, we feel that the emphasis on a hierarchical process of permission is inimical to our cultural tradition of individual self-determination, as well as to the objective unbiased collection of data. Therefore, once group access has been granted, the researcher must finally determine who shall be interviewed, assessed, etc.

"MORALITY" OF INDIVIDUAL RESEARCHERS

In several places, the document refers to the characteristics a good researcher should possess (p. 2-3, bottom; 10-1). While it is reasonable to attempt to specify some of the behaviours which are appropriate to the interaction between researcher and subject, difficult as this may be, it is not appropriate (nor possible) for this committee to delineate the personal qualities of a good researcher. The value of any research is and should be judged by its contribution to knowledge, not be the degree of altruism (10-1), empathy or compassion (2-3) of the researcher. Otherwise, instead of requiring research proposals, we should be giving personality tests! Empathy and compassion might conceivably be drawbacks in doing certain kinds of research well.

Moreover, most people are responsive to economic gain, indeed much of our societal interaction is based on its effectiveness, hence for the Working Group to make negative pronouncements about it as a motivator either for researchers or subjects is to show an insensitivity to cultural norms which the Code itself deplores (as in Section 13).

Recommendation: That commentary about the research endeavour be strictly restricted to minimally acceptable behaviours within which researchers and subjects operate, and all reference to desirable or undesirable personality characteristics of a good researcher be deleted, in deference to our ignorance on this subject.

Submitted by the Board of Directors,
Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (SAFS):

Dr. John Furedy, PRESIDENT, U Toronto
Dr. Philip Davis, U Prince Edward Island
Dr. J.L. Granatstein, FRSC, Emeritus, York U
Dr. Ruth Gruhn, U Alberta
Dr. Doreen Kimura, FRSC, U Western Ontario, Past President
Dr. Murray Miles, Brock U
Dr. Peter Suedfeld, FRSC, U British Columbia
Dr. Philip Sullivan, U Toronto

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

file: tricfeb97fu (Content: A2)

Note: Because of the unreasonably short period given for responding to this Tri-Council revision, my comments are off the cuff and somewhat unsystematic. However, my SAFS Board of Directors have all seen (via email) these comments, and while they do not necessarily agree with minor points of writing style (which time does not allow us to correct), they all agree with the basic content of the comments, which should, therefore, be considered as representing the views of SAFS, rather than simply of me as an individual researcher.

Comments on February 1997 revision of Code of Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans prepared by the Tri-Council Working Group

John J. Furedy, Ph.D., President, Society for Academic Freedom & Scholarship March 14, 1997

In general, and as in the case of the original draft, I still think that if anything like this code goes into effect, Canadian human research will cease to be considered as a serious scientific enterprise. For example, the failure to distinguish between ethics and experimental design is such a primitive logical error that the mind reels. It reminds me of the Soviet system that assumed that just because commissars were expert in the principles of Marxism, they were also expert in *different* disciplines like manufacturing, military tactics, social psychology, and even physiological psychology. Again, the notion is still retained that, under some circumstances, subjects have the right to withdraw their data on the grounds that they don't like the investigators' hypotheses, rather than on the grounds of the subjects not being treated ethically. Again, a primitive distinction is ignored by this notion. Finally, although I won't be making specific comments on this, the elevation of the collective over the rights of the individual is a form of political correctness that may have some current respectability in North America, but will be regarded askance by all who still retain the basic distinction between scientific investiagtion and political ideology.

All this is not just theoretical, "ivory tower" stuff. Anyone who exercises a bit of common sense can see that the document is likely to produce at least *some* local REBs who will abuse their mandate for local political ends to get back at local enemies. In the real world that individual researchers live in, it is clear that the REBs will constitute a bureaucratic commissariate with ill-defined, and therefore arbitrary powers. 

Moreover, the problems are especially great for *new* researchers who will be learning the *art* of research under these new conditions. For these unfortunates, there will not even be a memory of the days when ethics committees clearly confined themselves to their areas of expertise, ethics, rather than being invited to interfere ignorantly in areas where they have only prejudices and no expertise. Now what these researchers will learn are bureaucratic skill in how to use ideological language to satisfy local REBs, rather than the scientific skills and creativity needed to design well controlled studies that, without transgressing ethical principles, provide answers to important questions. Hence, not only Canadian human research, but Canadian *education* (called "training" nowadays) will cease to be beneficial, and become,instead, training for ideology. This is what 40 years of anti-intellectual, ideological influence has left East German higher education to try to overcome. If anything like the present version of the Tri-Council code is adopted, Canadian human research will be pointed in the same direction. 

Now let me make some points as they arise in the text. I'll number them for ease of discussion.

1. P. 2-12. The scholarly merit of the research is *not* a part of any ethical assessment, but is distinct. This is true in principle, but is also critical in practice. There is now way that such an issue can be resolved by an REB. Even in peer review, this issue is difficult to resolve, because the reviewers not only have to be experts in the relevant discipline, but be actually with the issues in the specific sub-area. Consider, for example, whether a proposal to study lie detection (a purported application of psychophysiology) has met "appropriate scholarly standards". One of the critical issues here is whether the "control" question is a control in the normal scientific sense of that term. Could anyone not familiar with the discipline of experimental psychology deal with this issue? Could anyone not familiar with the area of psychophysiology deal with it? In fact, could anyone who as not studied exactly what the "Control" Question "Test" polygraph involves deal with it?

And it does not help that scholarly merit will only be judged if the REB feels that the other two ethical issues (on which it is competent to judge) arise with special urgency. Most would agree that research on lie detection may have more serious ethical ramifications than research, say, on massed vs. distributed practice in memory. This in no way produces *expertise* in the area of lie detection (needed to judge scholarly merit), and is not a substitute for familiarity with the principles of experimental psychology and psychophysiology, as well as with what actually comprises the "Control" Question "Test" polygraph.

Similarly, the second sentence on p. 2-14, Section 5 is simply false. Scholarly standards can only be judged by experts in the field, and cannot be subsumed under ethics. That judgment is the job of the peer reviewers employed by the *scientific* review committees, and not the job of ignorant REB members. Of course, it is true that "those having expertise in relevant academic fields" should be able to make better informed judgments, but when those judgments are about scientific merit, they are simply not good enough. A commissar who has taken an introductory course in psychology may be better at judging scientific merits of research that contrasts the dissonance with the attribution positions than a commissar who has not, but *neither* is competent to make any sort of a valid judgment.

2. The term "inclusiveness" on p. 2-24 (in the heading) is not defined, and is simply ideological jargon.

3. The concept of "good ethical reasoning" (p. 2-25) is contrasted with (presumably) "bad" ethical reasoning, which is considered to be "dogmatic" and "mechanical". "Good" ethical reasoning is said to require "thought, insight, and sensitivity". And the whole code is supposed to provide "an opportunity for informed ethical reflection with ethical peers".

Is it really necessary to remind the committee that reasoning involves the application of logic (which is here emotively characterised as "dogmatic" and "mechanical") rather than emotion? Do I need to comment further?

4. Article 3.13 suggests that "partial disclosure" is a relatively unusual occurrence. This is nonsense to anyone familiar with *real* human psychological research. Does the committee really think that "full disclosure" can be made to every subject in an experiment that tests, say, the dispute between Tulving (who thinks that there are several memory systems) and Craik (who thinks there is one)? Or between me (who think that both S-S and S-R processes play a part in classical conditioning) and Rescorla (who defines classical conditioning as the "learning of relations among events"?)

And, of course, this relates to the absurdity of allowing the subject to withdraw their data if they don't like the hypothesis. Why should they *understand* the hypothesis in the first place, given that it is usually part of an abstruse and abstract system of thought in a specialized area in a given discipline?

5. P. 3-13, Article 3.14, D. The question of level of risk *is* an ethical issue, but the appropriate control to provide the subject is that s/he have the complete right to withdraw from participation. Once that consent has been given (and perhaps checked, as in the sensible C provision), the actual data are not under the subject's control, unless one holds to the silly notion that the subject's liking of the hypothesis (making the false assumption that the subject actually understands the hypothesis) should influence outcomes. Not only would such a policy result in biased research outcomes (see, e.g., SAFS brief and Doreen Kimura's comments on this), but it would also indicate a basic confusion between ethical and non-ethical issues.

6. P. 4-3, Article 4.3. These requirements for the REB's composition may be reasonable for an REB to make *ethical* (narrowly defined) judgements, although even there I would question why it is necessary for every five-person REB to have a woman (or a man) on it. Is there an assumption here that a single-sex REB can't make sound ethical judgements? OF course I know that this is implicitly accepted in certain North American PC quarters, but what does it look like to the international scientific and intellectual community?

More seriously, however, given the broad range of "ethics" as defined in this code (which includes scholarly-merit) judgments, for reasons I've stated above,Requirement B does not even come close to satisfying this concern (see my lie detection example above), and even if it did, who is to say that the other members will accede to the "expert" judges on scholarship issues (especially when scholarship and ethics issues are confused even in the original document). Quite clearly, this article will result in many cases where the local REBs are acting like ignorant commissars with (in some cases) local axes to grind.

As for the comment on the same page that REB members having "also the ability to *educate* (my emphasis) new members in the technique of ethics review", it is quite clear that this sort of "education" is really indoctrination. It is interesting that a document that castigated non-"good ethical reasoning" as being "mechanical" is now quite prepared to regard the complex and confusing art of ethics review (as envisaged here) as merely a "technique" in which old members can "educate" the new. So experienced commissars used to "educate" new commissars in the "technique" of reviewing "Soviet science".

7. Section 8 is a PC section on which I won't comment in detail. Again, the term "inclusive" is not clearly defined, and most of the examples suggest that the concern is only with women rather than other designated groups. More generally, however, if anything like this is left in the final version, satirists both inside and outside of Canada will have a field day.

The above are just some of the more obvious flaws in this document which, in my view, does untold damage to psychology as a discipline both as regards the doing of research and (more importantly) as regards the teaching of research to the next generation of Canadian psychological researchers. To paraphrase Rabelais (who is, after all, a dead white male, and probably classifiable as a dirty old man, but who also, in my view, was speaking to ethical and not scientific issues), "Science without logic spells the destruction, through politicization, of research." We who are near the end of our research careers owe it to those who follow not to pass on a torch that burns only with the flame of PC ideology. 

John J. Furedy, Ph.D.
Professor of Psychology, University of Toronto and
President, Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship

----------------------------------------------------------------------

file: tric3 (Process: B1)

Dear email SAFS member,

I am sending you an Oct. 11th copy of the Tri-Council's reactions to earlier comments. Note that it is not a revision, but a "revision process", whatever that may mean. My interpretation is that they do not intend to make any serious changes. For example, they don't deal at all with the problem of allowing subjects to withdraw their data if they don't approve of the hypothesis. Again, the distinction between ethical and experimental-design expertise is one that the committee "does not accept". So no matter how "exhilarating" the committee may have found the earlier comments on their draft, and no matter how "proud" they are, I am pessimistic that the revised code will be much of an improvement, and now am inclined to agree with Dick Henshel (letter to last SAFS newsletter) that one has to talk to people other than the committee. All the best, John

John J. Furedy, Ph.D.

---------- Forwarded message ----------
Subject: Tri-Council Working Group on Ethics. Revision Process.


Medical Research Council of Canada
Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada

Tri-Council Working Group on Ethics. Revision Process.

The Tri-Council Working Group on the Code of Conduct for Research Involving Humans has begun its revision of the draft document prepared in March 1996. The three research Councils of Canada (MRC, NSERC, and SSHRC) have distributed over 15,000 copies of this document throughout the research and lay communities since last spring. 

Despite the relatively brief period of time elapsed since the publication of thedraft document, the Working Group has received almost 250 letters covering over 1,500 pages of comments. The number and quality of the responses to the document have been both surprising and exhilarating. We are grateful to those who took the time and energy to reflect on this document and to provide us with constructive and thoughtful comments. As Canadian researchers and scholars we are proud that our document has suceeded in generating such a widespread discussion of the ethics of research involving human participants. Literally tens of thousands of Canadians are involved as participants in our pursuit of understanding ourselves, our communities and the relationships between different aspects of our lives: they are the ones to whom we owe respect and to whom we have obligations. 

Many respondents suggested that the timetable planned for revision of the Code was too brief. The three Councils now have agreed that more time is needed for further comments and for the Working Group to digest comments received and to prepare a final document. The revision process should continue until March 1997,with presentation of the final document in both languages to the Councils by mid-June. Thereafter, the Councils will assume full responsibility for all mattersrelating to the Code.

Changes in the Working Group Membership

The Working Group membership has been changed significantly to increase its expertise in areas where at times it failed to adequately represent basic research practices. Three new members have been added whereas two resigned due to other commitments.

Dr. Frederick Lowy has resigned following his nomination as Vice-chancellor and Rector at Concordia University and Dr. Janet Werker had other commitments that prevented her from pursuing her activities with the Working Group.

Chad Gaffield, Professor of History at the University of Ottawa was nominated bySSHRC. Over the past two decades, he has been actively involved in the work of the funding Councils including the chairing of adjudication committees on individual and team research grants, research centers and journals. He has co-edited "Universities in Crisis: The Future of a Medieval Institution in the 21st Century", and has contributed to conferences on Research Integrity, Graduate Training, Science and Technology, and other issues of higher education. Last year he completed his second mandate as vice-president (Science, Policy and Research) of the Social Science Federation of Canada. For his publications on the 19th century Canadian social history, Dr. Gaffield was named Researcher of the Year by the University of Ottawa in 1995. 

Dr. Linda Siegel currently holds the Dorothy C. Lam Chair in Special Education in the Department of Educational Psychology and Special Education at the University of British Columbia. She was nominated for the Working Group by NSERC. She holds operating grants from NSERC and SSHRC and has been a member of the grant selection committees of both Councils. She is a Killam Research Fellow, and has conducted research in the areas of educational, cognitive and developmental psychology, psychology and literature, and social history. She is on the Board of Directors of the Canadian Psychological Association and has been the Editor of the "International Journal of Behavioral Development" and an Associate Editor of "Child Development". 

Dr. Cannie Stark is Professor at the University of Regina and was nominated by SSHRC. She has been involved in the governance of the Social Science Federationof Canada since 1991, first as a member of the Board of Directors and then as Vice-President for Women's Issues and Chair of the Women's Issues Network. She currently serves on the SSHRC Program Committee and is the incoming Vice- President for Women's Issues of the new Humanities and Social Science Federationof Canada. She is actively engaged in both qualitative and quantitative research and was the senior author of the Social Science Federation's ethical guidelines, "Ethical Decision Making for Practising Social Scientists: Putting Values into Practice", adopted by the Board of Directors in December 1995.

Future Changes to the Document

The Working Group believes that the Code should not be viewed as a static document that will cut in stone the ethical conduct of research for the next 10 or 20 years in Canada. The Working Group sincerely hopes that this will be a living document and that adjustments and revisions will be made on a regular basis. This will enable future versions of the code to address new ethical issues in research as well as those imperfections which will certainly emerge.

The following are major issues that the Working Group will address in the revised version of the document. 

First General Issue - Should there be only one code covering all fields of research with humans? 

The Working Group did not address this question in the draft document. Rather it simply took the mandate of the three Councils to develop a document that would cover all research involving humans. As it explored different types of research involving humans, the Working Group saw far more similarities than differences in ethical challenges facing researchers from diverse communities. However, this vision was not effectively communicated in the draft Code. A number of respondents, particularly in the social sciences, have asked whether there should be such a single document. A key justification for a Tri-Council document on the ethical issues of researchinvolving humans relates to the importance of bringing together the perspectivesof researchers from diverse disciplines. In contrast to the disciplinary "solitudes" of the past, many scholars today are convinced that no research topic involving humans is purely "biomedical" or "humanistic" or "scientific" or "social". The ways in which such research is conducted in one part of the research community are increasingly recognized to raise significant ethical questions for other parts of the academic community. 

The challenge in developing a single Code is, of course, to avoid the implication that a particular disciplinary perspective is being imposed on necessary for the conduct of research with human participants. Indeed, a singleCode leaves enough flexibility to take into consideration and accommodate special needs of particular research disciplines. Many responses from diverse parts of the research community emphasized the extent to which the first Tri-Council draft failed to successfully meet this challenge. The central problem is that the first draft is uneven in its treatment of ethical issues across the disciplines and at times fails to represent and appreciate basic research practices especially in the humanities and social sciences. The increased representation of scholars from the latter disciplines in the Working Group should help address these problems. Reasons for having a unified Code can be articulated from the perspectives or points of view of all relevant parties.

Research Participants' Point of View No matter what the research discipline, respect for the dignity and rights of participants is essential. Participants should be able to expect that in a clear and unequivocal way their interests and rights -- particularly rights to make informed choices about participation in research projects -- are respected. If informed choice -- either on the part of participants or, in somecases, substitute decision-makers -- is ethically fundamental in all areas of research involving humans, then it should be possible to reflect this in a single document with a clear set of procedures and fundamental ethical principles.

However, some respondents have suggested that research in the social sciences and humanities involving human participants should be regulated differently thanbiomedical research because the former poses little or no risk to participants while the latter type of research is typically high risk. In the Working Group's view this argument is based on two mistaken assumptions. The first is that harm is to be understood in purely physical or biological terms. It ignores then a whole range of possible risks of harm to research participants, for instance, psychological harm, loss of reputation, breach of confidentiality of research. As well, it ignores the growing body of research that cuts across biomedical and other areas of research.

In the Working Group's view, some of the research in biomedicine is quite low risk, whereas, some research programs in the social sciences pose potentially high risks of harm. What is ethically crucial then is the respect for the autonomy of participants and the degree of risk of harm, not the disciplinary approach taken by the researcher. Unless REBs on a project by a project basis scrutinize proposals according to these central ethical elements, research participants will not receive the moral reassurance and protection that they deserve.

Researchers' Point of View The fundamental commitment to the advancement of knowledge that Canadian researchers share presents another common ethical basis on which a unified code of conduct and guidelines can be constructed. Moreover, as noted above, it is more and more common for research to be cross-disciplinary. A unified document in which the generic responsibilities and rights of researchers are articulated will help cross-disciplinary research endeavours.

REBs' Point of View In many institutions, a single REB is often responsible for evaluating the protocols funded by the different Councils. In other institutions, there are unified appeal mechanisms for multiple REBs. Many research projects involve researchers working from a variety of disciplines and the ethical issues that REBs must address in evaluating research projects in diverse fields are more likely similar than dissimilar. Moreover, REBs also should be playing an educational as well as evaluative role. So, for a variety of reasons, REBs will benefit by having a uniform set of procedures and a common mandate.

Institutions' Point of View The mission of most research institutions includes both education and the advancement of knowledge. The adoption of a single Code of conduct harmonizes for those in training. It brings a common ethos to the different disciplines represented in these institutions and encourages mutual respect amongst involve researchers in multiple institutions simultaneously will allow further harmonization of the ethics review process between institutions. The Code presents a common set of core values and a standardized process across Canada.

Councils' Point of View The Councils serve the people of Canada. As such, they are accountable to Canadian society to ensure the respectful treatment of research participants. It will be confusing and impractical to continue to have partnerships between Councils and other organizations (including private industry) governed by differents sets of rules. The innovative nature of the draft Code is that it reflects the changing needs and the increasingly cross- disciplinary nature of Canadian research. 

Second general issue: Tone of the Document A second issue that came across strongly was that the researchers and research were viewed too negatively. Many respondents suggested that the Code would be more favourably received by researchers if it presented a more balanced vision of researchers and their motivations. More needs to be said about the positive benefits of research and about the moral reasons for engaging in research. Without denying the importance of other imperatives (technological, economic, and egotistical), the revised Code should recognize that most researchers share an allegiance to an altruistic vision of research.

The emphasis on a subject-centered perspective also reinforced some respondents'contention of a "negative tone". When the notion of a subject-centered perspective was introduced in Sections 1 and 2, it was initially presented as a counterbalance to a totally research-centered perspective. Later in those and subsequent sections, it often appeared on its own as if it were the sole ethical perspective. This left a number of respondents questioning whether the Code was interested in good (ie, high quality) research being done. Both must be emphasized and insisted upon in the Code: high quality research and research which respects participants. 

Respondents also suggested that in too many places the emphasis was placed on instances of research in which there had been mistreatment of research participants or other forms of misconduct. This was clearly expressed by many members of the biomedical community and also by some social scientists and humanists. A useful general suggestion was made by one respondent speaking on behalf of researchers at a major Canadian university who said, "the best tone possible with the view that the purpose of ethical review is not to determine ifor which research ought to be done, but rather to help the researcher accomplishthe positive goals of research without compromising integrity, autonomy and dignity". This is important and should be conveyed throughout the document. [See also general issue 6.]

Third General Issue. Who is "a research subject"? Many of the commentators, particularly historians, political scientists, and civil libertarians, made very strong criticisms based on the assumption that if some individual or group was the subject of research then the individual or group was necessarily a research subject. Accordingly, it would follow that theCode would seriously interfere with the freedom of academics to conduct research. Thus, it was argued that scholars could not criticize political or religious figures, such as the Prime Minister or the Pope, without first securing their informed consent to the research study and even its results. Thesame assumption underlay a number of criticisms of the section on collectivities. For example, an expose of the Aryan Nations, it was suggested, would require approval of the leadership of that group, or an investigation of spousal abuse in a patriarchal society would require the permission of abusive male authority figures.

The Working Group did not intend these consequences. In each of these cases, demanding the informed consent of the individuals indicated would be morally unacceptable. In the first two cases (research on the P.M. or the Pope) research would likely be based on public documents so that the research project should not come before the REB or it would be based on interviews with other individuals, e.g., dissident Liberals or Catholics, which would require the informed consent of the interviewees but not the P.M. or the Pope. In the case of the Aryan Nations the same considerations would apply and there would bea strong moral reason for a researcher to avoid involving abusive authority figures. 

It is essential that the crucial distinction between "research subjects" and "subjects of research" be articulated in the revised Code. To say that an individual or group is the subject of research is simply to describe the contentof the research. However, to say that some individuals or groups are research subjects is, in the context of the Code, to make an ethical claim -- namely, that the research participant's informed consent (or that of a third party) is essential. Although there still will be some difficult cases in which it will be hard for researchers and REBs to decide whether or not the subject of research is also a research subject, the general distinction is clear. [See also general issue 6.]

Fourth General Issue: Should we keep the three basic questions? A number of commentators have said that REBs should concern themselves exclusively with the ethics of research involving humans and not be concerned in any way either with the "validity" (quality) of research or with the "overall value of research". The Working Group does not share this view, but does believe that the draft Code needs to be clarified in a number of respects to address important concerns of respondents.

A. First, many respondents assumed that the sole addressee of the Code is the REB. Actually, the draft Code is addressed to multiple audiences, including researchers, research administrators, journal editors, the Councils, other funders of research, research participants, students, as well as REBs. Greater clarity is required in the revised Code with respect to who the particular addresses of various parts of the Code are.

B. This specifically includes the three questions posed in Section 2. The threequestions are addressed in the first instance to researchers and then to research institutions, funders, and REBs. When an REB deals with the "validity" or "quality" of research, it will usually rely on outside peer review, e.g., through the Councils, academic review committees or in the case of student prior peer review then the REB would find some way of securing such a review. Nonetheless, as is indicated on page 2-5 of the draft Code, an REB needs enough expertise on the nature of the research to identify ethically troubling points and to satisfy itself that the proposal has had appropriate prior peer review. 

C. By using the term "scientific validity", the draft Code seemed to assume a single model of research. The draft Code thus struck many respondents as very biomedically oriented and as a very conservative insistence on intellectual orthodoxy. Members of the Working Group are well aware that in the humanities and social sciences there is a considerable amount of diversity in research methodologies, a fact that was not adequately acknowledged as being a strength of this research community. 

Indeed, that diversity is now represented in the Working Group membership. The challenge the Working Group will have in revising the draft Code is to accommodate the intellectual diversity which characterizes Canadian research, while still maintaining that the question of "research quality" has to be addressed in the review process.

D. The overall value of the research project is something that Working Group wanted researchers to be conscious of in generating research proposals. This also deserves consideration by the three Councils and other sponsors of research.

Finally, this is a question which is of great concern to the general public who funds much of Canadian research and research institutions. If researchers can not articulate, at least in general terms, what is of value in their research, then they will lose support which is absolutely essential for the Canadian research enterprise. The question of the overall value of a research project isalso a legitimate concern of potential research participants who can rightly ask, "What benefits will my participation in this research project produce?" This question is particularly urgent in cases where there is no benefit to the participant and considerable risk of harm.

E. The REBs' role in terms of assessing overall value is quite limited to such areas as exclusion and exploitation. It is clear to the Working Group that research projects should not be denied approval merely because they are deemed politically unpopular or challenge widely held views. To do this would not onlythreaten academic freedom, but it would also deprive society of the benefit of vigorous criticism. However, it is fair for an REB to ask (as is required in research with animals) that the researcher state in lay terms what the benefits of the research are likely to be. This at least addresses an element of accountability to funders and to the general public.

Fifth General Issue: Levels of prescriptiveness The Working Group is aware that we need to clarify what is, and what is not, prescriptive. In particular, distinctions need to drawn among the mandatory, permissible, and advisable. Also with respect to these, we will have to be quite clear about who should mandate, permit, or advise on specific articles. For instance with mandatory elements, is it Councils (no funding), the REB (no approval), or the local institution? The Working Group has also been discussingwhether to entitle the final document as a "code and guidelines" to better emphasize the distinction between different levels of prescriptiveness. As well, there will be a major reduction in the number of black letter (mandatory) items in the final draft document.

This connects with a related issue of distinguishing substantive from proceduralitems. Thus some of the most important mandatory parts are procedural, while the most essential substantive parts are the principles which can not be mechanically mandated.

The Working Group noted that the notion of a scaled review failed to come acrossclearly to many respondents who assumed that all projects would assume a highly intense level of scrutiny. This generated complaints about the potential needless and destructive intrusiveness of REBs into innocuous research, the potential high workload for REBs (including institutional costs) as well as confusion about expedited reviews. The Working Group wishes in this communique to emphasize the importance of scaled review. As noted above, there are high risk and low risk research protocols. REBs should treat them accordingly.

Sixth General Issue: Language Although the Working Group is proceeding on the assumption that a Tri-Council document which respects all disciplines can be drafted, the Working Group also recognizes the difficulties of justifying this assumption. Such separation is clearly evident in the vocabularies of different research areas. Many responsesto the first draft made this point using examples such as the word "subject" which unfortunately carries implications of passivity, helplessness and objectification. Thus, one key challenge of the Working Group is to find the appropriate words to articulate those ethical issues upon which researchers can all agree. Whether or not the Working Group can succeed in meeting this challenge (in both languages!) remains to be seen, but the members are committed to doing their utmost throughout this academic year. Thanks to all ofthe time and energy of those who have responded to the draft, the Working Group is now in a much better position to address ethical issues using appropriate language. 

Seventh General Issue: Size, organization and complexity of the Code. Many commentators have suggested that the draft Code is too long and complicated. Nonetheless, many of the same commentators also asked for additional items to be added to the Code. The Working Group believes that the Code can be shortened by pulling together primarily procedural sections and eliminating duplicative passages. A number of sections can be combined with others. The end result should be an easier to use document.

We hope that these comments will help you understand the process by which the document will be modified and reassure you that we are taking very seriously allthe very constructive comments received by the Working Group. This does not mean that each and everyone one of the comments will be addressed in a way that will necessarily satisfy all respondents. 

Up to now, the Working Group has considered all comments received, including those received after the July 15th deadline. Since the revision process is already underway, it is less likely it is that the Working Group will be able to incorporate them in the revised document. Once again, our thanks to all of you who provided us with so many thoughtful comments. 

Sincerely,
Jean Joly
Chair
Tri-Council Working Group on the Ethics of Research with Human Participants
September 20, 1996


-------------------------------------------------------------------------
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International Standards for Research: SAFS Responds to Draft Code of
Ethics

Letter sent to: Hon. John Manley, Minister of Industry and
Hon. David Dingwall, Minister of Health

January 28, 1997

In September we sent you a copy of our response to the Tri-Council Working Group's document "Code of conduct for research involving humans", indicating what we felt were serious problems it raises for both the freedom to do research and the validity of some research if constrained by the code's recommendations.

In reply we received a letter from Louise Dandurand, Secretary General of SSHHRC. Also enclosed was a response from the Working Group on the revision process, and a memo from Michael McDonald who is apparently appointed to the Centre for Applied Ethics at UBC. None of these responses encourages us to think that the final document will meet international standards for valid research and scholarship in the sciences, social sciences and humanities.

The serious consequences of the current document were discussed at a symposium at the recent Society for Neuroscience in Washington. In attendance were science writers from the U.K.-based New Scientist and the U.S.-based Science magazine, both of whom also discussed the consequences (articles attached). Contrary to Michael McDonald's claim that most of the responses to the document have been positive, our information is that responses have been overwhelmingly negative. But even if McDonald's claim were true, the fact remains that, by international startds of research and scholarship, the original draft code deserved the harshest of criticisms.

We are seriously concerned that if the final decision of this code is left in the hands of those who are swayed by considerations of political correctness rather than those of the pursuit of knowledge, the reserach and scholarship enterprise in Canada, as well as its international reputation (see articles attached), will be irreversibly damaged.

Professor John J. Furedy, Ph.D., President, SAFS on behalf of the Board of Directors

------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From: Board of Directors of the Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship

To: The Presidents of the Medical Research Council, Natural Science and
Engineering Research Council, and Social Science and Humanities Research
Council

Re: Process of Evaluation and Dissemination of the Code of Ethical
Conduct for Research Involving Humans 

The Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship (as well as other organizations and individuals have made a number of submissions that have criticized the content of the proposed Tri-Council Code of Ethics on Human Research. These content criticisms have varied in severity and focus. The present submission is directed not at content, but at the process of dissemination and evaluation that the Code has undergone, and will undergo in the future before the final version of rules becomes the law in Canadian research with humans.

With regard to process, our view is that up to the present, the process has fallen far short of the standards of openness that are required for the proper evaluation of a document of such importance. The various drafts have not been circulated widely enough among the research community (on whom the fianal version will have the greatest impact, and who possess the greatest expertise with respect, especially to the epistemological issues involved). Nor has there been sufficient time allowed for feedback from that community.

These shortcomings in process have been particularly evident in the way in which the February, 1997 draft was handled by the working committee's Deput Chair, Prof. Michael McDonald. We shall not take time going over his conduct in detail, but provide attachments A1-A3 for your information regarding these past events. 

Looking to the future, we are sure that we represent the view of most in the research community (as well as those outside it who have a high regard for the reputation of Canadian human research) in urging you to ensure that the process of revision of various drafts of the Code is a fully open one which, moreover, allows ample time for feedback from the research community. Other organizations may differ from ours regarding the content of the Code, but there is widespread agreement that the process whereby that content is examined must satisfy international epistemological standards of transparency and wide dissemination.

We hope, therefore, that you will ensure that the revision process is significantly improved over what has occurred up to this point with the Ethics Code.

This brief is addressed to the three presidents of the councils, who have the primary responsibility in this matter. It is copied to the Chair and Deputy Chair of the Working committee, to the president of the Canadian Society for Brain, Behavioral, and Cognitive Science (who supplied his ccount of the interaction with Prof. McDonald), to the two federal ministers to whom the SAFS board has addressed previous concerns regarding the content of the proposed Code, and to three scientific media writers who have reported on the Code.

The brief was prepared by SAFS' president with the advice and full approval of SAFS' Board of Directors, who are listed below. 

John J. Furedy, President
on behalf of the Board of Directors, SAFS

SAFS Board of Directos
John Furedy, Ph.D.
President
Doreen Kimura, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Past President
Phillip Davis, Ph.D.
Jack Granatstein, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Ruth Gruhn, Ph.D.
Murray Miles, Ph.D.
Peter Suedfeld, Ph.D., F.R.S.C.
Philip Sullivan, Ph.D.

------------------------------------------------------------------

ATTACHMENT A1
Professor Di Lollo's March 30, 1997 account of his conversations
with Professor McDonald concerning the accessibility to the
1997 version of the Ethics Code.


To: John J. Furedy
From: Vince Di Lollo
Date: March 30, 1997

Hello John,

Good to hear from you directly. Indirectly, it was one of your messages, forwarded to me by Stan Coren, which made me realize that a revised version of the Tri-Council draft code had been circulated, but not to me or, as far as I know, to the Canadian Society for Brain, Behaviour, and Cognitive Science.

Believing this to have been an oversight on the part of the Working Group, I resolved to try to get a copy of the draft. By the way, CSBBCS sent an official response to the first draft. A rather bizarre sequence of events followed. I have a good record of these events because, within a couple of hours of their happening, I described them in detail to Stan Coren and to Peter Suedfeld, who made notes.

1. On Wednesday, March 26th, I phoned NSERC and spoke to Catherine Armour who is the Special Projects Officer assigned to the Tri-Council Working Group. She was very receptive to my complaint (I think that I referred to it as a "grievance"), said that she could not take it upon herself to give me a copy of the report, but that she would take immediate steps to see if something could be done about this.

2. Shortly afterwards, I phoned Prof. Michael McDonald (UBC Department of Applied Ethics) who is the Deputy Chair of the Tri-Council Working Group on Ethics. He refused to provide me with a copy of the draft report. He referred to it as a priveleged document which had been circulated to a select half- dozen individuals, and that I was not amongst them, not even as President of CSBBCS. When I reminded him of his promise last November that a second draft of the report would be made available for comments in February 1997, he did not answer and went on to something else. I pointed out to him that others seemed to have had access to the document. Specifically, I told him that you had obviously seen a copy because you had commented on it. So, why should I not be extended the same privilege? He replied by saying that your copy had obviously been obtained by improper means, and that the fact that you had commented on it publicly was "reprehensible" (or words to that effect). When I reiterated my request to see a copy of the draft report, he refused again, and told me to wait until the final draft was ready sometime before June, and to trust that the Working Group would do the best possible job with it. He also warned me against taking political action, such as organizing a writing campaign to the Minister, because that would merely trigger the Federal Government into implementing legislation to regulate our research. And that legislation would be much harsher than the document they were preparing.

3. Shortly after that conversation, Prof. McDonald phoned me to say that he had heard from NSERC (I presumed that Catherine Armour had been in touch with him in response to my conversation with her earlier that day). As a consequence of having heard from NSERC, he was now prepared to let me see selected parts of the draft document on two conditions: first, that I did not comment on it publicly and, second, that I sent him my comments in writing within one week. It was understood that the selection of the parts which I was permitted to see was to be made by him. Bearing in mind that the ensuing week comprised the Easter recess, I had only two working days (Thursday and the following Tuesday) for consulting with members of the Executive of CSBBCS. So, to save time, I walked over to his office (it was pouring rain in the best of Vancouver traditions) to pick up the material. When I turned up at his office, he curtly sent me to his secretray who gave me an envelope with what I believed to be the selected parts of the document. However, upon returning to my office, I discovered that what I had been given consisted of only the odd-numbered pages of waht Professor McDonald had selected for me to see. When I phoned his secretary, she, without even a commiseration -- let alone an apology- told me that she was prepared to let me have the even-numbered pages and that I could get them in one of two ways: by campus mail (which, given the Easter holiday, would have reached me on Tuesday of the following week), or I could go and pick them up, but to hurry up because it was nearly 4:00 p.m., her time to quit. So I took another walk in the spring rain.

It goes without saying that if the conduct of Prof. McDonald is any indication of the kind of discretion and common sense that we are told to expect from REBs when they implement the ethical rules, then we've got problems. 

All the best,

Vince

---------------------------------------------------------------

ATTACHMENT A2
Professor Furedy's April 2, 1997 memo to Professor McDonald

To: Michael McDonald
From: John J. Furedy
Date: April 2, 1997
Re: Your oral charges made to Professor Vincent Di Lollo that
my behaviour had been "improper" and "reprehensible"

On Wednesday, March 26, Professor Di Lollo reported (see attached tricmac1 file below which contains his formal March 30 permission for me to use that account in the public domain) some quite strange interactions that he had with you. In this memorandum, I am primarily concerned with charges that you made against me (see point #2 of Prof. Di Lollo's account). The charges were that: 1) I had "obviously" obtained the 1997 revised ethics code document by "improper means" and that 2) my commenting on the revision "publicly" was "reprehensible" (or, as Prof. Di Lollo put it, "words to that effect").

Both charges are very serious, especially coming from someone in your position as Deputy Chair of the Tri-council Committee, and with your presumed formal background in the philosophical field of ethics. Even if the charges were warranted, normal ethical considerations would require that you make them openly rather than behind my back, as it is only by chance (and Prof. Di Lollo's integrity) that I have discovered that you have made these charges. Moreover, especially with regard to the first charge (that I had "obviously" obtained the document by "improper means"), I would have thought that even ordinary common sense would have told you to look into possibilities that I had legitimate access to the draft, before bringing such a charge of impropriety against me.

In fact, there are at least two legitimate sources for my being able to read the 1997 draft code. The first of these sources arises from the fact that, in mid February, Professor Ken Dion, the Chair of the Scientific Affairs Committee of the Canadian Psychological Association (CPA) appointed a sub-committee (comprising himself, me, and Prof. Peter Suedfeld, President Elect of the CPA) to react to the revision.

The second of these sources arises from the fact that, in early March, Prof. Joan Grusec, the Acting Chair of my department, made the draft available to all members of faculty, and later, just before a faculty meeting that would be discussing the draft, asked me to comment on it at the meeting, as someone who had been through the draft fairly thoroughly.

It is, of course, ironic, that while every member of my department at the University of Toronto had access to the draft, the President of the Canadian Society for Brain, Behaviour, and Cognitive Science (CSBBCS) had to go through the humiliating procedures described in Attachment A1 to even get part of the report. So too have many other eminent researchers (like Prof. Norman Endler of York University) had great trouble in obtaining the document. But these ironies are your problems which, in my view, you need to resolve with those individuals and probably many others in the Canadian research community who were not part of your "select" reviewers.

Your problem with me (and the society, SAFS, that I represent) is that the charge of impropriety in obtaining the material constitutes a serious breach of ethical behaviour on your part, given the way in which the charge was laid (i.e., behind my back), the lack of prior investigation on your part before making it, and the overall lack of legitimacy of the charge. My last comment is made on the grounds that even if I had not obtained the draft code through official sources (as I did), I would still have been entitled to obtain it through unofficial sources, because such a document should have been as widely circulated as possible. As a number of other people (e.g., the Research Administration of the University of Western Ontario, Prof. Peter Suedfeld etc.) have tried to remind your committee, the drafts of this code are not "privileged" and restrictable to a few "select" individuals. We are not ruled by Star Chamber methods of law making in this process, and it is this attempt to provide limited and undefined circulation (together with threats of the sort you made to Prof. Di Lollo) that constitutes a more serious problem, in a sense, than the content itself of the code.

In any case, the sentences following the first in the above paragraph deal with matters of ethical opinion concerning which you and I will probably continue to differ. The first sentence, however, concerns the fact that your accusation (behind my back) of impropriety is itself improper, and I demand that you immediately retract that accusation.

With respect to your second charge, that I acted improperly in "going public" with my comments, the arguments are perhaps more complex, but it seems clear enough that a document that proposes a code of rules for Canadian researchers should be open to public criticism, especially if, as the authors propose, it is going to be a "living document", and, as you yourself are quoted to have said in the December 9, *Science* article, you and the Tri-Council Committee have been "delighted with the discussion". Or is it your idea that the "discussion" should be a process that is censored and controlled by the commissar-like behaviour that you have exhibited in such interactions as your March 26 one with Professor Di Lollo?

In any case, whatever your views may be on this ethical issue, I continue to insist on my right *and* responsibility to go public with my comments, and while individuals like the President of CSBBCS may have different concerns from that of SAFS' president, you should be quite clear that, as the attachment indicates, we are all in agreement that *public* comments on, and criticism of, the proposed code are entirely appropriate. In this regard, therefore, I demand an immediate apology for and retraction of your characterisation of my conduct as "reprehensible" (or, "words to that effect").

At this stage I am copying this memo (and attachment) to: Profs. Dion and Grusec who will confirm that I obtained the revision through legitimate means; to Profs. Di Lollo and Endler for their information; and to SAFS' Board of Directors, as it is not only me but SAFS that your behind-the-back comments have maligned.

I expect to hear from you by email by Monday, April 6 on what I hope you appreciate is a serious ethical matter.

Yours sincerely,

John J. Furedy

Attached File (tricmac1)
This is tricmac1 file containing permission from Vince Di Lollo to
refer to his late March interaction with Prof. McDonald of the Tri-Council Ethics Code Committee, and account of that interaction.

Dear John, 
Please consider any communication that you receive from me to be in the public domain. This includes the description of my interaction with McDonald. Do with it as you see fit. Vince.

(For Prof. Di Lollo's account of his March interaction with Prof. McDonald, see Attachment A1)

----------------------------------------------------------------

ATTACHMENT A3 Professor Di Lollo's reiteration to Professor McDonald that the March 26 conversations occurred as Professor Di Lollo described them.


To: Michael McDonald
From: Vince Di Lollo
Date: April 3, 1997


Dear Professor McDonald,

Thank you for sending me a copy of your reply to Professor Furedy. For the record, I reported the details of our interaction on March 26th to Professor Suedfeld (who took notes), within two hours of the event. Also, I took notes immediately afterwards. What I said in my message to Professor Furedy was based on those notes.

Sincerely,

V. Di Lollo

  

John J. Furedy, Ph.D. Professor of Psychology, University of Toronto and
President, Society for Academic Freedom and Scholarship
(email: safs@psych.utoronto.ca)
Department of Psychology
100 St. George Street, 4th Floor
Toronto, Ontario, Canada, M5S 1A1
Phone: (416) 978-5201
Fax: (416) 978-4811
Web: http://www.psych.utoronto.ca/~furedy

