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Abstract. There are codes of ethics in psychology that explicitly refer to human rights. There are
also psychologists interested in the protection and promotion of human rights who are calling for the
explicit inclusion of references to human rights in all psychology ethics codes. Yet, references to human
rights in ethics documents have rarely been the focus of attention in psychological ethics. This article
represents the second part of a two-part article series focusing on critical issues associated with the
inclusion of references to human rights in the ethical codes of psychologists, and recommendations
about how psychological ethics and the human rights movement can work together in serving humanity.
The first part of the article series examined issues pertaining to the interpretation of references to human
rights in codes of ethics for psychologists, and the justifications for including these references in
psychological ethics codes. The second part of the article series examines how the Universal Declaration
of Ethical Principles for Psychologists can be used to extend or supplement codes of ethics in psychology,
how ethical principles and human rights differ and complement each other, and how psychological
ethics and the human rights movement can work together in serving humanity and improving the welfare
of both persons and peoples.
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Introduction

The first article in this two-part article series focused on critical issues associated with
the inclusion of references to human rights in the ethical codes of psychologists. The
article included an examination of the origin, historical development and contemporary
meaning of human rights; an analysis of different approaches submitted in the literature
to overcome the problem interpretation of human rights in ethics codes; and a consideration
of the justifications for referring to human rights in psychological ethics codes. It was
found that the concept of human rights is neither a unitary nor a universal construct,
which creates difficulties for the interpretation of references to human rights in codes of
ethics; that the approaches submitted to address the problem of interpretation have been

! This article is based on an award address presented at the 75th Conference of the International
Council of Psychologists in New York City, NY, 28—30 July 2017 and an invited keynote address
presented at the First Pan-African Congress of Psychology in Durban, South Africa, 18—21 September
2017.
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unsatisfactory in terms of defining exactly what obligations references to human rights
in psychology codes of ethics place on psychologists and to whom psychologists, as
psychologists, owe them; and that there is no clear evidence indicating that references
to human rights add to the theoretical basis or the guiding moral framework of codes.

Where does that leave us? Is there another more practical way to extend and supplement
limitations in codes? The present article, the second in the two-part series, examines
these questions along with others, and makes several recommendations about how
psychological ethics and the movement of human rights can work together for the
betterment of society and its members in an ever-globalizing world.

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists

If the drafters and reviewers of codes of ethics in psychology want to extend or
supplement limitations in their codes, they can. There is an international ethics document
describing ethical principles that they can refer to in their codes of ethics. It is called the
Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008). Adopted unanimously
by the General Assembly of the International Union of Psychological Science and
unanimously by the Board of Directors of the International Association of Applied
Psychology in 2008 (Gauthier, 2008a, 2009; Ferrero & Gauthier, 2009), this declaration
is arguably the single most important international development in the history of
psychological ethics. It was the outcome of a six-year process involving original research,
broad international consultation, and numerous revisions of the framework and draft
document in response to feedback and suggestions from the international psychology
community (Gauthier, 2008b, 2008c; Gauthier & Pettifor, 2011; Leach & Gauthier,
2012).

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008) was developed
to provide a common moral framework and generic set of ethical principles to guide
psychologists worldwide in meeting the ethical challenges of rapid globalization, a set of
principles that encompasses all their scientific and professional activities as psychologists
ina manner that also recognizes and may be used to address culture-specific interpretations.
The moral framework presented in the Universal Declaration is defined in broad strokes
that approach as close as possible (through much dialog and research) in reaching
consensus on what can be globally acceptable. How should we treat others individually
and collectively and how should we be treated? Research has shown great similarities
among different cultures on humanitarian values (Gauthier, 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005;
2006; Gauthier & Pettifor, 2011; 2012; Prentice, Dobson, & Gauthier, 2017). It is the
standards, behavioral rules and customs for their implementations that cause the greatest
disagreement, along with the perception of outside interference that threatens one’s
cultural identity.

Itisimportant to note that the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists
(2008) is not a worldwide code of ethics or code of conduct. Codes of conduct define
what one must or must not do as a psychologist, whereas codes of ethics are more
aspirational, and link standards to the overarching principles and values. A declaration
of ethical principles reflects the moral principles and values that are expected to be
addressed in a code of ethics or a code of conduct.
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The structure of the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008)
consists of a preamble followed by four sections, each relating to a different ethical
principle: Respect for the Dignity of Persons and Peoples; Competent Caring for Persons
and Peoples; Integrity [in relationships]; and Professional and Scientific Responsibilities
to Society. Each section includes a statement defining the principle and outlining ethical
values contained in the principle. Both the ethical principles and the values contained
in each principle are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
Ethical Principles and Related Values Contained in the Universal Declaration
of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008)
Principle | Principle Il Principle Ill Principle IV
L Competent Caring for the ) . L
Respect for the Dignity . Integrity Professional and Scientific
Well-Being of Persons and . . PR .
of Persons and Peoples Peoples (in Human Relations) Responsibilities to Society
Values Values Values Values
+ Respect for dignity and « Caring for healthand well- | « Accuracy/Honesty - Development of
worthiness of all human being - Maximizing impartiality knowledge
beings + Maximize benefits . Minimizing biases - Use of knowledge for
» Non-discrimination . Minimi . benefits of societ
Minimize harm - Straightforwardness/ o Y
+ Informed consent - Offset/Correct harm Openness + Avoid misuse of knowledge
- Freedom of consent - Competence - Avoidance of incomplete | * Promotion of ethical
- Privacy . Self-knowledge disclosure awareness and sensitivity
- Protection of - Avoidance of conflict of | © Promotion of highest
confidentiality interest ethical ideals
- Fair treatment/Due + Ethical responsibilities to
process society

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008) articulates
principles and values that are general and aspirational. It does not define any specific
behavioral standards. It is stated in the preamble of the document that the application of
the principles and values to the development of specific standards of conduct will vary
across cultures and that it must occur locally or regionally to ensure their relevance to
local or regional cultures, customs, beliefs, and laws. The Universal Declaration also
claimsto describe ethical principles that are “based on shared human values” (Preamble,
2008). Let it be noted that original research and broad international consultation were
used to assess the universality of the ethical principles under consideration for inclusion
the Universal Declaration (Gauthier, 2002; 2003; 2004; 2005; 2006; Gauthier & Pettifor,
2011; 2012; Prentice, Dobson, & Gauthier, 2017). Only those principles found to be the
most universal were included in the moral framework used for drafting the declaration.

Itisimportant to note that the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists
(2008) emphasizes respect and competent caring for individuals as well as for families,
groups, and communities, with the aim of addressing the issue of halance between the
individual and the communal, and allowing for appropriate differences across cultures
in the interpretation, for example, of such ethical concerns as informed consent,
confidentiality, privacy, professional boundaries, and ethical decision-making. The
Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists, in its recognition of cultural
diversity, is compatible with current developments in psychology to define multicultural
competencies. So far, less than a handful of national codes of ethics have explicitly
incorporated in their codes respect for the dignity of persons and peoples. Those codes
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are from Australia (Australian Psychological Society, 2007), Canada (Canadian
Psychological Association, 2017), Guatemala (Colegio de Psicologos de Guatemala,
2011), and New Zealand (New Zealand Psychological Society, 2002).

There is no reference to human rights in the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles
Jfor Psychologists (2008). This is not an oversight. The idea of referring the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) (UN, 1948) in the document was carefully
considered when the document was drafted. In the end, a decision was made to focus on
the moral imperatives underlying human rights without using the term “human rights”.
Language was the issue:

“[...] the term “human rights’ has a negative connotation in some countries. In some
parts of the world, human rights as defined in the UDHR (UN, 1948), are perceived as
a political tool for harassing or controlling other nations, or as a lack of understanding
and respect for different cultures, religions, or political systems. The use of the term
‘human rights’ in the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008)
would have made it impossible for some countries to adopt and apply the declaration”
(Gauthier & Pettifor, 2012, p. 128).

That said, it is important to note that the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles
(2008) does not prevent any organization of psychology from including references to
“human rights” into its code of ethics in any way it believes is beneficial. However, if an
organization chooses not to include references to human rights in its code, it will find in
the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles a moral framework based on shared human
values and a language that may be used to promote the same moral imperatives as those
underlying human rights (e.g., primacy of respect for dignity, recognition of inherent
worth of all human beings, non-discrimination, justice, freedom, well-being, privacy,
consent, responsibilities to the community).

It is also worth noting that a “culture-sensitive” model has been developed to assist
psychologists around the world in applying the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles
for Psychologists to create or review a code of ethics. Information about the model can
be found in Gauthier, Pettifor and Ferrero (2010). In their article, the authors describe
the steps involved in the application of the model and provides concrete examples as well
as several useful comments and suggestions. The model has already been put to the test.
It has been used by the College of Psychologists of Guatemala to develop its first code of
ethics in 2009 and 2010 (Colegio de Psicologos de Guatemala, 2011). More recently, it
has been used by the Canadian Psychological Association to revise its code (Canadian
Psychological Association, 2017). Currently, it is being used by the Mexican Society of
Psychology to revise its 2010 code (Sociedad Mexicana de Psicologia, 2010).

Ethical Principles and Human Rights:
How Do They Differ and Complement Each Other?

Let us now consider how the concept of ethical principles and the concept of human
rights differ and complement each other and how they can work together in serving human
kind. To answer these questions, we will compare the Universal Declaration of Ethical
Principles for Psychologists (2008) and the UDHR (UN, 1948). The fundamental
commonalities and differences between the two universal declarations are summarized
in Table 2.
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Table 2

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UN, 1948) and the Universal Declaration
of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008): Commonalities and Differences

COMMONALITIES

Both share the same fundamental goals of protecting society from harm and enhancing the quality of life.

Both were developed in response to the needs of their time.

Both recognizes the inherent dignity of all human beings.

Both rely on moral imperatives derived from the respect for the dignity of each human being.

Both support the highest standards of respect, liberty, equality and well-being of people.

DIFFERENCES

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights...

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles...

— addresses the responsibilities of governing states
and nations.

— addresses the responsibilities of individual members
of a discipline.

— is meant to be a firewall against state barbarism.

— is meant to be a guide that inspires psychologists
worldwide toward the highest ethical ideals in their
activities.

— articulates standards that are specific, prescriptive
and legalistic in tone.

— articulates principles and values that are general and
aspirational in tone.

— conceptualizes humanitarian values as legal rights,
moral entitlements.

— conceptualizes humanitarian values as moral
principles and values.

— can be enforced through its ratification by
government of individual nations.

— has no mechanism of enforcement.

— is declared to consist of unalienable and inherent
natural rights that are beyond human intervention.

— is declared to consist of ethical principles based on
human values shared across cultures.

— is considered absolute in applying to all human
beings everywhere at all times, without distinction of
any kind.

— considers that the application of the ethical principles
and values to the development of specific standards
will vary across cultures.

— Is considered never in need of review or revisions.

— may be reviewed or revised to address new issues
or changing needs.

— describes rights aiming to protect members of the
human family as individuals.

— describes ethical principles and values aiming to
protect members of the human family as individuals
(i.e., persons) and as groups or collectives (i.e.,
peoples).

— considers that individual human rights are inalienable
(i.e., inherently inviolable) — the rights of the individual
have precedence over the rights of the communal.

— recognizes the need to balance respect for the
individual and the communal (families, groups,
communities, peoples).

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008) and the UDHR

(UN, 1948) are each a product of their times. Although there is a span of 60 years in their
creation, both share the same fundamental goals of protecting society from harm and
enhancing the quality of life. Both are based on a general consensus of human thinking
and discourse on what is morally right in addressing human problems. Both support the
highest standards of respect, liberty, equality, and well-being of all peoples.

The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008) reflects a concern
that psychologists in a rapidly globalizing world need ethical guidelines that address global
issues and can encompass working cooperatively across worldviews in ways that were not
included in their professional training, their practice standards, their codes of ethics, or
their past experiences. The larger context is the desire that the rapid globalization of life
on the planet contributes to a better life for persons and peoples generally, rather than
contributes to increased suffering. While technology makes possible “one world”, the
needs of people to maintain their cultural identities demand respect and, in addition,
negate rules and prescriptions imposed from the outside on how they should conduct
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their lives. In this context, guidance from a moral framework that approaches universality
leaves room for local initiative in defining culture-specific interpretations. The Universal
Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists supports globalization that is “enlightened”
(i.e., based on sharing and respect for cultural differences and commonalities), and is
not “unilateral” (i.e., imposed to serve political and economic interests of a few to the
detriment of the others). It addresses relationships of psychologists as psychologists, and
emphasizes respect and caring for individuals, families, groups, and communities, as well
as respecting cultural differences that do not violate its moral framework.

The UDHR (UN, 1948) was developed by the UN to ensure that state-sponsored
horrific acts of cruelty and racism such as those that occurred under the Nazi regime
would never happen again in the world. The document proclaims that all human beings
have unalienable rights and entitlements to freedom and dignity, to be free of specified
harms, and to enjoy the benefits of society equally with others. The rights are specific
and the same for all societies and do not vary with different political, religious, or cultural
entities. The UDHR is directed primarily at all nations and states to ensure freedom and
justice for its citizens, and to protect them from oppression and harm. There continue
to be grave violations of human rights in many parts of world today, and in many countries,
work involving the UDHR is highly valued.

Both universal declarations share the fundamental goals of protecting society from
harm and the enhancement of the quality of life of its members. Both rely on respect for
human life and human dignity. However, as shown in Table 2, there are important
differences between these two declarations. For example, the ethics document addresses
individual members of a discipline and a discipline as whole, while the human rights
document addresses the responsibilities of nations. The ethics document has no
mechanisms of enforcement, whereas human rights documents may be implemented
and enforced through their ratification by the government of individual nations — when
a State ratifies a particular declaration or treaty, it signifies that it agrees to be legally
bound by the terms of that declaration or treaty. The ethics document recognizes that
the ways the ethical principles and values are expressed must be determined locally or
regionally to ensure their relevance to local or regional cultures, customs, beliefs, and
laws, whereas the UDHR is considered absolute in applying to all human beings without
distinction of any kind at all time. The ethics document considers as important that all
communities and cultures adhere to moral values that respect their members both as
individual persons and as collective peoples, whereas the UDHR ascribes rights aiming
to protect members of the human family only as individual persons — in 2007, the UN
adopted a declaration on the rights of indigenous peoples to establish a framework of
minimum standards for the survival, dignity and well-being of the indigenous peoples of
the world (UN, 2007), but the UN has yet to address the rights of non-indigenous peoples.
Unlike the ethics document, the UDHR is considered by the UN to be never in need of
revisions — to address certain rights that were not addressed specifically in the 1948
document, the UN has adopted covenants, conventions and other human rights documents
instead of amending the UDHR. Despite these differences, there is a high level of
congruence between the ethical principles and values described in the Universal Declaration
of Ethical Principles for Psychologists and the fundamental human rights set out in the
UDHR, as shown in Table 3. The language in each document may be different, but the
moral imperatives underlying both documents are quite similar.
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Table 3

Connecting Human Rights and Ethics: Similarities in humanitarian values
but differences in language

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights | The Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for

recognizes that everyone has... Psychologists recognizes as fundamental...

« the right to recognition of dignity « respect for the dignity of persons and peoples

+ the right to recognition of inherent worth + respect for the inherent worth of all human beings

« the right to non-discrimination « the recognition that all human beings are worthy of equal

moral consideration, regardless of perceived or real
differences in social status, ethnic origin, gender, capacities,
or other such characteristics

« the right to justice - fairness and justice in the treatment of persons and peoples
- the right to freedom - respect for the ability of individuals, families, groups, and
communities to make decisions for themselves and to care
for themselves and each other

- the right to education, health and well-being | + caring for the well-being of persons and peoples,
developing and maintaining competence

« theright to protection, security and social order | + informed consent, protection of confidentiality

« the right to privacy « privacy for individuals, families, groups, and communities

+ the right to free and full consent + free and informed consent

- that everyone has duties to the community « the principle of professional and scientific responsibilities
to society

What authority is there for accepting the human rights and the ethical principles as
described in these two universal declarations?

The historical antecedents of the UDHR (UN, 1948) included the Ten Commandments
and other religious documents from ancient times believed to be received directly from
the Creator or God. Revolutions in the 17th and 18th centuries invoked the concept of
natural law or God’s natural law, thus maintaining a powerful supernatural authority.
Today, the UDHR is declared to consist of unalienable and inherent natural rights that
are beyond human intervention, even though the UDHR itself was created with wide
consultation by a UN Commission on Human Rights. Today, God, by whatever name,
is less frequently mentioned, but the divine authority over humankind appears to be
implicit in the UDHR.

The authority for the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008)
lies in a consensus on the nature of ethical principles. As mentioned earlier in this article,
research was conducted and broad international consultation were used to identify human
values that are shared across cultures. The research conducted to identify those values
yielded data showing that the generic set of ethical principles that provided the moral
framework for drafting the document was based on shared human values. The Universal
Declaration of Ethical Principles describes ethical principles that are truly based on shared
human values, as demonstrated through research and broad international consultation.
Those ethical principles are defined in broad strokes that approach as close as possible
(through research and much dialog) in reaching consensus on what ca be universally
acceptable.

As indicated in Table 2, a major difference between the two declarations is that the
UDHR (UN, 1948) is primarily for nations and the Universal Declaration of Ethical
Principles for Psychologists (2008) for members of the psychological community. That
said, human rights agendas that target primarily nations and governments, and universal
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ethical principles that guide professional associations and their members, are both required
in achieving a better life for the inhabitants of a global world. The UDHR names serious
abuses of human rights, from which everyone should be free, and the elimination of which
few could disagree, such as torture, slavery, arbitrary arrest, and persecution. Promoting
positive rights both locally and globally is also important, such as ensuring standards of
living, social security, social services, opportunities for education and work, and so on.
Both are required in achieving a better life for the inhabitants of a global world. Both
have a role to play. The effectiveness of each declaration in building a better world may
be greater because their roles complement each other, but are not the same.

Psychology and Human Rights

As previously demonstrated in this two-part article series, it is unclear what source
psychologists should use when interpreting references to human rights in codes of ethics.
Inthe absence of a clear definition of human rightsin a code, the most feasible interpretation
is that they should consult international human rights law. This is problematic, however,
because the imprecise nature and complexity of human rights law and its prescriptive
nature introduce a level of uncertainty that should be avoided in codes of ethics, especially
if such references are not well integrated into or do not add to codes’ theoretical basis
and guiding moral framework.

That said, one ought to recognize that the UDHR (UN, 1948) is a milestone document
in the history of human rights. It has been, and continues to be, influential in moving
countries to respect the dignity inherent in every person as a human being. Other
declarations of human rights have been developed outside of the UN. These declarations
reaffirm individual human rights, but they also proclaim the right of nations to freedom
and self-determination, their right to preserve their independent identity, their right to
free themselves from the bonds of foreign domination, and their right to take into account
their cultural and religious context when interpreting, promoting and protecting human
rights. None of these declarations is perfect. All of them have limitations. Still, all of them
play an important role in building a better world. Does the lack of perfection matter if
the declarations work for the betterment of individuals and societies?

Psychology functions as a discipline within the context of human society. As a science
and a profession, it has responsibilities to society. These responsibilities, as described in
the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008), include among
other things “conducting its affairs within society in accordance with the highest ethical
standards, and encouraging the development of social structures and policies that benefit
all persons and peoples” (Principle IV — Professional and Scientific Responsibilities to
Society: 36). Does psychology have responsibilities to society regarding the promotion
and protection of human rights? If so, what does it mean for psychology and for
psychologists?

Some psychologists (e.g., Hagenaars, 2016a; Seymour & Nairn, 2012) think that
psychology has the duty to play a more active role in the promotion and defence of human
rights. Some organizations of psychology think the same. The European Federation of
Psychologists’ Associations (EFPA), for example, has created a Board on Human Rights
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and Psychology in 2015 “to raise awareness among psychologists of human rights and
(risks of) human rights violations, to prevent human rights violations, and alleviate the
effects of human rights violations” (EFPA, 2017, p. 2). Any activity or action that can
help to establish human dignity for all persons and peoples is welcome and warrants
serious consideration.

Various actions have been proposed to raise the awareness of human rights among
psychologists. One of them has been to include references to human rights into all codes
of ethics for psychologists (e.g., Hagenaars, 2016a). However, as demonstrated in the first
part of this two-part article series, it cannot be recommended because of the issues it
raises. Another one has been to incorporate human rights education in the continuous
professional development and the education and training of psychologists (Hagenaars,
2016b). Let us consider why this later idea is worth pursuing and how it could be applied
to be as appropriate and meaningful as possible.

Human rights law has been, and remains, influential in moving nations to respect the
dignity of all members of the human family. Psychologists have an important responsibility
and role to play in promoting the most fundamental values required to establish human
dignity for all persons and peoples. This is not to say that all psychologists should be
human rights activists. However, all psychologists should have knowledge and understanding
of the body of international law designed to promote human rights. They should know
how to reconcile real or apparent conflicts between what is permissible under the law in
the country where they live or work, their codes of ethics, and the various instruments of
international human rights law.

Some of the UN human rights documents are of specific importance for psychologists
acting in their professional capacities. For example, psychologists working with persons
with disabilities should know about the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities
(UN, 2006); those working with persons with developmental disabilities should know
about the Declaration on the Rights of Mentally Retarded People (UN, 1971); those working
with children should have a good knowledge of the Convention of the Rights of the Child
(UN, 1989); those working with indigenous peoples should be aware of the Declaration
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UN, 2007); those working with refugees should be
familiar with the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees (UN, 1951); psychologists
working with victims of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment should
be familiar with the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment (UN, 1984). However, in addition to being knowledgeable about
the various UN human rights instruments, psychologists should also be knowledgeable
about the ones developed outside of the UN and which for whatever reason have not been
ratified by the UN. In a globalizing world, it is imperative that psychologists be well and
fully informed about how human rights are defined and conceptualized around the world
and why such differences exist.

Itisrecognized in the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008)
that differences exist in the way professional and scientific responsibilities to society are
interpreted by psychologists in different cultures and that they need to be considered in
a way that is culturally appropriate and consistent with the ethical principles and related
values of the Declaration. As previously demonstrated, the construct of human rights is
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neither unitary nor universal. Differences exist in the way human rights are articulated
and interpreted in different cultures and they need to be considered in a way that is
culturally appropriate. Because it is based on shared human values, the Universal
Declaration of Ethical Principles for Psychologists can provide psychologists with a useful
moral framework to address culture-specific interpretations of human rights in a way that
is both culturally appropriate and ethically sound.

Ethical Principles and Human Rights in a Globalizing World:
Working Together in Serving Humanity

Globalization is with us and will continue to grow exponentially. Will it be “unilateral”
or “enlightened” (Kim & Park, 2007)? Enlightened globalization isbased on understanding,
dialogue, respect and integrating knowledge to foster cultural development. It recognizes
that each culture has its own set of values, beliefs, practices, and resources that integrate
diverse information to transform the world. Unilateral globalization is based on the belief
that one’s own culture and values are superior to others and the imposition of one’s own
culture and values on others. It violates all concepts of virtue, ethics and human rights,
and constitutes a form of oppression. Enlightened globalization may lead to greater
harmony, while unilateral globalization by dominant cultures will not (Pettifor & Ferrero,
2012). Some countries allege that today’s Western societies have been and continue to
be guilty of “moral imperialism”. The need is urgent today for awareness of the impact
of globalization, and collaboration is essential if globalization is to be “enlightened”
rather than “unilateral and oppressive”.

Globalization must be enlightened to be ethical. To be enlightened, globalization must
be respectful, fair, and beneficial across nations and cultures. How can we bring different
people from different cultures together to create a better world? How can professional
ethics and human rights work together in serving humanity? How can they be seen as
universally respectful rather than unilaterally imposed? Authors addressing those questions
(e.g., Pettifor & Ferrero, 2012) recommend prolonged dialogue, open discussion of virtue,
ethics and human rights issues, building trust and understanding of cultural and political
issues; generally avoiding confrontations, coercion and hostile encounters. The
recommendations reflect the belief that common humanitarian values exist across cultures,
and that human rights legislation and codes of ethics cannot be enforced on those who
perceive them to be a threat to their cultural identity. To achieve globalization that is
positive for all persons and peoples, we need to focus on shared human values. We also
need to be sensitive to and respectful of differences in cultures, values, beliefs, customs,
history, worldviews, and laws. Prescriptive/imposed approaches lead to resistance;
aspirational/educational approaches allow learning, understanding, evolution.

There are no maps showing the way to enlightened globalization. However, the UDHR
(UN, 1948) has charted the rights and entitlements of all human beings, and named
abuses that must be eliminated (largely by governments). The Universal Declaration of
Ethical Principles for Psychologists (2008) provides a moral framework and a generic set
of ethical principles to guide psychologists worldwide in maintaining common human
values while also honoring and understanding culture-specific differences. Work continues
within the profession on developing multicultural competencies that not only respect
and honor differences in cultural beliefs and practices, but also help to resolve dilemmas
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imposed by a perceived clash of cultures (Gielen, Draguns, & Fish, 2008; Pettifor &
Ferrero, 2012).

Globalization increases the need for psychologists to accept an active role in changing
the conditions in society that contribute to the suffering and dehumanization of persons
and peoples. Most psychology codes of ethics include responsibility to society and a
commitment to work in respectful ways to change those aspects of society that pose serious
violations of their ethical principles. Many codes fall short of using the language of social
justice. Violations of human rights often may be considered acts of social injustice, and
therefore social justice and human rights issues become similar. Psychology, ethics and
human rights have much to contribute and much to share in a globalizing world.

The debate between extreme universalism and extreme cultural relativism is
nonproductive. It is possible to maintain independent moral standards, as in the UDHR
(2008), as well as apply moral principles, as in the Universal Declaration of Ethical Principles
Jor Psychologists (UN, 1948), with respect for both cultural differences and social political
contexts. To do so requires mutual respect, dialogue, listening, understanding,
collaboration, and mutual sense of purpose.

Conclusion

In conclusion, references to human rights in codes of ethics for psychologists raise
critical issues. First, the concept of human rights is neither a unitary nor a universal
construct. It has evolved and become more inclusive over time, but it has not achieved
“universality”. The absence of a universally acceptable definition of human rights creates
difficulties for the explicit inclusion of references to human rights in a// psychology codes
of ethics around the world, as requested by some psychologists wishing psychology to
play a more active role in the protection and promotion of human rights. Second, most
references to human rights in psychology codes of ethics are made without providing
psychologists with the information needed to interpret those differences. Furthermore,
wherever a definition is provided, it is not clear exactly what obligations this places on
psychologists and to whom psychologists, as psychologists, owe them. Third, there is no
clear indication that references to human rights in psychology codes of ethics add to the
theoretical basis or the guiding moral framework of codes.

Where does that leave us? Given the situation, is it preferable not to refer to human
rights in codes of ethics? Yes and no. It depends on the context and the information
provided. There could be many good reasons for an organization to include references
to human rights in its code. For example, an organization may want to raise awareness
of human rights among its members or demonstrate its commitment to the protection
and promotion of human rights. Nothing prevents an organization of psychology from
including references to “human rights” in its code of ethics in any way it believes is
beneficial. However, if an organization of psychology chooses to include references to
human rights in its code, it should also provide in it all the information needed to facilitate
the interpretation of those references by psychologists and the understanding of the
obligations this places on them and to whom they owe them.

In comparison with references to human rights, the Universal Declaration of Ethical
Principles for Psychologists (2008) offers a more practical and effective way to supplement
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and strengthen ethical codes. Not only does it describe ethical principles based on shared
human values across cultures; it also provides a moral framework to encourage global
thinking about ethics, while encouraging action that is sensitive and responsive to local
needs and values. In addition, it provides a language that can inspire psychologists toward
the highest ethical ideals in their professional and scientific work.

The UDHR (UN, 1948) is a milestone in the history of human interactions and the
cause of human rights. It has been, and continues to be, influential in moving nations to
respect the dignity inherent in all human beings. Does psychology have responsibilities
to society regarding the promotion and protection of human rights? Psychology functions
as a discipline within the context of human society. As a science and a profession, it has
responsibilities to society. Differences exist in the way these responsibilities are interpreted
by psychologists in different cultures. While acknowledging those differences, psychology
should ensure that psychologists have adequate knowledge of human rights and that they
are trained in ethical decision-making to address real or apparent conflicts between what
is permissible under their codes of ethics, the law in the country where they live or work,
and human rights law.

Ethical principles and human rights strengthen and complement each other. In ethics,
we envision a free, just, and peaceful world in accordance with the highest humanitarian
values of our existence. In human rights, we envision a free, just, and peaceful world
where abuses and injustices are eliminated. However, there are important differences
between ethics and human rights. Each has its own language, history, culture, method,
approach, and agenda. Despite those differences, they can be good companions and work
together in serving humanity. What is required to ensure a successful cooperation between
ethics and human rights is mutual respect, open discussion, mutual understanding,
commitment, and mutual sense of purpose.

Both ethics and human rights are needed to achieve enlightened globalization. There
is much room for listening and dialogue on the road to global understanding and harmony.
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OTPAXEHUE NPAB YEJIOBEKA B 9TUYECKUX KOOEKCAX
ncuxosaoros: KPUTUHECKUE SAMEYAHUSA
N PEKOMEHOAUUWN. HACTb Il

Kanesb ToTbe

Yausepcurer JlaBassa
Pio de Bubaruomex, 2325, Keebex, Keeoex G1V 0A6, Kanada

B nicuxonoruu CYLIECTBYIOT OTUYCCKUEC KOACKCHI, KOTOPLIC HAIIPAMYIO COOTHOCATCA C ITpaBaMu
yesoBeKa. B Toxe BpEMsI €CTh pAd IICUXOJIOTOB, 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX B 3allIMTE U ITOAACPKAHWM ITpaB
YEJI0BEKa, KOTOPLIC IMTPU3LIBAIOT K BKIIOUYCHUIO MPAMBIX CCbIJIOK Ha ITpaBa 4Y€JIO0BE€Ka BO BCC IICUXO-
JIOTUYECKHE 3TUYECKME KOAeKChl. OMHAKO B IICUXOJIOTUYECKON ITHKE PEAKO YACTACTCA 00JIbIIIOE
BHUMaHME BOITpOCaM CChIJIOK Ha ITpaBa Y€JIOBCKa B 9TUYCCKUX JOKYMEHTAaXx.

HaHHaH CTaThA IIPEACTABIISIET coboit BTOPYIO YaCTb CEpUN CTaTefI, ITOCBAIICHHBIX ITOJIEMUYCCKUM
BOIIpoCaM, CBA3aHHbIM C BKIIIOYEHUEM IIPAMBIX CCBIJIOK Ha IpaBa Y€JIOBCKAa B 9TUYCCKHE KOICKChI
IICMXOJIOTOB, a TAKXKE€ BO3SMOXKHBIM PEKOMEHIOALIMAM O TOM, KaK IICUXOJIOTHYECKasd 3TUKA U ITPaBO-
3allIUTHOC ABUXKEHHUE MOT'YT pa6OTaTb BMECTE B CJIY2KCHUU YCTTOBCYECTBY.

B l'[epBOfI 4YacTUu CEpumn cTaTeil ObUIH PacCMOTPEHBI BOIIPOCHI OTHOCUTECIIBHO UHTECPIIPpETALINN
OTpaXXCHU IpaB Y€JIOBEKA B 9TUYCCKHUX KOJACKCAX ICUXOJIOTOB, a TAaKXKE 000CHOBaHUSI BKIIOUEHUS
HEIIOCPCACTBEHHBIX CChIJIOK Ha ITpaBa Y€JIOBEKA B OTU KOIACKCHI. B manHoOIi1 cTaThe paccMaTpuBacTCA
KakK «yHI/IBCpCB.HLHaH JEKIapalius 9TUYCCKUX IMTPUHIMITIOB AJIS IICUXO0JI0TOB» MOXKET OBITh UCIIOJb-
30BaHa JJId paCIIMPEHU WIN JOITOJHEHMA STUYECKUX KOACKCOB B IICUXOJIOTUM, KAKUM 06pa30M
OTJIMYAIOTCA 3TUYCCKUEC NMPUHIUIILI U IMpaBa Y€JI0BEKa U KaK OHU JOIIOJHAIOT APYT Apyra; a TakKXKe
KaK COBMECTHO€ ITPOJABMZKCHUE MCUXOJOTUYECKOM 3TUKU U IIpaB Y€JIOBEKA MOXET CII0COOCTBOBATh
YIAYUIIECHUIO 0J1aroCcOCTOSIHUS KaK OTAEJIbHbBIX JIIONEN, TaK U HapoJoB.

KioueBble cioBa: KOIEKChI, OTUKA, IIpaBa Y€JIOBEKA, STUYECCKNEC MPUHIIUIIDI, «YHI/IBCpCBJ'IbHaH
JeKapalyd OTUYCCKUX MPUHIUIIOB AJIA IICUXO0JOr0oB», IICUXOJIOrM4YeCKad 3TUKa, Io0amu3amnus
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