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You Want Me to Do WHAT?
Evaluators and the Pressure to Misrepresent Findings


Of the myriad ethical challenges that evaluators face in their work, research suggests that being pressured by a stakeholder to misrepresent findings is, by far, the one most frequently encountered (e.g., Morris & Cohn, 1993; Turner, 2003).  However, in-depth investigations of this phenomenon that go beyond anecdotal case studies are lacking.  This paper reports the results of a large-scale survey focusing on evaluators’ experiences with misrepresentation pressure.  The goal is not just to produce a more detailed picture of the nature of this ethical challenge and its contexts, but to use this portrait to identify strategies that evaluators might use to prevent and handle such pressure. 

Method


In February 2009 a random sample of 2523 non-student members of the American Evaluation Association received an email invitation to participate in an IRB-approved study of their experiences with being pressured to misrepresent evaluation findings, where misrepresentation was defined as the “giving of a false or misleading account.”  The email contained a link to the survey site, which was configured in a fashion that made all responses anonymous.  This fact was referenced in the invitation, and in both follow-up reminders that the entire sample received (at one week and three weeks following the original invitation).  A total of 940 individuals responded to the survey, generating an overall response rate of 37%. 


The survey asked respondents if they had “ever felt pressured to misrepresent, in a written report or oral presentation, any of the findings from a study” they had conducted.  Respondents were also asked to indicate the number of times in their evaluation career that they had experienced such pressure.  The remaining questions asked respondents to focus on various aspects of the most recent instance in which they felt pressured to engage in misrepresentation.  These items addressed the following issues:

· Was the study an external evaluation or an internal evaluation?

· What type of evaluation, or combination of types, was being conducted (implementation, outcome, etc.)? 

· Did the evaluation take place in the USA or elsewhere?

· Who applied the pressure to misrepresent?

· What was the nature of the misrepresentation being sought?  This was an open-ended question. 

· What attributions did the respondent make concerning the intentions of the individual exerting pressure?

· Were any changes made in the report as a result of the pressure, and if so, who made them?  Did the respondent view these changes as misrepresentation?

· Did the respondent seek advice during the period when he/she was being pressured, and if so, from whom?

· On an ethical level, how satisfied were respondents with how the situation was resolved?

· Did the respondent believe that anything could have been done to prevent the influence attempt, and, if so, what?
A final section of the survey collected respondent demographic data. 

Results


Of the study’s 940 respondents, 93% answered all of the survey questions that pertained to them, while 7% failed to complete one or more relevant items.  The percentages reported in the following sections are based on the number of valid responses to each question, excluding non-respondents. 

Respondent Characteristics

The highest degree obtained by the majority of respondents was a doctorate (58%), with holders of a master’s degree accounting for 37% of the respondents, and those at the bachelor’s level comprising 5% (N = 874).  Consistent with the interdisciplinary nature of evaluation, a wide variety of responses (Table 1) were generated by the question, “What is your primary discipline?”  Education was the most frequent choice (23%), followed by Evaluation (17%), Psychology (13%), and health-related fields (11%).   No other field accounted for as many as 10% of the respondents.  


In terms of primary employment (Table 2), the top three settings were colleges/universities (33%), private business/consulting (29%), and nonprofit organizations (22%).  With respect to evaluation experience, 97% of the respondents had in fact conducted an evaluation (N = 940).  Of this subgroup, more than half (52%) had 11 or more years of experience (Table 3), and nearly half (47%) had conducted 20 or more evaluations (Table 4).  


Respondents report much more experience with external evaluations than internal ones.  Nearly half (45%) of all respondents have conducted over 80% of their evaluations in an external role, while only 18% have conducted a similar percentage in an internal role (Table 5).  


The only characteristic that allows a direct comparison between respondents to the survey and non-respondents is gender.  Among respondents, 68% were female and 32% male.  The corresponding figures for non-respondents are 62% and 38%.  Thus, females are slightly, but significantly, overrepresented in the respondent group, χ2 (1, N = 2523) = 8.51, p = 004. 

Experience with Pressure to Misrepresent

Over 40% of the respondents indicate that they have been pressured to misrepresent findings (42%), with 7% indicating that they are “not sure” and 51% maintaining that they have never experienced such pressure (N = 904).  Within the pressured subgroup, 70% report that they have been pressured to misrepresent findings in more than one evaluation (Table 6).  Not surprisingly, evaluation experience is positively correlated with being in the pressured subgroup, regardless of whether experience is measured in terms of years as a practicing evaluator or number of evaluations conducted (Table 7).


The remaining analyses in this and the following section concern the most recent instance in which respondents felt pressured to engage in misrepresentation.  Answers to the open-ended question dealing with the nature of this episode reveal that a small number of respondents (35) did not follow the instruction asking them to focus on their most recent experience.  Rather, they mentioned that they had been pressured on multiple occasions.  This calls into question their responses to survey items that are intended to address a single incident.  To address this issue, analyses were conducted to determine if results for this subgroup significantly differed from those for the other pressured respondents.  No differences were found.   Thus, the results presented here are for all members of the pressured subgroup. 


Over two-thirds (68%) of the pressuring episodes involved external evaluations rather than internal ones (32%; N = 368).  In 71% of the episodes an evaluation incorporating impact/outcome assessment was being conducted, while implementation/process analysis characterized 51% of the episodes.  (Recall that more than one type of evaluation could be relevant to a given episode.)  Far fewer pressuring episodes involved needs assessment (9%), cost-benefit/cost-effectiveness analysis (6%), or other types of evaluation (5%; N = 366).  


In most cases (68%) the pressure to misrepresent came from the individual who hired the respondent or assigned him/her to conduct the evaluation.  The next most frequent source of pressure (16%) was the director of the program being evaluated (Table 8).  In 39% of the episodes, respondents believed that the individual applying pressure knew that he/she was requesting misrepresentation, while in 35% of the cases respondents did not perceive deceptive intent.  Respondents were unsure of intent in 25% of the episodes (N = 343).  


Respondents indicated that no changes were made in the disputed sections of the report in 27% of the episodes.  In 38%, changes were made, but in the opinion of respondents these changes did not constitute misrepresentation.  However, misrepresentation did occur in 15% of the incidents, according to respondents (Table 9).  In cases where changes were made, nearly half of the time (48%) the respondent made them.  Another party made them, with the consent of the respondent, in 13% of the incidents.  However, 18% of the time changes were made without the respondent’s consent (Table 10).  


A slight majority (53%) of the pressured respondents sought advice from someone not connected to the evaluation while the situation was unfolding, while the remainder (47%) did not (N = 344).  The respondent’s colleagues were, by far, the most frequently consulted group (47%), while over a quarter of the respondents (28%) contacted representatives of more than one group (e.g., colleagues, mentors, supervisors, etc.; Table 11).  


When asked for their satisfaction on an ethical level with how the pressuring episode was resolved, respondents displayed wide variation on the five-point Likert item (1 = not at all satisfied, 5 = very satisfied), including 20% who were not at all satisfied, 24% moderately satisfied, and 22% very satisfied (M = 3.08, N =  335).  


Overall, less than a third (30%) of the pressured respondents believed that anything could have been done to prevent the attempt to pressure them.  Half (50%) felt that nothing could have been done, while 20% were unsure (N = 342).  Those who thought something could have been done suggested a variety of possible preventive actions (Table 12).  These include establishing a formal protocol at the beginning of the evaluation for how findings (and disputes over findings) will be dealt with; informal discussion of such matters during the entry/contracting stage; better education of stakeholders in methodology and statistical procedures; generating a fuller description and understanding of the evaluation’s purpose and goals; and collaborating more thoroughly with stakeholders overall.  Occasionally, respondents presented strategies that seemed more reactive than preventive in nature; for example, having an independent third party intervene in some fashion. 


A major goal of this study was to explore the nature of the misrepresentation that respondents felt pressured to engage in.  Content analysis of the open-ended answers to this question indicates that portraying findings as more positive than they actually were was the most frequent reported “request” (38%).  Another 25% of the respondents stated that the pressure focused on inappropriately downplaying the evaluation’s negative results.  Thus, pressure that directly addressed the positive-negative evaluative dimension is cited in over 60% of the episodes.  Other types of pressure involved the language used in presenting findings, the conclusions drawn by the evaluator, and criticisms of the methodology and/or statistics employed in the report (Table 13).  

Relationships Between Factors

The status of the evaluation as internal or external was related to several features of the pressuring episode.  In external evaluations pressure was more likely to come from individuals who hired or assigned the evaluator (74%) than was the case in internal evaluations (58%), χ2 (1, N = 368) = 9.49, p < .002.  In a finding that approached significance (p< .07), internal evaluators were more likely than external ones to believe that the pressuring episode resulted in changes being made in the evaluation report that constituted misrepresentation of the findings (Table 14).  Consistent with these results, internal evaluators were more likely than external ones to state that changes were made in the evaluation report without their consent (Table 15).  Not surprisingly, internal evaluators were less ethically satisfied with how the pressuring episode was resolved than external evaluators were (Means = 2.67 vs. 3.26, respectively, p < .001, N = 335).  Internal evaluators, however, were more likely than external ones to believe that something could have been done to prevent the pressuring episode (Table 16).  

Pressuring incidents resulting in changes that constituted misrepresentation in the eyes of respondents were related to several other variables in the study.  These episodes were more likely to involve pressure that focused on the positive/negative dimension of the findings (Table 17).  Misrepresentation was also more likely when respondents indicated that changes were made without their consent (Table 18).  Finally, those who perceived misrepresentation were less ethically satisfied with how the incident was resolved than those who reported no changes in the report or changes that did not involve misrepresentation (Table 19).  

Seeking advice during the incident was also linked to other variables.  Females were twice as likely to solicit advice than males (56% vs. 28%), χ2 (1, N = 337) = 22.12, p = .000.  Those who had conducted fewer evaluations were also more likely to seek advice than those with more experience (Table 20).  When the episode involved the positive/negative dimension of the findings, respondents were less likely to seek advice than when the pressure focused on other dimensions (Table 21).  Finally, those who sought advice were more likely than other respondents to believe that the pressuring incident could have been prevented (Table 22).  

Ethical satisfaction with the episode’s outcome was related in predictable ways to two variables and in a less predictable fashion to a third.  When respondents believed that the pressuring individual was knowingly asking for deception, the level of satisfaction was lower (Table 23).  Moreover, respondents were most satisfied when they were the ones who made any changes in the report as a result of the episode, and least satisfied when someone else made changes without their consent (Table 24).  A finding that may appear counterintuitive at first glance is that respondents who believed that the pressuring incident could not have been prevented report greater ethical satisfaction with the outcome than those who saw the incident as avoidable (Table 25).

Discussion


This study builds on previous investigations in demonstrating that being pressured to misrepresent findings is a common occurrence in evaluation.  Over 40% of the respondents reported experiencing such pressure, and a majority of that subgroup indicated that they had encountered it on more than one occasion.  Most often, and especially in the case of external evaluations, the pressure came from the individual responsible for hiring the evaluator or assigning him/her to the project.  Given the political power inherent in the hiring/assigning role, these influence attempts can represent significant forces in an evaluation.  Making the situation even more challenging is the frequent perception that a deliberate intent to deceive underlies stakeholder efforts to influence the presentation of findings.  


Although it is true that misrepresentation pressure most frequently focuses on how positive or negative the findings are, in many cases (near 40% in this study) the issue takes a different form.  The dispute may involve language/wording, statistics/methodology, or the nature of the evaluator’s conclusions, for example.  Thus, evaluators should guard against a “rush to interpretation” when encountering to stakeholders’ requests for change.  What may first appear as a predictable, transparent attempt to put a positive spin on the findings may represent a more nuanced invitation to engage the evaluator in a substantive discussion of the evaluation’s outcomes.  This possibility is supported by the finding that in over a third (35%) of the pressuring episodes, respondents perceived the stakeholder as acting in good faith, i.e., the stakeholder did not believe that he/she was asking for misrepresentation.  


It is certainly the case that some pressuring incidents end badly.  In 15% of the episodes, respondents report that misrepresentation did in fact occur, and in another 3% respondents indicated that they resigned from or were fired from the evaluation, or the project was terminated.  And, not surprisingly, misrepresentation was more likely to occur when changes in the report were made without the respondent’s consent, which took place in 18% of all the episodes in which changes were made.  Given these results, it is understandable that 20% of the respondents gave the lowest possible rating (“not at all satisfied”) when registering their satisfaction with how the episode was resolved in ethical terms. 


On the other hand, in over 60% of the episodes either no changes were made in the disputed section of the report, or the changes that were made were not viewed by the respondent as constituting misrepresentation.  In these circumstances respondents were more likely to be ethically satisfied with the episode’s outcome.  Indeed, nearly two-thirds of the respondents (65%) were at least moderately satisfied, on an ethical level, with how the pressuring incident turned out.  Thus, as distressing as pressuring episodes may be to evaluators, the evidence indicates that negative outcomes are by no means inevitable.  In fact, the data suggest that, more often than not, they are handled in a fashion that produces a reasonably satisfactory, if not ideal, result when viewed from the vantage point of professional ethics.  

The proportion of pressuring incidents that end positively might well be enhanced if more evaluators followed the advice offered by the respondents who claimed that steps could have been taken to preempt the influence attempt.  These recommendations were heavily weighted toward the entry/contracting stage of the evaluation: for example, developing a better understanding among stakeholders of the purposes and goals of the evaluation, discussing the possibility of negative findings and how they should be dealt with, establishing a documented protocol for the conduct of the evaluation, and in general developing a more collaborative relationship with stakeholders.  

At this point in the history of the field, it is clear that being pressured by powerful stakeholders to misrepresent findings is part of the landscape of ethical challenges in evaluation.  It is an occupational hazard that many, if not most, evaluators will encounter.  These troubling episodes need not routinely result in dismal outcomes, however.  This study suggests that evaluators do a reasonable job of upholding the AEA Guiding Principle of Integrity/Honesty in responding to misrepresentation challenges.  If more attention were paid to the preventive strategies recommended by respondents, both new and experienced evaluators might succeed in reducing the incidence of such attempts.  
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Table 1

Primary Discipline (N=875)






        Frequency


Percent






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

Education




198



22.6%

Evaluation




149



17.0%

Psychology




113



12.9%

Public Health/Medicine/Nursing

99



11.3%

Public Administration/Political Science/
77



  8.8%

Policy/International Relations

Research/Statistics



60



  6.9%

Sociology




50



  5.7%

Social Work




44



  5.0%

Economics/Business



14

  

  1.6%

Anthropology




13



  1.5%

Other





58



  6.6%

Table 2

Primary Employment (N=875)





        Frequency


Percent






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

College/University



290



33.1%

Private Business/Consulting


257



29.4%

Nonprofit Organization


190



21.7%

Federal Agency



48



  5.5%

State Agency




35



  4.0%

Local Agency




21



  2.4%

School System




14



  1.6%

Other





20



  2.3%

Table 3

Evaluation Experience (N=838)
Number of Years


        Frequency


Percent

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


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

1 to 5





187



22.3%

6 to 10





218



26.0%

11 to 15




148



17.7%

16 or more




285



34.0%

Table 4

Number of Evaluations Conducted (N=847)

Number of Evaluations

        Frequency


Percent

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


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

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

1 to 5





100



11.8%

6 to 10





160



18.9%

11 to 19




186



22.0%

20 or more




401



47.3%

Table 5

External and Internal Evaluation Experience (N =847)






External


Internal






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

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

Percent of Evaluations

Frequency
Percent

Frequency
Percent

Conducted in a Given Role

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

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

0-20%




177

20.9%

443

52.3%

21-40%



  77

  9.1%

  97

11.5%

41-60%



  88

10.4%

  76

  9.0%

61-80%



120

14.2%

  80

  9.4%

81-100%



384

45.4%

151

17.8%

Table 6

In How Many Evaluations Have You Felt Pressured to Misrepresent? (N=376)
Number of Evaluations

        Frequency


Percent

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


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

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

1





113



30.3%

2





135



35.9%

3 to 6





  99



26.3%

7 to 10





  14



  3.7%

11 or more




  14



  3.7%

Table 7

Evaluation Experience by Pressure to Misrepresent





             Pressured to Misrepresent?




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




Yes

No

Unsure

Total 
x2




---------

---------

---------

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

Years of Experience

------------------------
1 to 5



   32

  61

   7

100     13.233*

6 to 10



   38

  54

   8

100


11 to 15


  44 

  49

   7

100


16 or more


   47

  48

   5

100


Number of Evaluations Conducted


------------------------------------------
1 to 5



  30

 62

 8

100     15.054*

6 to 10



  34

 57

 9

100

11 to 19


  43

 47

10

100

20 or more


  44

 51

 5

100





Table figures represent row percentages.
Note. * = p ≤ .05

Table 8

Source of Misrepresentation Pressure (N = 369)






      Frequency


         Percent






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

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

Individual who hired/assigned me

253



69%

Director of program being evaluated

  58



16%

Stakeholder(s)


 

  25



  7%

Program staff member(s)


  16



  4%

Evaluation supervisor/leader


    7



  2%

Evaluation coworker(s)


    4



  1%

Other





    4



  1%

 Table 9

Outcome of Pressuring Episode (N = 344)






      Frequency


          Percent






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

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

No changes were made in

the disputed section(s)



94



27.3%

Some changes were made, but

in my view they did NOT 

           130



37.8%

constitute misrepresentations

Some changes were made and 

in my view they DID constitute

51



14.8%

misrepresentations

Never saw the final data


  7



  2.0%

Project was terminated


  5



  1.5%

Resigned/let go



  5



  1.5%

Evaluation still in process


  4



  1.2%

Other





48



14.0%

Table 10

Source of Changes (N = 250)






        Frequency


Percent






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

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

I (we) made them



122



47.7%

Someone else made them 


  33



12.8%  

with my consent

Someone else made them


  42



18.2%

WITHOUT my consent


  

Other





  53



21.0%

Table 11

Source of Advice (N = 161)






     Frequency


          Percent






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

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

Colleague


75



46.6%

Employer/Supervisor


13



  8.1%

Other professional


  9



  5.6%

Mentor


  8



  5.0%

Legal counsel


  4



  2.5%

Director of evaluation


  4



  2.5%

Significant other


  3



  1.9%

Multiple individuals


45



28.0%

Table 12

Preventive Actions (N = 101)






        Frequency


Percent






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

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

Develop fuller understanding

of evaluation’s goals/purposes


15



14.8%
Establish formal 

evaluation protocol


12



11.9%

Have independent third 

party intervene


12



11.9%

Better educate stakeholders

in methodology/statistics


11  



10.9%

Discuss possibility of negative

findings at beginning


  9



  8.9%

Collaborate more with 

stakeholders


  9



  8.9%

Improve data collection/

documentation


  6



  5.9%

Emphasize evaluator’s 

responsibility to stand


  5



  5.0%

by the data

Other


22



21.8%

Table 13  
Content of Misrepresentation Request 

 (N = 340)







        Frequency


Percent






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

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

Present findings more positively

130



38.2%

Omit or downplay 

negative findings



  85



25.0%
Change language - neither 
                          43



12.6%

positive nor negative

Use inappropriate methodology 

or statistical procedures

  
  21



  6.2%

Draw different conclusions


  20



  5.9%

Show inappropriate concern for  

  12



  3.5%

implications of results

Use invalid or old data


  11



  3.2%

Other





  18



  5.3%

Table 14

Changes Made by Type of Evaluation (N = 275)
Changes Made





External/Internal

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



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





External
Internal
Total

x²





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


No changes made


    68

    32

   100

5.473*


Change with no
  

    75

    25

   100

misrepresentations


Misrepresentation 


    57

    43

   100

Table figures represent row percentages. 
Note. * p = .065.
Table 15

Source of Change by Type of Evaluation (N = 197)
Source of 



Evaluation Type

Change

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


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




External
Internal
Total

x²




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


I (we) made them

    69

    31

  100
  
8.084*


Someone made them 

    76

    24

  100 

with my consent

  

Someone made them

    51

    49

  100

WITHOUT my consent

  
  







Table figures represent row percentages.
Note. * p ≤ .05.
Table 16

Perceived Preventability by Type of Evaluation (N = 342)
Incident



     Evaluation Type

Preventable?

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


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




External
Internal
Total

x²




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


Yes



    63

    37

   100

6.599*


No



    74

    26

   100 

Not sure


    59

    41

   100


Table figures represent row percentages.





Note.* p = .037

Table 17

Changes Made by Content of Misrepresentation Request (N = 271)
Changes Made




Request Content

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


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




More Positive/

Other

Total

x²




Less Negative




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

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


No changes


       57
  

    43
 
    100
           10.901*

Change with no

       64


    36

    100


misrepresentation

Misrepresentation

       84


    16

    100



Table figures represent row percentages.





Note. * = p ≤ .01.

Table 18

Source of Changes by Changes Made (N = 165)
Source of Change


Changes Made

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



No misrepresentation
  Misrepresentation
Total

x²



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

I (we) made them
         85


15

100
   
6.489*

Someone else

with consent

         89


11

100


Someone else

WITHOUT consent
         18


82

100




Table figures represent row percentages.





Note. * = p ≤ .05.

Table 19

Ethical Satisfaction with Episode Outcome, by Changes Made (N = 269)
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square

F

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

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

----

Between groups
168.800

2
84.400


62.551*

Within groups

358.910

266
  1.349


Changes Made



Ethical Satisfaction**



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



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





     N

Mean









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


No changes made


    93

  3.82


Change with no misrepresentation
   127

  3.43



Misrepresentation  


    49

  1.59


Note. * = p ≤ .01.

** “From an ethical perspective, how satisfied were you with how this incident was resolved?” (1 = not at satisfied, 5 = very satisfied)

Table 20

Evaluation Experience by Advice-Seeking (N = 337)
Evaluations Conducted


Sought Advice?

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




     Yes


       No

Total

x²




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

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

---------

1 to 5



      50


      50

 100

8.610*

6 to 10



      58


      42   
 100

11 to 19


      34


      66

 100

20 or more


      50


      50

 100

Table figures represent row percentages. 




Note. * = p ≤ .05.

Table 21

Misrepresentation Request by Advice-Seeking (N = 340)
Misrepresentation



Sought Advice?
Request

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

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




     Yes


      No

Total

x²





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

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

---------

More Positive/


       41


      59

100

7.529*

Less Negative

Other



       57


      43

100

Table figures represent row percentages. 





Note. * = p ≤ .01.

Table 22

Preventability by Advice-Seeking (N = 342)
Incident




Sought Advice?
Preventable?

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


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




     Yes


      No

Total

x²




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

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

---------

Yes



      61


      39

  100

6.988*

No



      38


      62

  100

Not sure


      48


      52

  100

Table figures represent row percentages.





Note. * = p ≤ .01.

Table 23

Ethical Satisfaction with Episode Outcome, by Perception of Intent (N = 334)
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square

F

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

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

----
        Between groups
  17.796

2
8.898


4.496*

Within groups

655.021

331
1.979


Perception




Ethical Satisfaction**



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




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






      N

Mean









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


Individual KNEW he/she

was asking for misrepresentation

   132

  2.88

Individual did NOT believe

he/she was asking for misrepresentation
   118

  3.39




Not sure 




     84

  2.96

Note. * = p ≤ .05.

** “From an ethical perspective, how satisfied were you with how this incident was resolved?” (1 = not at satisfied, 5 = very satisfied)
Table 24

Ethical Satisfaction with Episode Outcome, by Source of Change (N = 194)
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square

F

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

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

----
        Between groups
  86.502

2
43.251


36.641*

Within groups

225.487

191
  1.180


Source of Change



Ethical Satisfaction**



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



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






     N

Mean









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


I (we) made them



   120

   3.29

Someone else made them

WITH my consent



     33

   2.82




Someone else made them

WITHOUT my consent 


     41

   1.61

Note. * = p ≤ .01.

** “From an ethical perspective, how satisfied were you with how this incident was resolved?” (1 = not at satisfied, 5 = very satisfied)
Table 25

Ethical Satisfaction with Episode Outcome, by Perceived Preventability (N = 335)
Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square

F

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

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

----
        Between groups
  27.721

2
13.861


7.124*

Within groups

645.938

332
  1.946

Incident 




Ethical Satisfaction**


Preventable?


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




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






   N

Mean


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

      

Yes





   101

 2.77

No





   167

 3.37

Not sure 




    67

 2.84

Note. * = p ≤ .01.

** “From an ethical perspective, how satisfied were you with how this incident was resolved?” (1 = not at satisfied, 5 = very satisfied)
