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Ethics in Evaluation
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Everyday Ethics — together
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Well, so what?

> we’ve unearthed something that is more
common than we thought

> we don't really talk about it as a profession
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Here’'s some of what we heard
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Findings
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Recap: Three main themes

Non-protection of
participant rights
including ensuring

appropriate community and
cultural engagement was

undertaken

Conflict

of interest
mis-management
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evaluation quality
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Survey data on frequency supported all three themes

Why did you exclude We define outlier as
all these responses? Someone who doesn't

like our program

Poor Unclear
communication reasoning
Incomplete I m Values not
. . resnspectrum.com .
findings clarified
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Crossing frequency and severity ALSO supported all three themes

Top 5 Most Severe Ethics Issues (ordered by frequency)

Unclear reasoning

Incomplete findings
Severity

2.8
2.7

2.6

Conflicts not disclosed

Info not valid

Super-Severe Issues

Participant rights not protected

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5
Average Frequency

':32;?: Australian :
= Centre for ' ACIL ALLEN
MELBOURNE =Ve|[¥lelile]s] —

Grosvenor’

13



Sentiment analysis of free-form responses supported two themes
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Pause and discuss

We’re looking for bright spots and bright ideas -- what successes have you
had in mitigating/addressing these issues (incomplete findings, conflicts of
interest, participant rights)?
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Conflict of Interest (mis)management issues reported...

Change the findings so my
husband’s non-profit program
looks better.
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Concerns around appropriate cultural engagement...infrequent, still surfacing

I’'M NOT
LISTENING.
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Demographic insight #1: Variance in what was perceived as the most
severe issues by role

Top 6 most severe everyday
ethics issues by role

Ethics External Internal

Commissionor Policy-Maker
Evaluator Evaluator

Issue (n=6) (n=20) (n=29) (n=10)

Incomplete findings

Conflicts of interest
not addressed

Rights and dignity not
protected

Unclear reasoning

Information not
supporting
interpretations

Poor communication
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Demographic insight #2: Variance in comfort level by role and tenure

Time in role Average comfort level in

dealing with everyday
ethics issues*

10 to 15 years 1.79

15+ years 1.78

Grosvenor el Lo ace ACIL ALLEN
VETUY Fvaluation —



Pause and discuss

What do you make of these results?

What tips do you have to share on how individuals can better identify,
mitigate and manage everyday ethics issues?

21



Solution
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Zooming back in, here’s how we now conceptualise everyday ethics issues

issues could be caused

Commissioner consciously /
intentionally
or

unconsciously /
unintentionally

Evaluator

Inter-relationship
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Element 1 — The triad of the commissioner, evaluator and program area

Commissioner
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Element 2 - The specific inter-relationships between each point of the
triangle — evaluator-commissioner, commissioner-program
area and program area-evaluator

Inter-relationship
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Element 3 — The points of the triangle: touchpoints between the
evaluator, the commissioner and the program area
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Here’'s one we prepared earlier!

Category Indicative example Potential response

An issue or breach has occurred, but on reflection there is
no impact. No harm to participants

All possibilities of the evaluation process cause harm have been
controlled as reasonably as possible

- Mo action required

No Impact No impact on the results and findings has been identified
Breaches with low impact, unintentional or negligent Conflict of interest not declared - Have an active discussion with evaluation
actions, isolated scope, and fully transparent processes. Incomplete suggestions for who should be consulted/interviewed commissioner to appropriately resolve
Minor . Requests for minor rewording of reporting - Consider any stakeholder engagement required to
No harm to participants Minor oversights in reporting or small administrative errors that do resolve
not materially affect the outcome
Breaches with moderate impact, negligent or Scope of evaluation defined to cast positive light on evaluation - Consider escalating situation to a more senior
unintentional actions, isolated scope, and partially Refusal to release reporting person in the commissioning organisation
Moderate transparent processes. Excluding a stakeholder group unintentionally due to time - Seek written rationale for any requested changes to
pressures but addressing the issue post-factum ensure transparency
Risk of harm to participants - Assess if any harm to participants
Breaches with moderate to high impact, either intentional Cherry-picking evaluation participants or altering findings to suit - Stand ground and do not allow requested change
or negligent, and either systemic or isolated, with opaque political needs where it manipulated the outcomes
< or partially transparent processes. Data or findings actively manipulated - Consider terminating evaluation or escalating to an
Major Requests for evaluation findings to be actively changed oversight unit or corporate governance function
Possible harm to participants depending on context
- Assess if any harm to participants.
Ethical breaches with a high impact, intentional actions, Manipulating data to falsely claim success or to cover up program - Consider terminating evaluation or escalating to an
systemic scope, and opaque processes. Likely harm to failure oversight unit or corporate governance function
Critical participants Evaluation fundings are overwhelmingly compromised and cannot depending on context

be relied upon

- Consider legal or integrity action
- Assess if any harm to participants
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So what: Potential
pathways forward
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14 October, 2025

Before we get to everyday ethics, let’'s cover the evaluation
ethics landscape in general - the history of AES Code of Ethics
and Guidelines

>

AES ethics and standards working group began 1988, responding to misuse of evaluation information reported by
evaluator to AES

Organisational support for complainant, and guidelines established: 1992 Interim Code of Ethics since updated;
1997 Guidelines for Ethical Conduct of Evaluations

2000: membership in AES conditional on accepting both ethics documents, enforcement mechanism

Turner-conducted surveys: some members knowingly engaging in unethical actions (2003); different ethical
orientations within membership (2005/6).

2006 and 2013 updates of Guidelines for Ethical Conduct of Evaluations and Code of Ethics (personal behaviour as
AES member)

2025 update underway, aligning to cultural safety; no ongoing ethics group
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14 October, 2025

How organisations and professional bodies do it

Mix of voluntary/involuntary and principles/standards/other:

>

Grosvenor

NHMRC — biomedical model now applied to all research with humans in Australia requiring approval before
fieldwork, separate document on evaluation and QA, stating that evaluations may not need ethical approval

AIATSIS — approval required for research and evaluation targeting First Peoples
ANZEA - ‘ethic of care’ principle embedded into evaluation standards
AES (USA) — standards include item (U8) on evaluation misuse

CES (Canada) — have replaced principles (too close to rules’) with ‘virtues’ and emphasise negotiation of ethics with
all stakeholders

Others: Evallndigenous (global) and AFREA (Africa) focusing on local benefit, participation and reciprocity; UNEG
(UN) aiming for 'inspiration’ as well as guidance

et b ace ACIL ALLEN
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14 October, 2025

Connection to AES efforts happening now

Policy: Quality evaluation that makes a difference

Pathways:
> Professionalisation
> Ethics Guidelines

> Competencies
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Connection to other organisations

A @ ans
@ Q About Us Membership Learning & Events C2026
ANZEA
BAN Ao Sardatds far Ethical Guidance and Core
Aotearoa New Zealand Va | ues

APRIL 2013

GuidingPrinciples

UNEG GUIDANCE DOCUMENT 2020

UNEG Ethical
Guidelines for
Evaluation

Working Group
Ethics Working Group

Tags
Approaches and Methods = Ethics
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Take a moment to consolidate

What are my key take aways?
Someone | want to connect with
Something | want to explore

Something | can experiment with in my practice — where can | be brave?
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Discuss

What are your takeaways from this?
Key ideas

Actions
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Final reflections

We’ve shared with you our thoughts to date.
What’s missing from our thinking/analysis?

What supports/resources would be useful in mitigating and addressing
everyday ethics issues?
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Thank you

> thank you to the working group, not just those presenting today but also:
— Jovan Twest Farmer

— Mandy Charman
NEW Get your —

_ Emma Williams ETHICS REPORT FREE copy
OUT NOW

>  we encourage others to jump on board!

Everyday

> AES is also doing lots of work in this space by updating its Code of Ethics
Ethics and developing a competency framework

Initial Research
Report

> from today, you can access our initial research report with more GrosVenor

detail at https://www.grosvenor.com.au/everyday-ethics-research- .
report/ or chat to Kristy about it at the Grosvenor booth Grosvenor"‘
PUBLIC SECTOR ADVISORY grosvenor.com.au

> and reach out to a member of the working group at any time with your

thoughts!
Australian J
“Z C1C@  ACILALLEN
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