
Internal and external evaluators experience the same ethical 
dilemmas, and both work toward resolving them in principled, justified 
ways. The different communities they occupy, howeveu, arffect how they 
are likely to resolve their ethical di lemma 
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All evaluators probably try to adhere to a common set of ethical principles, 
such as the American Evaluation AssociationS Guiding Principlesfor Evaluators 
or The Program Evaluation Standards, and both internal and external evaluators 
are as likely (or unlikely) to engage in ethical evaluation practice. Although 
many discussions of internal-external evaluation revolve around questions 
about objectivity, bias, and credibility, I will adopt the assumption (based pri- 
marily on a lack of evidence in the literature to indicate otherwise) that nei- 
ther internal nor external evaluators are inherently more or less objective, 
biased, or credible. Therefore, the differences that will be highlighted in this 
chapter are issues related to the ethics of the situation (evaluating from inside 
or outside) and the attention evaluators pay to the ethics of the evaluand. Most 
determinations of what is a right thing to do or a right way to be are made sit- 
uationally, and the situations for internal and external evaluators are different. 
Internal and external evaluators occupy different ‘‘communities” and it is the 
nature of those communities that is critical for considering the resolution of 
ethical dilemmas. 

The first section of the chapter will examine the question of whether the 
ethical dilemmas faced by internal and external evaluators are themselves dif- 
ferent. The second section will examine the details of situational differences 
based on the conclusion from the previous section that, in fact, most, if not all, 
ethical dilemmas are common to all evaluators. I will argue that given a back- 
drop of common ethical principles for evaluation practice, a community frame- 
work helps us to understand the differences between internal and external 
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and external evaluators that thinking about themselves as embedded within 
communities is one way to proceed in dealing with ethical dilemmas in their 
practice. Also, the analysis presented here is not meant to suggest that these 
community structures are fatal in determining how internal and external eval- 
uators might approach ethical dilemmas, and indeed both groups have much 
to learn from each other. 

References 
Adams, K. A. “Gamesmanship for internal evaluators: Knowing when to ‘hold ’em’ and 

Dewey, J. Democracy and Educution. New York: The Free Press, 1916. 
Etzioni, A. The New Gulden Rule: Community and Morality in a Democratic Society. New York: 

Hendricks, M. “Should Evaluators Judge Whether Services Are Appropriate!” Evaluation and 

House, E. R. “Three Perspectives on Innovation: Technological, Political, and Cultural.” In 

House, E. R. %-House Reflection: Internal Evaluation.” EvaEualion Practice, 1986, 7 (l), 

Kirkhart, K. “Analyzing Mental Health Evaluation: Moral and Ethical Dimensions.” Evalu- 
ation and.Program Planning, 1985,8, 13-23. 

Love, A. J. (ed.). Developing Effective Internal Evaluation. New Directions for Program Eval- 
uation, no. 20. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1983. 

Mathison, S. “Reflections on Evaluating Innovative Curriculum Projects.” In I. Wirsaup and 
R. Streit (eds.), Developments in School Mathematics Education Around the World, Vol. 2. 
Reston, Va.: National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 1990. 

Mathison, S. “What Do We Know about Internal Evaluation?” EvaEuutton and Program Plan- 
ning, 1991a, 14, 159-165. 

Mathison, S. “Role Conflicts for Internal Evaluators.” Evaluation and Program Planning, 

Mathison, S. “Rethinking the Evaluator Role: Partnerships Between Organizations and Eval- 
uators.” Evaluation and Program Planning, 1994, 17, 299-304. 

Morris, M., and Cohn, R. “Program evaluators and ethical challenges: A national survey.” 
Evaluation Review, 1993,17, 62 1-642. 

Patton, M. Q. Utilization-Focused Evaluation: The New Century Text (3rd ed). Thousand Oaks, 
Calif.: Sage, 1997. 

Reavy, P., Littel, L., Gonda, G., and O’Neill, I. “Evaluation as Management Support: The 
Role of the Evaluator.” CanadianJuurnal of Progrum Evahutian, 1993, 8 (21, 95-104. 

Scriven, M. “Evaluation Ideologies.” In G. F. Maddaus, M. Scriven, and D. 1. Stufflebeam 
(eds.), Evaluatiun Models. Boston: Koewer-Nijoff, 1983. 

Smith, N. L. “Some Characteristics of Moral Problems in Evaluation Practice.” Evaluation 
and Program PZanning, 1985, 8, 5-1 1. 

Winberg, A. “Maximizing the Contribution of Internal Evaluation Units.” Evaluation and 
Program Planning, 1981, 14, 167-172. 

Worthen, B., Sanders, J.,  and Fitzpatrick, J. Program Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and 
Practical Guidelines. New York: Longman, 1997. 

when to ‘fold ’em.’” Evaluation and Program Planning, 1985,8, 53-57. 

Basic Books, 1996. 

Program Planning, 1985, 8, 34-44. 

R. Lehming and M. Kane (eds.), Improving Schools. Beverly Hills., Calif.: Sage, 1981. 

63-64. 

1991b, 14, 1.73-179. 

SANDRA MATHISON is associate professor in h e  Department of Edzrcutiond Theory 
and Practice at the University at Albany, State University of New York. 


