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Abstract: The aim of this article is to explain one way of viewing the nature
ofand relationships among morality, rationality, politics, andevalu­
ation.

Resume: Cet article vise il. expliquer un point de vue sur la nature de la
moralite, de la rationalite, de la politique et de l'evaluation ainsi
que sur ce qui les relie.
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The aim of this article is to explain one way of viewing the
nature of and relationships among morality, rationality, politics, and
evaluation. In order to tie these things together, I provide briefaccounts
ofsocial indicators, knowledge, and objectivity. Obviously, some corners
must be cut to cover all this ground in a short time, but the world is full
of good things without corners.

The structure ofthe article is as follows. In Section 2 the ideas ofa moral
point of view and moral or ethical actions are explained. Section 3 pro­
vides an account of social indicators of the quality of life, which are
necessary ingredients in the definition of moral action. In Section 4 the
Canadian Evaluation Society's sketch of the nature of evaluation is
reviewed in order to have a generally acceptable and clear concept to
connect to moral and rational action. On the basis of this sketch, in
Section 5 rational action is explained, followed in Section 6 by explana­
tions ofrational and ethical evaluation. Section 7 reveals a fundamental
limitation ofthe analysis, and possibly of anyone's analysis of morality.
Finally, I offer brief conclusions.

A MORAL POINT OF VIEW

The terms ethics and morals are used here as synonyms. What is morally
good or evil is ethically good or evil, and vice versa. If something is
morally or ethically good or evil, it is good or evil from a moral point of
view. In the view adopted here, the institution ofmorality, and the ideas
of moral goodness and evil, are human artifacts designed by human
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beings to serve a variety of purposes. One important purpose is the
resolution of conflicts of interest without resort to civil or criminal law.
Insofar as people are willing and able to perceive, judge, and act in
accordance with a moral point of view, morality exists. If people stop
caring, morality will cease to exist.

Because morality rests on the adoption ofa moral point ofview, the latter
must be defined. Such a definition would be tantamount to the articula­
tion of a principle or principles that may be used as a foundation for
morality. Generally speaking, moral philosophers may be divided into
two groups, depending on which of the following two principles they
regard as the fundamental basis of morality.

1. Principle ofBeneficence: One ought to act so that one's actions
tend to impartially improve the quality oflife.

2. No-HarmPrinciple: One ought to act sothat one's actions tend
not to harm anyone.

The principles are not exclusive, and there are other ways to express
them. For example, what is here called the Principle of Beneficence
might be expressed in terms of the impartial maximization of utility,
happiness, satisfaction, or well-being. Theological ethicists might cap­
turemuch ofwhatis in this principle with their insistence on loving one's
neighbor, and contemporary feminist ethicists' emphasis on care and
nurturing might capture it from a slightly different point of view. In­
stead of a single No-Harm Principle, one might capture the same idea
with a list of duties, freedoms, or rights. This is the moral significance
ofthe United Nations Declaration ofHuman Rights and Freedoms, and
Canada's own Charter of Rights and Freedoms. For example, when
nations or individuals grant that everyone has a right to life, they are
implying that everyone else has a duty or a moral obligation to refrain
from taking people's lives for the fun ofit. They are creating moral codes
as an immediate implication oftheir declarations. Although everything
important about duties, rights, respect for persons, and so on, may not
be captured in these two general principles, enough can be captured for
present purposes.

As the principles are formulated, they refer to acts rather than to mere
intentions to act in certain ways. Because people live in a complex world
of interactive and interdependent things, they seldom, if ever, have
complete control over what they do.The German philosopher Immanuel
Kant was so impressed by people's inability to control external events
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that he occasionally (not always) claimed that only people's wills or
intentions could be subject to moral appraisal. The Greek philosopher
Aristotle was a bit more expansive. He recognized that every human
action is usually characterizable in terms ofan intention or motive, some
physical behavior or content, and some consequences. For example, the
writing of this article required the formulation of an intention to do so,
some hours spent typing out the thoughts, and culminated in the product
before you, for better or worse.

Assuming that each of the three aspects of an action might tend to
improve or destroy the quality of life, every action implies one of the
following eight possible states of affairs.

Intention Behavior Consequences

l. to improve to improve improves (the quality oflife)
2. to improve to improve destroys
3. to improve to destroy improves
4. to improve to destroy destroys
5. to destroy to improve improves
6. to destroy to improve destroys
7. to destroy to destroy improves
8. to destroy to destroy destroys

Whether one agrees with Kant or not, the first and last of these eight
cases leave no doubt about the moral praiseworthiness or blameworthi­
ness of one's action. In the first case, one intends to do something to
improve the quality of life, does something that might be expected to
have such a result (gives bread to a starving person), and precisely such
a result occurs. In the last case, one intends to do something to destroy
the quality oflife, does something that might be expected to have such
a result (gives a stone to a starving person), and precisely such a result
occurs. All (three) things considered, the first actor is clearly morally
praiseworthy and the second is morally blameworthy.

Unfortunately, the other six cases are unclear. Depending on how crea­
tive one is and how one describes the intentions, behavior and conse­
quences, a particular actor and action might be morally good or bad.
Although Kant might have said that a person acting in accordance with
cases 1 to 4 must be morally praiseworthy because in every case his or
her intention is good, others might be skeptical. For example, people
would be skeptical about someone if, although that person always re­
ported having good intentions, he or she always behaved in ways that
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practically everyone could see would be counterproductive and, sure
enough, always had disastrous results (case 4). Some people would say
this is a fair description of the actions of our former federal finance
minister.

At any rate, the point of the previous three paragraphs was to indicate
how complicated the statement of my fundamental moral principles
might be, and to emphasize that the word "act" that appears in the
statement is used to designate a fairly robust idea. Morality requires
more than merely having good intentions. (Even more complications
inherent in these principles are revealed below.)

There is probably no absolutely irrefutable argument leading to the
conclusion that one or the other of these principles must be taken as
fundamental. People operating primarily on the Principle ofBeneficence
will try to do as much goodas possible. People operating primarily on the
No-Harm Principle will try to do as little harm as possible. Personally,
my preference is for universal beneficence becausemoral goodness ought
to require more of people than a life of anxious inactivity mixed with
pious hopes for our common future. Obviously, one cannot be expected
to behave ideally all or even most of the time, with respect to morality
or anything else. But that is not a serious objection to any ideal. Ifone
has a choice about what sort of moral ideal one ought primarily to be
guided by, what sort one ought to recommend to family, friends, and the
rest ofthe human race, it is wise to aim high rather than low. So, univer­
sal beneficence is here regarded as more fundamental than the mere
avoidance of intentional harm.

Contrary to the view of morality just sketched, there is the view that
some questions, issues, or actions are not only inherently moral or ethi­
cal,butinherently morally or ethicallygoodorevil.When Brian Mulroney
talked about giving his caucus a free vote on the government's new
abortion bill, he usually mentioned that he thought such a vote was
appropriate because abortion was "a moral issue." Similarly, some peo­
ple would say that telling the truth and keeping promises are also inher­
ently morally goodthings to door inherentlymorally right. Agoodexample
of an act that might be regarded as inherently morally evil is that of
killing someone for the fun of it.

Those who hold the view that some things (actions, issues, etc.) have an
inherent moral status and some things do not have such a status seem
to have an easier moral road to walk. In principle, at least, they could
prepare a list of moral prohibitions and prescriptions, and if some par­
ticular action or issue was not on the list, it would have no moral rel-
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evance. Regarding issues not on the list, morally speaking, anything
goes. Some years ago, the British philosopher Bertrand Russell com­
plained about the ethical views ofthe American philosopherJohn Dewey
precisely because, as Russell said, Dewey left people with no moral
holidays. Russell's assessment was absolutely accurate. According to
the view adopted here, which follows that of Dewey, ethical or moral
principles are constructs or artifacts designed by humans in the interest
ofbuilding a good life, and everything is subject to appraisal in the light
of such principles. So, there are no moral holidays.

Although there are no moral holidays, one's moral burdens are lighter
on some days than on others as a result ofthe great variety ofthings that
occupy people. For example, most of the itches that one scratches do not
entail any significant alterations in the quality of anyone's life but one's
own, though it is easy to imagine cases in which scratching some ofone's
itches in some ways, at certain times and places, could be highly signifi­
cant from a moral point of view. It is even easier to imagine morally
significant cases in which someone scratches someone else's itches or
someone else scratches one's own itches, or cases in which people give
each other an itch and engage in mutual scratching.

SOCIAL INDICATORS

Assuming that one is going to try to conduct one's human relations from
a moral point of view as expressed in the Principle of Beneficence, there
are, again broadly speaking, two ways to go. One can:

1. Try to improve relatively objectivecircumstances that are meas­
uredbythingslikefullemployment, cleaner and saferworkplaces,
equitable distributions of wealth and income, longer lives free
ofdisability and disease, elimination of poverty and homeless­
ness, and the reduction of crime.

2. Try to improve relatively subjective circumstances that are
measured by people's reported peace of mind, contentment,
happiness, and satisfaction.

Clearly, if one's relatively objective and subjective circumstances are
improved, then the quality of one's life is improved. Since the fifth cen­
tury B.C., people have haggled about what is objective, what is subjec­
tive, and which is more important. But it is evidently trivially true that
ifone's total circumstances are improved, oneis betteroffand the quality
of one's life has improved.
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Social indicators are statistics that are supposed to have some signifi­
cance for the quality oflife. Statistical measures of relatively objective
things, such as death rates, are referred to as objective indicators or
indicators ofobjective well-being. Measures ofrelatively subjective states
ofaffairs, such as personal satisfaction and happiness, are referred to as
subjective indicators or indicators of subjective well-being. Thus, social
indicators are measures ofobjective and subjective well-being. Speaking
generally, they are the instruments, means, or technological software
constructed in the interests of measuring the degrees to which we are
realizing our various desired ends. Speaking specifically, they are one of
the means by which one mighthope to be able to identify and fulfill moral
obligations.

Evaluation indicators, as the Treasury Board ofCanada (1981) uses the
term, are a subclass of social indicators. They mightbe regarded as social
indicators used in evaluation studies.

EVALUATION

According to the Canadian Evaluation Society's (CES) pamphlet, The
Value in Evaluation (1989),

Evaluation is a form of analysis undertaken to help man­
agers make decisions about current or future projects, pro­
grams or initiatives. Evaluation helps managers determine
how well projects are working and to identify reasons for
success or failure ... uses accepted research techniques in
a systematic way to compile, organize and analyze informa­
tion about the impact and effects of activities ... [and] dif­
fers from other forms of analysis in that it concentrates on
the links between an organization's mandate and the re­
sults achieved through its activities, rather than on finan­
cial or administrative systems and controls. (p.2)

In response to the question, What constitutes good evaluation? the
pamphlet says,

Each evaluation calls on different skills and expertise, but
several features distinguish quality in any evaluation
research design: ... skilled evaluators consult managers
at every step, from planning to formulating recommend­
ations, ensuring that evaluations address real concerns and
managers are not surprisedbyresults ;... ethical research-
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respect for anonymity and confidentiality of data is para­
mount; ... the evaluation is planned to supply information
when needed and is completed on time; information is use­
ful in both managing and decision making; ... management
receives balanced, independent assessments from evalua­
tors with no direct stake in decisions resulting from evalu­
ation findings. (p.7)

671

This is a thought-provoking paragraph in many respects. No particular
sort of goodness or point of view is mentioned in the question, What
constitutes good evaluation? What is being asked for is the CES's view
of what makes a good evaluation. But what sort of good is at stake?
Presumably the question is not about what makes a morally good evalu­
ation, or an economically or politically good evaluation. Is it sensible to
suppose the question is about the nature of an evaluatively good evalu­
ation, that is, an evaluation that is goodfrom an evaluator's pointofview,
whatever that is? If so, the answer is roughly that an evaluatively good
evaluation is one in which managers are frequently consulted, anonym­
ity is protected, balanced assessments are made, and so on.

This seems to be the sort of thing that the authors ofthe pamphlet had
in mind. In this paragraph and the rest of the pamphlet, evaluation is
conceived along the lines of a logical positivist's view of autonomous
science. A less sympathetic reader might say it is conceived along the
lines ofmacho science. The phrase evaluation science never occurs in the
text, but it is probably coming. The words that are most frequently used
to characterize evaluators and evaluation are objective, independent,
rational, credible, and reliable. The word valid belongs to this vocabu­
lary, but is never used. The word ethical is used only once, in the fairly
narrow context of protecting anonymity.

No doubt differentmembers oftheCES would have differentviews about
justhow objective, independent, rational, and soon evaluators and evalu­
ations can be. Here it is assumed that any claims to objectivity, inde­
pendence, rationality, and moral goodness mustbemade with considerable
caution. Strictly speaking, one can only approach objectivity, independ­
ence, etc., as a limit, and one probably can't approach the limits very
closely at that. At any rate, most of the rest of this article is connected
to this claim.

To begin with, then, what turns mere opinion or belief into knowledge
is that the latter is supported by good reasons or good arguments. Since
good reasons and arguments are not self-identifying and self-certifying,
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in order to have such things there mustbe some sort ofa community with
the authority and wisdom required to establish the rules.

In science, what counts as a good reason or a good argument depends on
what a relevant research community collectivelynegotiates and decides.
Similarly, outside of science, what counts as a good reason or argument
depends on what a broader community collectively agrees to count as
such. Because there is no rule book to turn to in order to decide how
people should write their rule books regarding the warranting or certi­
fication of knowledge claims, all that people can do is negotiate some
agreements about how to proceed and then muddle through. Thus, the
total corpus ofthe most sophisticated scientific knowledge is contingent
upon and relative to some setofnegotiated agreements among a commu­
nity of mere mortals. Therefore, what is confidently called "objective,"
"credible," and soforth, can at best only mean "relatively objective, given
a certain set of assumptions," or "relative to some assumptions, objec­
tive."

Ifthe argument in the previous paragraph is sound, then it is fair to say
that all knowledge, including all scientific knowledge, rests on politics.
At least it is fair to say this ifonethinks ofpolitics as the art and practice
of reaching agreements through negotiation. Insofar as one thinks of
evaluation along the lines indicated in the CES pamphlet, that is, as
similar to science, it would also be fair to say that all evaluation rests on
politics. Then, insofar as one undertakes an evaluation or engages in
politics to impartially improve the quality oflife, one is doing what one
ought to dofrom a moral point ofview. In other words, one is undertaking
a morally good evaluation and engaging in morally goodpolitical action.

RATIONALITY

So far, definitions have been constructed for the terms morality, ethics,
moral point ofvi.ew, social indicators, evaluation indicators, evaluation,
politics and morally good evaluation. It has also been explained why
claims to objectivity should be made with caution and modesty. Now the
term rationality will be defined, and it will be explained why claims to
rational evaluations should also be made with caution. More impor­
tantly, once these things have been explained, it will be possible to
construct a lucid and useful connection between the ideas ofrational and
ethical evaluations.

Roughly speaking, an action is rational insofar as it produces benefits
that are at least as great as its costs. On the contrary, an action is
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irrational insofar as its costs outweigh its benefits. In roughly other
words, rational actions are at least self-sustaining or self-enhancing,
whereas irrational actions are self-destroying. Briefly, rational actions
have benefit-to-cost ratios equal to or greater than unity (B/C~ 1), and
irrational actions have benefit-to-cost ratios less than unity (B/C < 1).

These ideas will be recognized as similar to economic definitions of effi­
cient and inefficient actions, with perhaps one immediately notable dif­
ference that economists often reserve the term efficient as an honorific
title ofthe single relevant action with the maximum benefit-to-cost ratio.
In Michalos (1978), arguments were constructed against policies of
maximization on the one hand and Herbert Simon's satisficing on the
other, on the grounds that the former demanded too much and the latter
demanded too little. There is no need to repeat those arguments here.

If these rough definitions sound plausible as far as they go, then the rest
ofthis section should be worthwhile. Ifyour understanding ofrationality
is radically different from that outlined above, then from here on things
are going to get worse.

The rough definitions of rational and irrational actions that were just
sketched must be polished in order to be useful for measurement. In
particular, one must specify the following.

1. Recipient Populations: Exactly whose benefits and costs must
be counted? Broadly speaking, one's options run from a single
actor or client, through some selected subsets of individuals
more or less likely to be affected by one's actions, to everyone
likely to be affected by one's actions.

2. Temporal Coordinates: Within what time frame should one
count? How far back in the past should one look, how far for­
ward in the future, and what duration of time counts as the
present?

3. Spatial Coordinates: Within what spatial frame should one
count? Should one focus attention on one's own house, one's
firm, town, city, province, region, country, the western hemi­
sphere, or the whole world?

4. Benefit and Cost Composition: Which particular benefits and
costs should one count? Should one focus on economics, money,
inflation rates, unemployment rates, politics, victory in elec­
tions, social welfare, the environment, energy conservation,
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health, aesthetics, art, tourism, intellectual oreducational achieve­
ment, poverty, peace of mind, happiness, satisfaction, trust,
transportation, or indigenous research and development? All
things considered, is there a single best choice ofkinds ofben­
efits and costs to calculate in order to judge rationality?

5. Measures:Which particularmeasures ofbenefits and costs should
one count? Supposing one could pick out the appropriate set of
kinds of benefits and costs, one is still left with the task of
constructing appropriate measures. Should one prefer ordinal
scalesorcardinal scales,relativelyobjectiveorsubjectivemeasures,
single-item measures or multiple-item indexes?

6. Confidence Levels: What levels of confidence should one have
before one accepts any information or claim as true? Does
rationality require a 99% confidence level, more or less, and if
so, on what grounds? When survey research is employed, what
error margins should be positedfor sampling and nonsampling
errors? Since there are no generally accepted estimating func­
tions for nonsampling errors, where should one begin to choose
an appropriate function? Howwill one identify a rational choice
here?

7. Research Procedures:Whatresearch procedures should be used
to obtain measurements? This discussion reveals a bias in
favor ofquantitative research, but such research is frequently
shallow, narrow, and deceptively oversimplifying. Some quali­
tative procedures are always necessary. Conceptual analysis
prior to counting is necessary to make sure the right things are
counted, counted once, and counted accurately. But careful
observation ofone or a few cases by a keen observer might yield
more accurate information than the relatively brief, ifnot care­
less, observation ofmany cases by uninformed data collectors.

8. Research Personnel: Who is going to be given the task ofcarry­
ing out the research required to get accurate measurements?
Prior to that, who is going to be trusted to test the theories one
might want to employ? Who is going to train the researchers
using what teaching methods? Who is going to be admitted to
training and forhow long? How should one decide who does not
belong in one's schools or on one's research teams? Have the
requirements of rationality been satisfied if one leaves such
questions undecided or decided by others?
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9. Aggregation Functions: What mathematical functions should
one use to calculate total from individual benefits and costs?
Traditionally, philosophers have distinguished monistic from
pluralistic value theories. Roughly speaking, monistic value
theorists think thatdifferentkinds ofvaluable things, like health,
money, and love, have more or less of some single value or
valuable thing. For example, they might say thathealth, money,
and love are valuable things insofar as they produce more or
less satisfaction in people. Satisfaction, then, is intrinsically
valuable, while health and so on are merely instrumentally
valuable as means for getting satisfaction. Pluralistic value
theorists think that differentkinds ofvaluable things also have
different kinds ofvalues inherent in them. For example.just as
health is differentfrom love, the value ofhealth is differentfrom
the value oflove. The assumption that there is always an appro­
priate aggregation function to combine any kinds of benefits
and costs is tantamount to the assumption ofmonism. Finally,
that is, it is assumed that everything is comparable to every­
thing else using some common currency, which might be very
subjective, such as personal satisfaction. What does rationality
require here?

10.Discount Rates: What discount rates should be used? The
question is not merely about what rates should be used to put
appropriate expected values on things clearly understood but
obtainable only at some future point in time. The question
also applies to things that are not and may not ever be clearly
understood. For example, one might say that although it is
easy to understand what it means to have trees disappear in
the future, it is not so easy to understand how people will feel
when the trees disappear.

By now, the main point to be grasped about rationality and rational
evaluation is probably obvious. Those who think of rational action in
terms of a favorable benefit-to-cost ratio must admit that the precise
defmition of such action is fraught with loose ends requiring judgments
about which there are no rules. Given enough time, effort, good will, and
luck, many groups of people could reach agreements about appropriate
judgments regarding the 10 specific features mentioned. That is to say,
given enough time and patience, many groups could perform the politi­
cally necessary tasks required to achieve some sort of consensus about
what and who is rational. Such groups could even take the extra step of
agreeing that their judgments were objective. Nevertheless, the most
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that they could legitimately claim from their political success is just
that-political success. The more groups there are with different nego­
tiated agreements about the various 10features, the less their political
success will matter and the more discord there willbe. Granting this, one
ought to remain cautious about one's claims to rationality in general and
to rational evaluations in particular.

RATIONAL AND ETHICAL EVALUATIONS

Given the proposed accounts of moral action and rational action, it is
fairly easy to tie the two together. Amoral action isjust a rational action
in which the recipient population is regarded as everyone affected by the
action. Actions that tend to impartially improve the quality of life will
either sustain or enhance it. Actions that do not tend to sustain or en­
hance the quality oflife will undermine or destroy it. The only way to
determine the overall impact ofone's actions is to measure the benefits
and costs that they generate. So, the determination ofmoral praisewor­
thiness and blameworthiness is finally as complicated as the determina­
tion of rationality and irrationality. With the possible exception of the
size of one's recipient population, the models are the same.

The word possible was slipped into the previous sentence because, as
indicated above, there is no rule book about the size of the recipient
population required for rational action. There is a long tradition extend­
ing back at least to Aristotle that asserts that prudence, or practical
reason, requires merely that one use oneself as an appropriate recipient
population. This view has prevailed right up to today in micro-econom­
ics, choice and decision theory, bargaining and games theory, and more
generally in exchange theory. In these fields of research, it is usually
assumed that rational action generally focuses on a recipient population
consisting of an individual actor or perhaps some suitable extension of
such an actor, for example, an actor's own family, friends, or firm.

In contrast to this older minimalist view of the recipient population
required for rational action, Michalos (1978)argued for a broader view,
primarily in order to closethe gap between morality and rationality. The
view was called "consensual rationality," and the older view was called
"egoistic rationality." Needless to say, the idea ofconsensual rationality
never caught on. More importantly, for present purposes, the fact that
it never caught on means that it remains possible for there to be a
differencebetweenwhata consultantand a client mightregard as morally
required and what they might regard as rationally required concerning
an appropriate recipient population.
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In the above quotations from the CES pamphlet, it is assumed that one
ofan evaluator's main functions is tohelp a clientarrive at whatever goal
the latter aspires to. Evaluators find out what their client's mandate is
and then try to help him or her carry it out. In other words, consultants
assume that the appropriate recipient population for an evaluation is
the client or the target population specified in the client's mandate. That
seems to follow as a result of being loyal agents of one's client and of
clients being interested in pursuing their own goals. Of course, agency
law stipulates that no one can be obliged to do anything immoral or
illegal in the interest ofa client, and Michalos (1987) argued that in any
case loyal agency cannotbe regarded as a supreme moral principle. Still,
the fact is that there may be a difference between what is morally re­
quired and what is rationally required in the interest ofa satisfied client.
The question is, then, What should one do about such problems?

The answer to this question is clear and unequivocal. As indicated above,
the Principle of Beneficence is here regarded as the supreme moral
principle, the absolute tie-breaker. In case of prima facie conflicts, mor­
ally speaking, one ought to act in accordance with that principle above
any others.

Of course, if one raises the significantly different question about what
one is most likely to do, the answer can only be: "It depends on who the
'one' is, what the circumstances are, and soon."Presumably, most evalu­
ators are like most other people, and deal with such conflicts in the same
way. The preferred first strategy is to ignore the problem; the second is
to deny that it exists, and the third is to try even harder to make the first
or second strategy work. If all of these fail, then the typical fourth strat­
egy is to minimize or appear to minimize the difference between what
one supposes would be morally correct and what is required to keep one's
job. Occasionally, one's luck simply runs out, and one must do what is
morally required even at some severe personal expense. Sometimes one
receives the moral praise merited by such heroism, but one can't count
on that. Sometimes all one gets for one's efforts is a clear conscience or,
better still, the feeling that when push came to shove, morally speaking,
one had the right stuff. Clearly, different people feel differently about the
value of having such stuff.

A KIERKEGAARDIAN CAVEAT

Some time ago, the Danish philosopher Seren Kierkegaard uttered the
paradoxical proposition that "Sin presupposes itself." Itwas paradoxical
to all those Christians and Jews who thought that God made a thor-
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oughly good world that, nevertheless, allowed evil to flourish as a result
ofsomeone's bad behavior. One would have thought that an all-knowing,
all-good and all-powerful deity would have closed such loopholes. Any­
how, since the problem (i.e., the inclination to sin) couldn't be laid at
God's feet, the evil inclination must have been there before the evil deed
was there. But since the evil inclination was also sinful, some sin pre­
ceded the original sin, and it's best not to ask where the earlier one came
from.

All ofthis is directly related to what is here regarded as the fundamental
moral obligation to act to improve the quality oflife. One way to find out
what would improve the quality of someone's life is to ask that person.
To fail to do so would be to risk paternalism at best and genuine harm
at worst. One might just help someone get what they most want to avoid
or to miss what they most want to have. So, do-gooders in general and
evaluators in particular must consult with their clients in order to be
genuinely helpful. In the previous section I concluded that morality
might require one to abandon one's client or perhaps even to openly
resist what the latter was trying to do. Here there is a paradoxical point
to be made about doing what is required according to the moral point of
view. The assumption is that people are basically decent. So, usually
people have morally good aims in view, and helping them realize such
aims is morally praiseworthy. If,on the otherhand, people have indecent
aims in view, then helping them realize their aims is not morally praise­
worthy. In a sense, then, moral goodness as it is construed here presup­
poses itself. That's a pity, to say the least.

On the other hand, if one must bear such bad news, there is probably no
better place to bear it than at a meeting of the Canadian Evaluation
Society. After all, according to the CES's official propaganda, evaluators
are in the business ofhelping managers fulfill their mandates. If consult­
ants did not believe that managers' mandates are usually morally de­
cent, they would be in a pretty sick business. Consultants would be little
better than white-collar hit-men and hit-women. Presumably, most
evaluators will agree that their business is no sicker than the average.
But will most evaluators agree that the average is not sick? One would
hope so, but that has not been proven here.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, then, the aim of this article has been to present one view
ofthe nature and relations among morality or ethics, rationality, evalu­
ation and politics. Hopefully, most ofwhat has been presented is believ-
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able. On John Dewey's 92nd birthday he admitted that it was only in the
last few years that he had come to understand what he had been saying
most ofhis life. Some people suspected he still didn't know what he was
talking about, but that is not the point of the story. The point is merely
that it takes some time for one to appreciate all the implications ofone's
views. Throughout this essay, caution and modesty have been recom­
mended, and right now this sounds like excellent advice. If this article
serves to open some fruitful lines ofthinking and discussion, then it has
been worth the effort of writing it.
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