
The Canadian Journal of Program Evaluation Vol. 8 No.2 Pages 1-15
ISSN 0834-1516 Copyright 1993 Canadian Evaluation Society

INTERNAL EVALUATION: AN ESSENTIAL TOOL
FOR HUMAN SERVICES ORGANIZATIONS

Arnold J. Love
Ontario Association of Children's Mental Health Centres
Toronto, Ontario

Abstract: This article briefly defines internal evaluation, its strengths and
weaknesses, and the key factors that influence the practice ofinter­
nal evaluation. This provides a framework for relating the case
studies presented in this volume to the reader's own organization.

Resume: Cet article decrit brievement I'evaluation interne, ses points forts
et faibles ainsi que les facteurs cles agissant sur son application.
C'est dans un tel cadre que les etudes de cas dans ce volume sont
pressntes ala propre organisation du lecteur.
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Internal evaluation is the process ofusing staffmembers to
evaluate programs or problems of direct relevance to an organization's
managers. In the last few years the growth of internal evaluation has
been nothing short ofphenomenal. According to recent estimates, inter­
nal evaluations now comprise three-quarters ofall evaluation studies in
North America. The momentum shifted from external to internal evalu­
ations when evaluation was acknowledged as an essential tool for man­
agers and an integral part of the management process (Attkisson &
Broskowski, 1978). Since that time, internal evaluation has been used
by funders, government ministries, board members, and the public to
ensure greater accountability, program efficiency, and program effec­
tiveness. The increased demand for internal evaluation, however, has
not been matched by the amount of available information on how to
conduct internal evaluations and manage the internal evaluation func­
tion, especially in the human services field (Love, 1983a, 1991).

This collection ofcase studies arises from the conviction that the internal
evaluation of human services programs is a crucial but neglected area
of program evaluation activity. This work offers the latest insights of
experienced internal evaluators into the use of evaluation in a wide
variety of human services settings. We drew the cases from children's
mental health centres for three major reasons: (1) internal evaluation is
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practiced widely in that field across Canada; (2) internal evaluators in
children's mental health centres represent a variety ofprofessional dis­
ciplines; and (3) children's mental health centres are diverse, ranging
from small rural centres operated by community boards to complex
multiservice centres directly operated by government ministries. The
diversity of practice settings affords the opportunity to generalize the
experiences of internal evaluators in children's mental health to those
using or desiring to use internal evaluation in other areas. These cases
from the field of children's mental health also provide a broad perspec­
tive on the range ofmodels, approaches, and contexts in which internal
evaluation is used in Canada. The authors are experienced program
evaluators who wrote each case with special attention to the following
questions: How did internal evaluation activities develop historically
within their centre? What are the primary models of and approaches to
internal evaluation? How does the internal evaluation function cur­
rently operate within the centre's specificorganizational structure?What
are the benefits and impacts resulting from the use of internal evalua­
tion?

The purpose ofthis article is to provide a framework for the case studies.
I begin by identifying the differences and similarities between internal
and externalevaluators and between internal evaluation and other types
of applied research activities. I then briefly examine the strengths and
weaknesses ofinterna1evaluation, and goon to describe key factors that
influence the practice ofinternal evaluation: the organizational context,
role definitions, the structural location of the evaluation unit, funding
and staffing the internal evaluation function, the impact of the organi­
zational culture, the need for systems that provide relevant data, the
stages of developing internal evaluation capability, the importance of
dependable data, and ethical issues. The description ofthese key factors
will help the reader to compare the models presented in this volume and
to relate the cases to his or her own organization.

WHAT IS INTERNAL EVALUATION?

This article began with a short definition of internal evaluation as the
process of using staff members to evaluate programs or problems of
direct relevance to an organization's managers. Implicit in this defini­
tion are the three major characteristics that distinguish internal evalu­
ators from external evaluators (Clifford & Sherman, 1983):
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1. Internal evaluators and managers have ongoing responsibility
for evaluation in the organization. The primary responsibility
for evaluation conducted by external evaluators usually resides
outside the organization, for example, with a funding body or
government ministry.

2. The issues addressed by internal evaluators typically are the
pressing concerns of the managers of the organization. In con­
trast, external evaluators ordinarily study issues that are pri­
marily ofconsequence to persons outside the organizationbeing
evaluated (e.g., funders, policy-makers).

3. As employees, internal evaluators are directly accountable to
persons who are part of the management structure of the or­
ganization, whereas external evaluators are independent of
the program or organization they are evaluating.

Internal evaluation is an applied research activity, but it differs from
other types of applied research not only in terms of the relationships
between the investigators and other members of the organization, but
also with respect to its goals, sponsors, and audiences (Love, 1991). For
example, in her article about the development of internal evaluation at
the Shawbridge Youth Centres in Quebec, Pare notes that program
evaluation initiallyhad not been an integral part ofthe centre's manage­
ment. Over time, board members, parent representatives, and the Que­
bec Ministry ofSocial Affairs showed growing interest and expectations
concerning the centre's ability to provide data about the clients served
and the value of its programs. As the various stakeholders in the child
welfare field became increasingly aware of the need for a systematic
method of providing accountability, Shawbridge introduced internal
evaluation as a component of all new programs.

Another major difference between internal evaluation and other forms
of applied research is that the former supports organizational develop­
ment and change (Love, 1983b). As a result, the focus of internal evalu­
ation often includes not only program outcomes and processes, but also
the factors that influence program performance, such as structure, op­
erations, and management. This means internal evaluators must as­
sume new and challenging roles. For example, internal evaluators often
are responsiblefor correcting problems and advocatingfor changerather
than only identifying difficulties and making recommendations. Above
all, internal evaluation is distinctive in being a management activity,
and both managers and internal evaluators have crucial roles to play.
Because internal evaluation takes place within the context ofan organi­
zation, internal evaluators must give greater attention to analyzing the
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long-term information needs ofmanagers and to tailoring the evaluation
methodology to the political and practical realities oforganizational life.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF INTERNAL EVALUATION

As employees of an organization, internal evaluators have intimate
knowledge of the organization's policies, procedures, politics, and peo­
ple. They know both the formal and informal channels for communicat­
ing and accomplishing tasks. This knowledge permits them to select
methods thatfit the unique situation ofthe organization. Internal evalu­
ators' long-term commitment to an organization lends credibility to their
efforts and helps forge positive working relationships with managers
and staff. The trust they build over time helps to reduce the anxiety
normally associated with evaluation activities.

Because they are permanent employees, internal evaluators are avail­
able as an ongoing corporate resource. This puts internal evaluators in
an excellentposition to communicate relevant evaluation information in
a timely fashion. It also permits internal evaluators to participate ac­
tively in long-range planning exercises by making crucial evaluative
information available for strategic planning and policy decisions (Adie
& Thomas, 1987).Finally, it affords internal evaluators the opportunity
to consult with and provide information to various management levels
within the organization, enabling them to enhance the utilization of
evaluation information.

On the other side of the coin, external evaluators usually are perceived
as beingmore objectivebecause they are not employees and are therefore
not subject to all ofthe pressures oforganizational life (Kennedy, 1983).
This perception ofobjectivity is especially importantwhen an evaluation
is required for accountability purposes by persons outside of the organi­
zation, for example, when funders or government ministries want to
know how wella programis meetingits objectives.Allevaluators, whether
internal or external, have their biases. Internal evaluators now often
work in partnership with external evaluators to obtain the external
evaluators' specialized skills and objectivity while retaining the internal
evaluators'knowledge oftheorganization and formative evaluation skills,
such as developinghigh-quality databases and providing rapid feedback
about implementation problems.
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KEY FACTORS IN INTERNAL EVALUATION

Organizational Context

51

The organizational context is crucial for internal evaluation because it
affects both theevaluationmethodology and the utilization ofevaluation
results. In the words of David Clifford (1987):

Structuredetermines whichareasare assessed, whatmeasures
are used within each ofthose areas, how that information is
communicated within the organization, what decision mak­
ing settings it reaches, and how it is allowed to affect plans
and decisions. (p. 233)

Peach and Hirst(1989) have voicedan eloquent plea that internal evalu­
ators take responsibility for assessing the organizational variables that
affect evaluation results, because inadequate organizational structur­
ing can render competent technical work useless. Ignoring the organi­
zational variables can lead to practical orType III errors. As Dunn (1982)
has observed, Type III errors include factors such as asking the wrong
questions, contaminating the evaluation with organizational or per­
sonal bias, and solving the right problem at the wrong time. Evaluators
may spend much time and resources guarding against Type I errors
(false assertion ofa positive result) and Type II errors (failure to detect
a positive result) yet ignore the threats to the validity and utilization of
results posed by Type III errors.

Role Definitions

The aspect of the organizational context that has received the most
attention in the evaluation literature is the role definitions ofevaluators
and managers. Internal evaluation is a management activity, and effec­
tive internal evaluation improves the ability of managers to exercise
their roles successfully. It is well known that the relationship between
managers and evaluators has often been marked by conflict, misunder­
standing, and tension (Neigher & Metlay, 1983),Many ofthe roles inter­
nal evaluators have assumed are negative ones, for example, acting as
a ''hatchet man" or "dragon lady." Managers and internal evaluators
now are starting to understand, however, that they play complementary
roles in their mutual quest for better management of an organization's
resources and improved quality and effectiveness ofits programs. All of
the articles in this volume in some way describe how internal evaluators
can take positive roles. In particular, the article by Bernfeld presents an
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interesting excursion through the ups and downs ofthe evaluation func­
tion from the perspective of a person who has been both a manager and
an evaluator. The articles by Favaro and Billinger, formerly of the Sa­
cred Heart Centre, by Theodor and Dominic of the Dellcrest Children's
Centre, and by Reavy, Littell, Gonda, and ONeill of Thistletown Re­
gional Centre describe three different approaches to creating positive
consulting roles for internal evaluators. These articles mark the recent
trend to view internal evaluation as a management consulting activity,
and they provide guidance on how this may be done in human services
organizations.

Structural Location ofthe Evaluation Unit

Another key context variable is the structural location of the internal
evaluation unit. Internal evaluation units in business settings usually
have a staff support function that is directly linked to planning and
management control functions. In the past, internal evaluation units in
human service organizations often operated as separate entities without
a link to any specific management function. These units did not main­
tain regular contact with program managers and front-line staff, which
served to impart a sense of isolation and exclusiveness.

When the internal evaluationfunction reports to the highest levels ofthe
organization, internal evaluators are perceived as an integralpart ofthe
management structure. The head of the internal evaluation function
must be recognized as a manager by the staffand must have a high rank
in the organization.The internal evaluators mustbe recognized as skilled
and experienced personnel familiar with programs. Also, there must be
a clear message of support for the mission of the internal evaluation
function from senior managers. Several of the articles in this volume
illustrate ways oflinking the internal evaluation function to the highest
levels of management.

Some centres establish this link by eliminating internal evaluation as a
separate unit, and placing the function directly under a senior manag­
er's control. Evans and Lee describe this approach at the Madame Vanier
Children's Services, and Richardson does the same for the Bruce Grey
Children's Services. Other centres link internal evaluation to senior
managementbyestablishingan internalevaluation unitwithclearreporting
relationships to the highest levels in the organization. For example,
Reavy and her colleagues at Thistletown describe the transition from a
research model that focused on evaluative research or outcome studies
and was funded through external grants. Under this model, internal
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evaluation had little effect on policy development or program manage­
ment. Now the evaluation department reports directly to the centre
administrator, and evaluation activities are negotiated with program
directors. Program evaluators have a clearmandate to be involved in the
process of program development. In this way, evaluators are linked to
the major decision-making and policy formulation activities of the or­
ganization. This linkage increases the usefulness and acceptance ofevalu­
ation.

Adequate Funding and Staffing

Lack of adequate funding has been a persistent obstacle to the growth
of internal evaluation. The article by Bernfeld presents a dramatic ex­
ample ofhow an internal evaluation unit can be drastically affected by
funding swings. Currently, the situation has improved somewhat for
many human services agencies. Funding bodies such as the United Way
and government ministries are recognizing internal evaluation as legiti­
mate and important, and they are willing to pay for it. Contracts with
agencies now often include a requirement for some form of internal
evaluation as a condition for continued funding. A prerequisite for tap­
ping the potential of internal evaluation is adequate staffing by a well­
rounded group of skilled evaluators. Without adequate funding, skilled
staffcannot be hired and the growth of internal evaluation capability is
limited. Nevertheless, the articles by Pare and by Richardson show how
much can be done via the capable management of limited resources.
Richardson's article also illustrates how limited funding and evaluation
resources can affect the collection and dependability of internal evalu­
ation data.

Organizational Culture

Resistance to internal evaluation is legendary, so much so that Gurel
(1975) and Sjoberg (1975) crowned it the ''first law ofevaluation": Evalu­
ations ofongoing programs produce resistance to recommended changes
regardless oftheir size, methods, or sponsorship. Infact, the early evalu­
ation literature considered resistance to evaluation as a neurotic aber­
ration, complete with florid symptoms such as anxiety, avoidance,
immobilization, and fear offailure. Managers and staffhave legitimate
reasons forbeingapprehensive about internal evaluations (Weiss, 1983).
They may be involved in evaluations without understanding the ration­
ale, or they maybe required to complete questionnaires and rating scales
that take time and seem to invade privacy. Invariably they leap from
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evaluation of programs to evaluation ofthe performance of the persons
who manage and operate those programs, and fear that the findings will
affect their jobs and security. This is not surprising, as evaluations often
carry with them the unspoken but well-understood purpose to "cut or
continue" a program.

The amount and kind of resistance to evaluation emerge more from the
structural features and interpersonal relationships comprising the or­
ganization's culture than from differences in the evaluation methodol­
ogy (Bonoma, 1977). The participative approach to management comes
close to the ideal culture for internal evaluation. Likert (1967) describes
the participative culture as one that uses information to guide decision
and action rather than to punish subordinates. The net result is that all
members of the organization want the information and want it to be
accurate; all members are motivated to ensure that data are valid and
reliable; and all members have confidence and trust, which enables
information to flow to each part of the organization and to those persons
who want to use it.

The article by Favaro and Billinger describes their efforts to overcome
resistance to evaluation by building a participatory culture and involv­
ing managers and staff in the evaluation process. Other centres use
similar strategies. The article by Theodor and Dominic, for example,
sketches the methods for involving managers and staffin the evaluation
process used by the Dellcrest Children's Centre. Bernfeld's article de­
scribes the principles of using "soft technology" in creating a positive
evaluation climate. The interested reader is also referred to the special
issue ofthe Canadian Journal ofCommunity Mental Health on the topic
of participatory evaluation, edited by Pancer (1985). This issue pre­
sented many practical methods for using the participatory approach to
program evaluation in human service settings.

Information Systems for Providing Relevant Data

One of the hallmarks of an effective internal evaluation system is the
capacity for timely access to accurate information that is relevant to
managers' information needs. A human services organization requires
a database capable of obtaining and linking data from diverse sources,
such as client demographic data, budgets, personnel records, and plan­
ning data. The presence ofsuch information systems constitutes another
context variable that affects internal evaluation.
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The number of articles that describe the process of development of a
client information system bears witness to the importance of this re­
quirement. Favaro and Billinger describe the integration ofthe financial
and clinical information systems at the Sacred Heart Centre. Informa­
tion systems are so central to internal evaluation and agency manage­
ment that there is a recent trend toward integrating internal evaluation
and information systems under an "information management" function.
In keeping with this new direction, the internal evaluation function at
the William Roper Hull Centre in Alberta (Bemfeld) and atThistletown
Regional Centre (Reavy et al.) resides within departments that are di­
rectly responsible for both information systems and program evalua­
tion. In fact, thesebear the titleoflnformation and EvaluationDepartment.

Development Of Internal Evaluation Capability

The capabilityto undertake internal evaluation develops in stages (Love,
1983b, 1991). Achieving a certain stage ofinternal evaluation capability
depends, at least partially, upon adequate capability at the previous
stages. The general parameters of these stages have been supported in
several empirical studies (Glaser & Kirkhart, 1982; Kirkhart& Morgan,
1986).

Stage 1: Ad hoc evaluation. Managers see evaluation as a valuable tool,
but it is used on an ad hoc or occasional, project basis to provide informa­
tion to individual managers or project teams. Individual managers are
responsible and accountable for evaluations.

Stage 2: Systematic internal evaluation. True internal evaluation begins
at the systematic evaluation stage. As the internal evaluation function
matures, most organizations see the need to obtain evaluative informa­
tion regularly across the organization's programs. Evaluators and man­
agers work together to identify information needs. Evaluations of a
monitoring nature can take place. Managers can record their plans and
see if reality meets their expectations. At this stage, the organization
also uses systematic internal evaluation to monitor its service delivery
processes and help managers understand the organization's activities.

Bemfeld's article ably illustrates the progress from ad hoc to systematic
evaluation.TheEvaluation Departmentat theWilliamRoper Hull Centre
started out by doing assessments and the occasional evaluation study.
In Bemfeld's words, 'The key drawback of most studies was that they
were commissioned on a sporadic basis." Bernfeld and his colleagues
then designed an evaluation process that was minimally disruptive and
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time consuming, userfriendly ,and relevant to treatment; provided prompt
feedback to staff; and could be continually refined. The internal evalu­
ation process exposed staffto evaluation methods and measures, which
led to improvements in client tracking and a focus on shared values.
Bernfeld et al. also developed a core battery of evaluation methods that
could be implemented across programs. This made it easier to build
evaluation into the daily clinical and administrative processes across
the agency. As a result, most of the centre's programs now incorporate
an evaluation component into their operations, which has fostered a
closer integration of clinical and management systems.

Stage 3: Goal evaluation. Goal evaluation enables the organization to
compare the actual achievement of goals with the intended achieve­
ment. This is not the same thing as monitoring goal attainment, which
is a descriptive and not a comparative activity. Goal evaluation is more
than a set ofmeasuring techniques. It requires the organizational struc­
tures for involving managers and staff in the process of defming goals,
negotiatingreasonable and measurable goals among stakeholdergroups,
assessing goal priorities, and designing data collection and reporting
systems. The article by Theodor and Dominic illustrates the close inte­
gration ofgoal evaluation activities in agency management, clinical, and
supervisory activities at the Dellcrest Children's Centre.

Stage 4: Effectiveness evaluation. To reach this stage, managers must
define effectiveness criteria and methods for measuring whether or not
the criteria were achieved. They use evaluative information to diagnose
effectiveness problems and improve performance through corrective action.
The article by Evans and Lee describes the evolution of a system for
evaluatingclient outcomesbased onthepopularAchenbachChild Behavior
Checklist (CBCL), and the strengths and weaknesses of that approach.

The article by Hundert, Ebert, Costanzo, Glazier, and Murphy, who are
associated with the Niagara Child Development Centre, describes an­
other method of evaluating outcomes. The Niagara Child Development
Centre does not have a separate program evaluation department. Pro­
gram evaluation is integrated with the annual planning process. The
centresystematicallymonitors efficiencyusing key indicators, and evaluates
program effectiveness using standardized behavioral questionnaires
(including the Achenbach CBCL) completed by parents and teachers
before and after services. Program goals are evaluated annually, and
client satisfaction data are collected periodically. This approach mirrors
a newer trend in the human services field toward evaluating treatment
process and outcome through the use of simple measures (cf. Newman,
Hunter, & Irving, 1987).
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Stage 5: Efficiency evaluation. At this stage, managers establish criteria
for measuring the efficiency of the organization and its programs in
converting inputs (e.g., money, staff, knowledge) into outputs (e.g., prod­
ucts, services).Accounting,financial,and information systems are strength­
ened to permit the use ofa common metric across programs (e.g., cost per
unit ofservice, cost per change in level offunctioning). By using effective­
ness information (stage 4) and efficiency information together, manag­
ers are able to attain high levels ofefficiencywithout materially affecting
the quality ofthe organization's programs. The articles by Theodor and
Dominic and by Favaro and Billinger illustrate two different approaches
to efficiency evaluation. Richardson's article describes the limitations of
evaluation data in influencing decisions about program funding. In the
face of data indicating that a residential program was a more expensive
means to the results it produced, the board decided to keep the program
based on other criteria, such as values and equity.

Stage6:Strategicbenefit.At this stage,managerslookoutside theboundaries
of the organization to the external environment by assessing the ulti­
mate social costs and benefi ts oftheir services. They view internal evalu­
ation as a essential strategic toolfor selectingthose programs that provide
the highest ratio of benefits to costs, measured in terms of both the
organization and society as an whole. Currently, few organizations have
reached this stage of internal evaluation capability, although in the
articles one can detect the evolving capacity, especially through the
growing use of needs assessments, client feedback instruments, and
sophisticated databases.

Dependability Of Internal Evaluation Data

Internal evaluation efforts will not achieve their objectives unless inter­
nal evaluators can address several key issues concerning the depend­
ability oftheir data (Newman, White, Zuskar, & Plaut, 1983). Managers
need to know if internal evaluation data are sufficiently reliable to be
used in making management decisions. Internal evaluators need toknow
what will cause the dependability of data to deteriorate, and what pre­
cautions can be taken to reduce bias and maintain dependability.

The importance ofdependable internal evaluation data emanates from
the nature of decision-making in human service organizations. In hu­
man service settings, this process does not follow a neat series of care­
fully executed steps. Managers must make decisions under conditions of
uncertainty while balancing competing goals and the interests ofdiffer­
ent stakeholders. This means that they must use their experience.judge-
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ment, and staffadvice to make decisions. Internal evaluation data afford
them the opportunity to improve their decision-making by providing an
objective source ofdata about program reliability and quality. Managers
also want data to help them achieve a balance between the quality of
their programs and the quantity of services they deliver. Most of all,
managers want data to help plan programs, and to assist them in imple­
menting programs that can produce practical results. Because they are
rewarded for positive outcomes, managers are primarily concerned with
reliability, that is, how consistently programs followpolicies and proce­
dures, and programs' ability to achieve the same results time after time
(Neigher & Metlay, 1983).

There are many ways of improving the dependability of internal evalu­
ation data. These include developing a written data collection plan, pilot­
testinginstruments and procedures, training staff, and obtainingpolitical
and staff support for data collection efforts. Statistical methods may be
used to identify factors that bias internal evaluation data and then to
either correct those factors or adjust the data sufficiently to perform
internal evaluation studies.

Structural factors are also important. For example, in their article, Pat
Reavy and her colleagues atThistletown describe how the objectivity of
internal evaluation and the dependability of internal evaluation data
can be enhanced by careful consideration of structural factors, such as
linking the evaluation unit to senior management and having the unit
function independently of the programs being evaluated.

Ethics

As members of an organization, internal evaluators may encounter se­
rious ethical dilemmas (Adams, 1985). For example, they may be pres­
sured to emphasize positive findings and minimize negative ones, or
they may be asked to provide access to confidential information. Many
of these problems may be traced to the multiple roles evaluators are
asked to assume. By following an internal evaluation consulting model
(see the articles in this volume by Favaro and Billinger, by Reavy et al.,
and by Theodor and Dominic), evaluators can avoid most of these prob­
lems. As an example, by identifying the benefits of the evaluation for
managers before beginning the evaluation, internal evaluators can be­
come less vulnerable to pressure and "payoffs."

The process of conducting internal evaluation studies also may pose
ethical problems. For instance, internal evaluators may use scales that
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are insensitive to change in the target population, leading to false con­
clusions aboutprogram effectiveness. The articles by Bernfeld, by Evans
and Lee, by Hundert et al., and by Pare illustrate these dilemmas. Simi­
larly, the study design and procedures may jeopardize the well-being of
clients, such as when a person is randomly assigned to a control group,
or when a client discloses an offense (e.g., child abuse) and the evaluator
is required by law to report it to the authorities. To prevent these prob­
lems, internal evaluators should include ethical safeguards, such as
informed consent, as a routine part of their practice.

FUTURE CHALLENGES

Although internalevaluationhas enormous potentialfor improvinghuman
service programs, significant challenges remain. To begin with, there
must be greater recognition of internal evaluation as a part of the man­
agement process, and a better understanding of how evaluation works
within the organizational context. The roles of managers and internal
evaluators must beclarified, and closer working relationships must be
forged between managers and evaluators through the exercise of com­
plementary roles. Better definition of effective models of the internal
evaluation consulting process is needed, as are encouragementfor devel­
oping systematic internal evaluation and incentive for evolving higher
levels of internal evaluation capability. Internal evaluation must dem­
onstrate its capability to assist middle and senior managers in their
management control and strategic planning functions while remaining
responsive to the needs of front-line managers and staff. Finally, more
attentionmustbegiven to improvingthedependability ofinternal evaluation
data and to using tested guidelines for ensuring the ethical practice of
internal evaluation.

The articles in this volume provide a starting point for developing inter­
nal evaluationinhuman serviceorganizations. Internalevaluationprovides
a unique opportunity to contribute to the improvement of community
agencies and their services to clients. Developing internal evaluation
capability may not be easy, but it is rewarding; the contributors to this
volumehope that their work will stimulate readers to create an effective
internal evaluation function in their own organization.
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