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\
. A COST-EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS OF '
ADMINISTRATOR TRAINING PKOGRAMS
FOR NATIVE AMERICANS

As a& evaluation methodology, cost-effectiveness analysis is
designed to assist ir the determination of which among several fea;-
.1ble courses of action will utilize resources most effectively.
This methodology has been accepted by educational décisioﬁ-makers
as an aid in selecting policy alternatives on the basis of least
cost and greatest effectiveixess.1 The study described in this ar-
zicle applies the methodology of cost~-effectiveness analysis to four
graduate prcgrams2 designed to prepare Native Americans té assume
leadership roles in educatiom.
' As stated by Levin, cost-effectiveness takes as its focus the
determination of "that strategy or combination of strategies that

maximizes the desired result for any particular resource or budget

constraint." Embedded within this statement are four variables

lterry G. Geske, "Some Observations on Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
in Education," Journal of Education Finance 4 (Spring 1979), pp. 451-468.

2Programs compared in this analysis were located at Harvard Univ-
ersity, The University of Minnesota, The Pennsylvania State University,
and The University of New Mexico. The major data sources are the "Eval-
uation Report of Indian Education Administrator Training Program at
Universities of Harvard, Penn State and Minnesota" (Albuquerque: Indian
Education Resources Center, Bureau of Indisn Affairs, 1975), and compar-
able sources from the University of New Mexico program. Programs are
presented herein as A, B, C and D to focus attention on programmatic
differences and the methodology of cost-effectiveness rather than on ~
institutions.

3Henry M. Levin, "Cost-Effectiveness analysis in Evaluation Research,"
Handbook of Evaluation Research, eds. M. Guttentag and E.L. Struening
(Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage Publicatioms, 1975), p. 89.




germane to cost-effectiveness analysié: goals ("“the desired result"),
alternatives ("strategies"), constraints ("resource or budget”) and
outcomes or effecriveness ("maximizes the desired result"). Each of
these variables are addressed in the context of the four institutional

prograns analyzed.

3

GOALS OF ADMINISTRATIVE TRAINING PROGRAMS
Each of the training programs adopted as a primary goal the
preparation of personnel with necessary skills to assume leadership

positions in the field of education. Programs emerge& from a :

8

- ... pressing need to prepare selected Indian persomns with high
potential leadership abilities and provide them specialized

training in management, administrative and change agent skills
which would be_utiiizzd in educational systems that directly

affect Indian people.

While this goal statement is indicative of institutional responses
to the national social consciousness prominent in the 1970's,
institutions found modifications appropriate. Goals specific to the
alternative programs are as follows.

qualified to accept management and/or leadership positions in

schools serving large numbers of Indian children.

Program B: to provide opportunities in obtaining change agent
skills. :

~

bngyaluation Report of Indian Education Administrator Training
Program at Universities of Harvard, Penn State and Minmesota
(Albuquerque: Indian Education Resources Center, Bureau of Indian

Affairs, 1975), p.ii.

Program A: to produce graduates in educational administration )
i
|
|




Program C: to prepare American Indians for administrative positions
in higher education.

Program D: to train twenty [Native Americans] at the Masters
Jevel as administrators in the various types of schools serving
[Native American] students.
Focusing the discussion on "program goals" clearly limits this analysis.
An exhaustivé goal-based evaluation would have to include the multiple
goals of Indian tiibes, funding sources, university graduate schools,
colleges and departments, varied educational agencies, and students

themselves. Constraints defined by each of these agencies and groups

do, however, account for variatioms in goal statements and for variations

- in programs, or in the language of cost-effectiveness, the generation

'S
of alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE STRUCTURES FOR
ADMINISTRATIVE TRAINING PROGRAMS

The interplay of a common goal and unique constraints generated
“~four institutional alternatives for the training of Native American
school administrators. Data presented in Table 1 illustrate differences

~

and similarities along common dimensions.

Variable one, program model, identifies all four as being "nested",

i.e., as programs within existing programs.5 However, the degree of

5111 Burgess, William H. Holloway .and Jerry E. Hutchinson,
"Educational ‘Leadership Development: The Contribution of One
University," paper presented at Annual Meeting of American Education
Research Association, Toronto, Canada (1978).

cn
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> TABLE 1
INSTITUTIONAL ALTERNATIVES FOR TRAINING
4 NATIVE AMERICAN ADMINISTRATORS
_ Source of . Program : °
Variation - Lt ’
A B c D
1. Program Model  Nested Nested Nested Nested
2. Scope M.A. M.Ed. M. Ed. M.A,
Ed. S. Ph.D. CAS
Ph.D. Ed.D. Ed.D.
3. Residency "Full- Full- Full- Part-time
. "\ time time time
4. Duration One One One . Two calendar
(M.A./M.Ed. academic academic academic years
Program) year year year
5. Instructional Tradi- Tradi- Tradi- Innovative
Delivery tional tional tional (1-5-1-5-1)
System
\
6. Client Multi- Multi- Multi- Single tribe
tribal tribal tribal
7. Locus of "Special Program Institu- Shgfed: tribe
. Admission committee" director tion i and
Decisions institution
8. Source of Federal Federal Federal Private
Funding government government government foundation
9. Fiscal Institu- Institu- Institu- Tribe
Control tion tion tion




. M"pestedness" varied considerable. For example, program C contained

o

"no training or courses deéigned specif&cally for the Indian students"
and students, with advisor as%igtance, planned their own pgégrams of
study. In brief, students were "mainstreamed", i.e., absorbe&\\
individually into tﬁ; existing training program, Further, program C
functioned without a director and "primarily as a social Arganization
for Indian students". In c;ntrast, program D modified existing cogfses
aﬁd devised new learning experiences, a&opted a group rather than
individual approach to programming and instructional delivery, had a
directqf; and participants gradually acquiréd a ufique identity within
the university community. Programs A and B fell between these two

L)

extremes.

‘ While all programs were "nested", they varied with respect to

scope, residency requirements, duration, and instructionzl delivery ‘

system. Programs A and C were designed to offer the Masters, Certificate -

of Advanced Study (or the Education Speciglist), an the Doctorate. ‘

Program B offered tﬁe Masters and Docto?ate, while program D was limited

to the M.A. Given variation in scope, variation in residency require- ‘

ments folloged. At the M.A. level, programs A,B and C required a

full-time academic year residency with the expectation that the degreef}

requireLents could be fulfilled within that time frame. In contrast,

the non-residency, part-tfme pature of program D required two calendar |

| | ’ ‘ years (6 semesters) for completion, The latter difference, stemming ‘
from an early decision to minimize dislocatior. protlems and enhance

. the probabilit:.y of graduates assuming on~-reservation work responsibilities,

required the construction of a unique instructional delivery system.

what envolved was, in program jargon, the ")-5-1-5-1" academic year

\
; s
IS




system, where one-veek sessions of full-time study at the university

were followed by five intervening weeks of full—ti;e employment in

» professional work settings. In additiom, stﬁdents were rctu;red to
attend two eight-week summer seé;ions on cémpus. Further refinements
in the instructional delivery system included regularly scheduled
"on-site Saturday sessions" and "instructional contracts", i.e.,
assignments designed to provide the opportunity to apply administrative
concepts studied during residency weeks in the immediacy of the

work setting. Clearly, this system varied substantially from the.qpre
traditional systems at the other three institutions.

Variation also existedmfelative co clients, While all students
were Native Americans as determined by tribal census or blood quantum,
programs A, P :1d‘c recruited nationally and inter-tribally wh%lé
program D was limited to a single tribe. Clearly, this had implicationms
for recruitgent practices. A greater percentage of participants in
program A (74%) and program B (81%) were male than in program C (62%)
and D (56%). Students in program C were younger than those enrolled in
other programs -- 40 percent of participants Qere 20-30 years of ?ge
while only 10 percent were over 40 years. In constrast, 13 percen;
of participants in program D were under 30 and 31 percent were over
40 years of age. Similarly, students in program C had fewer years of
professional experience (38% had 1-3 years and 2% had over 16 years
of experience) as compared with students in program D- (2% had 1-3
years and 23% had more than 16 years of educational experience).

The non-residential nature of program D tended to attract older, more

experienced career educators than did the others.




. Considerable variation waslalso present relative to admission ‘
processes. At program C there was no variation from-generhl university
procedures. Program A handled admissions on a hblock basis" and
upon the recommendation of a "special committee" comprised of five
faculty members and the éta:e Director of Indian Education. At -
program B, part;cipant selection la;gely devolved upon the Program
Director with input fromﬁfaculty and students. More complex procedures
used at program D involved review and screening by the tribal office
of education, the BIA Area Office where appropriate, a program advisory
Council, the faculty of the Department of éducational Administration,
and the university Graduate School. in brief, admissions processes
variqd in complexity among the four training institutions,

+ The final sources of variation identified in Table 1 are related
to £iscal matters. The‘funding source for programs A, B and C was
the Federal government -- OE and the BIA; for program D it was a
private foundaticn ~-~ Carnegie Corporation of New York. More important,
in the case éf programs A, B and C, grants were made directly to the
institutions; in the case of program D, funds flowed directly to the
tribe with the univeféity subcontracting for instructional services.
Clearly, the latter condition altered the nature of the decision-
making érocess, invoking shared decision-making to a degree not
required by the othgr three institutions.

In concluding this discussion of ¥ftiations the authors wish to

"foreshadow" 'several issués to be addressed later. First, the extent

of variation among programs was, in all probability, greater than that




. 8
o
indicated. Data limitatioms precluded‘speaking to such issues as scope
and magnitude of academic demands, support services, facu1t§ composition, S
facilities, and the like. - Given that, it is uncertain whether or not the
most sensitive sources of variation have been identified. Secondly, it
may be argued that fimilarities amgﬁg programs A, B and C ar; so pronounced °

as to constitute one rather than three alternatives. Hence the” foreshadowed
question of what within the framework of cost-effect;yeness indeed constitutes
Man alternative."
COSTS OF TRAINING PROGRAMS

As more educational programs have competed for fewer available re-
source; during the past decade, the importance of examining both potential
outcomes and potential costs of alternative strategies has led educational
program evaluators to employsuch methodologies as cost-benefit, cost-effec~

tiveness, or cost-utility analysis.6

. 7
o «

Each of these methodologies identify cost ag/a measure of inputs Fo
the program being evaluated. The importance of understanding the
evaluator's conception of cost is pointed out by Haller wkL. suggests
that costs represent "b;nefits foregone".

A cost is a sacrifice of one benefit in order to attain another.

Costs oclur when a choice is made among several desired benefits.

In short, costs are benefits -~ benefits given up by choosing to y
do one thing rather than another.’ .

’

6An extensive discussion of the distinctions between these method-
ologies is presented by Henry M. Levin, "Case Book on Cost Analysis o
in Educational Evaluation," Research on Evaluatfon Program Report No. 33
(Portland, Oregon: Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 1979).

7Emil J. Haller, "Cost Analysis for Educational Program Evaluation,"
Evaluation in Education, ed. W.J. Popham (Berkeley, Ca.: McCutchen

Publishing Co., 1974), p. 407. \




. addition, institutional decisions to

~

Resources which are diverted to implement’ a chosen alternative are no .
longer available for other competing programs. Opportunitias are thus
foregone when one program alternative is chosen rather than another.

Similarly, Levin defines costs as "that set of social sacrifices,
n8

1 )

Rather than focusing exclusively on the actual dollar costs of program

associated with any particular choice among social-policy‘gi:ernatives

#lternatives, both Haller and Revin -encourage evaluators to assess the )
. R -
losses to society, institutions, and individuals in the form of benefits

and opportunities foregone.

In the present analysis of training programs for Native Americané,
it is clear that sécial sacrifices are inhe;ent in decisions by the
government and other fﬁnding agencies to fiﬁance s;ch programs. In
Eireck time, energy, and facilities
to these brograms'have'meant sacrifices of poten£1a1 benefits Gﬂich
could have been derived from other training or research endeavors.
Moreover, individual students and families have f?regoﬁé potential
incéme, while society has foregone tax reven;; and work productivity

v/

from the students enrolled. _
P- . * >
Iﬁ“}s difficult at)best'td assess the value of all the benefits

sacrificed and opportunities foregone by a decisjion to implement a given

», -

alternative., Operationally, éherefore, we have adopted Haller's stance

that when an evaluator employs a dollar amount it is assumed that

8Levin, "Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in Evaluation Research," p, 98.
- “ .

»r
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"that_figure will serve as an adequate measure and description of the
resources required, theqprograms foregone, and the value of the foregone
programs".9 Further, data limitations restrict our discussion onlyvto
actuzl dollar costs of project.administration, instruction, and student
support. Clearly,'there were other “costs." For examplé, differences
in residency requirements raise tﬁ; possibility that "eaénings foregone" .
may be one of the associated costs. S;uéents at programs A, B and C
52ré required to leave their employmént for a-minimum of one wear of
full-time study on campus, while students iﬁ program D were able to
remain employed. It aplsears at first that’ an analysis of earnings
would reveal gredter losses of salary t; individuals and of taxes and
productivity to society from the former programs than from the latter:
Student and dependent stipends helped ease the individual sacrifices

of full-time students in programs A, B and C; replacements for those
studé;ts whoxieft positions.diminishe& the impact of their loss,eJr
their institutions. On the othier hand, although students in program D .

did not forego 2arnings while on campus’ for one-week'sessions, other
<

costs were borne bi the institutions they worke&‘fox;- loss of their

productivity, cost of replacements, effects of disruption on pupils -

by the loss of a teacher or principal every five weeks for two years, etc.
i e i

. d N . »
The’ task of identifying such costs to individuals and institutions is

beyond the scope of this study.

.

9
Haller, "Cost Analysis for Educational Program Evaluation," p.411,

[
-

%
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Actual per student dollar costs of the four training brograms
_are presented as Table -2, When deflated to comparable dollsr values;
the avérage per student cost of a program of studies ranged from

$8,188 for program B to $9,919 for program C. Marginal costs for

-

=\

programs indicate that program C is 21.1 percent more costly than
program B,

Although average costs do not vary greatly among progfams A,'B.
and D, the propoftion spené on project administrat%on, instruction,
stipends for students and dependents, and university 6verhead does
fluctuate (see Table 3). The proportion spent on project ;dmidistr;tion
and instruction was higaest (53%) for program A and lowest for
proéram B i352). The lower percentage spent on administration (14%) -

for program C was offset by the higher proportion (292) spent on

. tuition; just the reverse occurred in program B where a higher "
.prdportion was spent on administration (27%) than on tuition (87).

The higher average cost of program C (see Table 2) appears to

be due both to the higher cost of tuition and high proportion of

funds provided for student support, as indicated in Table: 3.

Students in program D did not pay tuition separately since all
costs of instruction were accounted‘for through the project. Although

the proportion of the totall budget expended 'on project administration




o " TABLE 2

PROGRAM COST PER STUDENT :
i . |
.

P

Total Cost Average Marginal Cost
Program Program b
Year Actual 19728 Cost (1972)° Amount %

A ~.1972-73 $8,768 $8,768
1973-74 8,102 7,627 $8,584 $396 4.8

1974-75 11,030 9,357

B 1972-73 6,076 6,076
1973-74 9,699 9,131 8,188 - -

1974-75 11,030 9,357

c 1972-73 9,664 9,664
1973-74 12,272 11,553 9,919 1,731 21.1

1974-75 10,066 8,539

D 1975-76 5,709 4,276
1976-77 6,190 4,354 8,221 33 0.4

1977-78 5,643 3,703

\

“
LS

2In order to compare program costs, all were deflated to 1972 values
using the Consumer Price Index, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

bAwerage cost of minimum time required for program completion: one
year for programs A, B, and C, and two years for program D.
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TABLE 3

COSTS FOR ADMINISTRATION, INSTRUCTION, STUDENT
SUPPORT, AND INDIRECT COSTS AS A
PERCENT OF TOTAL COSTS

Program

A B C D

Project Administration .
“and Instruction } 53% - 35% 437 65%

Project_Admiiistration 30 27 14 }
" Tuitdion . . . 23 8 29 [46]3

Tribal Administration - 0 0 0 19
Total Student Support 22% " 542 43% ’ 31%
Student Stipend 17 34 33 31
Dependent Stipend 5 20 8, 0
Indirect Costs 7% 7% 7% 4%
Miscellaneous? 18% 42 9% 02

8Breakdowns are not available since the project paid for all instructional
costs with tuition waived for students.

bR.epresent:s costs not accounted for.

-
a2
.
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and instruction for program D was much higher (65%) than at the other
institutions, these costs include those incurred by the tribal edu~-
c;tion division, thus/ represeating the increased cost of "dual" control
(i.e., 19% of total 4xpenditures). Student anz dependent support
consumed a greater proportion of the budget for prog%am B (54%) and
program C (41%) than| for program D (31Z) and program A 22%).

In sum, it appears that pfograms ﬁ'ana C placed a higher emphasis
on student support, while programs A and D expended a higher proportion
of their bddget on project administration and instruction. More
generally, in the 1a§guage of cost-effectiveness, the total cost of program
C represents the gred;est sacrifice to society, i.e., it is 21.1%
more costly to societ; to fund administrator training of the kigd
of fered by program C than that offered by program B.

EFFECTIYENESS OF TRAINING PROGRAMS

As stated previOu;?y; cost-effectiveness analysis attempts to
identify that alternative which maximizes the desired outcome. Typically,
however, educational programs are characterized by multiple outcomes,
hence increased complexity of assessment. Geske approaches that
problem thus:

Generally, a single criterion of effectiveness cannot
adequately detect and estimate the possible effects of a
program, In fact, even the measurement of progress toward
attainment of a single objective often will require the
use of multiple indicators. The assessment of program

effectiveness is therefore tgpically based on a set of
indicators or measurements.l

N ”

10d§gke, "Some Observations on Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
in Education," p.459.
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In Tables 4 through 9 which

follow we oresent "a set of indicators”

-

which bear on the effectiveness of the four Native American administrator

training programs reviewed. As will become clear, the measures move

on a continuum from hard/objective to soft/impressionistic. The reader
is cautioned regarding these measures of effectiveness due to incon-
sistencies ;p the collection of program data and.assumptions made by
the authors in assessing program effectiveness. Indeed, as pointed
out by Levin, differences in results of analysis may be due to "vagaries
of evaluation procedures rather then differences in the actual program
results."ll )

Perhaps the simplest effectiveness ﬁéasure of academic programs ,‘
isograduation data. Indeed, for institutions of higher education, ‘
completion of program/degree requirements may be the most salient

measure of success. Table 4 presents data bearing on this measure.

-

Insert Table 4 About l.ere:- .~

Several observations can be m#de about the program completion
data displayed in Table 4. First, the variability in numbers of ,
participants cautions against direct comparability of completion
rates. Secondly, only in the case of progrém D was a criterion

established at the outset of the program -- 20 M.A. graduates per

11Levin, "case Book on Cost Analysis in Educational Evaluation,” p.59.

17 :




TABLE 4

PROGRAM/DEGREE COMPLETION

Program
A B c -D
Number of Participants 48 64 47 61
Program Completed
Masters Degree 17 39 32 36
Certificate of
Advanced Study (CAS) - - - -
Doctorate (EdD) 3 2 1 R
Completion Rate 41.7% 64.1% 70.2% 59.0%
|
Effectiveness Rank
Criterion I .
Criterion II - 2 A 2 3
:
b
,;‘:..: \ <




funding cycle. Hence measured against criterion, tkz graduation rate
might be reported more accurately as 36 of 40 or 90% for‘program D. '
Finally, program/degree completion rates for all institutions can be
expected to tiseé given the number of.current enrollees.

Consistent with the rationale of cost-effectiveness evaluation,
Table 4 also presents a rank ordering of the effectivenesé of the, four
programs based upon the comfletion data displayed (4 = highest level
of effectiveness). However, a criterion problem exists. If the percent
of students admitted who completed the program is used (criterion I),
then program C was the most effective, followed by programs B, D and A.
Conversely, if one uses program criterion as the index {criterion II),
program D was the most effective (completion rate = 90%). Further, in
the,ébsencé of any known program criterion, as was the case for
programs A; B and C, rank ordering convention in- the present case
requires assigning "2" tu each of those programs.

While program/degree completion may be most meaningful to training

institutions, ut;lizatioﬁ of skills in actual job placement is likely

to be perceived as a more sensitive measure of effectiveness by Native

American constituencies. Data on post-graduation employment are pre-

sented in Table 5. J —

, Again, several observations can be made. First, graduates of all

programs are to be found in a wide range of agencies and offices.

19




TABLE 5

18

@ POST-PROGRAM JOB PLACEMENT
Program
A B c D
(N=23) (N=42) (N=40) (N=39)
1. Federal Agency/Office® . 1 3 )
2. State Agency/Office 0 1
3. Local Education Agencyb -
Central Office 4 14 b 9.
1, School Site v 3 5 0 16
“Classroom 0 3 0 2
4, Higher Education 3 4 4 2
5. Tribal/Inter-tribal 2 1 3 1
6. Research Agency/Office 0 0 2 2
7. Private Consultancy . 2 0 2 1
8. Program Adm. (Miscellaneous) . 2 5 2 0 . '
.9. Student 0 2 2 0
}0. No Response 6 6 17 6
Placement Rate
% of Respondents : 73.9% 81.0% 52.5% 84.6%
X of Participants 35.0 53.0 44,7 54.1
Effectiveness Rank
Criterion I 1 3.5 3.5
Cgiterion II . 2.5 2.5 1

a8gxcludes BIA field level offices.

bIncludes boarding schools, contract schools, etc.

2()




Second, consistent with espoused and implicit program goals, graduates
of program B and C tended to gravitate toward high-level policy
making roles, while graduates of programs A and D tended toward
field-based roles. This is most noticeable in the case of prc_cam

D where the "target rgle" was the school principalship.

The relative effectiveness of the four programs as measqred
by job placement is indicated in Table 5. Ranks are based upon
the percent of participants who indicated they had been placed in
administrativé positions (criterion I), and upon placements in
positions directly related to program goals (criterion II). Overall
placement rates of participants were higher for programs A and C
than for programs B and D. On the other hand, if placement rates
are more narrowly construed as goal-congruent, program D (central
office and school site administration) outranks proéraﬁ ¢ (higher
education). As indicated, placement rates for programs A and B
according to program. goals fall bet&een.

A related job placement.indicator of program outcomes can be
obtained by comparing the pre-program éositions held by participants
with their post-program preferences. Insofar, as “"preferences"
may or may not be realized in the market place, it may be more
accurate to describe any shifts which might occur as changes in
aspiration level., However, raising aspirations has long been touted
as an attribute of American education, particularly higher education,
and therefore might properly be used in the present context., Data

bearing on this phenomenon are presented in Table 6 and indicate

19




TABLE 6

POSITIONS HELD PRIOR TO PROGRAM ENTRY
AND POST-PROGRAM PREFERENCES

Pre

Local -Education Agency

School Administrator 42
—__ _ Education Specialist 4
- Teacher

Higher Education

College Instructor
Student

Tribe/Inter-Tribal

Uhclas;ified

Program/Project Adm.
Educ. Researcher

Other/Not Sure

Effectiveness Rank

Note: Columns may not total 100Z since students were permitted to
select more than one respornse; circled percentages indicate °
shift consistent with program goals.

8A dash (-) indicates that the option was not included in questionmnaires.




lquite clearly that major changes in participants' aspiration levels
occurred across institutions, The direction of change was decidedly
upward, from teaching to administrative roles and from local education
agencies and offices to more cosmopolitan settings, e.g., tribal offices
and institutioés of higher education. More broadly, the general
programmatic th}ust toward leadership roles appears to have been attained.
Effectiveness rankings based on shifts in aspiration as related
to explicit program goals are also presented in Table 6. Program D
» which was designed to produce local échool administrators is ranked
highest (4) based on the 80Z shift in preference to school adminis-
-+ trative roles. Program A which sought to place graduates in high level
field administration positions is ranked second (3) onlthe basis of
the combined percentage (60%) of those roles circled; program B is
assigned a rank of 2; and program C which had a higher education thrust
is ranked last (1).
‘As a second measure of aspiration, data on anticipated future
earnings were obtained by comparing pre-program earnings of participants
with éaiary levels expected upon completion. Data displayed in

Table 7 indicate that the median salary earned by students prior to

their admission in programs A, B and C was in the $11,000 to $13,000

range, while students entering program D earned slightly higher

A

~N
(median in the $14,000-$16,000 range). The higher incomes earned by




TABLE 7

SALARY LEVELS EARNED PRIOR TO AND
EXPECTED AFTER PROGRAM COMPLETION ) -

A B Program C D
Salary ngge Pra ) Post Pre ' Post Pre Post Pre Post
Over $20,000 4332 5% ‘nzsz
V4
$17,000 - 19,0002 17 5 // 25
s V4

$14,000 ~ 16,000 31 257 25
$11,000 ~ 13,000 12 35 18 26 0
Less than $10,000 26 0 i3 0 25 0 5 . 0
Unemployed 5 . 0 2 2 5 2 0 _ 0
No response 4 9 0 5 0 2 0 3
Effectiveness Rank |

Criterion I 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 |

Criterion II 3.5 3.5 1.5 1.5

Note: Arrows indicate shift in median (=3 ), and shift in interquartile salary level (--) ).

83alary ranges are not inclusive; it is assumed that ranges were interpreted as $17,000 - $19,999 etc.

.
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students in program D are due partly'to an inflationary factor during
s .

the four year period between surveys-and partly. to the higher ages and :
;evelg of p-ior experience of participants discussed earlier. Regard-
less .of median pre-program earnings, median post-pfogr;m salary aspi-
rations rose two salary levels across all four institutions as indicated [ -

\ L}
in Tablé 7. Hence in the effectiveness rankings based on the median

(c;iterio‘ I), each program was assigned the meaa value of “& four point
scale' (2.5). However, if the interquartile range rather than the median

is used (criterion II), then some diffeérentiation in effectiveneSs is

-7
d -

noticeable. ™

Program outcomes can also be asceftiined from a body of pércebtion

M )

data. While such data are admittedly "soft", cost-gffecti%eness analysis

permits their use. Two bodies of peicept%on data were genérateg: ) -
. -

€ . ) "
those relative to.profe::iSﬁal role enactment; and (2) those relative’

to the quality of acadé‘ program exﬁgi}enced. With respect t6 the
: . n , .

\ .
first, students in all four programs were asked to compare, the level of
responsibility and decision making authority they now enjoyed with that
prior to program entry. Data on ‘perceived changes are provided in,

Table 8. ) . ' N

.

» ) ¥

o . o
:

o f

Consistent with data presented in Tables 6 and%?tﬂprogram participants

across institutions perceived themselves das having *ﬁhreased fesponsibiliti

and decision making authority commensuratewith leadership position and

v
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TABLE 8
PERCEPTIONS OF PRE~ AND POST~PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITY
AND DECISION MAKING AUTHORITY
Program
A B ) c D o
 Responsibility and
/ Authority:
' . About the same 4% 7% X 5% 21%
g Increased 65 7 58 72
- Decreased . 9 2 ] 2 » ‘Q"
No response 22 19 y 35
Py
) Effectiveness Rank . - ‘ ) ' ,
l,. Q®  creertom1r 2 3.5 : 1 3.5
3 Criterion II - - 2.5 4 “2.5
- - :
: r ¢
|
\
AN )
- \ '.
b
Fa - * . f“ .
. ¥ oo .
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| II, however, is suspect givén thé large variation in-the "no response" .

salary level, Effectiveness rankings based solely upon this factor
are presented as criterion I, (The trivial percentage dlfference be-
°tween programs B and D resulted in a 3.5~ rank for each,) Utilization
of criterion II (percent of "increased" less pefcent of M'decreased"

plus "about the same") results in a different rank ordering. Criterion

ra&e.
The final sets of effectiveness data to be reported address partici-

pants' perceptions of program quality. In brief, respondents were

;Eked to make judgements about their academic experience both in terms

\
o N

of quality and the degree to which their pre-program expectations were

met. These data are displayed in Table 9.

As is indicated in Table 9, 90-95% of all students at all -

four institutions rated ;ﬁéif\p:ggrams as good or excellent, with a
slightly higher proportion of students from programs B and D ascribing
ﬁéxcellent" raﬁings than those of programs A and C. This is reflected
in the effectiveness rankings. (Effectireness coﬁbuced as the per-
centage of respondents indicating Yexcellent" less those reporting
"{nadequate" or "fair".) %imilarly, the majority of students in pro-
gram C (65%), program B (64X) and program D (80%) responded that their
expectations were "definitely" or "very definitely" fuifilled; slightly

fewer (472) of the respondents in program A chose thoge options. These

28
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TABLE 9

REALIZATION OF EXPECTATIONS

PERCEPTIONS OF QUALITY OF PROGRAMS AND

26

Program
A B C D
Quality of Pr;.gi}'hms: SIS St
Inadequate .~ - 4% 0% 3% 0%
Fair .. =" 6 5 5 5
Good 43 40 55 33
Excellent 47 55 38 62
o Effectiveness Rank -2 3 1 4
Expectations Realized: ™~
Not at all 0z ' 5% 0% 32
Minimally 9 10 5 0
Generally 30 -7 25 18 °
Definitely 30 40 35 49
Very definitely 17 24/ 30 31
No response 13 14 5 0
Effectiveness Rank 1 2 3 4
29




dif ferences are reflected in the rankings assigned. (Rank of effective-
ness based upon percentage gf respondents indicating "definitely" and
"wery definitely" less those reporting "not at all" and "minimally:")
COSTS AND EFFECTIVENESS OF ALTERNATIVES
Comparisons of alternatives under a cost-effectiveness framework

assist a decision maker by pointing out programs which derive a given

".level'of~effectivene§é<formthe.least~cos; or which yleld the greatest

-

level of effectiveness at a given cost level. The four training programs
are compared in Table 10 along both cost and effectiveness dimensions.

G;ske suggests that decision makers should prioritize prégram goals
and should use a weighéing sch;me "to establish the relativé’importance
of the different program objectives."iz Thus weights (ranging fromhl
to 4) were ass;gned to each of the measyres of effectiveness presented
in Tables 4 to 9. Weighted ranks for egch of the four programs were
computed from which average weighted ranks were obtained. Average
weighted units of effectiveness ranged from 31.5 and 32.5 for programs
A and C, respectively, to a high of 51.5 for progr;m D.

Average program.costs per participant presented in Table 2 range
from $8188 for program B to a high of $9919 for program C. A measure
of program cost per average unit of effectiveness, indicatea for each

P bgram in Tablé 10, ‘ranges from $159.63 for program D to $314.89 for

N\
program C.

\\\\\
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* ec.f. Table 2.

Q

~

e e e ot~ —anp e

>

32

TABLE 10 .
< ' COMPARISON OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS AND COST
A B - C D
" " 1 II I II 1 II .. I 11
- Variable Table Weight Rank WR2 | Rank WR Rank WR {Rank WR| Rank WR |[Rank WR Rank WR [Rank WR
. Program Completion 4 4 1 4 2 8. 3 12 ¢ 2 8 16| 2 2 8 16
" Job Placement 5 4 4 | 2.5 10 { 3.5 14} 2.510 8{1 3.5 14 16
_Job Preference 6 2 3 6| - - 2 4 | - - 2/- - 4 8 |- -
—Salary Preference ~ -~ - 7 - 2 25 5| 3.5 7.-]25 5 | 35 7|25 5[/15 3 25 5 | 1.5 3
Responsibility/Authority 8 2 2 4| 25 5 3.5 7 8 2]2.5 5 3.5 7 2
Program Quality 9 1 2 | - - |3 3}|- - - - 6 & |- -
Expectations Realized- 9 1 1 1 - - 2 2 - - 3] - - 4 4 - -
Total Weighted High 39 50 40 60
Rankb Low 26 39 23 43
Average 32.5 44,5 31.5 51.5
" Program Cost per Student® $8584 .00 $8188.00 $9919.00 $8221,00
‘Cost per Average Unit of Effectiveness '$264.12 $183.98 $314.89 $159.63
_ Marginal Cost' per Unit of Effectiveness $104.49 $24,.35 $155.Zé ——
 ayeighted rank. ‘ - N

bsum of highest or lowest weighted rank for\eaph variable using either criterion I or II, and average of high and low ranks.




i1f a minimum level of effectiveness had been specified, say 40

for illustrative purposes, then programs B and D would be preferable.
In addition, program B would be thé least costly alternative for
achieving that specifiedllevel of effectiveness, On the other ;and,
if a budgetary constraint dictated that not more than $8750 per
student was available for program- expenses, only A, B and D would
be viable alférnatives. The greatest effectiveness given that cost
constraint”ﬁould be realized under the format‘of alternafive pro-
gram D. Moreover, the 1owes£ucost per averagé unit of effectiveness'
($159.63) is realized under program D,

Déspite a conclusion that program D appears to be the most cost~
effective alternative, it should be pointed out that_other analysts
uéing different measures of effectiveness, varying assumptions in
comparing those measures included herein, or applying other sets of
weighté for program objectives, might arrive at very different con- .
clusions. Such considerations~were kept in mind by the authors as
programs were ranked using two assumptioﬁs to i;terpret several of
the indicators of effectiveness and as high‘and low weighted ranks
were averaged.

CONCLUSION

Given the data presented and ou; concluding caveats, none‘of
the four administrator training programs reviewed can be identified
categorically as the most (or least)’cost-effective. Consequently,

the findings of the analysis may be only marginally relevant to a

decision maker. This being the case, the crucial question becomes: v
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What are the minimum conditions which must be realized if cost-

eff?ctiveness analysis is to be of utility to decision makers? We
again turn to the four dimensions of cost-effectiveness -- goals,

alternatives, constraints and outcomes -— to structure the discussion.

Objective Comparability of Goals

Administrative training programs for Native Americans arve
illustrative of the emergent social consciousness of the 1960's and
70's. Viewed in'that sense, such endeavors were social action pro-
grams predicateé upon a reallocation of values.13 Predictably such
reallocation Qas debated and ultimately legitimated at the highest
levels of society -- the Federal govz;nment. Hence goal statements
referred torearlier were essentially political expressions consenually
arrived at, manifestly intended to.appeal to wide and diverse constit-
uencies, amenable to multiple interpretations, and difficult to evaluate
uniformly. Ev?ﬁ when "pgogrammaticglly" reduced, the "political
content remained high and the outcome specificity iow. Clearly,
classical "goals-based"- evaluation of a Q&ggi: program under such’
conditions is difficult; the comparative evaluation of-ﬁultiple pro-
grams even more SO.

levin states that only programs with similar or identical goals can
be éompared under a cost-effectiveness framework.l4 Indeed, the analysis
preseqted in the present study suggésts that it may Be difficult to compare
educational programs which appear to be directed at a particular goal,
yet in reality have a multiplicity of goals defined by the political

contexts of diverse institutions, funding agents, and clients,

13David Eaﬁton, A Framework for Political Analysis (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1965).

14Levin, "Case Book on Cost Analysis in Educational Evaluation," p. 16
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The Presence of "Real" Alternatives

'legislated morality, separate but ejual, and nested.

Consideration was given to conceptually viewing programs A, B and
C as one rather than three discrete alternatives for preparing Native
American school administrators. Indeed, fhey ;re fungamentally identical
on eight of the ten dimensions identified in Table 1. However, problems
of data aggregation and variations among the three programs'suggeste&
otherwise. Further, all four programs were similar with fespecc.tp
program model, i.e., all were "nested" ;nd.ng were externally funded.
Consequently, since decision theory at large and cost;effectiveueua
cnalysis in fine are dependent upon alternatives, we raise the question
of what constitutes an alternative with some seriousness.

The present research effort suggests the following-as potentially
significant sources of variation in alternatives for higher education
training programs. First, we propose vaéiation in model. Burgess,
et al., identify five: natural systems ("do it yourself"), scholarship,
15 These models
currently exist; more could be generated. Clearly, logistical problems
would be severe in studies based on differences in models, but they
are not insuvperable. Second; we suggest a full-time/part-time residency
stipulation. Our study.indicates that this is crucial relative to such
issues as student disloca;ion, time required for completion, and cost
(particularly in respect to student stipends and foregone earnings) . Th;rd,

ve suggest locus of control. Interorganizational decision making is

manifestly more complex and costly than institutional decision making

lsnyrgess, et al., "Educational Leadership Development: The ContributZon
of One University."




whi‘h in turn is more complex and costly than individual decision making,
Some data from the present study are available which speak to chis issue
but the impact on effectiveness is unclear.

Omitted from the above list are such variables as type of traifng

institution (private vs, public university), source of funding, scope

of recruié;ent, scope of program, and the like (cf. Table.l). Variation
along these and other dimensions may be signifigant, but our immediate
impression is that they contribute marginally to variation in effective-
ness. They may, however, substantively varyygith respect to costs.

All Af the above raises a significant policy issue. Assuminé that
either costs or prescribed levels of effecciveness can be held constant;
as the methodology of cost~-effectiveness requires,l6 the potential for
a‘"planned variation"l7 ig clearly present. To engage in such planned
variation, however, would require that a funding source (e.g.,
the‘Title IV desk of the Office of Indian Education) deliberately adopt
as opefational policy a cost-effectiveness evaluation stance, fund only
those programs which conformed to the "planned variations' established,
and involve evaluators in the initial planning stages rather than in a

post hoc fashion in order to insure data comparability and adequacy.

Clzarly, such a policy stance would be difficult for any funding agency

to adopt. Yet, it would seem reasonable to assume that neither would

it be totally irrelevant,

léceske, "Some Observations on Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in Education."

17a11ce Riviin and Michael Timpane, eds. Planned Variation in Educaticvn:
Should We Give Up or Try Harder? (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings
Institution, 1975).
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Resource Constraints

Of the four-variables identified as being particularly germane to
cost-effectiveness analysis, that of resource constraints is potentially
the most troublesome As identified earlier in this study, constraints
were pésed by a variety of sources including policies of ;he universities,
colleges and departmeﬁts in#olved, families and employers of studen;s,
funding agents, and, in the case of program D, a particular tribe.

While it may be possible to assume a singular constraint or universalist
set of constraints among programs in simulation studies, our experience
. is that it presumes an unrealistic view of the world.

In brief, we question tﬂe adequacy of cost-effectiveness formulations
which posit that "meaninéful comparisons can be made between the cost of
different alternatives for achieving a prescribed effectiveness level,
or between the effectiveness Af different alternatives for a fixed budget
leirel‘."l8 Such fo?mulaqions suggest a simple two variable relationshib -
budget level and prescribed level of -effectiveness. This analysis of
educational training pfograﬁs‘suggests that contextual constraints
’must be taken into account ;s a thifd critical element. Hence ; more
appropriate approach to cost-effectiveness might be: "Given condition A
(constraints) what might be an acceptable effectiveness level given a
fixed budget?'" or, "Given a prescribed effectiveness level, what might be

an acceptable cost under condition B?"  Such an approach seems more

18Geéke, "Some Observations on Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in Education,"
p. 453. '

L1110t Mishler, "Meaning in Context: Is There Any Other Kind?"
Harvard Educational Review 49 (1979), pp. 1-19.
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nl9 activity which

productive than engaging in the '"context-stripping
has dominated educational research and evaluation.
An additional problem with resource constraints involves the
identification of a1l costs associated with alternatives. As in this
study, analysts often rely upon program expenditures to represent
dollar costs as well as social-sacrifices incurred under alternative
’ Q
strategies., Dangers inhersnt in such an assumption are discussed by
Levin:
. . . a group of decision makers may rationally take into
account only its own costs when making a choice among alternatives,
but this does not mean that costs to other constituencies should
be ignored in the overall evaluation. To the contrary, all
costs should be reviewed for purposes of uncovering the true
social sacrifice of resources associated with a given program
and level of effectiveness.
To this end, Levin suggests the use of a model for cost measurement in
which the costs of various "ingredients" for each alternative are
specified, and the agency or individual who bears the cost (or
sacrifice) is indicated.

A strict accounting of all costs (including sacrifices) incurred

‘by funding agencies, by sponsoring institutions, by external agencies

and by students themselves is imperative in determining and comparing
the truéﬁcosts ofralternative training programs. The problems with
developing accurate cost informgtion for each of the "ingredients,"
including yoth direct expenditures and costs shifted to other agencies
or individuals, are obviously very complex. Nevertheless, 1;\§TT$§:;ts
had been identified for each program, and if costs had been determined

\

using similar guidelines, perhaps greater'ﬁifferentiation among costs

-

B

2010vin, "Cost-Effectiveness Analysis in Evaluation Research," p. 99.




of all altereative delivery systems would have been possible.

Measures of Effectiveness

Similar to the determination of resource cqonstraints, difficulties
are encountered in obtainigg accurate measures of outcomes of educational
programs. This is particularly true with etudies such as the present
one in which secondary data feom independent appreisals of programs

! vere employed in the analysis. The difficulties of determining program

’ effectiveness given crude data, differing assumptions in hathering and

analyzing data, and subjective weighting and interpretatiops of those
effectiveness measures were realized in this analysis.

The importance, yet difficulty, of identifying educational goals
as well as attainment of those goals has been discusséd. This present
experience with cost-effectiveness analysis leads to questioning its
utility in the evaluation of social action programs with their multiple
goals, uncertainty of meaning and.measurement of "effectiveness', under-
developed technology for ;he agsessment of cost, and contextual dependencies.
It appears that extant evaluation paradigms are unequal to the task
of evaluating social actiom programs. Developing conceptually sound
and eperationally feasible spcial action program evaluation models should

be a major agenda item for the 1980's.




