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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Purpose: The purpose of this document is two fold: first, to pres-
ent a new participant training monitoring/evaluation methodology
developed by the USAID; and second, to present specific findings
relating to the USAID/Lisbon participant training program. It is
our belief that the methodology developed can serve as the base

for the development of a standardized participant training monitor-
ing/evaluation methodology which could be used by other USAID's

and AID/W, perhaps on a worldwide basis.

Background: Participant training has been, and continues to be, a
major element in A.I.D.'s worldwide efforts to improve the quality
of human resources and institutions. The same is true of USAID/
Lisbon.

Prom the inception of the A.I.D. program in Portugal in 1975 through
September, 1982 the USAID has provided training, mostly short-term
and technical, for over 420 Portuguese participants at a cost in
excess of $3.5 million.

Though the USAID plans and implements its participant programs in
accordance with HB 10 and our follow-up system for individual par-
ticipants functions quite well, a global evaluation of our program
bad never been undertaken. 1In 1981 it was decided that such

an evaluation would be appropriate.

Since A.I.D. participant training has existed for many vears we
assumed that there would be a large number of previous evaluations
conducted by other USAIDs and an established participant training
-evaluation methodology. To our surprise that was not the case;
the number of such evaluations was few and the methodologies em-
Ployed varied greatly.

A decision was made to proceed with our evaluation and, at the
same time, to attempt to develop a standardized monitoring/evalu-
ation methodology for participant training which, if proven useful,
could be employed by the other USAID's and by AID/W, perhaps on

a worldwide basis.

Methodology: The methodology developed is straightforward and
Togical. It tracks the degree of success in achieving objectives
at all levels from planning through implementation, to results and
impact. Most important, it allows findings, at any one level to
be related to findings at all other levels. It is simple and

easy to employ and provides yaluable information for planners,
implementers and evaluators. Further, the same model serves as a
conceptual frame for both program planning and implementation, and
program monitoring and evaluation.
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At its current state of development, the model consists of 13
logically related levels. Associated with each level is a block
of variables., The levels are as follows:

Level 1. Select sector to be assisted;

Level 2. Select institution to be assisted within sector;

Level 3. Identify problem to be solved within institution;

Level 4. Select individual (the participant) who is to
solve problem;

Level 5. Prepare participant for his training program;

Level 6. Establish grogtam objectives (the training needs of
the participant);

Level 7. Design training program (content, type, duration,
source) ;

Level 8. Implement training program (provide training);

Level 9. Program objectives met (participant training needs
satisfied);

Level 10. Participant uses information/knowledge gained;

Level 1ll1. Institution's problem solved;

Level 12. Institution more efficient and/or effactive;

Level 13, Sector conditions improve.

Whether implicit of explicit, decisions and/or actions are taken

at each level. The order of the steps (lavels of ac’.ions or
results) is important. With the exception of levels 5, 6 and 7
(prepare participant, establish program objectives and design
training program) which in practice occur more or less simuita-
neously, actions/decisions are taken in the order indicated. If

a wrong decision or action is taken, or if a serious problem devel-~-
ops at any lower level, the participant's nrngram probably will

not be successful at higher levels.

Levels 4 through 8 (over which the USAID exercises varving degrees
of control) renresent the nrocess of particinant training; levels

9 and 10 represent the results and Levels 11, 12 and 13 the impact.
An “evaluation” of participant training programs could take place
at any level; if at Levels 4 through 8 - an evaluation of the
process of participant training; if at Levels 9 and 10 - an evalu-
ation of results; and if at Lavels '1 through 13 - an evaluation
of impact.
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The critical point explicitly recognized is that the planning, mon-
itoring and evaluation functions are closely related, complementary
and, at certain levels, overlap. Data collected at Levels 1 through
8 (planning and monitoring data, which are essential t. program
managers in the field) are exactly the data required to "explain"
differences in results at Levels 9 and 10 and, in part, in impact

at YLevels 11, 12 and 13. In other words, to conduct an adequate
evaluation, one that not only determines results and impact, but
that also identifies the reasons for success or failure, data are
required at all levels suggested in the model.

Purther, though perhaps collected at different times and places,
the data must be collected in a systematic and standardized manner;
if not, they cannot be incorporated in one data set and it is
impossible to relate findings or results at one level with findings
or results at other levels. 1In addition, the basic unit for data
collection must be the individual participant. Data on individual
participants can always be aggregated as nceds dictate (Eg. assist-
ed institutior, project; sector, country, A.I.D. worldwide): they
cannct be disaggregated if they do not exist. In terms of the
model, data at Levels 4 through 10 relate to individual participants:
at Levels 11 and 12 the data are aggregated to the level of the
acsisted institution; and at Level 13, to the level of the assisted
sector. 1In other words, at Level 11 the unit of analysis switches
from the individual participant to the assisted institution; at
Level 13, from the a.sisted institution to the assisted sector.

If results in terms of individual participants are positive at
Level 9 (program objectives were met) and at Level 10 (wvhat was
learned was used on-the-job), then there is at least an expectation
of positive impact at higher levels, i.e. Level 11 (problem solving
impact), Level 12 (institutional impact) and Level 13 (sector
impact). 1If results at Levels 9 and 10 are negative, there is an
almost zero expectation of positive impact (due to participant
training) at higher levels.

To employ the model, data are required at each level suggested:
in the first stage, for all participants at Levels 1 through 10;
then depending on first stage findings, for selected institutions
at Levels 11 through 13. At Levels ll through 13, however,
exogenous factors become increasingly important. Regardless,
analysis at Levols 1 through 10 provides a goud indicator of
probable impact at higher levels and also allows the evaluator to
determine whether higher level impact evaluation is necessary and
appropriate.

Given staff and time limitations and, more important, the nature

of tho USAID program (for the most part, a large number of currently
active sub-projects financed under one umbhrella project) our
evaluation was conducted at Level 10. 3ased on Level 10 evaluation
firdinga, a number of sub-projects (inati“utional assistance
efforts) were identifiecd for which higher level evaluations would

be appropriate when those sub-projects are completad.,

All data required to employ the modal ware obtained from USAID
files and a detailed quustionnaire completed by returnod
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participants. USAID participants whose U.S. programs were com-
fleted prior to September 30, 1980 and who had been back on-the-job
n Portugal for at least six months were included in the study,

248 participants in total with 109 variables for each participant.

Almost all data were coded for computer entry and processed

using an SPSS package. The data processing sequence followed the
basic outline of the model. At each level, starting at Level 10
and moving down to Level 4, basic results (findings) were deter-
mined. Then various techniques (cross tabulation, corralation,
analysis of variance) were employed to determine the relationshiovs
between findings at different levels, i.e. Level 9 to lLevel 10,
then 8 to 9 an? 10, then 7 to 8, 9and 10 . . .4 to 5, 6, 7, 8,

9 and 10.

Pesults: Overall results at lLevel 9 (degree to which program objec~-
tives were met) and Level 10 (degree of on-tha-job use of infor-
mation/knowledga gaincd) were quite satisfactory. At Level 10,

82% of the USAID's participants claimed that they had been able to
use on-the-job in Portugal at least a significant part of what they
learned in the U.S., while at Level 9, 88% claimed that their
training needs (program objectives) were met to at least a medium/
moderate degree. Based on the joint analysis of Level 9 and 10 find-
ings, it was judged that 75% of the USAID's programs were truly
successful, while 18% exhibited elements of both success and
failure and only 6% were pure failures.

Based on these and other Level 9 and 10 findings it was concluded that
there was a high probability that the majority of the USAID's
programs resulted in positive impact at higher levels (Level 11 -
problem solving impact, Level 12 - institutional impact and, in

some cases, Level 13 - gector impact). Findings at lower levels
(Levels 4 through 8) were consistent with, and supportive of,

Level 9 and 10 findings and resulting conclusions.

USAID participants experienced few problems during program imple-
mentation in the U.S. (Level 8). All program designs (Level 7),

with the exception of medium term "canned” courses provided by the
U.S. Government, were appropriate to program objectives. In par-
ticular, very short-term observation/consultation programs were

as successful at Levels 9 and 10 as other designs., When appropriate,
the USAID's participants actively participated in establishing the
objectives and content of their programs (Level 6)., Most important,
all measures of participation at Level 6 were pvositively and strongly
related to all measures of success at Levels 9 and 10. USAID nro-
departure contacts with varticipants (Level 5) were timely, com-
prehensive and of high quality. Particivants selected for training
(Level 4) were both capable pof learning in the U.5. and located

in positions within their institutions which allowed them to use
what they had learned. 1In sum, at Lavels 4 through 8, the USAID's
participant training program has bcen well planned and implamented.
As a result, at Levels 9 and 10 results were quito satisfactory,.



Overall findings at Levels 1 through 3 (sectors and institutions
assisted) were mixed. Some participant programs, mostly early

in the Portugal program, were clearly directed at "targets of
opportunity” and did not lead to the development of well defined
institutional development projects. The great majcrity, how-
ever, 87%, were targeted at specific institutions. OoOf these,

52% were related to assistance efforts which eventually led to
well defined projects and the signing of major contracts for
project implementation; 21% to well defined projects for which

no major inolementation contract was signed; 108% f:0 assistance
efforts which provided both participant training and U.S. con-
sultant services, but for, which no well defined project was devel
oped; and 17% to assistance efforts in which the only USAID input
was participant training.

Given the overall purpose cf the umbrella project under which
almost all participant training was financed and the political
situation in Portugal after .the 1974 revolution when the USAID
was established, the USAID's record in selecting sectors and
institutions to assist is more than acceptable. Participant
training was used in a way which served th: broad U.S. objective
of demonstrating support for Portugal in a diZficult period of
trangsition while at the same time instring that resources allocated
to participant training in most cases resulted ir impact at least
at Levels 11 and 12 (problem solving and institutional impact)
and in some cases at Level 13 (sector impact).

We believe the research executed by the USAID denmonstrates that

the participant training monitoring/evaluation methodology
developed is sound, useful, and useable even in very small USAIDs
with limited resources. Successful participant programs require
correct decisions and/or actions at all levels suggested in the
model. If a serious mistake is made or problem develops at one
level, the program will probably fail at al! higher levels. Proper
use of the model as a program planning and nwnitoring tool allows
one to identify mistakes or problems on a timely basis so that
corrective actions may be taken to salvage ongoiag programs. Use
of the model as an evaluation tool allows one .ot only to determine
success or failure, but to identify the reasons for success or
failure so that corrective actions can be taken ‘o make future
programs more successful, Finally, use of the madel provides

the information required to determine whether more costly higher
level impact evaluations are ‘necessary and appropriate,

Clearly, the model and methodology have to be modified to serve
the needs of other USAID's and AID in general. The number of
levels may be cxpanded, levels may be subdivided, or new levels
may be added. The model is intended to be flexible; there ip
nothing magic in the number 13. The model is a first step. low-
ever, we balieve that it is a significant first step and that
with some additional effort it could serve as the base for a
standardized A.I.D. participant training monitoring/evaluation
methodology.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The A.I.D. program in Portugal was initiated under difficult con-
ditions only shortly after the 1975 revolution, during the period
in which Portugal lost its two major African colonies, Mozambique
and Angola. The political situation was highly unstable and

the resources of the economy severely strained. As demonstrated
below, the A.I.D. response. to the crisis situation was rapid and
relatively low profile: by the end of 1982, $583 million in loan,
grant and housing guarantee assistance had been made available,
while the USAID U.S. direct hire staff never exceeded 6 persons.,

TARE 1.(1)
THE A.T.D. PROGRAM IN PORTUGAL - CY 73 THROUGH CY 82 ($583,0 . TILICN)

(A) TICRVICAL ASSISTALE PROJECTS ($21.4 million)

1975 - Tochnical Consultations and Training Grant® ($10.8 million, Project 150-0001)
1975 - consulting Services loan ($0.6 miilicn, Project 150-0002)
1980 - Agricultural Production Program Grant ($10.0 million, Project 150-0022)

(@) SOCIAL INFRASTRICTURE YROTECTS ($128,3 million)

1973 - Low Income Housing I Loas~($1).) million, Project 150-0003)
1975 - lbusing Cuarantoe I HIGC ($20.0 million, 150-HG-0N1)

197 = School Construction T Loan {310.S mdllion, Project 150-0004)
197¢ ~ masic Sanitation I Loan ($6.9 million, Projoct 150-000%)

1977 = low Income Housing II loan ($9.9 million, Project 150-000€)
1977 - vousing Guarantea IT HIG ($20.0 million, 150-1G-002)

1977 - school Construction II loan ($14.0 millton, Project 150-0018)
1977 - Masic Sanitation 17 loan ($12.0 million, Project 150-0010)

1977 - Mealth Sector Syyort loan ($15,7 million, Project 1%50-0011)
1977 - Aaal Vocational Education Loan ($6.0 million, Project 150-0012)

<) BUADY OF PAYWIITS SUPTORT ($300.0 million)
1970 - Ralanoe of Payments loan ($)00,0 million, 150-K~013)
©) prua ASSISTREE PRAIICTS ($4).93 million)

1973 - Mwola ALrlift Grant ($7.5 million)
1976 ~ Mafugme Assistance Crant ($)%.0 million, 1%50-0007)
1977 = Catholic Mlief Services Grant ($1.0 milliun, 1%0-K-602)

() DICAMYR AMRISTAILT: (810.0 million)

1900 = Mores PehabilitatianFeconstiction T Grunt (85,0 million, Project 150-0019)
1901 - Axorwe Wwhabilitation/Meoonstruction IT Crant (85,0 million, Project 150-0925)

Or) NORT CATM TPANOTR (80,0 mLllion)
$20.0 million/\war 1979-02

© 90,73 million tn 1974, Yluu $1.0 mil)ton in 1976, olus
4.0 million in 1977, plus 25,0 million {n 1980 = $10,79 midlion,
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From the beginning a concerted effort was made to "projectize"
A.I.D. assistance monies. Of the $178 million made available
prior to the end of 1977, $128 million (72%) was provided for

10 social infrastructure development projects (housing, health
centers, schools, basic sanitation, etc.) and $6.4 million
(3.6%) for 2 technical assistance projects. The remaining $43.5
million (24.4%) was allocated to 3 refugee projects.

The major technical assistance project, eventually totalling
$10.75 million, was the Technical Consultation and Training (T.A.)
Grant, Project 150-0001. The initial T.A. Grant Agreement was
signed in February, 1975 and provided funds for (a) contracts with
U.S. consultants to provide advisory services, or to prepare
projects for implementation, and (b) "training programs for
personnel directly engaged in development fields of high priority
to the Portuguese Government."

An early USAID objective was the use of T.A. Grant funds to
develop assistance efforts targeted at specific institutions. 1In
general, both participant training and consultant services were
used first, to develop a working level relationship with a targeted
institution and then, to actually design a specific assistance
project. In most cases where a specific assistance project was
eventually designed, the USAID then used T.A. Grint monies to
fund a contract with a U.S. institution to implement the project.
However, only one such contract, the $632,000 URI Contract for
assistance to the University of the Azores, was signed prior“to
1980. 1In 1980 and after, 6 additional contracts, funded under
the T.A. Grant and totalling $4.1 million, were signed. Also in
1980, the USAID signed a PASA with the USDA to implement its
second major technical assistance project, the Agricultural
Production Program (Project 150-0023),

the first years of the A.I.D. technical assistance program in
Portugal were difficult. 1Initially, the USAID was required to
select and process all participants through the Institute of

State Participation (IPE). IPE was created by the Portuguese
Government shortly after the 1974 revolution to supervise, and in
some cases manage, the large number of £irms whicl; had recently
been nationalized. Relations between the USAID and IPE were at
best strained. 1In addition, for political reasons many ministries
were not initially receptive to UUSAID offers of technical assistance,
neither participant training nor U.S. consultan‘ gervices.
Relations with the GOP improved over time and gradually the USAID
gained more control over its activities. £till, during tho first
two to thiec years, both training and advigory nervices wora to
some degroe provided in rasponse to targets of opportunity,

Participant training, mostly short term and technical, has always
played an important rolo in the USAID's overall progranm of
technical assistanco. As with U.5. advisory servicas, howaver,
participant training qgot off to slow start, no doparturen in
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1975 and only 37 in 1976. 1In 1977 the number jumped to 73 and
then averaged akout 65 departures per year thereafter.

TanLe T.()

THE USAID/LISDON PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM:
DEPAKTURES BY FY (FY 76 - 82) '

FY 76 177 ] 18| 19 60 | 81 | 82 JTOTAL
DEPARTURES [ 37 1 73 | 62 | €3 | 47 | 62 | 92 | 43¢

Betwen FY 75 and the end'of FY 80, the period covered by the ficld
work for this study, the USAID allocated in excess of $2.5 million
to participant training. Almost all of this amount was funded
under the T.A. Grant. The only exceptions were 12 programs

funded through central projects and 4 funded under the Basic Sani-
tation II loan. Further, and more important, over 94% of the
participant programs provided curing the FY 76-80 period were
planned by the USAID and implemented through ST/IT. Contractors
did not become a significant source of training until late 1980 and
after.

The planning of the USAID's participant programs was accomplished
with only a minimal staff. During 1975 and part of 1976, the

USAID had no training officer and participants were processed wich
occasional TDY assistance from AID/W. In March 1976 a full time
ﬁortuquese training assistant was hired and trained on-the-job.

At no time did the USAID's training office consist of more than

two Portuguese employees, supervised by one U.S. direct hire, either
a General Development Officer or a Program Officer.

Clearly, participant training has been, and continues to be, a major
elemont in the USAID's efforts to improve the quality of Portuguese
human resources and institutions. Significant financial resources are
allocated to such pwngrams and the lavel of USAID involvement in
‘program design and implemantation is extremoly high,

As is true with other USAIDs, our participant programs are planned
and implemonted in accordance with HB 10, Our follow-up system
functions well. BDBased on constant feedback from individual par-
ticipants, the USAID had the "feeling” that i{ts participant program
was functioning quite well. However, a comprehensive global
evaluation of the program had-never been undertaken. Given the
resourcan already investcd, and plans for evon higher lecvels of
inventment in the future, the USAID decided in early 1981 that
such a qlobal evaluation would be appropriate. Thn two basic
questions to be answered wore: What mistakes have wo made in the
past? and What can we do to make future programs better?
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Since A.I.D. participant training had existed for many years we
assumed that there would be a large number of previous evaluations
conducted by other Missions and an established participant training
evaluation methodology. To our surprise that was not the case;

the number of such evaluations was few and the methodologies
employed varied greatly.

A decision was made to préceed with our evaluation and, at the

same time, to attempt to develop a standardized monitoring/evalu-
ation methodology for participant training which, if proven useful,
‘could be employed by the other USAID's and by AID/W, perhaps on

a worldwide basis.

The methodology developed is straightforward and-logical. It tracks
the degree of success in achieving objectives at all levels from
planning through implementation, to results and impact. Most
important, it allows findings, at any one level to be related to
findings at all other levels., It is easy to employ and provides
valuable information for'planners, implementers and evaluators.
Further, the same model serves as a conceptual frame for both pProgram
planning and implementation, ~nd program monitoring and evaluation.

The purpose of the remainder of this document is two fold: first,
to present the model developed by the USAID and demonstratn its
use and usefulness; and second, to presert findings with respect
to the USAID/Lisbon participant training program.

The following chapters will demonstrate that the basic frame of the
model and methodology developed by the USAID is solid, but, as
would be expected, certain modifications are required if it is to
be used on a worldwide basis. Further, it will be shown that the
great majority of the USAID's participant programs have in fact
been well designed and implemented and, as a result, successful.
The problems and mistakes identified, though in some cases serious,
were not gecneralized.

The next Chapter presents the basic model and methodology while
major findings are summarized in Chapters III and 1IV. Chapter III
emphasizos findings which may be generalized and Chapter 1V
concentrates in findings specific to USAID/L.sbon. More detailed
discussions uf findings are found in Chaptors V through X.
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CHAPTER II

SUMMARY OF THE MODLCL AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to present and describe the model
and methodoliogy employed by the USAID in evaluating its participant
training programs, The main virtues of the model and methodology
are:

1. they are logical and thus easy to understand;
2. they are simple and thus easy .o apply; and

3. most important, they provide uniform and useful information
:hich 1s easy to process and interpret, even on a worldwide
asgil. '

All required data are cither obtained from USAID files or from a
questionnairc completed by returned participants. Almost all data
are coded and computer processed using an SPSS package.

Bascd on the USAID exparience it is clear that some modifications and

improvements are rcquired in both the model and the methodology.

However, it is hoped that a first step has been taken in the devel -
opment of a standardized procedure for the monitoring and evaluation
of AID participant trainiry programs,

The Model

quxcally a successful participant training program includes at least
the following stops, or Levels of actions and results:
Level 1. Select soctor to bo assisted;
Level 2. Solect institution to be asasisted within sector;
Level 3. Identify problem to be solved within institution;

Lovel 4. Select individual (the participant) who is to solve
problem;

Level 5. Prepare participant for his training proqram;

Level 6. Eatablish program ohject‘vas (the training neodsa of
the participant))

Lavel 7. Design training program (content, tyma, duraAtion, sourcu)

level 8. Imploment training program (provide training)

Lavel 9. Program ohjectivas mat (participant training needs
satisfiod];

 Lavel 10. Participant uses {nformation/knowledqoe gainad;
level 11, Innatitution's problem nolved;
Lavel 12, Inatitution more efficient and/or effactive;
Levael 11, Sector conditiona improva,
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Whether implicit of explicit, decisions and/or actions are taken

at each level. The order of the steps (levels of actions or
results) is important. With the exception of Levels 5, 6 and 7
(prepare participant, establish program objectives and design
‘training program) which in practice occur more or less simulta-
neously, actions/decisions are taken in the order indicated. If

a wrong decision’ or action is taken, or if a serious Froblem devel-
ops at any level, the participant's program probably will not be
successful,

In a gencral sense success at any given level depends on succ.ss
at all previous levels:

if the "correct” sectcr, institution and problem are se.ected
(Levels 1, 2 and 3).; and

if an appropriate and qualified participant is selected (Level 4);
and _—

if the participant is prepared well, objectives are "proper” and
the program well designed (Levels 5, 6 and 7); and

if no major problems develoo during implementation (Level 8);
then program objectives (training needs) should be mat (Leve' 9);
and, the participant should use on-the-job what he learncd [Level 10);

and, the institution's problem should be at least partially solved
(Level 11);

and, the institution should be at least somewhat more effective
and/or efficient (Level 12);

and, sector conditions should to some degree improve (Level 13).

Given “correct” decisions at Levels 1, 2 and 3; any serious wrong
actions, mistakes or problems at any level or levels batween Lavel 4
and Level 8 may well result {n program failure at Level 9 (orogram
objectives will not be met). Further, failure at Level 9 almost
certainly implies failure at all highor levels (Levels 10 through 13),

Lovels 4 through 8 (over which the USAID exercises varying degrees

of control) reprecent the process of particinant training; levels

9 and 10 represent the resulta and Levels 11, 12 and 13 the impact.
An “evaluation™ of participant training programs could take place

at any level; if at lLeovels 4 through 8 - an evaluation of the orocess
of participant training; if at Levels 9 and 10 - an evallation of
resulta; and 1f at Levels 11l through 12 - an avaluation of imnact.

The critical point axnlicitly recognized is that the planning, moni-
toring and evaluation functions are closely related, ccmpleomentary
and, at certain levels, overlap. Data collectad at Levels 1 throuqh
8 (planning and monitoring data, which are essential tn nroqgram
managers in the field) are exactly the data required to "axplain*
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differences in results at Levels 9 and 10 and in impact at Levels
11, 12 and 13. 1In other words, to conduct an adequate evaluation,
one that not only determines results and impact, but that also
identifies the reasons for success or failure, data are required
at all levels suggested in the model.

Further, though perhaps collected at different times and olaces,
the data must be collected in a systematic and standardized manner;
if not, they cannot be incorporated in one data set and it is
impossible to relate findings or results at one level with findings
or results at other levels. In addition, the basic unit for data
collection nnust be the individual particivant. Data on individual
participants can always be aggregated as needs dictate (Eg. assist-
ed institution, project, sector, country, A.I.D. worldwide): they
cannot be disaggregated if they do not exist. In terms of the
model, data at Levels 4 through 10 relate to individual participants:
at Levels 11 and 12 the data are aggregated to the level of the
assisted institution; and at Level 13, to the level of the assisted
sector. In other words, at Level 1l the unit of analysis switclies
from the individual pParticipant to the assisted institution; at
Level 13, from the assisted institution to the assisted sector.

If results in terms of individual participants .re positive at
Level 9 (program objectives were met) and at Level 10 (what was
learned was used on-the job), then there is at least an expectation
of positive impact at higher lavels, i{.e. Level 11 (problem-solving
impact), Level 12 (institutional impact) and Level 13 (sector
impact), although exogenous factors become increasingly important

at higher levels. 1If results at Levels 9 and 10 are negative, thera
is an almost zero expectation of positive impact (due to partici-
pant training) at higher levels.

Evaluation of the impact of participant training is complicated by
the fact that most A.I.D. institutional assistance efforts involve
the provision of both participant training and advisory assistance
(U.S. consultant services) to meat project objectives. Partici-
pant training and advisory assistance are joint inputa which {ntor-
act to produce impact at Levels 11, 12 and 13. As joint inouts,

the impact of one cannot he evaluated independently of the other.
Any attempt to estimate the impact of participant training at

Levels 11, 12 or 13 without controlling for difforonces in advizory
assiastance {nputs would result in an erroneous, and thus potentially
misleadinqg, estimate of the i{mpact of training,

On the othar hand, {f both participant training and advisory asais-
tance sre inputs, nogative rosults at Laovels 9 and 10 do not necag-
sarily imply that an assintanco affort did not have impact at Levels
1l, 12 and 13, 1Impact could be totally due to advisory arsisztance,
Howovar, negative Level 9 and 10 results would cloarly {ndicato

that tho contribution of participant training toward fmnact at
Laevels 11, 12 and 13 wan null. This in i{taelf is valuable fnforma=
tion. '

Though a Level 13 (sector impact) or Lavel 12 (institutional fupaet)
avaluation in highly desirable, lt ia in u numbor of casen naither
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necessary nor apprvopriate. First, not all institutional assis-
tance efforts are designcd, nor do they provide sufficient inputs,
to impact at the institutional and sector levels. Second, even
if the assistance effort is designed to impact at Level 12 or 13;:
‘depending on the mix of inputs, negative results at Level 10 can
be reasonably taken to indicate that there almost certainly was

no positive impact at Levels 11, 12 and 13. Finally, a Level 11,
12 or 13 impact evaluation requires costly on site research within
each assisted institution. Such impact evaluations should only
be undertaken when the expected benefits (new information to be
gained) more than cover the projected costs.

In those few cases of participant training evaluation of which the
USAID is aware, the highest level covered was I vel 10 (Has the
participant used on-the-job what he learned?). Further, the highest
level findings (Level 9 or Level 10) were not related in any system-
atic way to findings at lower levels, Judgements were made as to
success or failure, but the .reasons for success or failure were

not adequately identifiéd so that proper actions could be taken

to improve future programs.. Finally, specific areas in which higher-
level evaluations were necessary and appropriate were not identified.

On the other hand, a Level 10 evaluation, using the model and
methodology developed by the USAID, is relatively inexpensive (data
are obtained through questionnaires and from existing files) and
its benefits more than justify its cost. First, it immediately
provides the USAID and AID/W with valuable orocess and results
information. Second, under certain conditions it provides a good
indicator of probable impact at higher levels. Third, it provides
the information required to determine whether a higher level inpact
evaluation is necessary and appropriate. Finally, if higher level
impact evaluation is necessary and appropriate, it provides

.the data which are required ta. "explain" differences in impact.

As previously stated, the result measures of the success of a
participaat training program are found at Levels 9 and 10:

Level 9 - Have the participants returned from their
training programs in the United States with
the belief that they have in fact gained
the information and knowledge that they set
out to gain; in other words feeling that their
training needs - (program objectives) were met?

Level 10 - Have the participants actually been abla to
use on-the-job in Portugal the information
and knowledge they gained as a result of
their training programs in the United States?

Other things equal, one would expect a strong positive relationship
between findings at Level 9 and findings at Level 10; the higher the
degree to which training needs (program objectives) were met, the
higher the degree of actual on-the-job use of what was learned,
Unfortunately, other things are seldom equal (pvoblems develop or
mistakes are made) and the relationship actually observed between
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findings at Level 10 and findings ‘at Level 9 cannot be expected to
be perfectly linear, e.g. for any given training program, training
needs (program objectives) may be met to a very high degree (Level 9},
yet almost none of what was learned may be used on-the-job (Level 10).

Both Levels 9 and 10 must be evaluated jointly, for only if a given
program is judged successful at Level 9 and , at the same time, judged
successful at Level 10, it is truly successful. Positive results

at Level 9 (program objectives met) indicate that a program (from

the point of view of the individual participant) was, given its objec=-
tives, well planned and implemented. Positive results at Level 10
(on—-the-job use of what was learned) indicate that program objectives
were "proper", i.e. that program objectives were consistent with
problem solving needs.

For the purpose of this study a successful program was operationally
defined as a program in which training needs (program objectives
were met to at least a medium or moderate degree (Level 9) and at
least a significant part of what was learned was actually used
on-the-job (Level 10). Such programs were judged successful not
simply because they met both the minimum Level 9 and Level 10 stan-
dards, but because the joint meeting of those standards implied
that there were few serious problems encountered or mistakes made at
lower levels, e.g. at:

Level 8 - No major problems developed during implementation
(i.e. no serious English language problems, logis-
tic/financial support was adequate to permit par-
ticipant to cencentrate on program, no personal
problems or problems with persons contacted, ete.);
and at

The program was well designed (i.e. type, duration
and source were appropriate to objectives); and at

Level 7.

Level 6

The "proper" training objectives were established
(i.e. the objectives specified in the PIO/P were
proper in that, in addition to satisfying the train-
ing needs of the participant, they were also what
was required by (useful to) the participants insti-
tution); and at

Level 5 The participant ‘was prepared well for his program
(i.e. his English language capability was adequate
and predeparture services provided by the USAID

were timely and appropriate); and at,

Level 4§ An appropriate and qualified individual was'selected
for training (i.e. the participant had the ability
to absorb and then to evaluate the applicability of
his experience to his home country; and was in a
position within his institution which allowed him

to utilize what he learned).
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On the other hand, if a program is judged not successful (did not
meet both the minimum Level 9 and Level 10 standards), then there
were one or more serious problems.or mistakes made at one or more
of the levels listed above, Levels 4 through 8. The joint analysis
of Level 9 and Level 10 findings permits, under certain conditions,
the rapid identification of the one or two lower levels at which
.the problems developed or the mistakes were made.

It should be noted that an "evaluation" which examines .only Levels
4 through 8 (an evaluation of the process of participant training)
is not an evaluation of program success or failure. Rather it is
a2 monitoring exercise and a search ‘for problems and/or mistakes
which may, or may not, have caused programs to fail.

It is only when an evaluation is conducted at all levels (Levels 4
through 10), and the relationships between levels is specified in
some gystematic way, that success or failure can be determined and
the possible causes for failure identified. And this, after all,

is a basic purpose of an evaluation: to determine results and identify
problems and mistakes which lead to failure so that they may be
solved or corrected and:future programs made more successfui.

Finally, even if programs were judged to be successful at Levels 9
and 10, there is still good reason to examine lower levels (Levels 4
through 8). Given successful programs one would not expect to dis-
cover serious problems or mistakes at lower levels. If this were
the case, the lower level findings would be consistent with, and
supportive of, the Level 9 and 10 findings ; if so, the degree of
confidence in Level 9 and 10 findings would be increased. If this
were not the case, and serious lower level problems or mistakes were
identified, then the Level 9 and 10 findings would be seriously
questioned.

The Data

To employ the model described in the previous section appropriate
data were required for each participant at each level investigated.
The following list of variables is intended to provide the reader
with a quick overview of the types of information which are required
to employ the model and which were obtained for each participant

and used in the analysis.

VARIABLES CODED FOR COMPUTER ENTRY

V001 Evaluation Control Number

Vo002

V003 FY Implementation Document Issued

V004 Type of Implementation Document

V005 Source of Funding

V006 Type of Program

V007 Type Entities Which Provided Program
V008 Duration of Program in Weeks Open

V009 Duration of Program Coded

V010 Month Program Initiated

V0ll Calendar Year Program Tnitiated

V012 Functional Areca of Program (USAID Code)
V013 Major Functional Area of Program (USAID Code)
V014 Area of Program (DSP Code)
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VARIABLES CODED FOR COMPUTER ENTRY (Cont'd)

Vol5
volé
vo17
vols
vol9
vo20
vo2l
voa2
voa3i
voa24
voas
Vo026
voa2?
voas
voa9
vo30
Vo3l
vo32
Vo33
Vo34
Vo35
V036
vo3?
vo3s
Vo039
Vo040
Vo4l
vo42
Vo4l
Vo4d4
vo45
Vo046
vo4?
vo4s8

*Att
SOALT

Major Area of Training (DSP Coda)
Program Cos3t in Dollars

Program Cost Per Week in Dollars
GOP Agency Which Requested Program

International Travel Paid By

Level in Employing Organization Att* (scale)
Type of Employing Organization Att (scale)
Leve) in Employing Organization Current {scale)
Type of Employing Organization Current (scale)
Job Resovonsibility Current vs Att AID

Sex

Age Att*

Marital Status Att

Place of Birth

Educational Level Att

Area of Highest Academic Degree Att

Place Highest Academic Degree Obtained
Prior Foreign Training Att

Hours of English Training Provided ALI**
Final English Score Usage

Final English Score Oral

Final English Score Listening

Final English Score Average

Is Current Job Same as Job Att

Job Responsibility Current Vs Att Part
Type of Program

Participation in Setting Objectives (scale)
Participation in Establishing Content (scale)
Degree To Which Training Needs Met (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Objectives (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Content (scale)

= at time of training
= American Language Institute
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Vo049
Vo050
VoSl
vos2
VoS53
V054
Vo055
Vos5é
vo5?
vosS8
Vo059
V060
Vo6l
Vo062
Vo063
V064
V065
V066
Voe&?
voe68

vo6s
vo70
Vo7l
vo72
Vo713
V074
vVo75
Vo076
vo77
vo78
vo79
vo8o
vosl
vosa2

Pre-Departure Info On Schedule (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Institutions (scale)
re-Departure Info On Individuals (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Finances (scale)
Pre-Denarture Info On Medical Exams (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Insurance (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Reception WIC (scale)
Pre-Departure Info On Climate (scale)
Pre-Depart Assist With English Tests (scale)
Pre-Depart .Assist With English Classes (scale)
Pre-Depart Assist With Travel (scale)
Pre-Depart Assist With Visa (scale)

Pre-Depart Assist With Travel Advance (scale)
Additional Pre-Depart Info or Assist

Other Pre-Departure Improvements

English Training Provided By ALI

Quality of ALI English Training (scale)
Suggestions For Better ALI Training

Orientation Services Provided By WIC
Usefulness of WIC Sarvices (scale)

Non WIC Orientation Services Provided
Usefulness of Non WIC Services (scale)
Duration of Program

Number of Contacts Made

U.S5. Domestic Travel

Relevance of Organi{zations Contacted
Professional Level of Persons Contacted
Advance Preparation of Persons Contacted
General Technical Level of Program
Problems With Understanding Lnglish (scale)
Problems With Speaking Engliash (scale)
Problems With Roading English (scale)

:I."B
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V083
V084
V085
V086
voa?
V088
V089
V090
Vo9l
V092
V093
V094
V095
V096
V097
vo9s
V099
V100
V101
v102
v103
V104
V105
V106
V107
V108
V109
V110
vill
vi12
V113
vil4
vils

Problems With Writing English (scale)

Problems With Amount of Per Diem (scale)
Problems With Receipt of Per Diem (scale)
Problems With Adequate Lodging (scale)

Problems With Changes in Progran (scale)
Problems With Contacts Missing Meetings (scale)
Problems With Americans in General (scale)
Problems With Other Participants (scale)
Problems With Persons Contacted (scale)

Other Problems

Degree Professional Capability Increased (scale)
Importance of Technical Information (scale)
Importance of General Information (scale)
Importance of Professional Relationships (scale)
Other Important Factors

Information Actually Used In Present Job (scale)
Information Shared With GOP Colleagues (scale)
Info Shared Thru Informal Discussions (scale)
Info Shared Thru Formal Lectures (scale)

Info Shared Thru Written Reports (scale)

Info Shared On-the-Job Training (scale)

Info Shared Thru Loan of Publications (scale)
Significant Lasting U.S. Relationships

Joined U.S. Professional Society

Still Member of U.S. Professional Society
Received U.S. Journal Subscription

Still Receive U.S. Journal

Should Number of AID Programs Increase

Post Program Contact With AlID

Post Program Contact Significant Lasting

Timo Since Last Contact With AID

More Contact With AID Desired

Available For Follow-up Interviaw

II.-9
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The Sources of Data

All information required to develop the data listed in the previous
section was obtained either from USAID Training Office files or

from a questionnaire which was ceveloped by the USAID and mailed to
returned participants. The instrument used to collect and code
USAID file data is Attachment I to this document. The questionnaire
and its cover letter are Attachment II. Attachment III is the
instrument employed to code the questionnaire,

The Collection Procecs

At the time the evaluation was initiated 257 USAID participants had
returned from their programs, and had been back at their jobs in
Portugal for at least six months, and thus had adequate opportunity
to initiate on-the-job use of what they had learned. USAID files
contained information on all 257. Questionnaires, along with
stamped and addressed return envelopas, were mailed to 248 partici-
pants: 9 participants were eliminated from the study because they
had either been trained in Brazil and not the U.S. (4 cases); or
they currently occupied very high positions in the Portugquesec Govern-
ment (5 cases). Of those mailed questionnaires, 200 or just over
808 responded.

The great majority of participants responded within 6 weeks of the
initial mailing. At that point a second letter was sent requesting
a response. Most of those whose questionnaires were outstanding
replied within 2 or 3 weeks. As a final step, the USAID attempted
to telephona those who still had not responded. Approximately 12
weekn after the first maillng, all attempts to obtain additional
responscs were terminated.

ACoding

Data were coded by the USAID staff with the assistance of a summer
intern, a U.S. University rtudent who was fluent in Portugquase.
Most variables wore ielatively easy %o code as the questionnaire
contained a high percentage of precoded responses, The process,
however, was time conauming and required almost constant checking
and supervision by the Program Officer. Initial computer runs
indicated cocing problems (inconsistencies) most of which were
resolved. Somo cost data problems have yet to be resolved. The
use of a detailed coding manual is essential. The USAID did not
use one and paid a price for not doing so.

Data Processing

An 8PSS package was used for data processing and statistical analysis.
The package proved very flexible and quite .easy to uge, It allowed
for ail types of statistical analysis up to reqgresasion. Since nono
of the variablos employed (with the excoption of cont) was truly
quantitative, the regression sub-package was not employed.
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Data Procescsing Methodology

The processing of the data followed the basic outline of the model.
At each level, starting with Level 10 and moving down to Level 4,
basic results (findings) were determined. Then various techniques
(cross tabulation, correlation, analysis of variance) were employed
to determine relationshins between the findings at different levels
i.e. Level 9 to 10, then 8 to 9 and 10, then 7 to 8, 9 and 10 . . .

4 to 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10, In our specific case, a major "problem"
from an analytical point of view was the lack of variation at Levels
9 and 10. Since most of our participants claimed their training
needs were met (Level 9) and also claimed they used a significant
part of what they learned on-the-job (Level 10), there was not much
variation to "explain”, Had Level 9/10 results been more negative,
then the analysis (sedrch for causes) would have been more interestin
Regardless, a significant number of statistically significant relatio
ships were established, and the overall findings of the study were
quite interesting and useful. The USAID identified a number of areas
in which its actions could be improved. Most important, however, it
was demonstrated that the model and methodology were practical and
worked.

Summary

The main problem encountered by the USAID was that it did not have
an existing model and methodology to build upon. All things (the
model, the questionnaire, the coding, the processing sequence,
interpretation, etc.) were new. Overall it was a time consuming
process. Many things were tried which did not work. Some relation-
ships expected to develop did not. In sum, many bugs had to be
worked out both in the model and methodology. Most were worked out
-but a number still remain,

Regardless, we believe that the following chapters will demongtrate
that both the model and methodology are valid and useful. Further,
given what has been developed as a base, future applications will

be much simpler and much less time consuming. One will not be

forced to start from the beginning; if we are correct, the basis for
standardized participant training evaluation model has been developed

The following chapters prescent the findings of the USAID participant
training evaluation and demonstrate in more detail how the modeol
and methodology may be employed.



CHAPTER III
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (LEVELS 4 THROUGH 10)

Introduction

The purpose of.this chapter is to provide a quick summary of the
basic findings of the USAID's evaluation effort (Levels 4 through
10) and to demonstrate how the model may be emnloyed to relate
findings at one level to findings at other levels. The specific
topics covered are those suggested in the model:

Level 10 - On-the-job use of information/knowledge gained;

Level 9 - Degree to which program objectives (training needs)

were met;
level 8 - Problems encountered in U.S. during implementation;
Level 7 - Program design (tyne, duration and source):
Level 6 - Establishing nrogram objectives;
Level 5 - Predeparture contacts and preparation of narticinants;

and
Level 4 - Participant selection.
A more detailed discussioh of the findings for each of the above
levels i3 found in Chapters Vv through X. Findings for Levels

.1 through 3, which are unique to the USAID and not critical to the
immediate purpose, are summarized in Chapter IV,

levels 9 and 10 - Program Success

The basic and most important measures of program success at Lavels
9 and 10 are:

Level 9 - Have the participants returned from thoir
training orograms in the United States with
the feeling that they have in fact gained
the information and knowledge that they set
out to gain; in other words that their train-
ing neceds (proqram objectives) were met?

Level 10 - Have the varticipants actually heen able to
use on-the-job in Portugal tho information
and knowlec je they gained as a raesult of
their training programs in the United Statos?
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As is explained in detail in Chaoter V, for a given partici-
pant program to be judged truly succeszful it must be judged suc-
.ceasful both at Level 9 and at Level 10. For the purposes of our
evaluation, a participant training program was judged successful
if it met the following two criteria:

(1) at Level 9, program oljectives (training needs) were
met to at least a medium @r modcrate degrce; and

(2) at Level 10, at least a significant part of what was
learned was used  on-the~-job in Portugal.

Findings, as demonstratcd in the table below, were very favorable,

TARLE (i(.(1)

RELATIONSRIP BETWLEIN DECREE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES (TRAINING

¥EEDS) MET AND INFORMATION/KNOWLEDGE USED

INFORMATION/KNOWLEDGE USED
DEGREE PROCRAM OBDJICTIVES ALMOST ALMOST

m!'m n:b.) ;m MONE ceeleveccasss ALL T0TAL

NI EREEE
S. Very Nigh anl 3| sfwolas )] nlw
‘. - 3] sfas 1] o] w2
3. Redium/Moderate | 1} ¢ 10 ] 2 16
o Ty
2 - izl 3| of of 2| 1 2] v
1. Mot At All o of ol 2| o 2
TOTAL l ’ nl n|sef]in

Approximately 750 of the USAID's programs met both criteria (Quad-
rant I of table above) and were judged truly successful: training
objectives were met and what was learned was used. In thesa cases,
program objectives were "proper" (as indicated by Lme) and progranms
were well designed and implemented (as indicated by objectives met).
It is hypothesizod that these programs were successful because no
serious problems developed, or miatakes were mada, during the progranm
planning and implementation stages, i.o. Lavels 4 through 8. Au {a
demongtrated lator, findings at lower levels supnorted thin

argumant,

Only 6\ of the USAID's programs wera pura failure (Quadrant III):
objectives waere not met and what was learnod was not used, In those
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cases histakes were made or problems develoned at any or all
levels between Lcvel 4 and Level 8.

For 12%, training objectives were met, but what was learned was
not used (Quadrant II). This finding suggests that, given their
training objectives, these programs were well designed and imple-
mented. However, as what was learned was not used, serious mis-
takes may have bcen made either at.Level 6 ("proper" objectives
were not established for the program), or at Level 4 (the partici-
pant was not located in a position within his institution which
allowed him to use the information/knowledge he gained), or at
both Levels 4 and 6.

In an additional 6% of the cases (Quadrant IV), participants claimed
that objectives were not met, but that what was learned was used.
This is by far the most complicated case and a number of explana-
tions are possible. '

In sum, 751 of the USAID's participant programs were judqged successful
while only 6% were judged to be pure failures. For the remaining
18% there were elements of both success and failure.

Given the generally favorable basic findings at Levels 9 and 10, {t
is reasonable to conclude that the majority of the USAID's partici-
pant training programs probably resulted in positive impact-at
higher levels. If training needs were met and what was learned was
used, then institutional problems were to some degree solved

(Level 11), institutions were somewhat more efficient and/or effective
(Level 12), and sector conditions to some degree improved (Level 13).
At a minimum, the necessary, though perhaps not sufficient,
conditions for nositive impact at Levels 11 through 13 were estab-
“lishad. Had basic Level 9/10 findings been negative (training
objectives not met, and what learned not used), there would be an
almost zero probability of positive impact at higher lavels,

The judgement made above as to probable positive impact at Levels
11 through 13, {s based not only on the basic findings presented
80 far but also on additional Level 9/10 findings,

Firat, ovcr 84% the USAID's participants claimed to have shared

at loast a siqgnificant part of what they learned with their colleaguae
thus creating the potential for a multiplier effect. Further, the
relationship between degrece of on-the-job use by the participants
ead degree of sharing with colleagues was strong, statiatically
significant and positive: those who used more of what they learned
also shared more. 1In addition, the most important channels fo:
sharing were informal and on-the-job during the work procesns. 3Since
colleaques work within the same inntitution and face tho saino
inatitutional problems, what was unoful to and uged by the partici-
pant was usoful to and used by hin colleaquesn: thua, the link
batwaen lLovel 10 (On=The-Job (Jse) and Lovel 11 (Solution of Insti-
tution's P'roblema) {8 stroengthonod. Had there been no ponitiva
rolationship batween dogrea of uge by the particinant and deqroo
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of sharing with colleagues, the usefulness of what was learned by
the participant would have to be questioned (regardiess of the
Pparticipant's claimed degree of use) and the link between Level 10
and Level 11, though not destroyed, would be weakened.

Second, it may be argued that there is an intermediate step

between meeting program objectives (Lovel 9) and on-the-job use
(Level 10). That step is an increase in professional capability.
The relationships between degree to which program objectives were
met, degrce of increase in professional capability, and degree of
on-the-job use were strong, statistically significant and positive.
Thus, findings with respect to increases in professional capability
were consistent with, and supportive of, basic findings at Levels 9
and 10. Further, analysis revealed that the higher the degree of
increase in professional capability the greater the importance of
the specific technical elements of the program. Thus, the more
training needs were met .and the more what was learned was used, the
greater the importance of the technical (specific problem solving)
elements of the program.

Finally, as Level 4 (Participant Selection) findings will demonstrate,
the USAID's participants, at the time they were selected for train-
ing, were already in brofessional positions which allowed them to

use what they learned., After training was completed, a very signif-
icant number moved into positions which afforded even greatar possi-
bilities for use: at least 31%, and perhaps 40%, were promoted to
positions of higher responsibility, while only 6% moved into positions
of less responsibility. The professional levels of the remainder

did not change. These findings are varticularly significant given
that only 18% of the participants studied changed institutions after
training. Further, those who did switch institutions generally

‘moved to institutions within the same sector which were closely
related to the original institution.

In sum, all additional Level 9/10 findings were positive and con-
sistent with basic Level 9/10 findings and lend further support to
the conclusion that the majority cf the USAID's participant training
programs probably resulted in positive impact at higher levels.

The link betwoen Level 10 (On-The-Job Use) and Level 11 (Solution

of Institution's Problem) was particularly strenqgthened.

The noxt operational step was to analyze each lower level to
determine the causes for failure so that corrective actions could
be taken. A “"problem" in our case was that overall our participant
training program was too successful, i.e. there were only 11
obsorvations in the pure failure category. With only l1,obgserva-
tions {t was not possible to identify any generalized pattorn of
problems or miatakes at lower levels which caused these nrograms to
fail. In each individual case problems did develop or mistakaes
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were made at one or more of the lower levels, but these appear to
be more or less random and the pattern of their occurrence did not
differ significantly from the pattern for programs which were
successful. Had a larger number of programs been pure failures

at Levels 9 and 10, it might have been possible to identify a
Jeneralized pattern of causes for failure.

Regardless of this "problem", each lower level was analyzed to
determine whether findings were consistent with, and supportive of,
basic Level 9 and 10 findings. As the following sectio.s will
demonstrate, lower level findings were consistent with and supportive
of Level 9 and 10 findings. Had this not been the case, the basic
Level 9 and 10 conclusion of a very high percentage of successful
programs would have been seriously questioned.

Level 8 - Program Implementation

For the purposes of this study, the period of program implementation
was defined as the period of time between arrival in and departure
from the U.S.. Thus, it includes both orientation (usually provided
in Washington, D.C.) and actual program implementation (usually at
several different locations). The actions taken or decisions made
at lower levels (Level 4, select an appropriate and qualified par-
ticipant; Level 5, prepare the participant in terms of expectations,
English, logistics, etc.; Level 6, establish "prooer" program objec-
tives; and Level 7, design a program appropriate to objectives) were,
in major part, taken or made so that implementation at Level 8 would
proceed smoothly and that serious problems, which could impact
negatively on program results at Levels 9 and 10, would not develop.
From the USAID point of view, Levels 4 through 7 are nlanning and
preparation, for which the USAID is primarily responsible; at Level 8
ST/IT and the organizations contracted to provide training assume
responsibility. If the USAID has ‘done a good job at Levels 4-7, and
if ST/IT and the contractor perform as expected, then the occurrence
of serious problems during implementation should be minimized.

Findings at Level 8 were in general very favorable. Few USAID par=-
ticipants experienced serious difficulties or problems which could
have impacted negatively on their programs.

About 68% of the USAID'a participants were provided WIC ganeral orien-
tation services in Wasnington, D.C.: of thaese, 88% found them to be at
least somewhat useful, while almost 47% found them to be very use-
ful. Only 44% were provided non WIC technical orientation services.
Overall, these werc valued much more highly than WIC orientation and i
is disturbing that a higher percentage did not receive them. ‘tilally,
about 13% of the USAID's participants did not recoive, and in most
cases did not require, any form of orientation in the U.S.. We have
concluded that under normal conditions technical orientation early in
program should be an essential and required part of every participant
program funded by A.I.D.. A significant percentage of USAID partici-
panta who could have benefited were not provided such scrvices.
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Few problems specific to program design and implementation werec
identifi2d: 90% felt the Lochnical level of their program was about
correct; only 4% felt a significant number of the organizations
contacted were not relevant; and none felt a significant number of
‘the persons contacted were of low vrofessional capability. On the
negative side, about 16% claimed a significant number of contacts
were not well prepared for their visit; 213% thought their programs
were too short; 13% that there should have been more contacts; and
15% wanted more U.S. travel (and presumably contacts).

Fully 65% claimed to have experienced no English language problems
while in the U.S.. An additional 21% claimed only a few problems.
Significant numbers of participants did, however, claim to have
experienced serious problems with the amount of the ver diem (1l6%),
timely receipt of per-diem (12%), and adequate lodging (9%), although
these numbers were less than we had anticipated. About 13% also
experienced some difficulties due to last minute changes in their
prograns. Very few experienced personal problems with the persons
contacted, other participants or with Americans in general.

In sum, though some problems were encountered during program imple-

mentation, they were neither sufficiently generalized nor serious
enough to contri:dict the favorable findings at Levels 9 and 10.

Level 7 - Program Design

The three main characteristics of the training programs designed
by the USAID are:

1. short duration (85% lasted less than 3 months; 43%
less than 1 month);

2. heavy reliance on public sector entities to provide
training (U.S. Government cntities and/or universi-
ties participated in over 90% of all programs, while
private firms participated in only 23%); and

3. individually tailored programs (about 70% of the
USAID's programs were specifically developed to meot
the needs of individual participants - observation/
consultation, on-the-job training, etc.: 4% were
academic; while 26% were regqular "canned" courses
such as thosc offered by the USDA or BLS).

The above data only describe the types of programs provided by the
USAID and by themselves tell very little. The important questicnn
can only be answored by relating program desiqgn characteristicn
(Level 7) with measures of program success (Levels 9/10).

Firat, Level 10 responses (Degree of On-The-Job Uso) wera broken
down by the design characteristics of duration, program zource and
program type. UNore of the relationships rovealed were statiastically
significant. In other words, it cannot bo claimed that, at Level 10,



III.-7

shorter programs are better or worse than longer programs; public
training is better or worse than private training; or specially
.developed programs are better or worse than "canned" or academic
programs. It may be arqued that this result was obtained because
Level 10 is too far removed from Level 7 and that the more appropri-
ate measures of the influence of program design are found at Level 9.

Level 9 (Degree Program Objectives Met) responses were broken down
by each of the three basic design characteristics. Results are as
follow:

1. Duration - The relationship between program duration
and degree to which objectives were met was statis-i-
cally significant; how ‘er, the direction of the
relationship was not _.2ar. Both very short (less
than one month) and lung (6 months or more) programs
appeared to be more successful than programs in the
l to 6 month range. At a minimum, it cannat be claimed
that very short programs satisfied training needs
(program objectives) less than longer programs.

2. Source - The relatinnship between the degree objec-
tives were met and program source was also statisti-
cally significant. The initial finding was that
purely private sector courses were most successful
and that purely government courses were least success-
ful. Further analysis indicated that it was really
only "canned" courses provided by the government
which were less successful in meeting objectives than
others.

3. Type - The basic relationship between program type
(observation/consultation, "canned", on-the-job
training, academic, etc.) and degree objectives were
met was not statistically significant. However, as
noted above further analysis indicated that it was
only "canned" courses provided by the government which
were less successful,

In sum, only onc program design (medium duration "canned” programs
provided by the government) was less successful - (at Level 9) than
other designs. All other designs were about equally successful.

The basic conclusion is that, in general, the designs (duration,
source and type) developed by the USAID were appropriate to their
respective program objectives. Level 7 findings in no way contradict,
nor are they inconsistent with, findings at higher levels.

Level 6 - Establishing Program Objectives

Given the highly individualized, short~-term and technical nature
of the USAID's training programs, the participant's active partici-
pation in establishing the objectives of his program (explaining
his training needs as they relate to his institutions problem) and
his participation in establishing program content (suggesting
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'A individuals and institutions to be contacted) is particularly im-

portant. Other things equal, one would expect that the higher
the degree of participation:

(1) the greater the probability that program design and
actual implementation would be appropriate to objec-
tives (Levels 7 and 8); and

(2) the higher the probability that program objectives
would be met (Level 9) and that what was learned
would be used on-the-job in Portugal (Level 10).

As noted previously, approximately 70% of the USAID's training prograr
were specially designed to meet the needs of individual or small grouq
of 2 or 3 participants and the remainder were either regular "canned"
courses (such as those offered by the BLS or USDA) or, in a few cases,
academic programs. Those whose programs were specially designed

were requested to estimate their degree of participation in estab-
lishing objectives and content. Findings with respect to objec-

tives are presented in the table below.

TaLE 101,(2)
DIIGT7N OF PARTICITZATION IN SCTTING PROCPAS ODJICTIVES (cxoln(nlng
trstining needs)

capy CUSULATIVE

[+ {+},14 4 RUMSER PERCENT PERCENT
$. Very Great ¢ ”» ) ¥=1a
4. - 20 19 LY MEAN = ), ¢
J. Fcdium/loderata » 20 1 STD. DEV. = 1.4
2,.~ 1€ 11 (1)
1. No Participation 19 13 1008

TOTAL 147 1009 -

Overall findings were satisfactory: 57% claimed very great or only
slight)y less than very great participation: 20% medium or moderate
participation: and only 19 (13%) no participation. Of those who
claimed no participation in setting objectives, 4 did participate
in establishing content: in almost all of the remaining 15 cases
(usually short-term observation/consultation programs for high
level GOP officials) the USAID was "calling the shots" and exposing
the participant to what the USAID thought he should see and the
participant merely concurred. Level 9 and 10 results in these
cases were gquite good.
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As would be expected the degree of participation in setting objec-
tives and the degree of participation in establishing content
were positively related: those who participated more in one also
participated more in the other,

Most important, however, analvsis clearly revealed strong, positive
and statistically significant relationships between participation
at Level 6 and results at Levels 9.and 10. The higher the degree
of participation in establishing objectives and content (Level 6),
the greater the degree to which program objectives (training needs):
were met (Level 9) and the greater the degree of on-the-job use of
what was learned (Level 10).

In sum, when appropriate the great majority of USAID's particivants
actively participated in establishing the specific ohjectives and
content of their programs. Further, the more they participated the
more successful their programs were. Findings at Level 6 were
clearly consistent with, and supportive of, findings at Levels 7, ,
8, 9 and 10. Given the strong link between participation and program
success, the USAID should make every effort to increase the degree

of participant participation in setting objectives even more.

Level 5 - Predeparture Preparation

USAID predeparture contacts with the participant are extremely im-
portant for a number of reasons:

(1) to confirm that a qualified and appropriaée individual
was selected (Level 4);

(2) to establish program objectives and content (Level 6);

(3) to obtain initial views as to program design and later
to review the TIP provided by ST/IT (Level 7);

(4) to ensure that the participant is adequately prepared
for the implementation of this program in terms of ex-
pectations, language capability, logistics, etc. (Level 8).

" During the predeparture period, the USAID provides the particivant
with a set of different services which includes technical, orien-
tation and logistic elements. As the table on the next page
demonstrates, general findings with respect to the USAID's perfor-
mance were highly favorable.
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raue 1L3)

PARTICIPANTR' EVALUATION OF PRENDEDPAISTURE CERVICES BRCYIDED

RY $'S21D MY YEAR PROGRAM INITIAVED
{103 of ucores onh ret wouse scalo ranging from 1 to 5; where

1 « poor, and 5 ¥ very good)

MEAN RCORES OVEKALL
ITEN
cY cY cY .cY cY MEAN £TD.
7 77 7 | 13 ] s DLV,

JNTOLIINTION

Provided/

Frchanyad ons
= Objectives 3.2 3.9 3.0 1 4.2 1] 4.} 3.9 1.1
- Content 2.0 )38 3.s]3e]3s] ¢l 1.2
~ Schedule 3.8l a2 ]eolad]| a0 1
= Iastitutions 21 3.5 ] ¢ 3.71 )8 3.6 1.
= Pursons (Contacts) 2.0 ).8 3.7 1 3.8} 13 3.3 1.)
= Finances 3.3 ). 3.9 ). 3.9 3.8 1.2
- Mod. Exams 3.0 ] %2]4a2]c0]ar] 3] 10
= Iasurance 3. 3.4 4.1 ] 4.0 | 4.4 3.9 1.2
- wic (Ortentation) 11 ]e2]reiae] o] 1.2
- Clinate 3.6 1 3si3sfas]eo]| 37| 22
2.5818TANCE

Provided ¥ith: —
- English Exams Cala2faajas]an] e 9
~ English Clasacs Wl acla] e N
- Travel Arr. &3] o] ae]aa]as] as ?
- Visa Gelar]as )] N
= Travol Advance 2l es ||| as .

L4

Ove_all the USAID appears to have done a particularly good job in
its predeparture contacts with participants. Appropriate and timely
logistic support was provided and participants were highly satisfied
with their technical and non-technical exchanges with the USAID.

The USAID record with respect to predeparture English language
preparation was mixed. In some cases (about 14%) USAID files did
not contain sufficient information to make a firm judgement as to
predeparture English ability, While 60% clearly met established
AID minimum standards (ALIGU, TOEFL or demonstrated fluency), about
9% were allowed to travel to the U.S. with less than the minimum
required average ALIGU score. The remaining 17% did not demonsatrate
fluency nor were they tested. Most of these were provided transla-
tors or travelled with groups in which other members were fluent
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in Encli-h., Regardless of the mixed record, Leval 8 (Program
Implementatinn) findings revealed that.USAID participant did not
experience seisicus rnglish language problems while in the U.S..

In sum, the USAID provided a wide range of services to its partici-
pPants and these were apparently very much appreciated. High
standards were established early in the program and maintained

over time. Higher level findings of a }igh dearee of participation
in establishing program objectives' (Level 6), prosram design
adequate to objectives (Level 7) and few problems during implemen=-
tation (Level 8), are clearly supported by the fi-.dings at Level 5,

Level 4 - Participants Selected

A key element in any particivant training program is the individual
selected for training. .The best designed and implemented training
program has little chance for success at Level 9 (that training
objectives will be met) or at Level 10 (that information/knowledge
gained will be used on-the-job) unless:

(1) the participant has the ability to first absorb and
then to evaluate the applicability of his U.S. expe-
rience to local conditions; and

(2) the participant is located in a position within his
institution which allows him to utilize what he hus
learned.

Overall, it appcars that participants selected by the USAID were
both capable of absorbing what they were expojed to in the U.S.
-and of evaluating its applicability to Portugal. Most were rela-
tively young, but with significant work experience. Only about
208 were more than 45 years old, with 46% between tha ages of 25
and 34. Those over 45 were gecnerally in policy and administrative
positions, while those under 45 generally occupied technical posi-
tions. Levels of formal education were very high. Over 90% were
University graduates, and of these about 7% held gqraduate degrees.
Slightly over 708 held degrees in the deveclopment related arcas of
economics, engineoring or agriculture. Up to 76% had previousaly
received at lecast some training outside Portugal: 57% recoived at
least part of their orior training in Europe, while about 9% had
some prior training in the U.S..

In addition, participants selected by the USAID were claarly in
positions which allowed them to utilize what thoy learned and thus
solve problems within their institutions.
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TABLE " 14,{4)
LEVEL IN EMPIOYING ONSAN1BATION} Ro. L}
1. Top Pelicy ] ¢
2. Oth. Pelicy 12 $
3, Top Muinistrative 14 []
¢, Oth, Adminicirative (1] 26
$. Yop Technical [ 1] »
6. ORN, Tochaicel 8 1 })
7. Other ? | Y
TOTAL 248 | 1000

‘As demonstrated in the above table, at the time of their selection
some 135% of the USAID participants were in positions which allowed
them to establish policy (categories 1, 2 and 3), while an addition-
al 268 (catcgory 4) were in positions which allowed them to.both
influence policy and direct implementation. The remaining partici-
pants, almost 608, held technical positions with primary responsibi-
lity for implementation. The balance between policy and implemen~
tation appears appropriate: policy makers were makers were made

part of the process, while the technical levels were emphasized.

As noted previously, a further. indication that appropriate individ-
uals were selected for training is that approximately 1/3 of those
sent to the U.S, by the USAID advanced professionally, moved to
higher level positions, after they returned to Portugal. These
individuals were in positions to use what they learned at the time
they were selected. Later they moved to even better positions.

In sux, findinqgs at this level are consistent with, and supportive
of, findings at Levels 9 and 10. Because of their educational
levels, prior foreign experiences and professional positions, the
participants selected by the USAID were capable of learning and
evaluating the applicability of what they learned and then actually
using what they learned on-the-job in Portugal. Further, such
individuals would be expected to work well with the USAID and require
only limited predeparture preparation (Level 3), contribute greatly
to the establishment of their program objectives and design (Levels
? andl7:; and exparience few.difficulties during imolementation
leave .
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Summary and Conclusions

Based on the analysis of the data for Levels 10 through 4 thus
far presented it may be concluded that:

(a) The great majority of the USAID's participant
training programs were successful in that training
objectives were met (Level 9) and what was learned
was used on-the-job in Portugal (Level 10);

(b) The USAID performed well in that, in almost all
cases, appropriate and qualified individuals were
selected for training (Level 4); participants
were well prépared for their programs (Level 5);
when appropriate, participants actively partici-
pated in setting the objectives of their nrograms
(and, most important, those objectives were “"proper"
in terms of institutional problem solving needs)
(Level 6); and finally program design (tyve,
duration and source) was, with the possible
exception of medium term, canned programs provided
by the government, appropriate to objectives
(Level 7);

(c) ST/IT and the institutions contracted to actually
provide training verformed well in that, in almost
all cases, no major problems developed in the U.S.
during the program implementation phase (Level 8);,
and

(d) Given the above, plus additional Level 9 and 10
findings, there is a reasonable expectation of
orublem solving impact (Level 11), institutional
impact (Level 12) and sector impact (Level 13).

Actual impact at Levels 11, 12 and 13, as discussed in the previous
chapter, dcpands on a number of factors (i.e. whether the assistance
effort also involved the provision of advisory assistance, the
objectives and magnitude of the effort, etr.). Depending on these
factors an evaluation of impact at Levels 11, 12 or 13 may be
neither nucessary nor appropriate. In accordance with the model
developed, the analysis of the data for Levelr 1, 2 and J nrovides
the information necessary to determine whether and when such higher
level impact evaluations are necessary and appropriate. This is the
topic of the following chapter,
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CHAPTER IV
SECTORS_AND INSTITUTIONS ASSISTED = (LEVELS 1 THROUGH 3)

Introduction

Basic data for the USAID's participant training program from its
inception through FY 82 are presented in the table found on the

next page. All participant programs are classified by sector,
institution and year initiated. For each institution assisted
through participant training, additional information on technical
assistance (U.S. consultant services provided in Portugal), specific
project development and contract mechanism used to implement the
project are also provided. Note that only particioants whose pro-
grams were comrpleted by the end of FY 80 were included in the
evaluation undertaken hy the USAID.

Béfore proceeding to the more detailed analysis and interopretation
of the data presented in the table, a number of relevant preliminary
points are again called to attention,

(1) Prior to the end of FY 80 and the signing of the USDA PASA
for the Agricultural Production Program (Project 150-0023),
almost all USAID participant programs were financed
under the T.A. Grant (Project 150-0001). The only
exceptions were 12 programs which were centrally funded
and 4 financed under the Basic Sanitation II loan.

. (2) The T.A. Grant provided for the contracting of U.S,
consultant services and the financing of participant
“training programs for personnel directly engaged
in development fields of high priority to the Por-
tuguese Government.”

(3) The A.I.D. program in Portugal was initiated under
difficult conditions only shortly after the 1974
revolution. A significant number of important minis-
tries were not initially responsive to USAID offers
of technical cooperation, primarily for political
reasons. During the firast two or three ears the
USAID was forced !n a number of cases to respond to
targets of opportunity in order to move T.A. Grant funds.

(4) In its efforts to develop projects targeted at specific
institutions, the USAID generally used both partici-
pant training and advisory (U.S. conaultant) asslstance
to first, develop a working level relationship, and
thon, to actually design the agsistance project. In
some cases, participant training led to advisory assis-
tance; in. others, the sequence was reversed.
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(5) The time period between initial contacts with an institu-
tion and the development of a specific assistance project
in some cases extended over two or three years: both
advisory assistance and participant training were general-
ly provided during these periods. In some cases a specific
Project was never developed,

(6) Only one major contract, calling for both participant
training and technical assistance, was signed prior to
1980 (the $632,000 U.R.I. contract for assistance to the
University of the Azores, signed in 1978 and financed under
the T.A. Grant). Thus over 90% of the narticipant programs
provided prior to FY 81 were planned by the USAID (Levels 1
through 7) and implemented through ST/IT (Level B8). Begin-
ning in 1980 a ‘'number of major contracts were signed and
the USAID and ST/IT planning and implementation burdens
were somewhat reduced.

(7) The USAID's participant training office never consisted of
more than two foreign national employees supervised by ane
U.S. direct hire.

In sum, there are a number of factors which probably make the A.I.D,
participant training effort in Portugal somewhat atypical. Never-
theless, certain major aspects of the program and how it was_used
and developed should be of interest to AID/W and other USAIDs.

Analysis

The data on the USAID participant training program provided in the
previous table may be better analyzed if they are grouned in five
categories. The five categories are determined in accordance with
the following criteria.

Whether or Not

(1) a specific institution was targeted for assistance;

(2) participant training was also supported by early USAID ¢i-
nanced advisory (U.5. consultant) asaistance to the institution

(3) a well defined projoct (with specific objectives and
requiring both additional participant training and
advisory assistance) was oventually develoned; and

(4) a "major” contract waun signed to imvlement the project.
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Each of the five categories is defined below.

CATEGORY I

Includes participant training programs associated with an assistance
effort which met all four of the individual criterion: a specific
institution was targeted for assistance; early advisory assistance
was also provided; a well defined project was eventually developed
and a "major" contract to imolement the project was signed,

CATEGORY I

Includes programs associated with efforts which met criteria (1),
(2), and (3), but not (4): a specific institution was targeted; advi-
' sory assistance was provided; a well defined project was eventually
developed, but no "major" contract to implement the project was
signed.

CATEGORY IIIX

Programs which met criteria (1) and (2) but not (3) and (4): a spe-
cific institution was targeted, and advisory assistance was provided,
but no specific project was developed,

CATEGORY 1V

Programs which met criterion (1), but not (2), (3) and (4): a spe-
cific institution was targeted, but no advisory assistance was
provided and no specific project developed.

CATEGORY V

Participant training assistance provided to more than one institution
in some defined "area of assistance" and one or more of criteria
(2), (3) and (4) not met.

‘In general, it may be expected that Category I assistance efforts
are “better"” than Category II assistance efforts; that Category II
is better than III . , . that IV is better than V. The term batter
is used in the sense that as ony moves up the scale from Category V
to Category I, the assistanc effort is more focused in terms of
objectives, inputs and implementation mechanism and thus is more
likely to have greatar impact at h¢ jher levels (Levels 11, 12 and
13). As the lollowing section. - .1 domonstrate, the general rule
holds, but there are excentions,
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Based on the FY 76 through FY 82 data provided in the table and
using the categories defined above, the USAID varticipant training
program may be summarized as follows:
CATEGORY I 198 vcograms (45.3%) 8 institutions assisted
CATEGORY II 7% programs (18.10) 5 institutions assisted

CATEGORY III, 37 programs ( 9.5%) 4 ihstitutions assisted

CATEGORY IV 65 piogfams (14.0%) 4 institutions assisted
CATEGORY V 57 programs (13.1%) N.A.
TOTAL 436 (100.0%) 21 institutions assisted

A more detailed discussidn of the individual assistance efforts
within each category follows.

CATEGORY I

43% of the USAID's programs (198 varticipants) were associated with
assistance efforts (8 institutions) which met criteria a, (2),
(3) and (4): a specific institution was targeted; early advisory
assistance was also provided; a well defined nroject was eventually
developed and a major contract to implement the nroject was signed.
These are:

( 1)* Ministry of Agriculture
- $10.0 million USDA PASA, signed 9/16/80;

( 2) Rural Universities
- $2.4 million Purdue Contract, signed 8/25/80;

( 3) University of the Azores
- $632,000 URI Contract, signed 1/16/78;

( 4) Ministry of Social Affairs ‘
- $303,000 MSH Contract, signed 12/24/80;

( 5) Institute of Emergency Medicine
- $235,000 DHHS PASA, signed 2/5/81

( 8) New University of Lisbon (NUL) MBA Program
- $492,000 NUL Grant, signed 10/12/80;

(9) IPE/CIFAG Mgt. Training
. = $169,000 HRM Contract, signed 2/12/81;

(16) National Science and Technology Board (JNICT)
= $495,000 NAS Contract, signed 2/23/82.

* Numbers in ( ) correspond to institution identification numbers
used in table 1IV.(l).
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All of the projects/contracts associated with the above institutions
are currently active, All, with the exception of the Ministry of
Agriculture, $10.0 million USDA PASA, are financed under the T.A.
Grant (Project 150-0001). The USDA PASA is financed under the
Agricultural Production Program Grant (Project 150-0023). As the
USAID financed (under the T.A. Grant) both participant training

and advisory assistance for each institution prior to the signing
of contracts, contract amounts in all cases are less than the total
value of USAID financed assistance to each institution.

All eilght projects/contracts in Category I are clearly candidates

for cventual higher level impact evaluations when they are completed.
However, as all are projects which provide both participant training
and advisory assistance to accomplish project objectives, the higher
level impact of participant training should not, indeed cannot, be
evaluated independently of the higher level impact of advisory assis-
tance. Any attempt to estimate the impact of participant training

at Levels 11, 12 or 13 without controlling for differences in advisory
assistance inputs would result in an erroneous, and thus potentially
misleading, estimate of the impact of training., As participant
training and advisory assistance are joint inputs which interact

to produce impact, they must be evaluated as such. The USAID is

aware of no technique which would allow measures of impact at Levels
11, 12 or 13 to be disaggregated into a portion due to participant
training and a portion due to advisory assistance.

Though all eight of the above listed projects/contracts are similar

in that they meet the criteria established for Category I, the
histories of their development are quite different. These differences
are explored below.

Early USAID assistance to the Ministry of Agriculture (16 partici-
vants plus some advisory assistance in FY 76 through FY 78) rep-
resented a USAID response to a target of ovportunity. Agriculturae
was recognized as an important sector and the Ministry's requests
were honored. The early assistance was not directly related to the
Agricultural Production Program which was designed in late 1979 and
early 1980 and resulted in the signing of a $10.0 million PASA with
the USDA in late 1980. Some advisory assistance and participant
training, financed under the T.A. Grant and which was directly
related to the Agricultural Production Program was, however, provided
in 1980. 1In this case the flexibility of the T.A. Grant allowed
the USAID to maintain momentum while negotiations were underway
with the USDA. Of the 61 participant programs nprovided to the
Ministry through FY 82, 37 (60%) were funded under the USDA DASA.
The number of such programs is expected to increase significantly
over the next years.

An evaluation of early (FY 75 - 79) USAID assistance to the Ministry
of Agriculture beyond Level 10 is probably not necesgsary as impact,
even at Level 11 (problem solving impact), is doubtful. Givon the
scope and objectives of the USDA PASA for the Agricultural Production
Program, an eventual Level 13 (soctor impact) avaluation is clearly
appropriate.
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All early USAID assistance to the Rural Universities at Vila Real,
Covilha and Evora was directly relatcd to the $72.4 million Purdve
Contract which was signed in late 1980. 1In this case T.A. Grant
funds were used to finance technical assistance to help design

the project and then again to initiate implementation while AID/W
was moving through the contractors selection and contract negoti-
ation processes. Eventual evaluation at Level 12 (institutional
impact) iy clearly appropriate.

The $623,000 URI Contract for assistance to the University of the
Azores in fisheries and agriculture was the first major contract
signed under the T.A. Grant. Seventcen of the 24 participants
trained from the University of the Azores were funded under the
URI Contract: the ot'er 7 under the T.A. Grant before the Contract
was signed. The current Estimated Completion Date for the Contract
is 6/30/€3. A Level 12 (institutional impact) evaluation would

be appropriate within one year of that date. The USAID views this
project as not particularly successfil and any impact level evalu-
ation should devote considerable resources to identifying major
planning and implementation problems which could be avoided in
future projects of a similar nature.

The USAID relationship with the !Ministry of Social Affairs was
initiated in 1976. Considerable resources (USALD and GOP) were
invested in the design of a comprehensive health sector assistance
Project which was to be implemented through a host country contract
funded under the T.A. Grant. Though the RFP was published and a
significant number of U.S. companies submitted proposals, a contract
was never signed. Estimated contract costs were very high and

no one GOP Government remained {n power long enough to make a final
contracting decision. The USAID maintained its contacts with the
Ministry and these bore fruit in 1980, The USAID developed an
excellent working relationship with the new Dircctor of the
Ministry's planning unit and a numbor of the activitica originally
planned in 1976 were finally init{ated. Both advisory ascistance
(mostly under IQC's) and participant training (11 programs) were
used to replan and reinitiate long stalled activities. & well
dofined project and RFP were developed in 1981, but the $303,000
contract with MSH was not signed until 12/24/82. Regardlezs of

the rolatively small size of the contract, the projuct/contract is
a clear candidate for e¢valuation at Level 13 (smector impact). The
USAID believes that there will be a significant positive !mpact

on hospital coata (currently about 80N of the Ministry's budqget)
and that USAID'as labor intensive method of working with the Miniatry
will demonstrate that large bonefits can be obtained from a
relatively small financial investment, {f the invaatment {a well
targoted and responds to changing circumstances.

All USAID financed ansistance to the Inntitute of Emarqeney Med:-ine
(8 participant programa) was directly rolated to the $235,000 Uil
PASA signed on 2/5/8l. The Inati{tute and DHNS have collaborated

in a numbor of arcas rolated to tha PASA, but with fundu obtained
from othar gources, It is axpected that by tho time the project,/FhLuA
is completed thare will be algnificant improvements in Portugyose
emergoncy health cara ranqing from more raptd piok=un of aceident
victima, to hettaer emerquncy care at the acene and on tho reoad to
hospitalsa, to hettor care within hospital emarquney roons, AR
eventual Lavel 12 (inatitutional impact), and parhaps a Level 13
(sector impact), uvaluation would be appropriate,
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The $492,000 Grant to the New University of Lisbon was signed on
10/12/80. The purpose of the Grant 1S to assist the University

in establishing the first MBA program in Portugal. To date the
University has employed Grant funds to contract U.S. visiting
professors, through an agreement with the Wharton School ¢of Finance,
and to obtain badly needed bibliographic materials. To strengthen
its Portuguese faculty the University has recruited-a number of
young Portuguese business scholars who recently completed Ph.D
programs in the.U.S. and whose programs were financed through
other sources. USAID assistance will terminate in 1984 and a
Level 12 (institutional impact) evaluation would be anprooriate.

Early USAID assistance to the Institute of State Participation (IPE),
20 participant programs in 1976 and 1977, did not represent a

choice on the part of the USAID. After the revolution and the
start-up of AID activities in Portugal, the USAID was told by the
GOP that all USAID financed training programs would be controlled

by IPE. The early relationship between IPE and the USAID was
strained at best and improved only slightly over time. As Portuguese
Governments changed, the USAID was allowed more flexibility in
dealing with GOP Ministries directly. Eventually IPE was bypassed
altogether. Given the nature and purpose of the early IPE partici-
pant programs, their evaluation beyond Level 10 is not necessary.

CIFAG is the business training and consultancy arm of IPE. While

the role of IPE has declined that of CIFAG has increased. Currently
CIFAG is the only public sector entity in Portugal providing regular
short-term management training programs for small and medium Portu-
guese firms. CIFAG came ta_the USAID for assistance, and it came
becaise of the former USAID relationship with IPE. The $169,000

HRM contract signed on 2/12/81 was the direct result. However, as

in most other cases, considerable advisory assistance was provided
to design the project before the contract was signed. Upon completion
of the project/contract a Level 12 (institutional impact) evaluation
would be appropriate.

The JNICT is to some degree the Portuguese equivalent of the U.S.
National Academy of Sciences (NAS)., The $495,000 NAS contract
signed of 2/23/82 provides for a number of joint U.S./Portuguese
workshops on topics of major importance to Portugal, highly technical
and specicialized participant training programs for Po:rtuguese
.8cientists in the U.S. and some technical assistance in Portugal.
Overall NAS is providing assistance in 6 different SaT areas. Upon
completion of the project/contract a Level 12 (institutional impact)
evaluation, and perhaps a Level 13 (sector impact) evaluation, will
be appropriate. Given the large number of sectors assisted through
JNICT activities, only Level 12 evaluation may be feasible.

CATEGORY II
18% of the USAID's programs (79 participants) were ascociated with

assistance efforts (5 institutions) which met criteria (1), (2)
and (3), but not (4): a specific institution wau targeted; early
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advisory assistance was also provided, a well defined project
was eventually developed, but no major contract to implement the
project was signed. These are:

( 6)* Ministry of Public Works;
( 7) Ministry of Education;
(12) Nat., Stat. Institute;
(14) Housing Development Fund;
(15) Sines.

Assistance, both technical and participant training, provided to
the Ministry of Public Works (26 participants) and the Housin
Development Fund participants) was intended to support the im-
Plementation of the USAID's major social infrastructure loan pro-
grams, Basic Sanitation I and II and Low Income Housing I and II,
respectively. In the case of the Ministry of Public Works, 22 out
of the 26 programs were financed under Basic Sanitation II. The
impact of these twoc assistance activities should only be evaluated
within the larger context of the Basic Sanitation and Low Income
Housing Loan projects.

Assistance to the National Statistics Institute (4 participants)

led directly to the use of a central BUCEN project to obtain,
install and train Institute staff in the use of anumber of computer
packages (CONCOR, CENTS and CENTS-4) developed by BUCEN. A Level 12
(institutional impact) evaluation would be appropriate.

Sines (17 participants) was a major GOP port/industry development
program. USAID assistance was provided in response to specific GoOP
requests. USAID inputs probably had some impact on the development
df the Sines program, but, given its overall size relative to the
USAID input, the actual impact of USAID inputs would be very diffi-
cult to measure. Evaluation beyond Level 10 is probably not appro-
priate,

Since 1976 the USAID tried to develop a close working relationship
with the Ministry of Education (15 participants). Advisory assis-
tance and training were provided in a number of areas. However,

it was only in 1980 that a specific project in the area of continu-
'ing adult education was developed. Planned projects in the areas
of educational planning and management infromation systems never
got off the ground. The adult education activity 1is currently
active and being implemented by the USAID through a combination of
PCSs and 8-A set asides. Given the limited scope of the project,
one small division within the Ministry is being assisted, only a
Level 11 (problem solving impact) evaluation will be appropriate at
some later date.

* Numbers in ( ) correspond to institution identification numbers
used in Table 1IV. (1),
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CATEGORY III

9% of the USAID's programs (37 participants) were associated with
assistance efforts (4 institutions) which met criteria (1), and
(2), but not (3) and (4): a specific institution was targeted;
early advisory assistance was also provided, but no well defined
project was developed. These are:

(10)* Ministry of Finance;
(11) Regional Commissions;
(20) Com, on Status of Women;
(21) Civil Protection Service.

The Ministry of Finance (15 participants) played and continues to
play the key financial role in the implementation of all USAID
projects ‘n Portugal. Funds for all USAID projects (U.S. dollars
and Portuguese escudos) are allocated and released by this Ministry.
The USAID relationship with the Ministry is very important and has
been very close. Early in the A.I.D. program it was agreed that
the USAID would, to the degree possible, honor specific Ministry
requests for technical assistance and participant training in areas
of high priority to the Ministry. The specific areas of assistance
were varied, but the U.S. input much valued. Given the nature of
the assistance, any impact at Level 12 (institutional impact) could
probably not be linked to specific USAID inputs. A Level 11 evalu-
ation (problem solving impact) may, however, be appropriate,

USAID financed assistance to the Civil Protection Sorvice (6 par-
ticipants) did not lead to a snecific project, but tne Service, as
4 partial result of USAID assistance, developed and continues to
Maintain close ties with U,S. institutions and individuals working
in the same area. At most a Level 11, and probably only a Level 10
evaluation, is appropriate. ‘

The Commission on the Status of Women (4 participants) is charged
by the with promoting women's rights and integration into the
modern labor sector. To some degree USAID assistance has probaltly
had an impact on how the institution functions (Level 12). This,
however, would be difficult to measure and an evaluation beyond
‘Level 10 is probably not appropriate. '

The Regional Commissions (12 participants) are important in the
GOP's program o ecentralization and the USAID has for years tried
to develop specific projects in a number of areas. Assistance
provided to date has been highly valued, but no well defined project
has resulted. Relationships between the USAID and the Commissions
remain very good and one or two specific projects may be developed
in 1983. Evaluation beyond Level 10 is not appropriate at this
time.

* Numbers in ( ) correspond to institution identification numbers
used in Table 1IV.(1l).
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CATEGORY 1V

15% of the USAID's programs (57 programs) were associated with
assistance efforts (4 institutions) which met criterion (1), but
not (2), (3) and (4): a specific institution was targeted, but
no aadvisory acsistance was provided and no well defined project
developed. These are:

(13)* Ministry of Labor;

(17) Secretary of State for Energy;
(18) Export Development Fund;

(19) National Engineering Laboratory.

After the 1974 revolution, labor policy and union activities were
important in the U.S./GOP relationship.  The Ministry of Labor

(37 participants) assistance effort was primarily the responsibil-
ity of the Embassy Labor'Attache, as were the FTUI and AAFLI labor

union grants. Higher level evaluation of these programs may some
day be appropriate.

USAID assistance to the Export Development Fund (6 participants)
resulted in the signing of a ’ grant to the Fund which was
to be used to finance further advisory assistaice and training.
Over several years funds were not employed and the grant was deob-

ligated by the USAID. Any impact beyond Level 10 is most doubtful,

Training programs provided to the National Engineeiing Laboratory

(8 participants) represented a USAID resconse to a target of
opportunity. Impact beyord Tev~1 10 is probably doubtful.

The USAID relationship with the Secretary of State for Ener

(9 participants) was initiated in 1978 and continues today. Though
not financed by the USAID, the D.O.E. collaborated with the
Secretary in conducting a detailed Portuguese national energy
assessment. The documents produced are currently being used in the
formulation of GOP energy policy. The USAID is currently in the
process of developing a wind energy demonstration project, a contract
for which should be signed in 1983. Upon completion of the project,
a higher level evaluation will be appropriate.

CATEGORY V

The final group of USAID participant training programs (57 partici-
pants, 13% of the total) consists of various asasistance actions
which in general never reached the stage of being focused'in one
target institution. In these cascs the USAID was intorested in
assisting the GOP in some area and a number of institutions within
the arca were contacted to explore their potential role in overall
USAID and GOP plans. In some canes individuals were sent to the

* Numbers in ( ) correspond to inatitution identification numbers
used in Table IV.(l).
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U.S. to gain exposure to relevant U.S, institutions to return to
Portugal with fresh ideas for possible collaboration with the
USAID. 1In others, the USAID simply responded to a training
request supported at the highest levels in some Ministry. Seven
such programs were provided in Agriculture, 4 in Health, 13 in
Public Administration and Finance, 13 in Industry, 5 in Investment
Promotion, 11 in Transportation and 4 in Cooperatives, Most

were successful at Level 10, and probably also at Level 11, Beyond
Level 10 or 11 there .s little chance of impact: objectives were
too limited and the number of participants per institution too
few. With three possible exceptions, these assistance efforts
simply did not move beyvond the first stages,

The possible exceptions are in the arcas of Investment Promotion

(the $50,000 SPI Grant which is now supporting the develooment of a
private investment association in northern Portugal; and the Regional
Develooment Society in the Azores, which, though moving slowly, may
yet-develop into a project) and Industry (the $50,000 Grant to

IESC to provide consultant services to small and medium Portuquese
business firms). Both the SPI and IESC Grants are candidates

for eventual higher level evaluation.

Summary and Nonclusions

Given A.I.D. objactives in Portugal, the unstable political situation
(14 governments between the April 1974 revolution and the end of

FY 82) and the purpose of the T.A. Grant under which almost all par-
ticipant training programs were financed, the USAID has in general
used its participant training programs well. Out of 436 participant
programs:

- 379 tr&in;ng programs (Catéqorics I, II, III and IV, 86.9%) were
targeted at specific institutions (21 institutions in total);

= 314 programs (Categories I, II and 1II, 72%) wore combined
with U.S. advisory assistance inouts in Portugal;

= 277 programs (Categories I and II, 63.4\) were arsociated with
advisory efforts which eventually doveloped into well dgefined
projects;

= 198 programs (Category I, 45.3%) were associated with asaiatance
efforts for which major contracts were oventually aiqned;

- tinally, 57 programs (Catagory Vv, 13.1%) ware eauontially target
of opportunity responses to high level GOP requests.’
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CHAPTER V
DETAILED FINDINGS (LEVELS 9 AND 10) - PROGRAM RESULTS

Introduction

The most significant measures of the results of a participant training
program at evaluation Levels 9 and 10 are:

Level 9 - Have the participants returned from their training programs
in the United States with the belief that they have in
fact gained the information and knowledge that they set out
to gain; in other words feeling that their training needs
(program objectives) were mot?

Level 10 - Have the participants actually been able to use on-the-job
in Portugal the information and knowledge they gained as
a result of their training programs in the United States?

However, to evaluate only at Level 10, or evaluate only at Level 9,
would be a mistake. Both levels should be evaluated jointly, for only
if a given program i{s judged succernsful at Level 9 and, at the same
time, judged successful at Level 10, i{s it truly successful. Indepen-
dent evaluations at Level 10 or at Level 9 provide indicators of
success, they do not establish which programs were truly successful,

For the purposes of this study a truly nuccessful program is one in
which training needs (program objcctives) were met to at least a medium
or moderate degree (Level 9) and at least a significant part of what
was learned was :ctually used on-the-job (Level 10),.

Level 10 - The On-The-Job Use Of Informat{on/Knowledae Gained

The basic question asked at this level was: Have participants actually
been able to use on-the-job in Portugal the information and knowledge
they gained as a result of their training programs in the United
Stateas? Findings are presented in the table below.

e v.(1)

ANPORMATION/XMOWLERGR ACTUALLY UZED IN CUNRZNT JOB

(DISTRIDUTICN of scores on response slale ranqging from

1 to §; where | = almoet none, and $ « almost all)

INFOR AT 10/ . CUMULATIVE

KNOMLEDGE UZED NUNBER FERCEHT PERCENT
S, Almost Al) » 17 17 M- 196
6 - 54 20 o
3. Bignificant Part n }) "” HEAN = 2.4
1, - Y] 1 5 BTN, PRV, = 1.1
1. Almost lone 10 % 1000

TOTAL 196 1004 -
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The independent results at Level 10 are quite satisfactory: over
808 claimed that they had in fact been able to use a significant
part (or more) of what they had learned. Only 10 participants (58)
clained almost no use, while 27 (14%) claimed only limited use.,

If the evaluations were conducted only at Level 10, and if the
mininun standard for success was the use of at lecast a significant
part of whal was learned, then 82% of the USAID's programs would
be judged successful, Since this is not the case, it is only
concluded that, based on independent Level 10 findings, up to 82%
of the USAID's programs appear to have becn successful, Further
support is required.

At a minimum, however, it appears that a significant part of what

was provided through the USAID's programs was in fact applied to
the solution of institutional problems at Level 11.

Level 9 - Degree Program Objectives (Training Needs) Were Metl

The basic question asked at this level was: To what degree did
participants feel that their training program really provided them
with the knowledge and information they nceded, i{.e. that the objec-
tives of their programs were met? As demonstrated in the table
below, the independent findings at this level, as at Level 10, were
quite satisfactory.

e v, (2) .
DEGUEFR. TRAINING NEEDS (PROJECT OBJECTIVES) MET

(DISTRIBUTION of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to 9;

whero 1 = not at all, and 5 = very high degrae)

. CUMULATIVE

DEGREX MLT NUMBER PERCENT PERCLNT
. Hiqgh Daqre n » )?
S, Vary High qree N =197
4 - [1] ) 70 -
). Mediun/Moderate 36 10 (1] MEAN = 3,9
2, - 22 11 1 1] £TD, DEV. = 1.0
1. Not AL Al} 2 1 1008

TOTAL 197 1000 -

Almost 70% of tho participanta claimad their needs wore mot to a
high or very high deqgroe, and anothor 143 claimed that their neads
were maet to at loast a modium or moderate degroa. Only 2 partici-
pants claimed their needs wera not mat at all,



Again, if the evaluation was conducted only at this level, and if
the minimum standard for success was at lecast medium or moderate
satisfaction of training needs, then 88% of the USAID's programs
would be judged successful. Further it would appear that Level 9
findings (training needs were met) are consistent with, and sup-
portive of, Level 10 findings (knowledge and information was used) .

Levels 9 and 10 - The Relationship Between Use and Objectives
(A_Mcasure of Program Success)

The basic data for the relationship between degree program objectives
were met (Level 9) and use of information/knowledge gained (Level 10)
iz presented in the table below. As would be expected the relation-
ship between the two variables is statistically significant and
positive, but not perfectly linear. Note that the table is divided
in four quadrants in accordance with the previously discussed

CTABLE  \I.(3)

Ef.Nl'!ONS"H‘ BETWEEN DEGRTE P‘ROCRMl OBJECTIVES (TRATNING
NIIDS) MET AND INFORMATION/KCIOWLYNGE USED

INTORMATION/IQIOWLEDCE USED
DIGREE PROGRAM OBJECTIVLS ALMOST ‘ ALMOST

(TRAINING NELDS) MET NONE ...feccececee ALL |qomay

: SN EE ENERE
| IEH|

$. Very ligh Gl s} sfw|asfel nlwm

4 - 3 oy 28 | 1Y 9 (T

3. Medium/Moderate 1 ¢f 10 ? 2 b
RN RS S

2, - o] 3 of o| 1| 1] 22| av)
1. woi At ALL of of o] 2] o 2
ToTAL I ) nJ n s |

indepandont indicators of program succecss: Level 9 - programa objoc-
tives mot to at leoast a modium or moderato degree; Lavel 10 - at
least a significant part of what was learned was used on=thae~jobh.
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The Quadrants, starting from upper right and moving counter clock-
wise are:

Quadrant I: Program objectives met and information/knowledge
gained actually used (140 cases, 75% of the total).

Program objectives were "proper" (as indicated by use); Programs
were well designed and implemented (as indicated by objectives met).
Given the simultaneous satisfaction.of both Level 9 and Level 10
minimum standards, these programs are judged truly successful, and
it is hypothesized that these results were obtained because no serious
problems developed, or mistakes were made, at Levels 4 through 8,
Had there been serious mistakes or problems at any one of the lower
levels, this result would not have been attajined. It now remains,
of course, to look at at Levels 4 through 8 to determine whether
findings at those levels are consistent with, and supportive of,

the Levels 9/10 findings., If yes, the confidence in Level 9/10
findings is increased. If not, the Level 9/10 findings must be
seriously questioned.

Quadrant II: Program objectives met, but information/knowledge
gained not used (24 cases, 12% of the total).

Programs were well designed and implemented (and indicated by objec~
tives met). 1In other words, given the objectives established for
the program, in which the participant assisted in developing and/or
concurred; there were no serious problems or mistakes at Level S
(the participant was prepared well for his program), or at Level 7
(the program was well designed), or at Level 8 (no major problems
developed during implementation). However, since the information/
knowledge gained was not used on-the-job, there were problems or
mistakes at either Level 6 (the "proper” training objectives were
not established, i.e. that which was learned was not appropriate to
the participant's institution and therefore was not used), or at
Level 4 (the individual selected for training was not located at

a poasition within his institution which allowed him to use the
information/knowledge he gained), or at both Levels 4 and 6. Such
cases may be judged successful i{n that given their objectives
programs were well designed and implemented. They may not, however,
be judged truly successful: what was learned was not usec.

Quadrant III: Program objectives not met and information/knowledqge
not used (12 cases, 6% of the total).

These programs were pure failure: objectives were not met’, 50 not
much was learned, and what wag learned was not used, The problems
or mistakes which caused such negative Level 9/10 rosults could
have been at any, or all, lovels betwecen Lovel 4 and Level 8.

Quadrant IV: Program ohjoctives not met, but information/knowledgn
gained actually used (12 canas, 6% of the total),

Theso cagsan aro more difficult to explain: objectiven woio not mat,



yet a significant part of what was learned was used. Perhaps there
were no problems or mistakes at Level 4 (an appropriate and qualified
individual was selected for training), or at Level 6 ("proper" objec-
tives were established), or at lLevel 5 (the participant was prepared
well for his program); but there were problems or mistakes at higher
levels, i.e. Level 7 (the program was poorly designed), or Level 8
(major problems developed during implementation). Other explanations
are possible. To the degree that what was learned was used (Level 10)
these programs may also be judged successful: they may not, however,
be judged "truly successful®,

In sum, the data indicate that at least 75% of the USAID's programs
were truly successful: program objectives were met (Level 9) and
what was learned was used (Level 10). To attain these results, it
is argued that no serious problems develcped, or mistakes were made,
at Levels 4 through 8. On the other hand, only 6% of the USAID's
programs may be judged as pure failures: program objectives were not
met (Level 9) and what was learned was not used (Level 10). The
remaining 18% of the USAID's programs may be judged as at least
partially successful: either program objectives were met (Level 9)
or what was learned was used (Level 10). However, in these cases
there were serious problems or mistakes at some point, or points,
between Levels 4 and 8.

Though overall Level 9 and 10 findings were quite satisfactory, there
was sufficient variation in the responses of the varticipants at

each level to justify further investigation. Before proceeding with
the more detailed discussion of findings at lower levels, and how
those findings relate to Level 9/10 findings, it is appronriate to
discuss how Level 9 and Level 10 results have varied over time,

Prior to the evaluation it was expected that early USAID programs
{1976 and perhaps 1977) would have been less successful than later
programs. The data did not support this assumption. The relation-
ships between the year a program was initiated and the degree program
objectives were met (Level 9) and the decree that what was learned
was used (Level 10) were not statistically significant. This finding
does not prove that later programs were not in some sense better than
earlier program. For example those early participants who claimed

to have used an approximately equivalent amount of what they learned
as 1id some later participants, may have done o only because they
have had more time on-the-job to use what they learned.

In sum, the USAID's tvaining programs between 1975 and 1980 apoear
to have been generally quite :uccessful. Further, the success rate
does not appear to have varied over time: high standards were egtab-
lished early in the program and then maintained.



Additional Level 9/10 Findings

The basic findings at Level 9 (the degree to which program objectives
were met) and Level 10 (the degree of on-the-job use of what was
"learned) were presented in the previous section. The purpose of this
section is to set forth additional findings at Levels 9 and 10. Spe-
cifically, the following relationships arec explored:

1. the sharing of information/knowledge with colleagues;

2. the degree of increase in orofessional capability; and
3. the professional advancement of participants.

The Sharing of Information/Knowledge

Additional support for the generally favorable basic findings at
Levels 9 and 10 is provided by the data on sharing. Participants
were asked to estimate how much of what they learned as a result of
their programs they actually shared with their colleagues in Portugal.
Results are presented in the table below.

e V. (4)

INFORMATION /KNOWLEDGE SHARED WITH COP COLLETAGUES

(DISTRIDUTION of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to %

vhere 1 = almost none, and S = almost all)

INTORMATION/
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SHARID
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Mmoac §5% claimed to have shared at least a significant part of
what they learned with their colleagues, while 25% claimed to

have shared almost all, At the other end of the scale, only 4
participants claimed to have shared almost nothing., In sum, not
only did the great majority of participants use a significant'part
of what they learned, but they also shared a significant part with
their colleagues, thus creating at least the potential for a
multiplier effect.

It is reasonable to assume that the degree of actual on-the-job use
by the participant is a good indicator of how appropriate (useful)
what was learned was to the solution of problems within the partici-
pant's institution. Participants and their colleagues work within
the same institutionc on the same problems: what would be useful

to one would be useful to the other. Under such conditions, it is
reasonable to assume that both the participant and, perhaps partic-
ularly, his colleagues, would have a mutual interest in sharing

what the participant learned in the U.S., provided what was learned
was useful. If so one would expoct a positive relationship between
degree of use by the participant and degree of sharing with colleagques
The data do in fact reveal such a statistically significant positive
relationship.

Though the relationship between use and sharing is positive, it is
not, as is demonstrated in the table below, perfectly linecar.

mer v.(5)

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INI‘OIHM'!ON(DOONDG! USED AND
INPORMATION /XNOWLEDGE SHARED

(DISTRIDUTION of responses on response scales ranging

from 1 to $; where 1 = almost none, and $ = almost all)

INTONATION, INFORHAT ION/IQIOWLEDGE SHARZD
KNOWLEDGE ALMC iT ALMOST
u'm ”N: LI N ) o0 O P RSEOIOSEIS aLL m“
1 2 b | 4 s
——— ﬁ;
3. Almost ALl 2 1 4 9 1 33 |’
4, - (1) 1 3 [ ] 2 17 34 ()
h Hmlﬂcnnt Pare 2 10 27 30 12 71 { .
P (I1r) 2 ) [ ] s 2 26 (v}
1. Almost None 3 1 4 | 1 10
AR
TOTAL 9 23 51 [ }] '1) 194
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Of the 158 participants who claimed to have used a significant (or
better) part of what they learned, 140 or B9% (Quadrant I) also
claimed to have shared a significant part: the remaining 18 or 1l1l¢
(Quadrant II) claimed to have shared only little. Of the 36 par-
ticipants who claimed only little use of what was learned, 22 or

61% (Quadrant IV) claimed that they shared a significant part. Only
14 participants (about 7% of the total) claimed that they necither

used nor shared a significant part of what they learned (Quadrant III).

Thus it appears that for at least 72% of the USAID's programs
(Quadrant I) what was learned was appropriate (useful) to the par-
ticipant's institution and that the impact (actual use) of what

was learned was probably multiplied through sharing. In another 40
cases (203 of the total) either a significant part was actually

used by the participant himself (Quadrant II) or a significant part
was shared with his colleagues (Quadrant II), thus creating at least
the potential for use.

Not all channels for sharing or transferring information and knowl-
edge with colleagues were equally important. As the following table
demonstrates, the most important channels employed by Portuguese par-
ticipants were informal discussions and on-the-job training. Since
most transfers took place at work, or during work, the argument that
that which was transferred to colleagues is probably used by those
colleagues is supported.

rante V.(G)

IMPORTANCE.. OF VARIOUS CMANNELS FOR SHARING INFORMATION/VNNWLEDGE

{PERCENT DISTRIBUTION of responses on scale ranging from 1 to 3

vhere 1 = not inmportant, and 5 = very important)

VERY NoT TOTAL/OVERALL
IMPORTANT. ... IMPORTANT

CRANNELS FOR SHARING
STD.

) 4 ) 2 1 No. | MEAN DEV.

Inforpal Discussions | 40 | 30 18| 9] 231} 4«01
On=-The-Job Traininqg 24 Jo 27 14 6 188 3.5 1.2
Loan U.S, Matertals | 19 | 26 | 25 | 20 [ 10 | 187 | 3.2 | 1.3
Writton Reports 15 30 |17 |12 ] 21 [ 186 ] 2.9 1.4
Formal Lactures s l16 101352116 2.2{1.¢

' The argument that what was shared with colleaques was also probably
used by those colleaques waas further supported by the finding that,

as the degree of sharing increased, no did the importance of {nformal
and on-tho=job sharing channels. Thua, thcse who used more on~tha=-job
tended to share more with colleaguesa; thoan who shared more with
colleaquen tended to share more through informal and on~tho~-job work
related channels. In othor words, use by the participant, sharing
with colleaques and use by colleaquesa are complementary and mutually
roinforcing, As one increasesa, so do the othors.
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In sum, an additional benefit of the USAID's programs was the sharing
of information with colleagues who actually used the information,

The link botween Level 10 (on-the-job use) and Leovel 11 (solution

‘of the institution's problem) is strengthened. To the degree that
both participants and their colleagues used what was learned by

the participant, the probability of problem solution at Level 11

was increased.

.Increases In Professional Capability

It may be argued that there is an intermediate step between meceting
program objectives (Level 9) and the actual on~-the-job use of what
is learned (Level 10). ' That step is an incrcase in profesasional
capability. A question on degree of increase in professional capa-
bility was included in the questionnaire. Resvonses are presented
in the table below.

mee V.(7)

DEGREE PROFESSIONAL CAPARILITY INCREASED

(DISTRIBUTION of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to 51 where

1 = no {ncrease and 5 = very high increase)

DEGREE OF INCRIASE Mo, PERCENT 'I:E:QT
N = 200

3, Very Migh 0. 23 23
‘- n 1) @ KM = 3.0
3. Mediua/Moderate 1) 30 1] 110, DRV, = .9
2. - 16 ] 100%
1. Mo Increase 2 1 -

TOTAL 200 1004 -

Given the overall high average of the rosponses (62% claimed that
their profesasional capabilitios wero increased to a high or very high
degree) and the nature of tha USAID training program, it must be
assumed that most participants i{nterpreted thisa question {n a very
narrow sensc, i.o., professional capabtlity directly related to the
specific objactivas of their program (their training needs) and not
overall professional capability. Responses to :he training needs
question and the professional capabtlity question were, however,
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consistent; for almost all participants the claimed degree of
increase in professional capability was either equal to or less
than the claimed degree to which program objectives (training
needs) were met.

iegardless of whether an increase in capability i1s or is not an
intermediate step between Level 9 and Level 10 two facts are clear:
first, most USAID participants were very thoughtful (consistent)
when responding to the questionnaire and second, the responses to
the capability question were consistent with, and supportive of,
basic findings at Levels 9 -and 10.

As a follow-up to the capability question, participants were request

ed to indicate the importance of various elements of their programs
as they related to the claimed increase in professional capability.

TaBLE WV.(8)

IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS PROGNAM ELEMENTS IN INCREASING PROFESSIONAL

CAPABILITY BY DEGREE OF INCREASE IN PROFESSIONAL CAPABILITY

{MEAN of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to S; where

1 = not important,and 5 = very important)

XNCREASF IN IMPORTANCE OF *
PROFESSIONAL SPECIFIC GENERAL PROFESSIONAL
TECHNICAL ply RELATIONSHIPS
CAPABILITY INFORMATION INFORMATION DEVELOPED
&TD. 51D, ~STD. |
DEGREE No.*| MEAN DEV. MEAN DEV. MEAN DEV.
S. Very High S0 4.7 .6 4.3 | 1.1 3,711
4 - 73 4.3 .8 3.8 .8 3.4 1.4
3. Medium/Moderate 59 3.4 .8 3.4 ] 1.0 2.5 | 1.)
3. = 16 2.0 .8 3.0 | 1.2 2.6 1.4
1. No Increase 2 1.0 - 3.0 - 2.0 -
TOTAL/OVERALL 200 J.9 111 J.8 1 1.1 3.1 1.4

® Not all participants responded to each of the 3 individual impor-
tance questions. Actual number of responses to each importance
qQuestion may ba 1 or 2 less than number shown in thi: --iumn,

Overall, specific technical information was more important than
either general information or the development of professional
relationships. Further, specific technical information was most
important to those who claimed the highest increases in professional
capability.
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The above would tend to indicate that USAID programs should focus
on providing specific technical information. However, too narrow
of a technical focus might be shortsighted. General information
allows the participant to place specific technical information

in context and to better evaluate its applicability to Portugal,

Participants' Professional Advancement

The following table is a cross tabulation of participants' profes-
sional positions at the time of their training programs by their
current professional positions (at the time the questionnaire was
applied). Data for both position at time of training and current
position are arranged on a scale of 1 to 6; where 1 is the highest -
level policy position and 6 is the lowest technical position. As
one moves up the scale the policy aspects of a given position
become more important: as one moves down the scale, the implementation
responsibilities become heavier. At the top level (Level 1), the
emphasis is almost purely on policy; at the lowest level (Level 6)
almost purely on implementation. Note, however, that in Portugal
it is not unusual for a technical person (Level 5 or 6) to have
direct access to a Minister—(Level 1). Basic data for the position
at time of training were obtained from USAID files. Data for the
current position were obtained from both the questionnaire and
USAID files (the USAID had current job data on a number of partici-
pants who did not respond to the questionnaire).

maz V. 9)
PARTICIPANTS' PROFESSIONAL ADVANCEMENT

(Position at time of training vs. current position)

LEVEL IN EMPLOYING ORGCANIZATION

AT TIME OF TRAINING T ngRIB!:T'PgSITIG; I
1. Policy - Top [} “1=l-1]- /9
3. - Oth.’ 11 111 - /’) -
3. Mda, - Top 13 -] - J/*/ 1 -
& " -on, | s9] 2 %y 1] 2
S. Tech., ~-.Top 1) 60417 | 3| b
[ = Oth. 56 Z 23 (] (] 1 2

TOTAL 232 | 29 |09 {63 |25 |18 | 12




The data presented in the table on.the previous page are not adjusted
for the relative imvortance of the institution in which the nartici-
pant was/is employed, i.e. both a Minister (Ministry) and Rector
(University) are classified as top level policy positions. The im-~
pPlications of this failure to adjust are discussed below. Also note
that for some parcticipants the current position is only slightly
more than six months after program comoletion (1980 participants);
for others the time lapsed may be up to three years.

‘Based on the cdata in the table presented on the previous prage, the
145 participants (63%) located on the upward sloping diagonal of the
.matrix have remained at the same professional level: those to the
left of the diagonal (6%) have moved down the professional scale;
and those to the right (313) have moved up.

While it cannot be claimed that 31% of the USAID's participantg
advanced professionally because of their nrograms, the percentage that
advanced is significant. At a minimum the USAID selected individuals
who were capable of moving up and assuming more resoponsibility.

Two points are particularly noteworthy. First, all ton policy par-
ticipants remained in top policy nositions, most within the same
institution. Second, over 40% of the technical level narticipants
(Levels 5 and 6) moved into higher level positions, a significant.
number into top administrative and a few into nolicy positions. This
is particularly noteworthy as the public service in Portugal is
quite rigid, with little turnover and limited oprortunities for
advancement.

Based on the table, 31% of USAID pmarticipants advanced professionally
and, it may be assumed, have increased job resnonsibility. In the
questionnaire participants were .also asked to compare their current
responsibilities with their responsibilities at the time of their
programs: 45% claimed their resmonsibilities had increased. The
USAID also made its own estimates, adjusting the data nresented in
the table for differences in the relative import.nce of institutions
when a major job change had occurred. The USAID estimate for
increased job resvonsibility was about 40%; slightly less than the
participants claimed, but 9 points higher than the estimate obtained
from the unadjusted data in the table. These findings are particu-
larly significant given that only 18% of the participants studied
changed institutions after training. Further, these who did switch
-institutions generally moved to institutions within the same sector
which were closely related to the original institution.

Clearly a very significant percentage of USAID participants are
moving up in their careers. Given that most are quite young, the
trend should pay future dividends.

Summary

The additional Level 9/10 findings oresented in this seoction were
consistent with, and supportive of, the basic Level 9/10 findings
prescnted in the previous section. The fact that a great majority
of the USAID's participants claimed both that their training necds
(program objoctives) were met (Level 9) and that they have actually



V.=13

used on-the-job vhat they learned (Level 10), is consistent with:
(1) the high degree of sharing of information with colleaguas;

(2) the claimed degree of increase in professional capability;
and

(3) the actual professional advancement of the participants.

In sum, the degree of confidence in' basic Level 9/10 findings is
increased. Further, because information and knowledge was not only
used by participants but also shared with colleagues, and those
colleagues also used the information and “nowledge, the link between
Livel 10 (use of what was learned) and Level 11 (solution of insti-
tutional problems) is strengthened. USAID programs may actually

be more successful at Level 11 than the basic Level 9/10 findings
indicate.

The next step is to determine whether lower level findings (Levels
9 through 4) are consistent with, and supoortive of, Level 9/10
findings. Thece relationships are cxplored in the following chapters.
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CHAPTER VI
DETAILCD FINDINGS (LEVEL 8) - PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Introduction

For the purposes of this study, the period of program ir-‘'amenta-
tion was dcfined as the period of time between arrival in and
departure from the U.S.. Thus, it includes both orientation (usu-
ally provicded in iVlashington, D.C.) and actual program imnlemen-
tation (usually at several different locations).

From the USAID point of view, Levels 4 through 7 are planning and
preparation. At Level 8 ST/IT and the organizations contracted to
provide training assume responsibility. The actions taken or
decisions made at lower levels (Level 4, select an appropriate

and qualified participant; Level 5, prenare the narticipant in
terms of expectations, English, logistics, etc.; Level 6, cstab-
lish "proper" program objectives; and lLevel 7, desiqn a progran
appropriate to objectives) were, in major part, taken or made so
that implementation at Level 8 would proceed smoothly and that
serious problems, which could impact negatively on program results
at Levels 9 and 10, would not develop. If the USAID has done a
good job at Levels 4-7, and if ST/IT and the cortractor perform as
expected, then the occurrence of serious problenms during implemen-
tation should be minimized.

Findings at Level 8 wore in general vury favorable. Few USAID

participants exoericnced serious difficulties or problems which
could have impacted negatively on their programs,

Orientation Services

The USAID provides the participant with a genoral idoa of what to
expact in the U.S. prior to departure from Portugal (Leavel 5 - Pre-
departure Preparation), but it is porhaps orientation servicos
provided in the U.S5. which contribute more to the smooth transition
frora home country to the program to be initiated. Two typos of
orientation are usually involved: general orientation provided by
tho Washington International Conter (WIC) and technical orientation
usually provided by an individual closely related to the design

and implementation of the participant's proqram.
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As the table below demonstrates almost all USAID participants
were provided with some type of orientation in the U.S..

TADLE Wi1)
U.8, ORIEMTLTION SERVICES

TYPE ]
WIC (only) 42
WIC and techaical 26
Teghnical (only) 18
None 13

TOTAL 100%

About 68% had some contact, usually 2-4 days, with the WIC, while
only 44% were provided what they considered technical orientation
by an individual or individuals outside WIC. Some 13% received
no orientation in the U.S.,.

Though most Portuquese participants had travelled outside Portugal
(Level 4 - Participants Selected), few had previously visited

the U.S.. Tor most, the first contact in the U.S. was with the

WIC. The WIC provides a 2 to 7 day orientation session in
Washington, D.C. to introduce AID participants to American cultural
1ife and customs. Services include sominars and lectures; tours

to points of interest, including a visit to an American supermarket;
ticke*s are arranged for concerts, theaters and snorting events;
and, in some cases, an oppoztunity to meet Americans informally

is provided through the WIC Host Family Program,

Prior to this evaluation and based on informal feedback from a
number of quite vocal participants, the USAID had come to question
the relevance of the type of general orientation services provided
by WIC to persons of Portuguese (European) background. While some
of our participants clearly did not require WIC orientation, the
680 WIC participation rate to some degree reflects the USAID's
partially negative view of the program: participants who objected
were not required to participate. To our surprise, of those who
had WIC orientation, 88% found it to be at least somewhat useful,
while 47% found it to be very useful. In the future, depending

on participant's previous experiences, the USAID may push WIC ori-
entation a bit more forcefully.

The low 448 rate for technical orientation outside the WIC was not
expected. The USAID had assumed that almost all participants wore
provided technical orientation, either by 8T/IT or by the institu-
tion contracted to provide training. Though our individual par-
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ticipant follow-up system it was known that most of our participants
had an initial interview with thetr ST/IT orogram coordinators

prior to the initiation of training. However, the initial interview
apparently dealt with logistical and not technical program aspects.
0f those who were provided with what they considered technical ori-
entation, almost all found it to be somewhat useful, while a full
80% found it to be very useful. Clearly something valued so highly
should be provided. It is reasonable to assume tliat such technical
orientation would be of even more value if sessions werc always
provided by a person with a technical background in the substantive
area of the program and not just the person responsible for program
scheduling and logistics.

The major portion of the 13% who received no orientation in the
U.S. did not require it: most were high level GOP officials on very
short observation consultation visits. Regardless, under normal
conditions technical orientation early in the program should be an
essential and required part of every participant nrogram funded by
A.I.D.. A significant percentage of USAID participants who could
have benefited were not provided such services.

English Lanquage Experience

The success of a U.S. participant training program may be greatly
influenced by the participant's English language capability. With
a few minor exceptions, the USAID's programs were conducted. in
English and of short duration: participants had to arrive in the
U.S. ready to converse, read and, in some cases, write in English.

To determine if English was a problem for Portuguese participants
(and to evaluate USAID language testing and training procedures,
Level 5 - Predeparture Preparation), participants were requested to
-evaluate various types of English problems they might have encoun-
tored while in the U.S.. Results are presented in the table below.

TABLE Vi (2)

PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION OF SERIOUSNESS OF INGTL.ISH LANGUAGE PRODLEMS
ENCOUNTERLD IN THE U.8,

(PERCENT DISTRIBUTION of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to

3, where ) = no problem, and 5 = sarii..s problams)

[ ]
RESPONSE INDIVIDUAL PROMLEIM ARZAS OVERALL
SCALE Undor- Curulative
Read stand Speak rite Percent Percent
1. No problenms ) ° 42 9) [ 3 (1) (1]

. - 11 37 J0 29 3) 1]
3. A Few Problema (] 9 12 [} 8 94
4, - 2 2 ) ] 4 100
$, Serious Problems 0 0 0 1 0 -

TOTAL 1000 1000 1006 1006 1004 100%
AN 1.3 1.4 1.7 1.8 . .
8TD. DEV. .8 o7 X ] ) - -

¢ Unweighted averaqge of the four individual prohlen areas,
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A full 96% of the USAID's participants claimed that they had no, or
only a few, English language problems while in the U.S.: 65% stated
they had no problem at all. Some credit for this extremely favor-
able result must go to those Americans who decalt with the partici-
pants and participated in their programs in the U.S.. As many par-
ticipants have reported, these Americans clearly made an effort to
understand and be understood.

Even though the initial findings indicated no serious problems, the
data were further broken down by the year programs were initiated

to determine whether the pattern varied over time. The degree of
problems associated with understanding English (perhaps the r-st
important area) were fairly constant with no significant vari.tions
from year to year., A statistically significant pattern with respect
to speaking, reading and writing was, however, discovered. Partici-
pants in 1976 clearly .experienced more problems than in following
years. Given that the USAID program was just starting and selection
was made primarily by IPE rather than the USAID, this would be expect

0f morec concern is the 1980 data: thougl not conclusive, it appears
thut the seriousness of problems with English encountered increascd
in 1980. As the overall USAID proqgram mix did not change siqnifi-
cantly in that ycar, it may be that participants were simply less
well prcpared. If the trend continued after 1980 (beyond the scope
of this study) the USAID has cause for concern. Every effort should
be made (at Level 5) to insure that past high English language
standards are maintained.

General Design/Implementation Problems

The favorable rcsulta registered at Levels 9 and 10 would probably
not have heen achicved if large percentages of participants had
expericenced serious problems rclated to the design and implermentation
of their programs. The relationshins between program design (Level 7
and Lovels 9 and 10 {8 explored in detail in the next chapter. How-
ever, as an independent check, participants were requested to orovide
tholr views on a number of key design and implementation related
elements. Results are presented in the table in the next page.

The great majority of participants, 90V, felt that the technical leve:
of their program was about correct, while only 4% thougqht {t too low
and 6% too high, %Yot one participant claimed to have had a significa:
number of contacts with persons of low professional capability while
Almost 50V thought all their contacts were of high capability. 1In
sum, therc appear to have been vory few problems with the qono-al
tochnically profensional lavols of the programu provided,

The 4V of participanta who claimed a asignificant number of oragani =
zationa which thoy contacted were not relevant may not repreasng a
sarious problem, As the largest ahare of USAID proqrams ware
observation/conaultation, and as the ohjactive wam szomatimas to
expose the participant to what tha Unitod Statos had to offer, a
negative responae may indicate that tha particinant judged the
orqanization not to be ralavant to Portuqgal ((,e, his {patituticn'a
problem, Level 1ll). As one program cbjactives was to make this
detarmination, that progran objective ray have been met,
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TABLE VI (3)

PARTICIPANTS® BVALUATION OF SELECTED PROGRAM_ASPECTS

{PERCENT DISTRIBUTION of responses)

(A) FECINICAL LEVEL OF PROGRAM (B) 'RELEVANCL OF ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED'
"Wm.--u-uoo- 3.6 - All .'lﬂv.nt "eccerssnsaves 40.6¢
= About Correct ... 90.) = Most Relevant ..ccvevvesses 355.2
= T00 Nigh ..cove.e 6.1 = Significant Number .
Not Relevant .....eoe0s000 4.2
“'.l S803000 0 ‘oo.o‘ “t.l B0 0O CEOIRNEOIEROIOIROTDN l°°'°.
(C) PROFESSIONAL LEVEL OF PERSONS (D) ADVANCE PREPARATION OF PERSONS
L Yoy o 5 —
= All Nigh Level ....,. 47.4 = All Well Prepared .,, 27,1
= Most Nigh Level .... 32.6 = Most ¥ell Prepared ., 57.)
= Significant Number = Significant Number ¢
Low Number [KEEXXX 0.0 © Not 'r.p‘l’.d eoeees 19,6
“t.l LA N NN NN NN N ‘oolo‘ . ht.l ss v ORNIIOIYS ‘°°l°‘
(B) EMT!GJ or PNOG!& (F) NUMBER OF CONTACTS MADE
= Too Short XX R 31.’ .m".ny XXX ‘.3
= About ."h' ‘e 74.6 = About l‘gh‘ .o €0.4
-mm' tesen 4.1 = Too Tew evevee 13.4
Total ..... 100.08 Total ..... 100,0

- 46) MESTIC TRAVEL

.mmch sse 0 "J
= About R4 ht .. sl.1
= Too Little ... 14.6¢

~ Total ..... 100,00

The fact that almost 168 of (e participants felt that a signifi-
cant number of their contacts were not well propared for their
visits does represent a serious problem. Much time can be lost

if the participant must at every new contact explain the objectivesn
and purposes of his visit., At a minimum all contacts should be
provided with the basic information contained in the P1O/P. The
USAID does not know whether this is standard ST/IT procedure.

A significant numLcr of participants believed their programs were too
short, too few contacts were made, and there was too little domestic
travel. Most of those who felt this way were on obnervation/con-
sultation or spacially developad programs. In both cages, the
average duration of such USAID programs had dropped considerably

over time., from 6.4 weeks in 1976 to 2.8 weekn in 1980 for obsaor-
vation/consultation: and from 10.0 weaks to 4.5 weeks for specially
developed programs (Level 7, Program Design).

Based on the above facts, the USAID at first thought that {t
perhaps had decrecased the averaje duration of its pregrams too much,
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Further analysis indicatcd that this was not the case, First, there
was no statistically significant relationship between responces

with respect to duration, number of contacts and U.S. travel and
time (year program initiated). While program duration has decrecased,
the percentage distribution of responses to the threc questions

has remained fairly constant, Second, as will be discussed in
detail the next chanter (Level 7 - Program Design), the USAID's very
short duration programs have been at least as successful as longer
duration programs in terms of results at Level 9 (degree program
objectives met) and Level 10 (degree of on-the-job use).

A possiblc explanation for the 21% who felt their nrograms were

too short is that in many cases GOP officials initially claim that
they are not available for longer programs; however, once their
programs are implemented, and found to be more useful than original-
ly anticipated, they wished that they had made themsclves available
for a longer period. Thisg explanation is consistent with informal
feedback received by the USAID.

Other Problens

Thero are also a number of general problems which, L{f serious enough,
may impact negatively on a participants training program, Findings
for a number of such potential problem areas are presented in the
table below.

TAMLE v (&)

PROBLENS ENCOUNTERED BY PAM’!CX?MS WHILE IN TWMY U.8,

(PERCINT DISTRIBUTION of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to $;

vhere 1 = no problems, and 3 = gerious problems)

) sErIQUS OVEMALL
ARZAS PROBLEMS, ., ... . PROBLENS
aATD.

1 3 ) ) S | MEAN DEV. No,
= Amount of Per Diem 5 | 14 1) § 1d 2 1.9 1.3 1%
= Raceipt of Per Diem 7 9 ) ¢ ] 1.% 1.1 194
= Adequate lodjing (Y 11 1) ? 2 1.7 1.1 19¢
= Changes (n Proqran [ }) [ ] (] 1 ) 1.2 N 194
« Contacte HMigwing Meetinga | 94 ] 1 -] -1 I N ETY
= Persons Contacted ” ) 1 oY S 1] 4 19)
' = Other Participants " 7 2 0 51 1.8 3110
= Apsticans {n General % ) ) o3 51 1. N 199

£
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About 29% of Portuguese participants experienced difficulties duc
to what they regarded as a too low per diem rate and the resulting
inability to obtain adequate lodging, Only 13% had problems with
the timely receipt of the per diem. In some cases these problems
were considered quite serious. The degree to which these problems
were encountered has remained fairly constant over time.

The above finding is consistent with feedback constantly received
from participants upon their return to Portugal, Food and lodging
in the larger U.S, cities, particularly New York and Washington,
D.C., are quite expensive. It is 'unrealistic to assume that for-
eigners visiting these cities, most for the first time, will be
able to live as inexpensively as Americans. ST/IT attempts to find
less expensive hotels, but in many cases the participants reported
that general hotecl conditions and locations left much to be desired.
A review of current participant per diem levels and ST/IT lodging
assistancc policies in major cities is clearly called for.

About 5% of the USAID's'participants also experienced problems with-
last minute program changes or with contacts missing scheduled
meetings. In most cases these problems were not regarded as too
serious and were probably unavoidable. Regardless, every ecffort
should be made to minimize such occurrcnces.

On the positive side, very few Portuguese participants experienced
personnal problems with their professional contacts, other particj-
pants or Americans in gencral. The few particioants who experienced
problems with other (non-Portuguese) participants were mostly carly

in the program (1976 and 1977). The main complaint was that they
wore forced to live and associate with porsons of quite different
educational and cultural levels. Historical and cultural differences
should {n some cases be respected, or at a minimum program backstop
-0fficers and program coordirators should ba aware of such differcnces.

Given tho rates of occurrence, tyoes, and soriousness of the gencral
problema encountered by Portuquese participants, there apparently
was no overall generally negative (mpact,

8ummar1

In genaral the find{ngas at this level (Level 8) were consiatont
with findinga at Levela 9/10: for the great majority of partici=- |
pants, no major problemsa waere encountared during program {mplemen-
tation,

Orientation searvicus provided by the WIC were found to be useful,
Tochnical orientation was valued aven more hiohly, yot 59% clatned
that they wore not provided such services, Technical orfentation
should be made a formal part of every participant training pregran,

The tachnical level of the great majority of programs was judqed
appropriate. Howaver, a siqgnificant number of participants claimad
gomag of thelr cnntacts {n the U,5, ware not adequately prepared {nr
their viatita, Also, a asignificant number felt their programa warae
too short.,
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Few Portuguese participants experianced English language problems
while in the U.S.. Most of those who did received training early .n
the program in 1976 or 1977. There was some indication, however,
that the level of Lnglish language problems increased somewhat in
1980. The situation calls for clcse monitoring by the USAID.

Finally, few participants experienced difficulty with Americans or
other particimants. Last minute changes in programs caused problems
for some participants, but there were fow such cases and the problems
were not too sarjous. The level of the per diem in large U.S, cities
did cause serfous problems for a relatively high percentage of par-
ticipants. AID/W should review the situation.

Overall, findings at Level 8 were consistent with findings at Levels
9 and 10. Though some vroblems were encountered during program
implementation, they were neither sufficiently generalized nor
serious enough to contradict the favorable results at Levels 9 and 10,
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CHAPTER VII
DETATLED FINDINGS (LEVEL 7) - PROGRAM DESIGN

Introduction

As previously noted, thec three main characteristics of the USAID
participant training program were short duration, individually
tailored programs, and heavy reliance on U.S. Government entities
and universities to provide training, The purpose of this chap-
ter i3 to first provide more descriptive detail on the program
designs employed by the USAID and second, and most important, to
explore the effects of ‘differences in program design on results
at Levels 9 and 10.

Detailed Description of Proqram Desians

As shown in the table below, the USAID's training programs have
largely been tailorec to meet the needs of individual participants.

TABLE Vii(1)

THE USAID/LISDON PROGRAM - TYPES OF TRAINING PROGRAMS (1976-1980)

YEAR PROGRAM INITIATED TOTAL
TYPE OF PROGRAM
cY cY cY cY cY No. Y
76 77 78 79 80
Academic - Ph.D, 0 0 1 0 0 1 -
- M.A.* o| ] o o] o ¢
= linn-Deyree ] b ] 2 0 0 5
Regular (Canned) Course 7 29 10 1) [} (3] H
On=The-Job Training 0 0 9 0 4 1) S
Specially Daveloped ] ’ 712 |11 58 22
Observe and Consylt 10 | 22 32 | 14 11 89 b ]
Other/Corbinatiuns 12 3 1 0 0 1¢ 7
TOTAL 7 70 62 47 » 240 1008

Cd

® In 3 cases the USAID financed less than } 7oar of the program
and the GOP financed the rematnder.

Ovar 70\ of the proqrams provided ware npacifically deniqgnad and
devoloped to meet tha training needs of individual participants,
or, in a few cacges, for small qroupa of two or three participants,
Within the group of specifically desliqned proqgrama, 89 were clan-
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sified as observation/consultation .programs, 55 as specinlly develop-
ed (fewer contacts, with each contact having a significantly longer
duration than the observation/consultation visit) and 13 as on-the-
Job training (usually only one or two contacts, with each contact

of relatively long duration).

Few academic programs were provided; only 10 during the period under
study: 1 Ph.D., 2 complete M.A. programs, 2 partial M.A. programs
and 5 non-degree programs.

Regular (canned) courses, such as thoce offered by the USDA and

BLS, accounted for 26% of all programs. Thouqh the USAID still uses
this type of program, they were more important during the early
phases of the USAID program in Portugal.

A3 tae table below clearly demonstrates, the USAID nrogram has been
very heavily weighted towards short-term training,

TABLE v)1(1)
THE USAID/LISBON PROGRAM « DURATION OF TRATMIMG PROCRAMI (1976-190)
CUMULATIVE [ DUPATICH IN wWErKS
DURATION NUMBER PERCENT ) >
rercent | nEan vg:g'
1 mMonth Or Less 106 4) 4 J.0 1.0
1 To ) ronthe 104 [} ” 7.9 3.2
3 To ¢ ronths 20 ’ [ ] 9 17,1 4,0
Q To 9 ronths 4 3 " 3.9 3.4
9 Months To ) Year 1 4 9 [] P 4.1
More Than ] Year 1 1008 71.0 28.¢
TOTAL/OVEAALL 40 10048 - 9.7 1.7

During the period atudied, overall averane nroqram lenqgth wasa only
9.7 weaks, Over 40V of all programa laated one month or less and
a 85% ware completad In ) months or less. Medium term nrograms of
from 3 months to one year accounted only for l4%v of all proqrams,
while only three programs were programmed for more than one year,
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In general, and as the following table demonstrates, observation/
consultation programs were shorter in duration than specially
developed programs. However, the duration of individual programs
within each program type category varied greatly. Significant
numbers of observation/consultation programs had durations in
excess of the average duration of specially develoved programs,

TABLE /11, (3)

THE USAID/LISBON PROGAAM -~ MEAN DURATION OF MAJOR TYPES OF PROGRAMS
BY YEAR PROGRAM INITIATED (1976-1980)

TYPE OF PROGPAN®
YEAR
PAOCRAN OBSERVE AND | REGULAR (CANNED) SPECIALLY
CONSULT COURSE DEVELOPED
INTTIATED [ . [ wean [ 510 | Mo, |rzan | 570, | we. | szan | 570,
{wks) ] DEV. (wks) | DEV. {wks) ] DEV.
cY 80 1 s .3 ¢ |v.0]3af 11]es]as
cY 7 122 13 ra] a2l 20 a0 a6
cY 8 33 |s.2)30]| 10]s.9] a0 1|21 ] 6.6
cr”n 2|70]6s]| 9] 6.4]6.3 A EREEA!
cY 7% 10 ]|ealss] 1]21] 40 s [10.0 | 7.9
TOTAL/
overnee | s3] e es|r0]sa| ss]ez2]s.

® The thres types of programs listed account for over 848 of all
USAID programs.

The trend in program duration over time is clear; short duration
USAID programs have become even shorter. 1In 1976 the average
duration of an observation/consultation program was 6.4 weeks, in
1980 such program averaged only 2.8 weeks. The same occurred
with specially developed programs, average duration drooped trom
10 weeks in 1976 to 4.5 weeks in 19A0.
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In‘terms of program source, the USAID has relied heavily on the U.S.
Government and U.S. universities to provide training.

TABLE VII(4)

THE USAID/LISBON PROGRAM -~ TYPES OF ENTITIES WHICH
PROVIDED TRAINING PROGRAMS (1976-1980)

(DISTRIBUTION of programs by types of entitiss which
actually provided training, regardless of organiza-

tion which held training contract)

PROGRAMS PROVIDED
TYPE OF ENTITY
NUMBER PERCENT
Government (1) H ]
University 7 a9
Govt. and Univ. 49 20
Private Tira 18 7
Private, Govt. -and Univ, 17 7
Private,and Govt. or Univ, rl 9
A
TOTAL 248 1008

.Government entities, almost all federal, and universities provided
or participated in about 93% of all training programs. The split
between purely government and nurely university programs was almost
equal, just less than 30% each. Private sector entities (profit

and non-profit) participated in 23% of all programs, but only
provided 18 programs without government or univorsity collaboration.
"The mix of sources has changed somewhat over time with more programs
being provided by universities and private firms. Government, how-
ever, continues to play an important role.

With the exception of academic programs and to some degree regular
(canned) courses, no one source was closcly identified with any

one type of program. Universities provided all the academic oro=-
grams; while government provided about 50% of the canned courses.
Obscrvation/consultation, spacially developned and on-the-job train-
ing programs were provided by all sources.
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In sum, the three main characteristics of the training programs de-
signed by the USAID are:

1. short and historically decreasing duration (85% lasted
less than 3 months; 43% less than 1 month);

2. heavy -~liance on public sector entities to provide
training (U.S. Government entities and/or universi-
ties participated in over 90% of all programs, while
private firms participated in only 23%); and

3. individually tailored (about 70% of the USAID's pro-
grams were specifically developed to meet the needs
of individual participants - observation/consultation,
on-the-job training, etc.; 4% were academic; while
26% were regular "canned" courses such as those
offered by the USDA or BLS).

The above data are interesting only in that they describe the types
of programs provided by the USAID: by themselves they tell very
little. The important questions can only be answered by relating
Program design characteristics (Level 7) with measures of program
results at Levels 9 and 10. Have certain program designs tended

tc be more or less successful than others?

Program Design and Results

As demonstrat2d in detail in Chapter V, overall results at Level 9
(degree to which program objectives were met) and at Level 10 (degree
of on-the-job use of information/knowledge gained) were quite satis-
factory. Based on joint Level 9/10 findings, 75% of the USAID's
programs were judged truly successful, while 18% exhibited elements
of both success and failure and only 6% were judged pure failures.
Independent Level 9 and Level 10 findings were even more favorable.
At Level 10, 82% claimed that they had been able to use on-the-job
in Portugal at least a significant part of the information/knowledge
gained, while at Level 9, 88% claimed that their training needs
(project objectives) were met to at least a medium/moderate degree.

As a first attempt at determining the relationship between program
design (Level 7) and program results, joint level 9/10 findings were
cross tabulated with each of the three design characteristics of
type, duration and source, first individually and then jointly. The
findings were not conclusive: there were too few observations in
sone cells, only ll cases of pure failure, to make a firm judgement,
Thus, the hypothesis that all program designs were about equally
successful could not be rejected.

As a second attempt at determining the relationships between program
design and program results, independent Level 10 and Level 9 results
were broken down independently by each of the design characteristics
of type, duration and source.

When Level 10 findings (degree of on-the-job use) were broken down
independently by program type, duration and sovrce, none of the
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relationships revealed was statistically significant. 1In other
words, as with the joint Level 9/10 attempt discussed above, it
could not ke claimed (at Level 10) that shorter vrograms were
better or worse than longer programs, public training (government
or university) was better or worse than private training, or that
specially developed programs were better or worse than “"canned®
or academic progruas.

It may be argued that this result was obtained because Level 10

is too far removed from Level 7 and that the more aporopriate
-measures of the influence of nrogram design on program results are
fou?d at Level 9 (cegree truining needs (program objectives were
met).

The basic data for the relationship between program type and Level 9
results are presented in the table below.

TABLE VI1,(95)

DEGRFEZ TRAINING NEEDS (PROGRAM OBJECTIVES) MET

PY TYPE OF PROGRAM
(KEAN of scores on response scale ranging from 1 to S;

vhere 1 = not at all, and S5 = very high degree)

5T0.

TYPE OF PROGRAM MEAN oLV, No.
Acade: ic = Ph.D. 4.0 .0 1
- N.A. s.0 .0 3

= Non degree 4.7 N ) 3

Reqular (canned) Course ).? 1.0 L1}
On-The-Job Trairing 4.2 .9 1)
Specially Devel.ped 3.9 1.1 46
Observe and Consult 4.1 1.0 70
Other/Conbinations 3.8 1.3 1l
TOTAL/OVERALL 3.9 1.0 197

At first reading it appeared that academic programs were most
successful and that reqular canned courses were least successful,
However, the first reading could rnt he confirmed Btatistically:
the differences in mecan responses rresented in the table, though
visually significant, were not statistically significant.



VII.-?7

On the other hand, the relationshit betwecn program duration and
Level 9 results was statistically significant. As demonstrated

in the table below, however, the direction of the relationship
was not clear.

TAILE V{i(6)

DEGRIE TRAINING NLEDS (PROGRAM OBJECTIVES) MET
BY DURATION OF PROGRAM

(MEAN of scores on response scale runging from 1 to 3;
vhere 1 = not at all, and $ = very high degree)

L34

DURATION MEAN DRV, ¥o.

Up to 1 Month 4.1 1.1 87
1 to ) Months 3.0 1.0 80
3 to ¢ Months 3.4 1.2 17
§ to 9 Months ) 4.) N 3 )
9 Months to 1 Year 4.0 3 [ ]
More Than 1 Year 4.5 7 2
TOTAL/OVERALL 3. 1.0 197

Both very short programs (1 month or less) and long programs

(6 months or more) appeared_more successful than medium term
programs (1 to 6 months).

The relationship between the third design characteristic, nrogram
gource, and Level 9 results was also statistically significant.

TABLE VII.(7)

PEGREE TRAINING NEEDS (PROGRAM OBJEUCTIVES) WERL KT
8Y TYPE OF ENTITIES WHMICH PROVIDED PROGPAM

(ME2M of scores on respcase scale ranging from 1 to 3

vhete i = not at all, and 3 = very high degres)

7D,

INTITIES NEAMN DEV. No.
Government 3.6 1.1 ¢
Universicy 4,0 1.1 9%
“"c ‘M UntV. v ‘01 o’ ‘2
Private 4.) .9 15
Other/Combinations ).9 - 3
TOTAL/OVERALL 3.0 1.0 19
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In this case it appearcd that programs provided by the government
were less successful in terms of meeting training nceds {program
objectivag) than programs from other sources.,

In sum, based on the independent breakdowns of Level 9 findings

by program type, duration and then gsource, it appeared that perhaos
only rcgular (canned) programs, medium ternm (1 to 6 month) prograns,
and Government programs vere less successful than othars. However,
the independent relationships in all cases were not statistically
significant,

As a further check, Level 9 results wera broken down jointly by
pProgranm type, duration and source. The analysis revealed that only
one program design was really less successful in mecting training
needs (prcgram objectives) - medium duration, regqular (canned)
courses provided by the U.S., Government. In the case of the USAID,
almost all of these courses were provided by the BLS and USDA.

This result was not surprising, Most of the USAID's participant
provrams wece specifically designed to meet the training needs of
individual participants: the “canned" courses were not. Though the
geneiral topic may be of interest, certain parts of a "canned" pro-
gram .nay not be relevant, or, for the relatively well educated
Portucuese participants, the level of prescntation, at times gcared
to the Third World, may be too low., A significant number of USAID
partic.pants rcgistered thig complaint.

Summary and Conclusions

In sun, only one program design (medium duration "canned® programs
provicded by the Government) was less successful at Level 9 than
other designs. All other designs were about equally successful,

A long-term academic program may in an absolute sense provide more
information and knowledge (at higher cost) than a short-term obser-~
vation/consultation program. However, both may be equally succeasful
in nroviding what they were designed to provide. The data at a
minimum indicate that the USAID's short-term observation/consultation
programs were at lecast as successful in meeting program objectives

at Level 9 and in providing information/knowledge which was used
on-the-job at Level 10 as other types of program designs,

The basic conclusion i3 that, in general, the designs (type, duration
and source) employed by the USAID were appropriate to their resnactive
program objectives. Level 7 findings in no way contradict, nor are
they inconsistent with, findings at higher laevals, Further, Level 7
findings aro firmly supported by findingas at lower levels, particu-
larly Level § (ostablishing program objoctives and contant).
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CHAPTER VIII
DETAILED FINDINGS (LEVEL 6) - PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

Introduction

As noted in the previous chanter, about 708 of the USAID's partici-
pant training programs were specifically designed to meet the needs
of individual participants, or in a few cases, a small team of 2

or 3 participants. The remaining 30% were either regular (canned)
courses or academic programs.

Given the highly individualized, short-term and technical nature

of the USAID's training programs, the particivant's active partici-
pation in establishing the objectives of his program (explaining

his training needs) and his participation in establishing program
content (suggesting institutions and individuals to be contacted)

is extremcly important. Other things equal, one would expect that
the higher the degree of participation in establishing objectives

and content (Level 6) the greater thc probability that an anppro-
priate program would be designed (Level 7) and that the pbrogram would
be successful. In other words, that the particinant‘'s training

nceds would he met (Level 9) and that he would actually use on-the- -Job
what he lecarned (Level 10).

Basic Findinags

Participants whose programs were specifically designed to meet their
individual training nceds were requested to estimate their degree

of participation in establishing both the objectives and the content
of their programs. Basic findings are prcsented in the two tables
which follow.

TABLE V14, 1)

DEGREE OF PARTICITATION IN SCTTING PROGRAII ONJECTIVES (axnlaining

training necis)

. CUMULATIVE

DEGREE NUMBER PERCENT PLRCLNT
3. Very Great 54 )8 30 ¥=-14
4" - 20 19 57 HEAN = 2,6
3. Medium/!Modcrate 30 20 1

51D, DLV, « 1.4

a, = 16 11 84
1. No Participation 19 1) 1008

TOTAL 147 1008 -




V1II.=-2

With respect to objectives, the overall deqrec o€ participation was
quite satisfactory. Over 77% of those who responded claimed to
have had at least medium/moderate narticipation; while 57% claimed
more than medium/moderate particination and 38% very great partici-
pation. On the negative side, 13% claimed no particination in
establishing objectives.

In general, the degree of participation in establishing content was
less than the degree of participation in establishing objectives.

TARLE vinu(z)
PEGREE OF PARTICIPATION.IN ESTABLISHING PROGRAM CONTLENT (lUggOltlnq insti~

utinnm and individua to ba contacted)

CUMULATIVE

DEGREE NUHll"I PERCENT PERCE:Y
S. Very Groat 'Y 18 1 N7
4. - 22 15 » MEAN = 2.9
J. Medium/Moderate 3 22 55 STD, DLV, = 1.4
2, - » 22 n
1. No Participation N 22 1000

TOTAL - 7 100% -

55% claimed at least medium/moderate participation in estab-

lishing content; 33% claimed more than medium/moderate participation
and only 18% very great participation. About 22% responded that
they did not participate at all.

The difference in degrees of participation, however, was expected.
In general, participants know more about what they need to learn
(establishing objectives), than they know about what tho U.S. has
to offer in terms of training in a specific area (establishing
content)., Given that few Portuguese particinants had previous

U.8. training excerience, the overall degree of narticivation in
establishing content was quite high. Anparently the Portuguese
know more about the U.S. and U.5. institutions than might have baen
anticipated.

In theory, the fiirst step in develoning a varticinant training pro-
gram is to establish program objectives (a USAIN function), then,
based on those objoctives, the second ntop Lo to establirch nroqram
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content (a ST/IT function). 1In practice, both take place more
or less simultaneously and the PIO/Ps forwarded to ST/IT by the
USAID contain not only program objectives, but also specific
suggestions for institutions to be visited and individuals to be
contacted. In extreme cases, the program objective may be to
expose th2 participant to specific U.S. institutions, so that
the participant may determine whether the institutions' struc-
tures and operations are relevant to the particinant's institu-
tion in Portugal and thus whether further contact (narticipant
training and/or consultant services) is appropriate.

Given the nature of the USAID programs, the line between estab-
lishing objectives and establishing content is not always clearly
defined. Thus, the independent data nresented in the two previous
tables must be interpreted with care. Particination in setting
objectives is the most impnortant, but to some dogree, and under
some conditions, participation in establishing content may be a
subgtitute. In general, however, one would exmect that they
would be complements; participants more canable of particination
in setting objectives would also be more cavable of participation
in establishing content. Such a statistically significant positive
relationship does in fact exist, however, as demonstrated in tho
following table, the relationship i3 not marticularly strong.

TABLE Wil (3)

RELATIONSIIP BETWCFN DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION IN SETTING PHO-

CRAM OBJLCTIVE AND DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION JH ESTASLISHING

ROCRAM CONTLNT

(DISTRIDUTION of rosponses or response scale ranqging fronm

1to 5 whore 1 @ none and'$ = very great}

DEGREE OF PARTICIPATION IN
ESTADLISIING CONTLNT
SETTING ODJECTIVES VERY
NONE tooivieins gurile | TOTAL
1 b 3 4 4 Ha. ]
$., Very Great ) 31 10 21 54 »
4,7= 1 12 L 1 26 1
3. Medium/Moderate (4 12 1o ] 1 10 20
3. - 4 L 0 1 1 15 10
1. None 1% 1 1 b 0 19 1)
Ny, )2 )2 )} 22 1 144 -
TOTAL [
L} 22 » 293 1% 1f - 100%
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Overall, the USAID avpears to have done a good job of involving

its participants in the planning and develooment of their proqrams,
Almost 308 participated in establishing objectives and/or content
(75% in objectives and content, 12% in objectives only and 3% in
content only). However, about 10% (15 particinants) claimed no
partiripation in establishing either objectives or content. 1In most
of thase cases (usually observation/consultation proarams for
relatively high level GOP officials) the USAID was "calling tha
shots"” and exposing the particinant to what the USAID thcught he
should see and the participant merely concurred. As will be dem-
onstrated in the following section; results in such cases were

also quite good,

As noted previously, almost all the PIO/Ps for the specifically
designed courses were drafted by the USAID and forwarded to ST/IT
for development of the Training Implementation Plan (TIP) and then
actually implemented through ST/IT. The USAID staff, and not a
Contractor, sat down with the participant to discuss his institu-
tion's problems, his position and role within his institution, and
his training needs as rolated to his institution's nroblems and
his role. Obviously, the above did not take place at one meeting
with one USAID staff member; it was in general a long nrocess,
involving a number of meetings before the narticinant was formally
nominated by the GOP and anproved by the USAID. At a minimum the
orocess of establishing wrogram objectives and content involved
the USAID Project Manager and Traininqg Assistant, with approval

by the rrogram Officer and AID Representative. Overall, it was

a time consuming and labor intensive effort. As already demon-
strated a high degree of particination was achicved, but was it
worth the effort? Docs the participants active oarticination in
establishing obhjectives and content lead to botter programs?

Participation and Proaram Success

Encouraging participation in establishing nrogram objectivos and
content may require extra time and effort, but it i{s definitoly
worthwhile. Analysis clearly revealed stronq, vositive and
statistically significant relationships between participation at
Level 6 and rosults at lLevels 9 and 10, In qenoral, the higher
the degrees of participation in establishing proqram objectivesn
and program content (Level 6), the higher the degree to which oro-
gram objectives (training neceds) were met (Level 9) and the higher
the degree to which what was learned was usod on=the=-job in
Portuqal (Level 10).

Though all four relationahips (objectives/needs met, objectivasn/
on-the-job usa, content/needs mat and content/on-the~-job Use) were
positive and statiastically significant, tha atronqest relation-
ship, as demonatrated in the table on the next naqe, waa hetween
degrae of participation in establishing ohjectives and deqree

to which training needa were mot.
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TADLE W in ., (&)

RELATIONSHIP BITTUEEN DECRLE PROCRAM ONJECTIVES MET AND PARTICI-

PATIGH IN ESTABLISHING PROGRAM OBJECTIVECS

(DISTRIBUTION of responscs or responso scales ranging from 1 to )

OLGRIL OFr DEGRLCE PROGRAM ORDJECTIVES MET
PARTICIPATION
Not At Very
™ SETTING A e, High OVERALL
FROGRAM -
owectives | 1 | 3 | 3 | e | s | no. | wean | B0
5. Very High 1 1 4 16 n 3] 4“4 .9
“- ool of sfuyf o 28| a0 .o
domoderste | o | 7| 6| s| ] 2] 337} 1.2
3. - 0 3 4 ) 4 16 d. ¢ 1.2
1. wone Vel afrfoe] s 3] 2
TOTAL | 17 3¢ | 42 | 60 143 4.0 1.1

Though the general relationship demonstrated in the table is
statistically significant and quite strong, it is the excentions

to the gencral rule which draw attention. First, in the previously
discussed cases in which the USAID was "calling the shotsa" and the
USAID established objoctives and content, the results were quite
good. Of the 19 participants who had no narticipation in satting
objectivos (nor in most cases in establishing content), 13 (almost
708) claimed their proyram objectives were met to a high or veory
high degroe. On the other hand, one particinant who claimed high
participation, also felt that his needs were not mot at all.

In sum, though participation {n sotting objectivea and content at
Level 6 i3 extremely important and in jeneral stronqly related to
program succoas at levels 9 and 10, it {3 neither a necessary nor
sufficient condition for success, The gonaral rule holds, hut
there are oxceptions.

Sunmngx

The great majority (90%) of USAID participante whone programs were
specifically designed for them were given the opportunity (actively
encouraged) to participate in the establishment of the objectivas
and/or content of their programs. Given the strong relationship
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betwean such participation (Level 6) and program success (Levels
9 and 10), the USAID should exvand and intensify its efforts to
involve participants to an even higher degree. Nonetheless, in
some cases such involvement may not be appropriate; if properly
designed, the resulting programs can also be quite successful.

Overall, the findings at this level (Level 6) were consistent with,
and supportive of, findings at higher levels: at Level 7 (design
appropriate to obtjectives), at Level 8 (institutions and individuals
contacted relevant to objectives), and at Levels 9 and 10 (objec-
tives met and what was learned used on-the-job in Portugal).
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CHAPTER IX
DETAILED FINDINGS (LRVEL 5) - PREDEPARTURE PREPARATION

USAID predeparture contacts with the participant are extremely im-
portant for a number of reasons:

(1) to confirm that a qualified and anpropriate individual
was cselected (Leval 4);

(2) to establish program objectives and content (Level 6);

(3) to obtain initial views as to program design and
later to review the TIP provided by ST/IT (Level 7);

(4) to ensure that the participant is adequately prepared
for the implementation of his program in terms of ex-
pectations, language capability, logistics, etc.
(Level 8),

In addition to checking the participant's qualifications (a topic
covered in detail in the next chapter) and establishing program
objectives and content, USAID predeparture contacts with partici-
pants are important also to make sure that the participant is
adequately prcepared for his program in the U.S..

The USAID provides the participant with a set of different sor-
vices which includes technical, orientation and logistic elements,
Information is provided on such varied topics as financial
arrangemcnts, the Washington International Center (WIC) and climatic
conditions. In addition the USAID provides direct assistance with
travel arrangements, obtaining visas and travel advances.

Finally, it is the USAID's responsibility to ascertain that the
participant's level of English language capability is sufficient to
meet the requirements of his program,

If theae things are well done, not only should the program better
meet the participants training needs, but also the varticipant
should arrive in the U.S. with realistic oxpectations and a more
positive initial attitude toward the United States.

USAID Predeparture Assistance

To judge how wall the USAID has performed, participants were ro-
quested to respond to 15 questions on USAID prodeparture assistancoe.
For each arca (question) participants ranked the quality of USAID
assistanco on a five point mcale ranging from 1l to 5; whore 1
corrasponded to poor and 5 to very good, Results by calendar yoar
arc presentad in tho tablo precented on the folluwing paga.

Overall, the resultn weroc very favorable. The USAID han, nince
the initiation of its particinant training proqram, orovided good
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PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION OF PRCDEPARTURE SERVICES PROVIDED

BY_USAID BY YEAR PROGRAM INITIATED

(MEAN of scores on responsa scale ranging from 1 to 5; where

1 = poor, and 5 = very good)

MUIAN SCORES OVERALL
ITEM
I IR I H I - R

THFORMATION

Provided/

Fxchanged On:
- Objactives 3.2 3.9 3.8 | 4.2 { 4.1 3.9 1.1
= Content 2.8 3.8 3.5 3.8 3.9 3.6 1.2
= Schedule 3.0 4.2 3.9 | 4.0 | 4.2 4.3 1.1
~ Institutions 3.1 3,8 3. € 3.7 3.8 3.6 1.)
- Porsons (Contacts) 2.8 1 1.5 3.7 3.8 ). 3.6 1.3
= Finances 3.% 3.9 3.9 3.9 ).9 3.8 1.2
= Med. Exams J.0 J.2] 4.2 ]| 4.0] 4.) 3.0 1.1
= Insurance 1.9 3.4 4.1 ] 4.0 | 4.4 3.9 1.2
- WIC (Orijentation) 4.1 4.1 4.2 ).8 1.9 4,0 1.1
= Climate 3.6 3.%}13.9 |)8]4.0 3.7 1.2
ASSISTANCE

Provided \ith:
« English Examn 4.2 4.2 | 4.4 4.3 1 4.) 4.) .9
=~ English Clasnep 4.3 1 4.) ] 4.4 ] 4.2 ] 4D 4.) .8
- Travel Arr, 43 4.6 | 4.6 | 4.4 ] 4.6 4.5 o7
- Visa 4.4 4.7} 4.8 | 4.7 ]| 4.7 4.7 .6
= Travel Advance 4.2 4.9 4.6 4.6 4,2 4.5 '9
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to very good predeparture assistance. As would he expaected, the
quality of assistance in 1976, the ycar the program was estab-
lished, was lower, though still ac2quate, than in following years,
Even given an early high level, the quality of predeparture
assistance has improved over time. Areas in which the USAID has
direct control (Assistance Provided) were consistently rated
higher than areas in which the USAID has only partial control
(Information Exchanged or Provided).

Based on these results, the analysis was not pushed further. As
no major problems were identified, the findings at this level
(Level 5) were judged consistent with and supportive of findings
-at higher levels of the evaluation. The USAID's Portuguese
training assistant is to be complimented. :
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English Lanquage Testing And Training

During the first year after the initiation of the AID prugram

in Portugal the USAID had no participant training officer or assis-
tant. English language testing and training was conducted on an

ad hoc basis. In mid-1976, the USAID reached an agreement with the
American Language Institute (ALI) in Lisbon. Since then ALI has
provided the USAID with ALIGU testing services and, as required,
English language classes for participants. The USAID initiates all
testing and training requests and monitors participant's progress
during training. No participant may depart for the U.S. without
USAID approval. This power is exercised in its most extreme form
through the J-1 visa process. The U.S. Consulate will not process
the visa unless the top USAID officer has signed the appropriate
forms.

The table presented below was developed from data contained in the
USAID Training Office files. The purpose is to allow some judgement
as to how well the USAID has exercised control over participant
departure in terms of demonstrated predeparture language capability.
Scores presented are for the ALIGU test which covers three areas -
Listening, Oral (Speaking) and Usage (grammar). An average score

of 65 is regarded as adequate for non-academic work.

TADLE  x, (2)

PREDEPANTUFE ENGLISH CAPADILITY OF PARTICIPANTS

CUMULATIVE ]

1TEM NUMDER PERCENT PERCENT
No Test (Fluent) 43 17.3 17.3
ALIGU TEST®:
- 80 or higher 48 19.4 36.7
- 75-719 20 a.1 44.8
- 70-74 21 8.5 53.)
- §5-¢69 16 6.5 %9.8
- 60-64 [ 2.4 . 62.2
- 59 or lower 16 6.5 68,7
No Test (Other) 4] 17.3 86,0
Missing Data 3% 14.1 100,04

TOTAL 248 100,00 -

¢ Unweighted avurage of Listening, Oral and Usage Tenta,

Based on porsonal interviews and previous trainina oxpariance, 17%
of participanta wera judged fluent in English by tho USAID and wora



not formally tested by ALI. An additional 43% (some previously
tested and then trained by ALI) were tested hy ALI and met minimum
standards for program initiation. Twenty-two participants were
allowed to travel to the U.S. without meeting minimum average
requirements; however, in almost all of these cases, the low average
score was caused by Usage (grammar) problems, and not Oral and
Listening deficiencies.

A significant number of participants (43) were allowed to travel to
the U.S. without either demonstrating full fluency or passing the

ALI administered ALIGU test. Most of these cases were early in the
program and the reasons were diverse: a small number were provided
interpreters, some vere high GOP officials the USAID did not wish

to offend by requiring an English test, then perhaos English language
trainin; some travelled in a group in which at least onc GOP
counter} irt served as interpreter; some were tested and provided
language training in the.U.S..

USAID files did not contain recadily available and firm information
on an additional 35 participants. It may be assumed that their
cases were not too different from those discussed immediately above,

Perhaps due to missing data on a significant numnber of early partici-
pants, the USAID record in determining predeparture English capability
appears mixed. The important fact is, however, that, as v.as-
demonstrated in an earlier chapter, USAID participants did not encounte
serious language problems while in the U.S.. Though the available
data may not fully support this conclusion, it would appear that

the USAID has dealt with the English language problem in an appropriate
yet flexible manner and, at a minimum, has ensured that participant's
language capabilities have at least met the langquage levels required
for successful program implementation. The USAID's record keeping

in this arca has improved over time.

Of the 248 participants studied in this evaluation, 109, or 44%,

were provided English language training by *i.. TFor 28 of these
individuals, USAID files did not coutain firm dats on the number of
hours of training provided. For those for which fi 'm data did exist,
the breakdown was as follows:

15 ‘ours ....0... 12%
30 hours ........ 58%
60 hours ........ 15%
90 hours ........ IV
120 hours ........ 7%

Sinco the initiation of the AID program, {t has been general USAID
policy not to financc mora than 60 hours of tralning. Soma oxcop-
tions worce made, but the majority of those provided training by ALT
actually recoived 30 hours or lasa. It should ba noted that in a
significant number of cases, whaon i{nitial tont ncores were axtromoly
low, the USAID nugqgontad to tho GOP that the nomination for particl=
pant training be withdrawn, or that the GOP itself finance long-tarnm



IX.-6

English training and then reinitiate the nomination process, For
the most part the GOP responded favorably and financed training,
In some cases the nomination was withdrawn.

As the table below demonstrates, most of those trained by ALI felt
that the overall quality of training was quite good.

TABLE X, (3)

PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION OF THEZ QUALITY OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE TRAINING
PROVIDED BY ALI

(DISTRIBUTICN of scores on responsy scale ranging from 1 to'S: vﬁon

1 = very Mqh. and 5 = poor).

' CUMULATIVE

QUALITY NUMBER PERCENT PERCENT
S, Very High 24 27 27 N =92
4, = “ - [1} 75 HEAN = ¢.0
3. Adequate a2 2) ”° . .
2. - 2 2 1008 81D, DEV. = 0.8
1. Poor 0 0 - .

TOTAL 22 1008 -

Only two of the participants who had ALI training and responded to
the questionnaire felt training vas not adequate. Over 75% thought
ALI training to be more than adequate, and 27% judged it to be of
very high quality.

It should be noted that those who "failed"” the ALI program were not
sent to the U.S. and thus were not included in this study, Though
their numbers arc estimated to be quite small, their views, onc may
assume, would be different,

The available data were further broken down by year, but no aotatis-
“tically significant yearly variations were discovered. The quality
of training provided by ALI has consistently been moro than
adequate. -

Ono problem now being faced by the USAID ia English language training
outside the Lisbon area. Given GOP decentralization policias and
the USAID current program emphasis on the rural sector, an increasing
number of participants are now coming from smaller cities outsida
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Lisbon. Where concentrations have warranted, ALl has provided
regular classes using visiting teachers. In areas of less
concentration the problem has yet to bz resolved in a satisfactory
manner. Participants are now required to drive long distances
several times per weck or to actually move to Lisbon for a period
of time. Both of these solutions are quite costly and inconvenient.
Unfortunately, a satisfactory alternative has not been developed.

Summarx

The USAID appears to have done a particularly good job in its
predeparture contacts with participants. Timely logistic support
was provided and participants were highly satisfied with the USAID's
technical and non technical orientation services.

The record with respect to English language preparation was mixed.
In some cases USAID files did not contain sufficient information to
make a firm judgement,

As no major problems were identified, the basic findings at Level 5
are judged to be consistent with, and supportive of, higher level
findings.
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CHAPTER X

DETAILED FINDINGS (LEVEL 4) - PARTICIPANTS SELECTED

Introduction

A key element in any participant training program is the individual
selected for training. The best designed and implemented training
program has little chance for success at Level 9 (that training
objectiver will be met) or at Level 10 (that information/knowledge
gained will he used on-the-job) unless:

(1) the participant has the ability tc first absorb and
then to evaluate the applicability of his U.S. expe-
rience to local conditions; and

(2) the participant'is iucated in a position within his

institution which allows him to utilize what he has
learned. '

Participants' Professional Positions

The participants selected by the USAID were clearly in positions
which allowed them to utilize what they learned to solve problems
and promote change within their institutions.

TAILE %, (1)
LEVEL IN EMPIOYING "ORG)JIXZP;TION No. L}
1. Top Policy 9 4
2. Oth, Policy 12 1]
3. Top Adninistrative 14 6
4. Oth. Administrative (1) 26
3. Top Tochnical (1 36
6. Oth. Technical 58 2]
7. Other 2 1
TOTAL 248 | 1000

As the above table demonstrates, 4% ware located in top policy
positions (eg. Miniater, Rector, Agency Praesident). An additional

58 were located in second level nolicy positions (agq, Socrotary of
Stato, Spucial Advisor to the Mininster, Vice-Ractor, Vice~President).
Most of those 21 nolicy level participants weore sent to thoe U.S.

on short-term observation/consultation programas, It should bo



noted that the USIS International Visitors Programs sometimes have
objectives which may be similar to those of these USAID programs
and make it less necessary or appropriate for the USAID to send
very high level participants.

Just below the policy makers in the Portuguese bureaucracy are the
top level administrators (eg. General Directors, Division Heads,
Chief of Services). Most are career public servants, who normally
retain their positions from government to government. They are
primarily concerned with the daily overations of their institutions
(implemcnting policy), but can also make a strong input to volicy
“formulation. Fouarteen participants (6%) were drawn from this top
administrative category.

In Portugal, the functional line between second level administrators
and top level technical is somewhat blurred. Second level admin-
istrators are usually technicians themselves and head technical
departments (eg. Chief of Planning Unit, Director for Agricultural
Extensicn, Chairman of Crop Research Department). Sixty-five of

the USAID's participants (26%)were second level administrators.

Within the technical departments are those individuals charged with
the daily implementation of policy and operational level problem
solving. In the formalized Portuguese system, these are the top
technicians (técnico de 19 grau) followed by the general technicians
(técnico de 29 grau). The distinction between top and general
technicians is in Portugal based primarily on length of service.
Almost 60% of the USAID's participants were classified as technical
personnel,

In sum, at the time of their selection some 15% of the USAID partici-
pants were in positions which allowed them to establish policy
(categories 1, 2 and 3), while an additional 26% (category 4) were

in positions which allowed them to both influence policy and direct
implementation. The remaining participants, almost 60t, held
technical positions with primary responsibility for implementation.
The balance between policy and imnlementation appears aopropriate:
policy makers were made part of the process, while the technical
levels were emphasized. .

Participants' Educational Characteristics

Prior education and training are also important to the success of a
training program. The participant's educational level and brior
training experiences provide relatively good indicators of both

the participants ability to absorb what i{s provided during his
program in thao U.S., as woll as his ability to evaluate the appli-
cability of what he learns to_his inatitution's situation in
Portugal,

The participants selected by the USAID were gonnrally very well
educated. In 1979, only about 3% of the Portuquoan population held
univeraity degraaon. At the other ond of the ncale approximataly
23% of tha population (mostly older women in rural arcas) were



illiterate. As the table balow demonstrates, over 90% of the
USAID's participants were University graduates or had completed
a three year University course (the Bacharel).

TARLE  X,.(2)
EDUCATIONAL LEV.!.'LS No. [ ]
- MA or Ph.D [ b )
. = Doutoramento 10 4
« Licenciatura 192 7
= Bacharel 17 7
= Nigh-School 4 2
« Nigh- school Inc. (] b )
= Unknown 1) L)
TOTAL 248 | 1008

Sixteen participants (7%) held graduate degrees, 5 from foreign
Univorsities. It should be noted that though the Portuguese
Doutoramento has existed for years, M.A. programs have only recent-
ly been establicghed; one, an M.B.A. at the New University of
Lisbon, with USAID assistance. An additional 102 narticivants (77%)
held the Licenciatura, which may be considered slightly more
advanced than a B.A. or B.S. in.the United States, as it requires

S years of University study. Only 128 of USAID participants held
less than the Licenciatura. Firm data were not available for 13
individuals, but it is reasonable to assume most at lecast held the
Licenciatura.

The academic areas in which the participants' degrees were obtained
also appear appropriate to the solution of development problems,

TAMLE X.(3)
AREA OF NICHEST DEGREE No, L}
= Agriculture 41 17
= Engingering 50 20
= Bcon./Mus, | 3] b1}
= Lav 10 4
~ 80qg, Ro., ] 2
= Medicine 1 9
= Azts o letters ] )
= Other 20 [ ]
= Unhnown 10 4
TOTAL 240 | 1008




The greatest number of participants (83 or 34%) wore trained in
economics or business. The Portuguese University level economics
program places much heavier emphasis on business (accounting) than
an economics program in the U.S.. The saecond greatest number (50

or 20%) were trained as engineers. Both the economics and engineer-
ing degree are well respected in Portugal and, as the curriculum

in each is rather broad, orovide opoortunities for employment in

a wide variety of areas. Forty-one participants (17%) held degrecs
in agriculture. Given the USAID interest in the agricultural
sector, this was appropriate. Beyond the three areas mentioned
above, there were no other great concentrations; degrees rangec¢ from
law and medicine to the social sciences and arts and letters.

A particularly good indicator of ability to evaluate the apolicability
to Portugal of what is learned in the United States, is prior foreign
training. Other things equal, one would assume that the greater

the exposure to different ways of approaching a problem, the greater
the probability of correctly evaluating and selecting an aopropriate
solution. As the table below demonstrates, Portugal has historically
been very much oriented toward Eurove.

TABLE X, (&)

PRIOR FOREICN TRAINING No. [ ]

= None 60 24
= Furope 80 )2
= Europo/Other 22 19
= Europe/V,S. 15 [
- U.8, (3 2
- U.5./0ther 2 1
= Other ] )
= Unknown L1 22

TOTAL 240 1008

Only 24% of the USAID's participants did not have some prior foraign
training oxrorience. Howaver, even in theso casas, almost all had
at least travelled outside Portugal. The Portuguese European
orientation i{s cloarly demonatrated by the fact that almoast 603 of
the participants had some prior training !a Lurone. On the othor
hand, for almost 90% their first exnosure to the United States was
through their USAID financed training programs. Parhans becausoe

of prior European expariencen, during predeparture contacts with tha
USAID, many participants demonatrated some initial bias, or at least
scepticism as to tha relevance of training tn be provided in tho
Unitod States. 1In such eases, the natura and subatance of USAID
predeparturae contacts with the participant ware extremely important,



Participants' General Characteristics

A very important factor in any training program is the age of the
participant. If ton young, they may lack the professional expe-
rience necessary to critically evaluate the aoplicability of what
they are exposed to in the U.S.. If too old, they may lack the
drive, innovative spirit, or carcer time left to act and fully
follow-up on the new knowledge and information acquired, There
are, of coursc, always exceptions.

As the table below demonstrates, the age distribution of Portuguese
participants vas heavily weighted toward the younger age groups.

TABLE X, (%)

AGE No., v Jcun. v
« 24 or Less 1 3 2
- 2% to 29 ] 24 2¢
- 30 to M 58 22 ]
-3 to 3’ i" 14 62
- 40 to 44 T 16 78
- 4% to 49 23 0 1]
- 30 to 8¢ 16 6] 9
= 93 or More 12 ) 1 2]
= Unknown 2 1 1008
TOTAL 248 1008 -

Only 5 participants (2%) were twenty-four years old or less, whilo
almost 909 were less than 50. The highest concentrations (46%)
were in the 25 to )4 year age brackets. Mout of those 50 yearn

or older (12%) were in policy or administrative positions, Given
their high level positions within the Portuquese bureaucracy, most
of these still had time to make an impact on their institutions.

Of sorme importance is thu sex and marital atatus of participants.
In Portugal the career oriented woman is st{ll the exception. The
situation is changing, particularly {n the larger cities, but only
slowly. Thern is little overt aex discrimination and women may be
found at all lovels in the Government from Prime Minister:to
Secrotary. Most, howover, arg found at the aub-technical levels.
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As the table below demonstrates, given the actual distribution of
women within the Portuguese Government at tachnical levels and
above, the USAID program does not appear to have been discrimina-
tory as almost 208 of all participants were women, It is interest-
ing to note that most of the female participants were single,

while most of the males were married. The overall vercentage of
married participants was 808,

TABLE X, (6)
SEX No. ]
Male 202 81
Ferale 46 19

TOTAL 248 | 100

Prior to this study, the USAID had expected to find that a high
percentage of its participants were retornados who were born in
Mozambique and Angola and who were forced to raturn to Portugal when
those countries gained their independence. This expectation was
perhaps based on the high percentage of retornados working with

the USAID and Embassy. This did not turn out to be the case. As

the following table demonstrates, participants born !n Mozambique

or Angola accounted for only 108, approximately their same percentage

TANLE X, (7)

PLACE OF BIRTH No. [}
= Lisbon 76 b )}
= Porto/Coinbica 11 4
= Oth., Mainiand ” b ]
= Azores or Madeira 2¢ 11
= Mosaabique or Angola ad 10
- Other 4 2
= Unknown 12 $

TOTAL 240 | 1000

in the general population. This finding would also tend to indicate
that the GOP has not discriminated anainst those who returned from
the former colonies,



A final point is the GOP, and thus ' USAID, bias toward selecting
participants from Lisbon where almost all central Government
offices are located. Wwhile only 31% of the USAID's participants
-were born in Lisbon, almost 70% received their highest academic
degrees from Lisbon Universities. This is not because there are
not other universities in Portugal; there are, Coimbra and Oporto
to mention the two best known. It would be interesting to know,
but beyond the scope of this study, if the situation had tended
to change given the GOP's recent emohasis on decentralization

and regionalization.

Summary

Overall, it appears that narticipants selected by the USAID were
both capable of absorbing what they were exvosed to in the U.S.
and of evaluating its applicability to Portugal. lost were rela-
tively young, but with significant work experience. Only about
208 were more than 45 years old, with 46% between the ages of 25
and 34, Those over 45 were generally in policy and administrative
positions, while those under 45 generally occupied technical posi-
tions. Levels of formal education were very high. Over 90% were
university graduates, and of these about 7% held grgaduate degrees.
Slightly over 70% held degrees in the development rclated arecas of
economics, engineering or agriculture. Up to 76% had previously
received at lecast some training outside Portugal: 57% received at
least part of their prior training in Europe, while about 9% had
some prior training in the U.S..

In sum, findings at this level are consistent with, and supportive
of, findings at Levels 9 and 10. Because of their educational
levels, prior foreign experiences and professional positions, the
participants selected by the USAID were capable of learning and
evaluating the applicability of what they learned and then actually
using what thcy learned on-the-job in Portugal. Further, such
individuals would be expected to work well with the USAID and require
only limited predeparture preparation (Level 5), contribute greatly
to the establishment of their program objectives and design

(Levels 6 and 7), and exnorience few difficultics during implemon-
tation (Level 8).
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EMBASSY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Lisboa, Portugal

17 de Fevereiro de 1981

Exmo, ‘Senhor

Dr. Jolio Bento Raimundo

Rua General Humberto Delgada 395-3
3000 Coimbra

Exmo, Senhor:

Como é do conhecimento de V. EXa., um dos componentes mais importantes
do Programa de Cooperaglo Luso-Americana, coordenado pelo Gabinete de
Cooperaglio Econémica -(AID), consiste na organizaglio e financiamento de-
visitas e programas de especializaglio nos Estados Unidos, destinados a
técnicos portugueses ligados a projectos de desenvolvimento.

Apés 4 anos de actividade (1976-1980), ao longo dos quais cate
Gabinete financiou a visita aos E.U.A. a mais de 300 técniccs
portugueses, entendeu-se ser a altura oportuna de avaliar
retroactivamente a consistincia e eficifncia deste tipo de cooperaglo,
através de uma pondecaglo dos comentérios dos participzntes qQuanto s
uas impressGes ger¥is ¢ especificas dos seus prograras. Ninguém
melhor do que os participantes poderé aferir, objectivamente, os
resultados desta forma de cooperagio. Por i8so, o seu contributo é
extremamente valioso. 86 através da sua anélise critica, franca e
objectiva, se poderd melhorar a qualidade de programas futuros.

Dentro deste espirito, elaborémos o questionkrio em anexo que visa
proporcionar a ideia global que o participante formou ) volta do seu
prograna, desde a fase de concepglo, passando pela exicuglo, até
fase de pds-programa. O principal objectivc 2o a:estiondrio € tentar
{dentificar pontos mais fracos na concepgio, organizagio e execugio do
prograna, passiveis de serem melhorados através de medidas adequadas.

BR°dentro deste contexto qQue vimos solicitar a V.EXa. o0 preenchimento ¢
envio deste questionério a este Gabinete, até princi{pios de Margo do
anc em curso,

Embora tenha 9 folhas, o questiondrio foi concebido de modo a poder
ser preenchido num espago minimo de tempo, aproximadamente 20

ainutos. Gostaria de recordar a V. Exa. que o preenchimanto deste
questionério poderd melhorar os programas de um elevado nimero de
futuros participantes e, deste modo, contribuir para o desenvolvimento
profissional dos mesmog ¢ para o fortalecimento institucional dos
organismos portugueses em que estio inseridos. ,

Na expectativa de receber notf{cias breves, subscrevo-me com os meus

-;horol cumprimentos. W W : ,.

Michael 7. Lukomski
Coordenador de Cooperaglio Técnica do
Gabinete de Cooperago Zcondmica

Y



AVALTACAO GLOBAL D PROGRAMAS DE ESPECIALIZACAO FINANCIADOS NO AMB1TO DO
ACORDO DZ COOPERACAO TECNICA ENTRE 0§
GOVERNNS DOS ESTADOS UNIDOS E PORTUGAL, 1976-1980

NOTA PRELIMINAR:

A fiz de podermos fazer uma avaliagao correcta das suas respostas, & extremamente importan-
te qua responia a todas as perguntas. Assim, & necessirio que (1) indique com un circulo
& resposta quc lhe parecer mais adequada, ou (2) responds sucintamente & informagao que

lhe & pedida. Algumas perguntac sao compostas por varias partes ((a) ... (b) ... (ete.)).
No caso de uma pergunta ou parte de uma pergunta nao ser apropriada ao seu programa, nao
deixe a resposta em branco ... antes indique que 8 pergunta ou parte dests nao & apropriada
ascrevendo as inicials "NoA." no lugar respectivo,

1. Neze Completo
2. Data de Preenchimento do Questionirio / _/

dIa7n017ano

3. Cargo Profissional Actual:

(a) Titulo do Cargo
. Orgenizagao, Instituigao ou Empresa

+ Enderugo Profissional

« Telefone

(b) Indique se o seu carpo zctual & 6 mesmo que ccupava no momento em que iniciou o seu
programa finunciado pela AID.

1 -~ Sin
2 - Nao

(c) Cowparat{vamence, {ndique o Krau_de responsabilidade do seu cargo actual em relagao

&0 cargo que ocupava na altura em que frequentou o programa finenciado pela AlD.

1 = Menor responsabilidade excrcida ao cargo actual
2 - Mao ha diferenga substancial no grau de responyabilidade
) = Maior responsabilidade no cargo actual.

o o o+ [Explique sucintamente




4. O Gabinete da AID em Portugal finanzia dois tipos distintos de prograzas nos E.U.A.

para “participantes" (Lolseiros) portuguesas:

Programa Especial - Determina-se a natureza da informacao ou especializacao re
para o individuo e seguidamente oiganiza-se um programa especial que satisfaga os
requisitos. (A titulo de exemplo, considere~se un técnico de invaestigagao agricola
ligado & produgac de novas variedades de milho para o qual & organizada uma visita
a decerminadas universidades americanas que se dedicam 3 investigagao nesss mesmo
sector).

Programs Reg:lar - Uma instituigao americana tem um programa numa determinada rea
de especializagao que se ajusta a natureza da fnformacao ou especializacso re
para um certo individuo, que & propostc para participar nesse programa. (A titulo
de exemplo, os curios que o Departamento de Agricultura dos Estados Unidos - USDA
anunciam com regularidade, subordinados ao tema da politica de cradito para pequenos
agricultores, podem ser frequentados por um funcionario do MAP, ligado ao sector).

(a) Com base no anterior, indique qual a classificagao do seu programa:

1 - Especial, na sua totalfdade ou majoria
2 - Regular, na sua totalidada ou maioria ... (Passe para a alinea (d))
3 - Misto Especial-Regular
(b) Indique qual o grau da sua participagaoc na definigao dos objectivos do seu_pro-

grama (identificagao e explicagao da natureza de informacao e especializa 20
requerida para uso do Cabinete da AID no planeamento do seu programa

Nulo Mcdio . Elevado
T 2 3 4 s

(c) Indique_qual o grau da_sua plrt(ciplsio na escolha do conteudo do seu programa
(selecgao de instituigoes, organizagoes americanas a visiter ou individuos a comn-
tacfar no contexto do prograna):

Nulo Médio EZlevado
1 2 b ] L} L)

(d) Indique at@ que ponto na sua opiniso, o seu programa se ajusinu, na pritics, i
naturesa da informagao ou especializacio requerida.

Nulo Madio Elevado
1 2 3 L} S

e o+ o Explique sucintamente

uerida
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Antes de iniciar o seu programa, o Gabinete da AID em Portugsl prestou-lhe assistencie,
80b diversas formas. Qual a sua opiniao quanto ao grau de eficiencia por parte desse
Cabinete relativamente aos pontos seguintes:

,.

Deficiente Sarisfatdrio Huito Bom
(a) Informsgao Relativa A:

(1) objectivos do programa .......... 1 2 3
{2) conteitdo 'do Program™a ....veceeese 1 2 3
(3) :alendério do programs .......... 1 2 3
(4) instituigGes-organizagles o

visitar ou frequentesr ......... 1 2 3 4 3
(5) individuos a contactsr .......... 1 2 3 4 S

(6) subsidio de alojamento ¢ alimen=
tagao & o.troa aspectos de

ordem financeira .cvvovvuvcnens 1 2 3 4 3
(7) exams medico obrigatorio ....u.., 1 2 3 4 S
(8) seguro m@dico ¢ ds acidentes _

pllsolll esceessrsrseccssveonen e l 3 ’ ‘ 5

(%) aervigo de recepgao e informagao
do "Washington Internationsl
COlt.l"UlC" Csvecosssssnecven l 2 ’ ‘ s

(10)condigues climatdricas e ves-
tudrio aproprisdo ao local .
4o seu Programa c.esvsecencnsns 1 < 3 4 3

(b) Assistencia Relativa At

(1) sarcagio de testes de Inglcs ..., 1 2 3 4 )
(2) marcagio de aulas da Inglés ..... 1 2 3 4 ]
(3) coordenagazo da viagem iaterna-

‘l.ul CI0CIPIIPNBIRNIOGIRIOIOIOIOIENIROIIRTS l 2 ’ ‘ s
(4) obteagao de visto consular ...... 1 2 3 4 S
(5) obtemgio do sudsldio de visgen

adiantedo sodre o programa ..., 1 2 3 4 ]

(c) Pensa que existem outros pontos, além dos raferidos nas ellneas anteriores, relati-
vamente a0s quais o Gablnete da AID em Portugal deveria informar ov assistir antas
do inicio dos programss?

1 = Nao
2-8la. . . Iodique essas pontos

(d) Do seu pento de vista, enistem outros factoras
ficar o welhover o nlvel da asslstencia dada pe
antes de (alclo dos seus progremas!

us considera primordials para nodi-
o Cabinete da AlID asoa gnn{clgnntu.

1 -~ Nae
1=8ia., ., . D& sugestias

A



. 4 L]
6. Ensino de Inglés - "Anerican Language Institute (ALI)":

(a) Como parte da preparagav para o seu programa, foi-lhe facultado algum ensino de
inglés atravis do ALI enm Portugal?

1=-N3o. . . (Passe para a Pergunta N9 7)
‘2-Sim. . . NO de horas de aula:

(b) Como qualifica o ensino de Ingles dado pelo ALI?

De Baixo . De Alto
Nivel ‘s.tictatorio Nivel
1 2 3 4 S

(c) Quer fazer alguma sugestao que possa contribuir para elevar o nfvel gualitativo
do_ensino da lingua inpTess administrado em Partugal pelo ALI, ligado ao programa
a A

1 = Nao

2 - 8im . . . Exponha sucintamente

7. Servicos de Racepcao e Informacao nos Estados Unidos:

(a) Apos a sua che
¢80 dado pe

ada aos Estados Unidos, benaficiou do servico de recepcso s informa-
o wWashington Intcrnational Center - WIC"?

1 - Nao -
2~ 8lm. . . N? de dias no WIC:

(b) Dum modo geral, qual o grau de utiiidade do servico de recepcao e informagcao do WIC?

Utilidade Moderadanente Muito
Nula Oeil Ocil
1 ] 3 4 (]

(c) Qual a parte dos servigos do WIC pensa ser:

De maior utilidade?

De menor utilidade?

(d) Wouve alguma outra organizagcao, excluindo o WIC, qua lhe tivesse providenciado ser-

vigos de racepgac a informagso?

1~Nao . . . (Passe para a Pargunta N? 8)

2-8im. . . Ixpliquae sucintamente

(e) Qual a utilidade do» sarvigos referidos em (d)?

Ueilldade Moderadamentae Muito
Nula Oetl Oeil
] 2 b ] [ 3

\"5
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8. Ia termos de avalisgio, como classifica os Seguintes dspectos do seu programa?

(8) Duragac total do programs **eereransss 1 = Demasiadamente curta
2 = Aproximadamente certa
3 - Demasiadamente longa
(b) Nimero de instituigoes-organismos
contactados Terrtertsearisistiiiinn. 1 = Excassivo
2 - Msis ou menos correcto
- inlutlclonto
(c) Nimero de viagens internas nos
E.U.A. ligado a0 pPrograma .,.....,..., ] - Excessivo
2 - Mais ou menos certo
) 3 = Insuficiente .
(d) Relevincia das instituicSes-organise-
208 contactados tetreectecneriisnses 1 = Todag relevantes
2- Maioria relevante

3 - Um nimero significativo sem relevancia

(e) Nivel profiseional dos individuos
Contactados Terercerrsettsieeriiiees 1 = Todos competentes

Maioria compstente

3 - Unm nimero significacivo pouco cowpetente

(f) Os individuos com quen contactou
estavan bem informados sobre o
objectivo da sua visita oy

.'t“l.' ooocc-ooocooc.no-onuc-o-c-n le- rot.lld“. b.. ‘ntomd.
2 - Maloria bem informada
)

= Um adnero sfgnificativo nal

(8) Wlvel ticnico do PTOBTARA .1.0ivisees, | = Ixcessivamente baixo
' 2 =~ Mais ou menos satisfatorio
J = Excessivanente elevedo

9. Durante o erfodo do sey Iograms nos E.U.A., teve problemss em alguns dos

cando o grau de grav 8 desses prodlemss

Sen }
Probless Alguas Problezas
(s) LIngua Inglesa:
"qf....:o MR E R NN I N A 1 » 2 b ) 4
"""f'“;o toCes et enrene 1 2 b ) 4
- l.l‘“r. MR 1 ] b ) 4
- = eserita -cn-a-oo--o-coo-o-cn‘a-u 1 ] b ) 4
(d) Montante do subsfdio de alojamento ‘
..‘(.ﬂ‘.‘.o $II 01000 s 000000 1 ] 3 4
(e) Pontualidade na Tecepgio do
osubsldio refer{do em (b) vecnes 1 2 ) 4
(d) Odtengso de alojamento ’
Qo”l(r'.‘ R Y N N R IR 1 2 b ) 4

informado

aspectos

Problemas

Craves
—S

W W ow oW


http:indivrdusc.om

9. (Cont.)
Sea . Problemas
Problema Alguns Problemas Craves
(e) Alteragoes inesperadas no {tine-
ririo ou calenddrio do pro-
BTMRB sevvavccscnssssnrennscsnss 1 2 h | 4 s

(f) Falts de compar@ncis a reunices
marcadas cousigo, por parte
de elementos-chave do pro-
grama .o-oo-------c-;oo'ooc-oo.n 1 2 h | 4 ’

(s) Relagoes com:

= Americancs, em geral .....00.... 1 2 ] 4 L)
= outros participantes do seu
PEORTEBA cocecvessvvnsasaresse 1 2 3 4 L]

= monitores ou indivIiduos contac-
tados no ambito do seu pro-
[ L R X S S 1 2 3 4 S

(h) Teve qualquer outro probless durante o seu programs, nso especificado ecims, que
dava ser axposto a couﬂoupo do Gabinete da AID em Portugal?

1= Mo
2-8%ia. . ., ELxpooha sucintamente

10. Aumento de Capacidede Profissional

{s) Mo seu entender, qual o contribuigac do seu programs em termos de aumento ds sua
copacidade profissionsl?

1a Midis Clevada
1 2 3 4 3

« o+ o Exponhs sucintamente

(b) EZn termos de sumsnto da eus capacidade profissional, quel & importancle que teve
cads um doo seguintes factores do seu progrema?

fen De Algums De Grande
laportincis lsportancie Inportancia

(1) informagso tdcnica especlfice

“.“‘r“. te0 0000 PBINRPOIOIGIOLROYS l B z ’ ‘ ’
(2) informagiao geral nso-técnica

““"“. 4830000000000 LY l ’ ’ ‘ s
(3) estebelecimento do relagoes

"."'l‘oﬂ.‘. erseeseenrnnaey 1 2 3 4 s



7.

10. (Coat.)

(c) Ea sua opinido, existem outros factores do seu prograsa, nao mencionados na alfnea
anterior, que possam ter contribuido iguslmente pars o sumento.ds sua capacidade -
profissional?

1.~ Nao
2-8im. . . Exponha sucintamente

11, Aplicagdo ou Utilisacao da Intomlgio' ou Conhecimento Adquiridos

(a) Im termos quantitativos, indique qual o grau de inforeagao ou conhecimento adquiridos
tomo resultado do seu programa quo,’ efectivemente, tem utilizado no exercicio do seu
cargo profissional actusl? ’

Nulo Pavcial Quase Total

1 2 3 ) L]

(b) Na sua gplnﬂo. qual o factor ov factores de maior relevancia que iwpedem ung maior
aplicagao ou utilizajdo da informajao ou conhecimento adquiridos, no exercleio.do
seu cargo profissional actual?

'12. Troca de Inforuagao ou Conhecimento com Colegas Portu ueses!

(a) Apds o seu regresso a Portugel, até que ponto partilhou com os seus colegas Portu~
guesee & informsgeo ou conhecimento adquiridos através do seu programa?

Nenhum Algum .;'::;‘
1 2 3 ) )

(b) Com base na allnes anterior, indique s Importiancia que teve cada um dos seguintes
melos na troce de informagao ou conhecimento com os seus colegas Portugueses?

Nenhuma Alguma “Multe

(1) atravée da discussces Informais ,.. 1 2 3 ¢ ]
(1) através de palestras formals ...... 1 ] ) ' ]
() atravée de retatorios escritos ..., | ] ) 5
(4) otravée de tormegio informal pres-

teds no enerclecio do seu cargo ., | 2 ) 4 L}
(3) atravée de troce do mater{al

dldictico ou pudlicagoes adqui-

vides através do seu programs ... | 2 ] 4 S


http:exorc[cio.do

13. Relacoes Profissionais Pos-Progranma com os Fstados Unidos:

(a) Estabeleceu coa alguns dos americanos contactados nos E.U,A., durante o seu progra-

&2, um relacionsnento que possa qualificar de significativo ¢ duravel, do ponto de
vists profissionsl’

1 = Nao
2-5im. . . Ixponhs sucintsmente

(b) Apde terminado o seu programs, foi inscrito numc sociedade profiseional emericana?

1 - Nso
3-81.. . omll,

s + o Continua s ser edcio? 1 - Sim

2 - Nao
(c) Apds terminado o seu programa, facultaram-lhe & assinatura dus josnal profissionsl
americano?
1 - Nao

3-8in. , ., Qual?

e« « o Continua a receder ssse Jjornal? 1 - 8im
2 - Nao

14. Sugestdes Para Futuros Programas!
(8) A maioria dos candidatos s programas financiados pela AID sao seleccionados pelos
seus ouperiores herarquicas, sendo depois formalments sprovados pelo Secretarlo
e Kstado competente. que quem o seleceionou, porqus foi seleccionado o como,
sa sua opisiso, o processo de selecgao poderia ver melhorado.

() Pensa que a cooperscin ticnica com 00 KLstados Unidown, concretements o tipo de pro-
§roms ouw que participou, deve ser Incrementada ou redusids”

1 = Incrementada (Mais Programas)
1 - Redusida (Menos Programas)

¢+ « o Exponha sucintesents




15. O Cabinete da AID em Portugal procura manter contacto (follow-up) com todos os parti-
cipantes portugueses apds o seu regresso a Portugal, Este contacto reveste-se de
varias formas: entrevistas inforwais, contactos tolefonicos, comunicagso por escrito,
cof;bornqno no desenvolvimento de outras actividades de cooperagio tacnica, etc,.

(s) Apos o seu regresso s Portugel, teve qualquer contacto com o Cabinete da AID?

1 =~ Nao (Passe para a Pergunta NO 15 (d))
2 - 8im

(b) Do ponto de vists profissional, pode qualificar o seu contacto com o Gabinete

como significativo e duravel?
1 - Nao
2 - Sim

+ + .« Ixponha sucintamente

(c) O seu Gltimo contacto com o Cabinete foi:

1 = ha wenos de ) meses
2= ha ) -6 meses
)~ hd 6 meses - | ano
6~-hil=-2an08 —
S - ha wais de 2 anoe.
(4) COI!13(A de ter mals contacto com o Gedinete da AID?

1L - Nao

2-8im. . . Indique & forma de contacto e s sua finalidade

16, A pronima fase de avaliacao dos programas de especialisagao, financiados pelo Cabinete

da AID, sera constitulda por entrevietas com um ninero redusido de pacticipantes por-
tugueses, condusidas nos nossos escritorios. Lstara disposto a participar nessas en-
trevistas?

1 - Mao

2~ sis

CORORE8000000000000000040000000

Por fim, agradecemos a sun valiona colaboracao. Sem dijvide, sers um excelente eontribute
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