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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Purpose: The purpose of this document is two fold: first, to pres­ent 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 standardizbd participant training monitor­ing/evaluation methodology which could be used by other USAID's

and AID/1, 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.F. 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 par­ticipants functions quite well, a global evaluation of our program

had never been undertaken. In 1981 it was decided that such
 
an evaluation would be appropriate.
 

Since A.I.D. participant training has existed for many years 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.
 

Nothodolog: 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 Zevel 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 aconceptual frame for both program planning and implementation, and 
program monitoring and evaluation.
 



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 particiDant for his training program;
 

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

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

Level 8. 	Imolement training program (provide training);
 

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

Level 10. 	Participant uses information/knowledge gainel;
 

Level 11. 	Institution's problem solved;
 

Level 12. 	Institution more efficient and/or eff3ctivey
 

Level 13. 	Sector conditions improve.
 

Whether implicit of explicit, decisions and/or action3 are taken
 
at each level. 
 The order 	of the steps (lvels of actions or

results) is important. With the e:nception of Leveld 5, 6 and 7

(prepare participant, establish program objectives and design

training program) which in practice occur more or less simulta­
neously, actions/ecisions 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 program probably will
 
not be successful at higher levels.
 

Levels 4 through 8 (over which the USAID exercises varying degroe

of control) represent the process of participant training; levels
9 and 10 represent the results and Levels 11, 
12 and 13 	the impact.

An Oevaluation" of participant tralning programs could take place

at any level; if at Levels 4 through 8 - an evaluation of thi
 
process of participant trainingy if at Levels 9 and 10 
- an evalu­ation of results; and if at Levels 11 through 13 - an evaluation
 
of impact.
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The critical point explicitly recognized is that the planning, mon­itoring 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 Levels 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.
 

Further, 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. In addition, the basic unit for data
collection must be the individual participant. Data on individual

participants can always be aggregated as needs dictate (Eg. assist­ed institutior, 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 assiste
sector. 
In 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 (what 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). If 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 modul, data are zequired 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 11 through 13, however,

exogenous factors become increasingly important. Regardless,

analysis at Levels 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 the USAID program (for the most part, a large number of currently

active stib-projects financed under one umbrella project) our
evaluation was conducted at Level 10. 
 3ased on Level 10 evaluation

findings, a number of sub-projects (instPutional assistance

efforts) were identified for which higher level evaluations would

be appropriate when those sub-projects are completed.
 

All data required to employ the modal were obtained from USAID

files and a detailed questionnairo completed by returned
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participants. USAID participants whose U.S. programs were com­pleted 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 deter­mined. 
Then various techniques (cross tabulation, correlation,

analysis of variance) were employed to determine the relationshims

between findings at different levels, i.e. Level 9 to Level 10,
then 8 to 9 and 10, then 7 to 8, 9 and 10 
. . . 4 to 5, 6, 7, 8,

9 and 10.
 

Pesults: Overall results at Level 9 (degree to which program objec­tives were met) and Level 10 (degree of on-the-job use of infor­mation/knowledga gained) 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 find­ings, it was judged that 75% of the USAID's programs were truly
successful, while 181 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 - sector 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 imple­mentation 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 oar­ticular, 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 Positively and strongly
related to all measures of success at Levels 9 and 10. 
 USAID nra­departure contacts with participants (Level 5) were timely, com­prehensive and of high quality. 
 Participants selected for training

(Level 4) were both capable pf learning in the U.S. and located
in positions within their institutions which allowed them to use
what they had learned. In sum, at Levels 4 through 8, the USAID's

participant 
training program has been well planned and implomontod.
As a result, at Levels 9 and 10 results were quita satisfactory.
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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, how­ever, 87%, were targeted at specific institutions. Of 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 inDlementation contract was signed; 10% to assistance
efforts which provided both participant training and U.S. con­sultant 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 pirpose of 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 
 broael U.S. objective
of demonstratJng support for Portugal in a diificult period of
transition w:ile at the same time insuring 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 demonstrates that
the participant training monitoring/evaluation mcthodology
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 all higher levels. Proper
use of the model as a program planning and ronitoring tool allows
 
one to identify mistakes or problems on a timely basis so that
corrective actions may be taken to salvage ongoing programs. 
Use
of the model as an evaluation tool allows one i.ot only to determine
 success or failure, but to identify the reasons for 
success or

failure so that corrective actions can be taken to make future
 programs more successful. Finally, use of the model 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 expanded, levels may be subdivided, or new levels
may be added. 
The model is intended to be flexiblel there in
nothing magic in the number 13. 
 The model is a first step. How­ever, we believe that it is A uignificant first step and that
with some additional effort it could serve an the base for a
standardized A.I.D. participant training monitoring/ov,41uation

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.
 

WM .L(1)
 

OE A.TD. Prm 4 PoFajAL - CY 75 71MOUGH CY 82 ($583,0 .a 1Z01)
 

WATIML AMSI.E rr" ($21.4STAM mi Ulan) 

1975 - Tdnical onsultations ad Tra nq Grant*(10.8 millio, Project 150-0001) 
1975 - Conaat.lg Services Lon ($0.6 million, Project 150-0002) 
190 - AJrtculltural Pxuticn Progruam Grant ($10.0 million, Project 150-002:') 

0) OCL-ThRSWMWrn= 'ri ($128.3 mlliohn) 

1375 - Low Ina" Mining " ,ioe-($13.3 million, Project 150-0003) 
1r75 - biaLinq CLratoe I KX'* ($20.0 uLILlon, 150-11G-0011 
1976 - rozmol Cotructton I loan %O.S mllion, Project 150-0004) 

1976 - 1at Sanltation I Lam (56.5 million, Project 150-0005) 
17 - w inanme fltbiq rt Wan (9.9 mllo.n, Project 150-0006) 

1977 - dtmsnq OArantem 11 lIG ($20.0 million, 150-1ir-002) 
1977 - richol Causttan II LiAn ($14.0 ndMilon, Prject 150-0018) 
1977 - aile Snitation It Ino (112.0 a/iln, Project 150-0010) 

1977 - Nalth Sector Sq&lrt 1om (115.7 milllcm, Project 150-0011) 

1977 - xa vocatLonal , aiton La ($6.0 milion, Project 150-0012) 

SC) INNCE Cr PAYMn M'ro (300.0 million) 

1176 - k1m u o( Paymntsu ian ($300.0 million, 150-K-013) 

0)) MWa AW sq rz Pft17? ($43.5 million) 

1975 - AwqL. Airlift Grwt ($7.5 million) 

1976 - Itbfups Aselstanu Grant (535.0 mion, 150-0007) 
1977 - Catholic Ptllet ,,rvioa Grant (11.0 mi 1ion, 150-K-402) 

CC) DIM (5T.3M~10.0 million) 

I900 - Amoum P*UIaltiaUonvW%'c nct*cm I Grant (15.0 million, Project 150-0019) 
l191 - Aamue %hnitticroicIncatrcton It Grant ($5.0 million, Project 150-0025) 

w) MM~I zmiI n)W1~yu (180.0 million)
 

$20.0 mlllav 'mJr 1971-S2
 

0 $0.75 million in 1975, plum 11.0 million In 117, olum 
$4.0 million In 1777, plu4 %5.0 million in 1980 a 110.75 million. 

http:Conaat.lg


I.-2
 

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 Cdnsultation 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. In
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. Grant 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. 
 In 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).
 

fhe first years of the A.I.D. technical assistance program in
Portugal were difficult. Initially, 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 firms which had recently

been nationalized. Relations between the USAID and IPE wore at
best strained. In addition, for political reasons many ministrien
 were not initially receptive to USAID offers of technical assintance,

neither participant training nor U.S. consultant services.
Relations with the GOP improved over time and gradually the USAID
gained more control over its activities. Etill, during the first
two to th ,o years, both training and advisory services wore to
 some degree provided in rasponso to targets of opportunity.
 

Participant training, mostly short term and technical, has always

played an important role in the USAID'a overall program of

technical assistance. As with U.S. advisory services, however,
participant training got off to slow start, no departures in
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1975 and only 37 in 1976. In 1977 the number jumped to 73 and
 
then averaged about 65 departures per year thereafter.
 

TABLE r.V1) 

THE USAID/LSflO:N PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROMGM 

DEPTiUnS BY ry (FY 76 - 82) 

ry 76 77 78 79 so 81 82 ToTAL 

DEPARTURS 37 73 62 63 47 62 92 436 

Betwen FY 75 and the end-of FY 80, the period covered by the field
 
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 train4.ng officer and participants were processed wich
 
occasional TDY assistance from AID/W. In March 1976 a full time
 
fortuguese training assistant was hired and trained on-the-job.

At no time did the USAID's training office con3ist 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

element in the USAID's efforts to improve the quality of Portuguese

human resources and institutions. Significant financial resources are 
allocated to such p-ograms and the lavel of USAID involvement in 
program design and implementation is extremely high. 

As is true with other USAIDs, our participant programs are planned

and implemented in accordance with 11B 10. Our follow-up system

functions well. Based on constant feedback from individual par­
ticipants, the USAID had the "feeling" that its participant program
 
was functioninq quite well. Hlowevor, a comprehensive global
 
evaluation of the program had-never been undertaken. Given the
 
resources already invested, and plans for even higher levels of
 
investment in the future, the USAID decided in early 1981 that
 
such a global evaluation would be appropriate. Thn two basic
 
questions to be answered wores What mistaken have we made in the
 
past? and What can wo do to make future programs bettor?
 

http:train4.ng
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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 prcceed 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 program

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 USNID and demonstrate 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 3hown 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 generalized.
 

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



CHAPTER II
 

SUMMARY OF THE MODEL AND METHODOLOGY
 

Introduction
 

The purpose of this chapter is to present and describe the model

and methodology 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


which is easy to process and interpret, even on a worldwide
baui i.
 

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

Based on the USAID experience it is clear that some modifications and
improvements are required 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 traininl program.
 

The Model
 
Logically a successful participant training program includes at least
 
the following steps, or Levels of actions and results:
 

Level 1. Select sector to be assisted;
 
Level 2. Select institution to be assisted within sectort
 
Level 
 3. Identify problem to be solved within institution;
 
Level 4. Select individual (theparticinant) who is to solve
 

problem;
 
Level 5. Prepare participant for his training programi
 
Level 6. Establish program objec9tves (the training needs of
 

the participant)l
 
Level 
 7. Design training program (content, typo, durAtion, sourcu)
 
Level 
 8. Imploment training program (provida training),
 
Level 9. Program objoctivna mnt (participant training notda
 

sat is ficaT):i
 
Level 10. Participnnt uxeA infnrmatonknow1aut_ gninedi
 
Level ii. institution's problom Polvd;
 
Level 12. rnatitution mor efficient and/or affoctivo;
 
Leval 13. Uj ,tor 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

traininq 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 Foblem devel­
ops at any level, the participant's program probably will not be
 
successful.
 

In 	a general sense success at any given level depends on succrss
 
at 	all previous levels:
 

if 	the "correct" sector, institution and problem are selected
 
(Levels 1, 2 and 3).1 and
 

if 	an appropriate anJ 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 develop during implementation (Level 8)1
 

then program objectives (training needs) should be met (Level 9)1
 

and, the participant should use on-the-job what he learned (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 31 any serious wrong

actions, mistakes or problems at any level or levels between Level 4
 
and Level 8 may well result in program failure at Level 9 (program

objectives will not be met). Further, failure at Level 9 almost
 
certainly implies failure at all higher levels (Levels 10 through 13).
 

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

of control) represent the process of particioant traininl levels
 
9 and 10 represent the results and Levels 11, 12 and 13 the impact.

An "evaluation" of participant training programs could take olace
 
at any levelt if at Levels 4 through 8 - an evaluation of the orocoas
 
of participant training: if at Levels 9 and 10 - an evaliation of
 
results: and If at Levels ll.through 13 - an evaluation of imnact.
 

The critical point oxnlicLtly recognized is that the planning, moni­
toring and evaluation functions are closely related, comolomentary

and, at certain levels, overlap. Data collected at Levels I through
 
8 (planning and monitoring data, which are essential to oroqram
 
managers In teh 
 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. 
 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.
 

Further, though perhaps collected at different times and places,
the data must be collected in a systematic and standardized manner7
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 it other levels. In addition, the basic unit for data
collection nust be the individual participant. Data on individual
participants can always be aggregated as 
needs dictate (Eg. assist­ed inst4 tution, 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 11 the unit of analysis switches

from the individual participant to the assisted institution; at
Level 13, from the assisted institution to the assisted sector.
 

If results in terms of individual participants ire 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 levels, 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. If results at Levels 9 and 10 
are negative, there
is an almost zero expectation of positive impact (due to partici­
pant training) at higher levels.
 

Evaluation uf 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 meet project objectives. Partici­
pant training and advisory assistance are joint inputs which intor­act to produce impact at Levels 11, 
12 and 13. As joint inputs,
the impact of one cannot be evaluated inCependently of the other.
Any attempt to estimate the impact of participant training at
Levels i1, 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.
 

On the othor hand, if both participant training and adviuory anni­
tance uro inputs, negative rosults at Levels 9 and 10 do not 
necn­sarily imply that an assistance effort did not have impact at Lavols
11, 12 and 13. Impact could be totally due to advisory annintanco.

However, negative Lnvel 9 and 10 
results would clarly indicato
that the contribution of participant training toward Impact atLevels 11, 12 and 13 wan null. This in itself in valuaable informna­
tion. 

Though a Lovol 13 (sector impact) or Laval 12 (inatitutionnl lwpa;7t)evaluation in highly dosirabla, it in in a number of cao n'oithor 
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necessary nor appropriate. 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 aL 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 imnact 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 identified 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 process 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 impact

evaluation is necessary and appropriate. Finally, if higher level

impact evaluation is necessary and appropriate, it provides

,the data which are required tQ."explain" differences in impact.
 

As previously stated, the result measures of the success of a

participant 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 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?
 

Other things equal, one woula 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 (I.oblems devetop 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 objec­tives, 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 use-d

on-the-job (Level 10). 
 Such programs were judged successful not
simply because they met both the minimum Level 9 and Level 10 stan­dards, 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 concentrate on program, no personal

problems or problems with persons contacted, etc.);

and at
 

Level 7.-	 The program was well designed (i.e. type, duration
 
and source were appropriate to objectives); and at
 

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,
 

Lc.vel 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).
 



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
 a 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 systematic 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 identif:
 
problems and mistakes which lead to failure so that they may be
 
solved or corrected and.future programs made more successful.
 

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 

V002 
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 

V011 Calendar Year Program Tnitiated 
V012 Functional Area of Program (USAID Code) 
V013 Major Functional Area of Program (USAID Coda) 
V014 Area of Program (DSP Code) 

http:problems.or


VARIABLES CODED FOR COMPUTER ENTRY (Cont'd)
 

V015 Major Area of Training (DSP Code)
 
V016 Program Cost in Dollars
 
V01? Program Cost Per Week in Dollars
 
V018 GOP Agency Which Requested Program
 
V019
 
V020 International Travel Paid By
 
V021 Level in Employing Organization Att* (scale)
 
V022 Type of Employing Organization Att (scale)
 
V023 Level in Employing Organization Current (scale)
 
V024 Type of Employing Organization Current (scale)
 
V025 Job Responsibility Current vs Att AID
 
V026
 

V027
 

V028 Sex
 

V029 Age Att*
 
V030 Marital Status Att
 
V031 Place of Birth
 
V032 Educational Level Att
 
V033 Area of Highest Academic Degree Att
 
V034 Place Highest Academic Degree Obtained
 

V035 Prior Foreign Training Att
 

V036 Hours of English Training Provided ALI**
 

V037 Final English Score Usage
 

V038 Final English Score Oral
 
V039 Final English Scoz Listening
 
V040 Final English Score Average
 
V041 Is Current Job Same as Job Att
 
V042 Job Responsibility Current Vs Att Part
 
V043 Type of Program
 
V044 Participation in Setting Objectives (scale)
 
V045 Participation in Establishing Content (scale)
 
V046 Degree To Which Training Needs Met (scale)
 
V047 Pre-Departure Info On Objectives (onale)
 
V048 Pre-Departure Info On Content (scale)
 

*Att - at time of training 

**ALI - American Language Institute 



VARIABLES CODED FOR COMPUTER ENTRY (Cont'd)
 

V049 Pro-Departure Info On Schedule (scale)
 
V050 Pre-Departure Info On Institutions (scale)
 
V051 Pre-Departure Info On Individuals 
(scale)
 
V052 Pre-Departure Info On -Finances (scale)
 
V053 Pre-Departure Info On Medical Exams 
(scale)
 
V054 Pre-Departure Info On Insurance 
(scale)
 
V055 Pre-Departure Info On Reception WIC 
(scale)
 
V056 Pre-Depaiture Info On Climate 
(scale)
 
V057 Pre-Depart Assist With English Tests 
(scale)
 
V058 Pre-Depart.Assist With English Classes 
(scale)
 
V059 Pre-Depart Assist With Travel 
(scale)
 
V060 Pre-Depart Assist With Visa 
(scale)
 

V061
 

V062
 

V063 Pre-Depart Assist With Travel Advance (scale)
 
V064 Additional Pre-Depart Info or Assist
 
V065 Other Pre-Deperture Improvements
 
V066 English Training Provided By ALI
 
V067 Quality of ALI English Training (scale)
 
V068 Suggestions For Better AL! Training
 

V069 Orientation Services Provided By WIC
 
V070 Usefulness of WIC Services (scale)
 
V071 Non WIC Orientation Services Provided
 
V072 Usefulness of Non WIC Services (scale)
 
V073 Duration of Program
 

V074 Number of Contacts Made
 

V075 U.S. Domestic Travel
 
V076 Relevance of Organizations Contacted
 
V077 Professional Level of Persons Contacted
 
V078 Advance Preparation of Persons Contacted
 
V079 General Technical Level of Program
 
VOO Problems With Understanding English (scale)
 
VO81 Problems With Speaking English (scale)
 
V082 Problems With Roading English (scale)
 



II.-9
 

VARIABLES CODED FOR COMPUTER ENTRY (Cont'd)
 

V083 Problems With Writing English (scale)
 
V084 Problems With Amount of Per Diem (scale)
 

V085 Problems With Receipt of Per Diem (scale)
 
V086 Problems With Adequate Lodging (scale)
 
V087 Problems With Changes in Program (scale)
 
V088 Problems With Contacts Missing Meetings (scale)
 
V089 Problems With Americans in General (scale)
 
V090 Problems With Other Participants (scale)
 
V091 Problems With Persons Contacted (scale)
 
V092 Other Problems
 
V093 Degree Professional Capability Increased (scale)
 
V094 Importance of Technical Information (scale)
 
V095 Importance of General Information (scale)
 
V096 Importance of Professional Relationships (scale)
 
V097 Other Important Factors
 
V098 Information Actually Used In Present Job (scale)
 
V099 Information Shared With GOP Colleagues (scale)
 
VlOO Info Shared Thru Informal Discussions (scale)
 
VlOl Info Shared Thru Formal Lectures (scale)
 
V102 Info Shared Thru Written Reports (scale) 
V103 Info Shared On-the-Job Training (scale) 
V104 Info Shared Thru Loan of Publications (scale) 
V105 Significant Lasting U.S. Relationships 
V106 Joined U.S. Professional Society 
V107 Still Member of U.S. Professional Society 
VIOS Received U.S. Journal Subscription 
V109 Still Receive U.S. Journal 
VIlO Should Number of AID Programs Increase 
V111 Post Program Contact With AID
 
V112 Post Program Contact Significant Lasting
 
V113 Time Since Last Contact With AID
 
V114 More Contact With AID Dsirod
 
V11e Available For Follow-up Interview
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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 developed 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 Process
 

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 envelopes, were mailed to 248 partici­pants: 9 participants were eliminated from the study because they

had either been trained in Brazil and not the U.S. 
(4cases); or
they currently occupied very high positions in the Portuguese Govern­ment (5cases). Of those mailed questionnaires, 200 or just over
 
801 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 telephone those who still had not responded. Approximately 12
weeks after the first mailing, all attempts to obtain additional
 
responses were terminated. 

-Coding 

Data were coded by the USAID staff with the assistance of a summer
intern, a U.S. University £tudent who was fluent in Portuguese.
Most variables were ielatively easy to code as the questionnaire

contained a high percentage of precoded responses. The process,
however, was time consuming and required almost constant checking
and supervision by the Program Officer. 
 Initial computer runs
indicated coding problems (inconsistencies) most of which were
resolved. 
Some cost data problems have yet to be resolved. 

use of a detailed coding manual is essential. 

The
 
The USAID did not
 

use one and paid a price for not doing so.
 

Data Processing
 

An SPSS package was used for data processing and statistical analysis.
The package proved very flexible and quite easy to use. It allowed
for all types of statistical analysis up to regression. Since none
of the variables employed (with the exception of coot) was truly

quantitative, the regression sub-package was not employed.
 



Data Processing 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 relationships 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 (search 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, Lhe questionnaire, the coding, the processing sequence,
 
interpretation, etc.) wert-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 demonqtrate

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 pro&ent the findings of the USAID participant
 
training evaluation and demonstrate in more detail how the model
 
and methodology may be employed.
 



CHAPTER III
 

SUMARY 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 evalaation effort (Levels 4 through

10) and to demonstrate how the model may be employed 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 (type, duration and source); 

Level 6 - Establishing nrogram objectives; 

Level 5 - Predeparture contacts and Preparation of narticinants; 
and 

Level 4 - Participant selection. 

A more detailed discussion of the findings for each of the abovelevels is found in Chapters V through X. Findings for Levels 
,I through 3, which are unique to the USAID and not critical to the
 
immediate purpose, are summarized in Chapter Ill.
 

Levels 9 and 10 - Program Success
 

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

Level 9 - Have the participants returned from their 
training programs 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 needs (program objectives) were met?
 

Level 10 - Have the participants actually been able to
 
use on-the-job in Portugal the information
 
and knowleo4o they gained as a result of
 
their training programs in the United States?
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As is explained in detail in Chapter V, for a given partici­
pant program to be Judged truly successful it must be judged suc­
cessful 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 gr moderate degree; 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.
 

TAMA. Ill.(i) 

PClATIONSIIP BETWZEN DEGREE PROCRAN OBJECTVES (TRAINING 

LWrs)M AND ZNTORATION/KNOWLOCT USED 

XWrORMATrOW/1QJOWLZDGE UStD 
0U3RE PROCM JE CTZWSlUWSMGRGAMCZTSALMOST 
 ALMOST 

(TAMINZNG NEEDS) pM? UNA ............ ALL TOTAL 
1 2 2 4 S 

S. Very IUlh (il 3 2 20 25 20 71 (Z) 
4.- 2 9 2S 17 9 92 
2.Nedun/Iderate 1 S 16 9 2 1 

. - (fZ) 2 9 1 1 1 22 (IV) 
1, Not AtAll 0 0 0 2 0 2 

Tom, 9 27 71 14 221 193 

Approximately 75% 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 these cases,

program objectives were "proper" (as indicated by Lub) and prograims 
were well designed and implemented (as indicated by objectives met).

It is hypothesizod that thene programs were successful because no 
serlous problems developed, or mistake* were made, during tho program
planning and implementation stages, i.e. Levels 4 through 8. Au is 
demonstrated later, finding@ at lower levels asuportod thin 
argument. 

Only 6%of the USAID's programs worn pure failure (Quadrant III):
objectives were not met and what wan 
learned wan not used. In those
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cases mistakes were made or problems develoned at any or all
 
levels between Level 4 and Level 8.
 

For 12%, training objectives were met, but what was learned was
 
not used (Quadrant !I). 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 mis­takes may have been 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 "he 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 judqed nuccessful
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, 
it

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 Positive impact at Levels 11 through 13 were estab­
lishod. 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 levels.
 

The judgement made above as to probable positive impact at Levels

11 through 13, 
is based not only on the basic findings presented

so far but also on additional Level 9/10 findings.
 

First, over 84% the USAID's participants claimed to have shared
 
at liast a s qnificant part of what they learned with their colloaguor

thus creating the potential for a multiplier effect. Further, the
relationship between degree of on-the-job use by the participants

aad degree of 9haring with colleagues was strong, statistically

significant and positive: 
those who used more of what they learned
also aharnd more. In addition, the most important channels foL

sharing wore informal and on-the-job during the work process. Since

colloaguos work within the same institution and face the 6,rn,

institutional problems, what was useful to and used by the partici­
pant was useful to and uned by his colleagues: thus, the link
between Level 10 (On-The-Job Uro) and Level 11 (Solution of Insti­tution's Problemn) in strengthoned. Had thern boon no ponitivorolationnhip between degru of use by the particinant and degree 
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of sharing with colleagues, the usefulness of what was learned by
the participant would have to be questioned (regardless of the
.participant'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 (Level 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, degree 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 train­ing, were already in professional positions which allowed them to
 use what they learned. After training was completed, a very signif­icant number moved into positions which afforded even greater possi­bilities foi use: 
at least 31%, and perhaps 40%, were promoted to
positions of higher responsibility, while only 6% moved into positions

of less responsibility. Te professional levels of the remainder
did not change. These findings are particularly significant given
that only 18% of the participants studied changed institutions after
training. 
Further, those who did switch institutions generally
inoved 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 con­sistent 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 i:pact at higher levels.
The link between Level 10 (On-The-Job Use) and Level 11 
(Solution

of Institution's Problem) was particularly strengthened.
 

The next operational stop was to analyze each lower level to
determine the causes 
for failure so that corrective actions could
be taken. A "problem" in our case wan 
that overall our participant

training program was too successful, i.e. there were only 11
observations in the pure failure category. 
 With only ll.observa­tions it wns not possible to identify any generalized pattern of
problems or mistakes at lower levels which caused these programs to
fail. In each individual cane problems did develop or mistakes
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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

generalized pattern of causes for failure.
 

Regardless of this "problem", each lower level was analyzeo.to

determine whether findings were consistent with, and supportive of,
basic Level 9 and 10 findings. As the following sectio .swill

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, £t 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
ticLpant; Level 5, prepare the participant in terms of expectations,

English, logistics, etc.; Level 6, establish "proper" 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 planning 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's participants were provided WIC ganeral orien­
tation services in Wasnington, D.C.: of these, 88% found them to be at
least somewhat useful, while almost 47% found them to be very use­ful. Only 44% WICwere provided non technical orientation services.

Overall, these were valued much more highly than WIC orientation and ±

is disturbing that a higher percentage did not receive them. 
i'ilally,

about 13% of the USAID's participants did not receive, 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 partici­pants who could have benefited were not provided ouch sorvices.
 



Few problems specific to program design and implementation were
identified: 90% felt the L.chnical level of their program was about
 correct; only 4% felt a significant number of the organizations

contacted were not relevant; aiid none felt 
a significant number of
'the persons contacted were of low professional capability. On the
negative side, about 16% 
claimed a significant number of contacts
 were not well prepared for their visit; 21% 
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 31% claimed only a few problems.
Significant numbers of participants did, however, claim to have
experienced serious problems with the amount of the per diem (16%),
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
 programs. 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 imple­mentation, 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 I month);
 

2. heavy reliance on public sector entities to provide

training (U.S. Go-ernment entities 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 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 only describe the types of programs provided by the
USAID and by themselves tell very little. The important questi fn
 can only be answered by relating program design characteristics
 
(Level 7) with measures of program success (Levels 9/10).
 

First, Level 10 responses (Degree of On-The-Job Use) wore broken
down by the design characteristics of duration, program nourco 
and
 program type. Nora of the relationships revealed were statistically

significant. 
 In other worls, it cannot be claimed that, at Levol 10,
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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 argued 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 -ear. Both very short (less

than one month) and lung (6months or more) programs

appeared to be more successful than programs in the
 
1 to 6 month range. At a minimum, it cannot be claimed
 
that very short prograris satisfied training needs
 
(program objectives) less than longer programs.
 

2. Source - The relationship 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 one 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 contridict,
 
nor are they inconsistent with, findings at higher levelb.
 

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 i:stitutions problem) and
 
his participation in establishing program content (suggesting
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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); anA
 

(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 grour
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.
 

4 . P rCr c ?4 IN NI-421MP cIwt rcms7i (oi.. nin 
trmietnm neds) 

MiW1S7.BR MENW CUMIULAM:V 

5. Very Creat S4 30 36 1 - 147 
4. -
3. Pedkiumtoderato 

23 
30 

1g
20 

57 
7751. 

____ - 2.6 
EV . 1.4 

2..- i6 11 Is 
A. No Participation it 13 1001 

TOTAL 147 1001 -

Overall findings were satisfactory: 57% claimed very great or only
slightly 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 quite good.
 

http:MiW1S7.BR
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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, anal- is 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 participants

actively participated in establishing the specific objectives 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 - Predevarture Preparation
 

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

(1) to confirm that a qualified and appropriate individual 
was selected (Level 4)r
 

(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 participant

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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01M 9$COfl OVFALL 

Cv C CY Cv CY | EAN STD. 
76 77 70 79 10 Do-V. 

I3Td Cnt 
- objectives 3.2 3.9 3.6 4.2 4.1 3.9 1.1 
- Content 2.i 3. 3.S 3.6 3.9 3.6 1.2 
- ,diedule 3.8 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.3 4.0 1.1 

- Institutions 341 3.5 3.6 3.7 3.6 3.6 1.3 
- ftgsonu (Contacets) 2.0 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.9 3.; 1.3 
- finance. 3.5 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.6 1.2 
- Ned. BRa&M 3.6 3.2 4.2 4.0 4.3 3.6 1.1 
- Insurance 3.9 3.4 4.1' 4.0 4.4 3.9 1.2 
- WIC (OrLentation) 4.1 4.1 4.2 3. l 3.9 4.0 1.1 

- Clients 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.6 4.0 3.7 1.2 

P Vi ,tht
 

-h 4.2 4.4 4.3 .9 

- Laglishi Clasms 4.) 4.3 4.4 4: 4.3 4.3 . 
- travel Arr. 4.) i.6 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.5 .7 
- Visa 4.4 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.7 .6 

- Cg1 gxnes 4.2 4.3 4.3 

- TrIavl Advance 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.2 4.5 .9 

OveLall 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 infornation to make a firm judgement as to
 
predoparture English ability. While 601 clearly met established
 
AID minimum standards (ALIGU, TOEFL or demonstrated fluency), about
 
9S were allowed to travel to the U.S. with less than the minimum
 
required average ALIGU score. The remaining 17% did not demonstrnte
 
fluency nor were they tested. Most of those were provided transla­
tors or travelled with groups in which other members were fluent
 



in En.Ji-h. Regardless of the mixed record, Level 8 (Program
Implementatinn) findings revealed that USAID participant did not
experiencc seirious rnglish language problems while in the U.S..
 

In sum, the USAID provided a wide range of services to its partici­pants and these were apparently very much appreciated. High

standards were established early in te program and maintained
 
over time. 
Higher level findings of a high degree of participation

in establishing program objectives'(Level 6), program 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 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

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 has
 
learned.
 

Overall, it appears that participants selected by the USAID were
both capable of absorbing what they were expo2ed to in the U.S.

-and of evaluating its applicability to Portugal. Most were rela­
tively young, but with significant work experience. Only about
201 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 posi­tions. Levels of formal education were very high. Over 90% 
were

University graduates, and of these about 74 held giaduate degrees.
Slightly over 701 held degrees in the development related areas of
economics, engineering or agriculture. Up to 76% had previously

received at least some training outside Portugal: 57% received at
least part of their prior training in Europe, while Nbout 9% had
 
some prior training in the U.S..
 

In addition, participants selected by the USAID were clearly In
positions which allowed them to utilize what they learned and thus

solve problems within their institutions.
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uLCMa INI C"pI11MC. Ck!:AM1A?TOU 110- 1 

1. Ter Valy 9 6 
2. 0th. Poicy 13 S 

3. Top /iihLstrtilve 14 6 

4. 041. AdliRIINutLive 61 36 
S. Top technical so 36 
.6.04%. Tehic.l so 1I 

TOTAL 16I~ 

'As demonstrated in the above table, at the time of their selection
 
some 151 of the USAID participants were in positions which allowed
 
them to establish Dolicy (categories 1, 2 and 3), while an addition­
al 260 (category 4) were in positions which allowed them to-both
 
influence policy and direct implementation. The remaining partici­
pants, almost 601, held technical positions with primary responsibi­
lity for implementation. 'he balance between policy and implemen­
tation appears appropriates policy makers were makers were made
 
part of the process, while the technical levels were emphasized.
 

'As noted previously, a furtheo indication that appropriate individ­
uals were selected for training is that aoproximately 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 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 they learned on-the-job In Portugal. Turther, 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 experience fewdifficulties during imolementation 
(Level 8). 
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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 particiDant

training programs were successful in that training

objectives were met 
(Level 9) and what was learned
 
was used on-the-job in Poirtugal (Level 10)1
 

(b)The USAID performed well in that, in almost all
 
cases, appropriate and qualified individuals were
selected for training (Level 4); participants

were well prdpared for their programs (Level 5)h

when appropriate, participants actively partici­pated in setting the objectives of their programs
(and, most important, those objectives were "proper"

in terms of institutional problem solving needs)

(Level 6); and finally program design (type,

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 performed 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
prublem 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 previouschapter, depends 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, etc.). 
 Depending on these
factors an evaluation of impact at Levels 11, 12 or 13 may be
neither noicessary nor appropriate. In accordance with the model
developed, the analysis of the data for Lovelf. 1, 2 and 3 provides
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.
 



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 participants whose pro­
grams were completed by the end of FY 80 were included in the
 
evaluation undertaken "y.the USAID.
 

Before proceeding to the more detailed analysis and interpretation

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 first 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. consultant) assistance
 
to first, develop a w9rking level relationship, and
 
then, to actually design the assistance project. In
 
some cases, participant training led to advisory assis­
tancel 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 narticioant Programs

provided prior to FY 81 were planned by the USAID 
(Levels 1

through 7) and implemented through ST/IT (Level 8). 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 one
 
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 earticipant training program provided in the
 
previous table may be better analyzed if they are grouped 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 fi­
nanced advisory (U.S. consultant) assistance to the institution
 

(3) a well defined project (with specific objectives and
 
requiring both additional participant training and
 
advisory assistance) was eventually develonedi and
 

(4) a "major" contract wa signed to implement 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 II
 

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

CATEGORY III
 

Programs which met criteria 
 (1)and (2)but not (3)and (4): a se­cific institution was targeted, and 
advisory assistance was provided,

but no specific project was developed.
 

CATEGORY IV
 

Programs which met criterion (1), but not (2), (3)and (4): a spe­cific 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 better
is used in the sense that as oni moves uo 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 hava qreAter impact at h4;her levels (Levels 11, 12 and
13). A!: the ioLLowing sectiont, :1 demonstrate, the general rule

holds, but therv are excertions.
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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 participant training
 
program may be summarized as follows?
 

CATEGORY I 198 programs (45.3%) 8 institutions assisted 

CATEGORY II 79 programs (18.1%) 5 institutions assisted 

CATEGORY III. 37 programs ( 9.5%) 4 institutions assisted 

CATEGORY IV 65 prcrams (14.0%) 4 institutions assisted 

CATEGORY V 57 programs (13.1%) N.A. 

TOTAL 436 (100.01) 21 institutions assisted
 

A more detailed discussi~n of the individual assistance efforts
 
within each category follows.
 

CATEGORY I
 

45% of the USAID's programs (198 participants) were associated with

assistance efforts (8institutions) which met criteria (), (2),
(3)and (4): a specific institution was targetedy early advisory

assistance was also provided; a well defined project was eventually

developed and a major contract to implement the project was signed.

These are:
 

I )' Ministry of Agriculture
 
- $10.0 million USDA PASA, signed 9/16/801 

(2) 	Rural Universities 
- $2.4 million Purdue Contract, signed 8/25/801 

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

(4) 	Ministry of Social Affairs
 
- $303,000 MS 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, ligned 2/23/82.
 

* 
 Numbers in ( ) correspond to institution identification numbers
 
used in table IV.(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 eight projects/contracts in Category I are clearly candidates
 
for eventual 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 im'Pact 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
pants plus some advisory assistance in FY 76 through FY 78)

resented a USAID response to a target of opportunity. 

rep-

Agriculture
 

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. In 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 provided to the
 
Ministry through FY 82, 37 (60%) were funded under the USDA PASA.
 
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 necessary as 
impact,
 
even at Level 11 (problem solving impact), is doubtful. Given the
 
scope and objectives of the USDA PASA for the Agricultural Production
 
Program, an eventual Level 13 (sector impact) ovaluation is clearly
 
appropriate.
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All early USAID assistance to the Rural Universitios at Vila Real,
Covilha and Evora was directly related to the $2.4 million Purdue

Contract which was signed in late 1980. 
 In 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) is 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. 
 Seventeen of the 24 participants

trained from the University of the Azores were funded under the

URI Contract: the otcr 7 under the T.A. Grant before the Contract
 was signed. The current Estimated Completion Date for the Contract
 
is 6/30/83. A Level 12 (institutional impact) evaluation would
be appropriate within one year of that date. 
The USAID views this
 
project as not particularly successfal 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 Vinistry of Social Affairs was
 
initiated in 1976. Considerable resources (USAID and G011) 
were

invested in the design of a comprehensive health sector dssistance
 
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 in 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 now Director of the
Ministry's planning unit and a number of the activities originally

planned in 1976 were finally initiated. Both advisory assistance
 
(mostly under IOC's) and participant training (11 programs) were

used to replan and reinitiate long stalled activities. A well

defined project and RFP wore developed in 1981, but the $303,000

contract with MSH was not signed until 
12/24/82. Rogardlean of
the relatively small size of the contract, the projuct/contract in
 a clear candidate for evaluation at Level 13 (sector impact). The
USAID believes that there will be a significant positive impact

on hospital conts (currently about 80% of the Ministry'a budget)

and that USAID's labor intensive method of working with the Minlstry

will demonstrate that large benefits 
can be obta.ind from a
relatively small financial investment, if the investment i well 
targeted and responds to changing circumstanceu. 

All USAID financed aninstance to the Intstitute of Emttrqene ,

(8 participant progrAms) w-in dircctly relT-ntt&t.
PASA signed on 2/5/81. The Institute and D11!I1 have collao~rto(

in a number of areas related to the PASA, but with fti|dt obt-lind
from other co'zrcon. It in expected that by th- timo tho proJtc'!i/1,;LA
is completed thero will be aignificant improverenta tit Porttuuti 
emergency health care ranginq from m.ort rhpid plok-ip of .icrt1d~t 
victims, to better umorgoncy core at tho scono ,in| on tht, mr.id tohospitala, to hotter caro within honpt!ltil .P.ttrwv'-7y roQn,. An
eventual 1-tvol 12 (Inititutionil Impact), and trirhape a L.1ol 13
(sector impact), ovaluation would be -i1propr1auut,. 



IV.-8
 

The $492,000 Grant to the New University of Lisbon was signed on

10/12/80. The purpose of the Grant is 
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 Financp,

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 wil terminate in 1984 and a
Level 12 (institutional impact) evaluation would be appropriate.
 

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 impioved 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 to-the USAID for assistance, and it came
becilise of the former USAID relationship with IPE. The S169,000

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 Portuguese

scientists in the U.S. and some technical assistance in Portugal.

Overall NAS is providing assistance in 6 different S&T 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
 

181 of the USAID's programs (79 participants) were asnoc.iated with

assistance efforts (5 institutions) which met criteria 
 (1), (2)

and (3), but not (4): a specific institution waLi 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. Thene are:
 

( 6)* Ministry of Public Works;
 
7) Ministry of Education;


(12) Nat. Stat. Institute;
 
(14) Housing DeveloDment Fund;
 
(15) Sines.
 

Assistance, both technical and participant training, provided to

the Ministry of Public Works (26 participants) and the Housing
Development Fund (17 participants) was intended to support the im­
plementation of the USAID's major social infrastructure loan pro­grams, 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 two 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 GOP
requests. 
USAID inputs probably had some impact on the development
6f the Sines program, but, given its overall size relative to the
USAID input, the actual impact of USAID inputs would be very diffi­cult 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 assis­tance and training were provided in a number of areas. 
However,

it was only in 1980 that a specific project in the area of continu­ing 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 is 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 C ) correspond to institution identificatioii numbers
 
used in Table IV. (1).
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CATEGORY III
 

91 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:
 

(l0)* 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 4n 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 Service (6par­ticipants) did not lead to a specific project, but the Service, as
 
a 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 (4participants) is charged
by the GOP with promoting women's rights and integration into the
modern labor sector. To some degree USAID assistance has probably

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 of decentralization 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 defiped 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 IV.(1).
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CATEGORY IV
 

151 of the USAID's programs (57 programs) were associated with

assistance efforts (4institutions) which met criterion (1), but
 
not (2), (3)and (4): a specific institution was targeted, but
 
no advisory assistance 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 respoi 
bil­
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 Develooment Fund (6 participants)

resulted in the signing of a $50,000 grant to the Fund which was
 
to be used to finance further advisory assista;ice 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

(8participants) represented a USAID response to a target of
 
opportunity. Impact beyond Toevr.l 10 is probably doubtful.
 

The USAID relationship with the Secretary of State for Energy
(9participants) 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 assistance actions
 
which in general never reached the stage of being focused'in one
 
target institution. 
 In these cases the USAID was interested in

assisting the GOP in 
some are'a and a number of institutions within
 
the area were contacted to explore their potential role in overall
 
USAID and GOP plans. In iome canoe individuals wore sent to the
 

* Numbers in ( ) correspond to institution identification numbern
 
used in Table IV.().
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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. 
In 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 beyond the first stages.
 

The possible exceptions are in the 
areas of Investment Promotion
(the $50,000 SPI Grant.which is now supporting the development 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 Portuguese

business firms). Both 
 the SPI and IESC Grants are candidates
 
for eventual higher level evaluation.
 

Summary and Conclusions
 

Given A.I.D. objectives 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 par­ticipant training programs were financed, the USAID has in general
used its participant training programs well. 
Out of 436 participant

programs:
 

- 379 train.ng programs (Categories I, II, III and IV, 86.9%) were
targeted at specific institutions (21 institutions in total);
 

- 314 programs (Categories I, II and III, 721) 
were combined

with U.S. advisory assistance inouts in Portugall
 

- 277 programs (Categories I and II, 63.4%) were arsociated with
advisory efforts which eventually developed into well coeined
 
projects;
 

- 198 programs (Category 1, 45.3%) were acsociated with assistance

efforts for which major contracts were eventually signodj
 

-
finally, 57 programs (Category V, 13.1%) were cnuentially targot

of opportunity responses to high levol GOP requots.'
 

http:train.ng
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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 met?
 

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 bc evaluated jointly, for only
if a given program is judged succensful at Level 9 and, at the same
time, judged successful at Level 30, is it truly successful. Indepen­dent 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 thls study a truly -uccessful program is one inwhich 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--n-the-job (Level 10). 

-Level 10 The On-The-Job Use Of Information/nowledae 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
 
States? Findings are presented in the table below.
 

TAZLC Y (1) 

lxV'~ro i,/M tOVTJ:r, AMtuALL uor CU,rIT .oB 
(DISTAIDUTON of s*cores on rnercise scale ranging from 

I to 51 whore I a almost none, &nd 5 a almost. a11) 

~M1"xtAI: :M UPPI CUMULATMV 

S. Almost All 23 17 17 
. 54 is 45 

2. significant Part 
2. = 27 

3 ,7 
14 

0I 
16 

MAPJ 
e*n, 

v 3.4 
1.I 

1. Almost tlono 10 5 ions 

MAI, 
 194 100t ­
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The independent results at Level 10 are quite satisfactory: over

80% claimed that they had in fact been able to use 
a significant

part (or more) of what they had learned. Only 10 participants (5%)
claimed almost no use, while 27 
(14%) claimed only limited use.
 

If the evaluations were conducted only at Level 10, 
and if the

minimum standard for success was 
the use of at least a significant
part of what 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 been 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 Met
 

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 needed, i.e. that the objec­tives of their programs were met? As demonstrated in the table

below, the independent findings at this level, as at Level 10, 
were
 
quite satisfactory.
 

T"bLE V a 
DEGtEr TRAI:NG NEE.DS (PROJECT OBJECTIVES) rT 

(DIETkIIUTZON of scores on response scale ranging from I to 51 

where I n not at all, and 5 a very high degroe) 

ODCRE4 M1T NUMBER RCNT U'IULATJV 

S. Very Hih D.eree 73 37 )7 
4. - 4 33 70 
3. Medlum/Moder3te 36 IS8s MEAN a 3.9 
2. -
1. Not At All 

2211 
3 1 

9CT). 
100t 

fLV 1.0 

TOTAL 
 197 100% -

Almost 70% of the participanta claimed their nfoodS wore met to ahigh or very high degreo, and another 18i claimed that their nando were met to at least a medium or moderate dogroo. Only 2 partici­
pants claimed their needs wore not mot at all. 
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Again, if the evaluation was conducted only at this level, and if
the minimum standard for success was at least 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

(AMcasure 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)

iS 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
 

TADL V. 3) 

fELATl~I!Y5E1TB7E-- DEGPLEE 3'ROCRAPI Onl.YCIVES (TRAIING 

NEEDS$ MET JUM ??1rFP.AToII/IC0LowtDn USED 

TFOMLAT1Z0/IQIOWLZDCE USED 
DEGREE PROGRAMUOIJECTZVIS ALOST ALOT 

(MANING NEEDS) NET 	 NONE ............ ALL TOTAL 
1 2 3 4 5 

S. Very U4h (11) 	 J 3 20 25 20 71 (11 
4. -	 219 2S 17 9 ba 
3. Medium/woderste 1 4 1s 2 36 

2. - fill 	 22 (TV)
1. Out At All o ot o 2 o 2 

TOTAL 37 3 193 

independent indicators of program success: Level 9 ­ programs objoc­
tiven mat to at least a medium or moderato deogreo Level 10 at
-

least a significant part of what was learned was used on-the-job.
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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 attained. 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). 
 In 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 5

(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 position 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 in that given their objectives

programs were well designed and implemented. They may not, however,

be judged truly successful: what was learned was not usee.
 

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

These programs were pure failure: objectivos were not met', so not

much was learned, and what was learned was 
not used. The problems

or mistakea which caused ouch negative Level 9/10 rosults could
 
have been at any, or all, levels between Level 4 and Level 8.
 

Quadrant IV: 	 Program objectives not met, but information/knowoedijo
 

gained actually used (12 canon, 61 of the total). 

Thoeno canon are more difficult to oxplaint objoctivos won, not mnt,
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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" objec­tives were established), or at Level 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 developed, 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% o-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
tere 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 res'onses of the Participants 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

11976 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 derree 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 lid some later participants, may have done so only because they

have had more time on-the-job to use what they learned.
 

In sum, the USAID's training programs between 1975 and 1980 apocar

to have been generally quite :auccessful. Further, the success rate
does not appear to have varied over time: high standards wore estab­
lished early in the program and then maintained.
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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 fir~rngs at Levels 9 and 10. 
 Spe­cifically, the following relationships are explored:
 

1. the sharing of information/knowledge with colleagues;

2. the degree of increase in professional 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 proqrams they actually shared with their colleagues in Portugal.

Results are presented in the table below.
 

TABLE V 

zrFMTIOM/VNOWLFDCI SRARED WITH COP COLLEAGU.S 

(DIx3ulUIION of scores on response scale ranging from I to $1 

where I a almost none, and S - almost all) 

INroIuATION/
KNOWLEDGE NUMUR MPCENI CUMULATIVE 

SHAED PMRCEWM 

S. Almost All 41 25 25 199 
4. ­ 62 32 57 MZA_ ­ 3.6 
3. significant Part 52 27 64 M D * 1.1 
2. - 23 12 94 
1. Almost None 9 S 1000 

TOTAl, 194 logo ­
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A1,os 85% claimed to have shared at least a significant part of
what they leawned 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 partici­pant's institution. Participants and their colleagues work within
the same institutions on the same problems: what would be useful
to one would be useful tQ the other. Under such conditions, it is
reasonable to assume that both the participant and, perhaps partic­ularly, 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 expect a positive relationship between
degree of use by the participant and degree of sharing with colleagues
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 linear.
 

MLATOoSIP , W ,owAT!CY/KNovoz USD AND 
IZNFOMATZt/.NOWUDGE SHAZD 

(DIS RZ UTION ot responses on response scales ranging 

from I to St where I- alaost none, and S a almost all 

1OFAT ION/ INYOIMATZON/MIOWLEDGE II ASXD 

MD 0EDGZ ALIC T AlMOST 
USD NWONZ.... .......... ALL TOTAL

1 2 2 4 5 

S. AlinmtAl 
4. - (Il) 

2 
1 

1 
2 

4 
1 

9 
26 

17 
17 

3 
54 (Z) 

3. Sionficant Part 2 10 27 20 12 71 
1.-
. laost None 

ilZl) 2 
2 

9 

1 
a 
4 

5 

2 
2 
1 

as 
10 

(zV) 

- - - - - -

TOTAL 9 22 51 162 49 194 
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Of the 158 participants who claimed to have used a significant (or

better) part of what they learned, 140 or 89% (Quadrant I) also
 
claimed to have shared a significant part: the remaining 18 or llt
 
(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 neither
 
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 (20% 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.
 

TABLE V.CG) 

3MPORTANCF OF VARIOUS CRANNELS FOR SHARINC INFORMATION/Y:NOWLEDGE 

(PERCENT DISTRIBUT1O of responses on scale ranging from 1 to St 

where I a not important, and 5 - very important) 

VERY NOT TOTAL/OVERALL 
CHANNELS FOR SIIARING IMPORTANT.... IMPOMTANT 

s 4 3 2 1 No. MEAN 	 STD. 
DET. 

Informal Discussions 
 40 30 1 9 3 191 4.0 1.1 
On-The-Job Training 24 30 27 14 6 188 3.5 1.2
 
Loan U.S. Materials 19 26 25 20 10 107 3.2 1.3
 
Written Reports 15 30 17 17 21 186 2.9 1.4
 
Formal Lictures 9 10 52 176 2.2
16 13 	 1.4
 

The argument that what wan 	 shared with colloaguos wan aln6 probably
used by those colleagues wan further supported by the finding that, 
as the degree of sharing increased, no did tht! importanc of informal
and on-the-job sharing channelsr. Thus, thc. e who used more on-the-job
tended to share more with colleagues; those who shared more with
colleagues tended to share morn through informal and on-the-job work 
related channels. In othor wordsz, use by tho participant, sharing
with colleagues and use by colleagunq are complementary and m'Lually
reinforcing. An one increases, no do the others. 
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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 between Level 10 (on-the-job u3e) and Level 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 rn Professional Capability
 

It may be argued that there is an intermediate step between meeting
program objectives (Level 9) and the actual on-the-job use of what
is learned (Level 10). 
 That step is an increase in professional
capability. 
A question on degree of increase in professional capa­bility was included in the questionnaire. Responses are presented

in the table below.
 

TAS V.(7) 

DECRE PROrT CAPARTLTY1so?1AL INCUAIED 

(DISTRIBUTION of scores on response scale ranging from I to So where 

I a no Increase and $ a very high increase) 

DEGUEE Of INCREASE So. PFRACIN CON. 

p,~ 
 * 200 
S.Very.Nigh 50. 25 35 2 
4. - 73 37 62 . 3.s 
3. Medlum/Moderate S9 )0 53 CLL . 
2. ­ 1 a 100t 
3. 1o Increase 3 1 -

TOTAL 00 loot -

Given the overall high average of the rosponses (62t claimed that
their professional capabilities were increased to a high or very high
degree) and tho nature of the USAD training program, It must be

assumed that most participants internreted this question in a very

narrow senso, L.o. professional capability directly related to the
specific objectives of their program (their training neoes) and not

overall professional capability. Responmes to the training ne-da
question and the professional capability question wore, 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.
 

Legardless of whether an increase in capability is 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.
 

TA BE %J.(8) 

IMPORTANCE OF VARIOUS PROGnAM LEMENTr, IN INCREASING PROFESSIONAL 

CAPABILITY BY DEGREE OF INCREASE IN PROFESSIONAL CAPABILITY
 

(MEAN of scores on response scale ranging from I to 5S where 

I - not important, and S - very important) 

INCREASE IN IMPORTANCE OF' 
PROFESSIONAL 
 SPECIFIC 
 PROFESSIONALGENERAL,

INFOR4ATION INFORATION RELATIONSIIIPS
CAPABILITY TECHNICAL 

DEVELOPED 

DEGRE NO • E TD. STD. TDDEGREE. MEAN MEANDEV. DLV. 

S. Very High So 4.7 .6 4.3 1.1 3.7 1.3 
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 
2. ­ 1 2.0 .8 3.0 1.2 2.6 1.4
 
1. No Increase 2 1.0 ­ 3.0 - 2.0 -


TOTAL/OVERALL 200 3.9 1.1 3.6 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
question may be I or 2 less than number shown in thi. -:umn. 

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 opecific 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).
 

TAXIS '.(9) 
PAJTICIPANTS' PROFESSIONAL ADVANCVMVNT 

(Position at time of training vs. current position) 

LEVEL IN D4PLOYING ORPANIZATION 

AT TIME OF TRAING CURREIT POSITION 

LEL TIOTAL OtmTo tADM. dTECH POLICYhip, 

1. Policy - Top I 

2. - Oth. 11 - 2 7 ­

3. Adm. - Top 13 -- 3 9 1 ­

4. -0th. 59 1 5 39 7 6 1 

S0th. 56 22 23 4 4 1 2 

TOTAL 232 25 89 63 25 10 12
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The data presented in the table on.the previous page are not adjusted

for the relative imuortance of the institution in which the partici­
pant was/is employed, i.e. both a Minister (Ministry) and Rector
 
(University) are classified as top level policy positions. The im­
plications of this failure to adjust are discussed below. 
Also note
 
that for some participants the current position is only slightly

more than six months after program completion (1980 Participants);

for others the time lapsed may be up to three years.
 

Based on the data in the table presented on the previous page, the
 
145 participants (63%) located on the u'ward 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 (31%) have moved up.
 

While it cannot be claimed that 31% of the USAID's participantj

advanced professionally because of their programs, the percentage that
 
advanced is significant. 
At a minimum the USAID selected individuals
 
who were capable of moving up and assuming more responsibility.
 

Two points are particularly noteworthy. First, all top policy par­
ticipants remained in top policy positions, most within the same
 
institution. 
Second, over 40% of the technical level narticinants
 
(Levels 5 and 6) moved into higher level 'ositions, a significant.

number into top administrative and a few into policy positions. This

is particularly noteworthy as the public service in Portugal is

quite rigid, with little turnover and limited opportunities for
 
advancement.
 

Based on the table, 31% of USAID participants advanced professionally

and, it may be assumed, have increased job responsibility. In the
 
questionnaire participants were-also asked to compare their current
 
responsibilities with their responsibilities at the time of their
 
programs: 45% claimed their resnonsibilities had increased. The
 
USAID also made its own estimates, adjusting the data Presented 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 responsibility 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
 
institutiins generally moved to institutions within the same 
sector
 
which were closely related to the original institution.
 

Clearly a very significant percentage of USAID narticinants 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 presented in this 
section 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 needs

(program objectives) were met 
(Level 9) and that they have actually
 



used on-the-job what they learned (Level 10), 
is consistent with:
 

(1) the high degree of sharing of information with collenguesl
 

(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 onlyused by participants but also shared with colleagues, and those
colleagues also used the information and '"nowledge,the link between
Lzvel 10 
(use of what was learned) and Level 11 (solution of insti­tutional 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 supportive of, Level 9/10
findings. The-e relationships are explored in the following chapters.
 



CHAPTER VI
 

DETAILED FINDINGS (LEVEL 8) - PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
 

Introduction
 

For the purposes of this study, the period of program im-lementa­
tion was defined as the period of time between arrival in and
 
departure from the U.S.. 
Thus, it includes both orientation (usu­
ally provided in Vashington, D.C.) and actual program implemen­
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, prepare the participant in
 
terms of expectations, English, logistics, etc.; Level 6, estab­
lish "proper" program objectives; 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 proqram 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 problems during implemen­
tation should be minimized.
 

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

participants experienced serious difficulties or problems which
 
could have impacted negatively on their programs.
 

Orientation Services
 

The USAID provides the narticipant with a general idea of what to
 
expect in the U.S. prior to departure from Portugal CLrvol 5 - Pro­
departure Preparation), but it is perhaps orientation services
 
provided in the U.S. which contribute more to the smooth transition
 
from home country to the program to be initiated. Two types of
 
orientation are unually involved: 
general orientation provided by

the Washington International Center 
(WIC) and technical orientation
 
usually provided by an individual closely related to the design

and implementation of the participant's program.
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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 Vic$)
 

U.S. OROTMTMON SERVICES 

TYPE I 

VIC (only) 42
 
WIC and technical 26
 
Teqhnical (only) 10
 
None 13
 

TOTAL 1001
 

About 681 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 13t received
 
no orientation in the U.S..
 

Though most Portuguese participants had travelled outside Portugal

(Level 4 - Participants Selected), few had previously visited

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

VIC. The WIC provides a 2 to 7 day orientation session In
Washington, D.C. to introduce AID participants to Aerican cultural
 
life and customs. 
Services include seminars and lecturesi tours
to points of interest, including a visit to an American supermarketr

tickets are arranged for concerts, theaters and snorting eventsi

and, in some cases, an opportunity to meet Americans informally

is provided through the WIC Host Family Program.
 

Prior to this evaluation and baded 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 VIC to persons of Portuguese (European) background. While some

of our participants clearly did not require WIC orientation, the

661 VIC 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 UBAID may push WIC ori­
entation a bit more forcefully.
 

The low 44% rate for technical orientation outside the WIC was not

expected. 
The USAID had assumed that almost all participants were
provided technical orientation, either by ST/IT or by the institu­
tion contracted to provide training. 
Though our individual par­



ticipant follow-up system it was known that most of our participants

had an initial interview with their ST/IT program coordinators
 
prior to the initiation of training. However, the initial interview
 
apparently dealt with logistical and not technical program aspects.

Of 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 that such technical
 
orientation would be of even more value if sessions were 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 program funded by

A.I.D.. A significant percentage of USAID participants who could
 
have benefited were not provided such services.
 

English Language 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
tered while in the U.S.. Results are presented in the table below.
 

TABLE V1 (1) 

PARITCiPAuT* zVAWATzoi or sERiOUSNESs or rNar.asit LANCU.uACr PROaBLrmsM
 
ICOUIERCO IN THE U.S.
 

(PERCENT DIST3UTZIC4I of scores on response acale rangtnq from I to 

S where I - no problem, and 5 a serlL,.a problems) 

IMuvWsu INDIVIDUAL PPObLM ARZAS OVEPALL* 
SCALZ moo Under- Speak 1rto curulativestand Perc urttPercent
 

1. No problems 03 .42 53 41 45 45

3. 
 11 27 30 25 23 so 
3. A r roblem 4 1 0 a 9
4. 3 2 5 S 4 100S. Serious Problems 0 0 0 1 0 -

TOTAl 100 10O 100 1001 100 1001 
WAN 1.3 1.S 1.7 1.$ -7 9 9ST. DIV. .6 . . . 

* Unveighted average of the four individual protb.em ar*44. 

http:protb.em


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 dealt 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 th 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
 

Of more concern is the 1980 data: though not conclusive, it appears

thut the seriousness of problems with English encountered increased

in 1980. As the overall USAID program mix did not change signifi­
cantly in that year, it may be that participants were simply less
 
well prepared. 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/Imnlementation Problems
 

The favorable results registered at Levels 9 and 10 would orobably

not have been achieved if large percentages of participants had
 
experienced serious problems related to the design and implementation

of their programa. The relationships between program design (Level 7

and Levels 9 and 10 is explored in detail in the next chapter. How­
ever, as an independent check, participants were requested to Provide
 
thelr views on a number of key design and implementation related
 
elescents. Results are presented in the table in the next page.
 

The great majority of participants, 90%, felt that the technical love
 
of their program wan about correct, while only 4% thought it too low

and 61 too high. Not one participant claimed to have had a nignifica

number of contacts with persons of low profossional capability while
 
almost 50% 
thought all their contacts were of high capability. in
 
sum, there appear to have been very few problcis with the gone-nl

technically professional lqveln of the programs provided.
 

The 4% of participant# who claimed a significant number of ortlani­
zations which they contacted were not relevant may not roprown a
serious problem. An the largest share of U.NAID programs ware 
observation/consultatlon, and an tho objective was 3omotimoa to 
expopo the participant to what the Unitod had to aStatos offor,
negative rosponse may indicate that the uartcitint judglid the 
orqanization not to be rolevant to 
Portugal (t.o. his institutlon'l
problem, Lavel 1). As on" program objectivej was to mnde thii
doterminatlon, that program objoctivo rely have been ret. 
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TAUX vI (3) 
PARICIPWATV- IVALUATION Or SLECT D PROgOR ASPECTS, 
IPUCElWT DISTRIBUTION of responses) 

() TECUI11CAL LVE Or PROGRAm (3) 'R LEVANC OF ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED' 

- Too Low ......... 3.6 

- About Correct 
- Too Nigh ........ 

... 90.3 
4.1 

- All Relovant . ..... ...... . 
- Most Relevant ............. 
- Significant Number 

40.6 
55.2 

Not Relevant ............ 4.2 

Total ........ 100.01 Total .................. 100.0% 

(C) PROFESSIONAL L.VEL or PEoNs (D) ADVANCE PRPARATzON OF PRsONS 
COUT'TAL'U CCTACTED 

- All Nigh Level ..... 47.4 - All Well Prepared .... 27.1 
- Moat Nigh Level .... 52.1 - Most well Prepared .. 57.3" Signiicant Number - Significant Number

Lo Nmber ....... 0.0 
 Not Prepared ...... 15.6 

Total ........... 100.01 Total 
............ 100.0t
 

(3) DURATION or PRoGAA4 (r) NUMBEn Or CONTACTS MADE 

- Too Short .... 21.3 - Too Many ..... 6.2 
- About Right .. 74.6 - About Right .. 60.4 
- Too Long ..... 4.1 - Too rev ...... 13.4 

Total ..... 100.00 
 Total ..... 100.0
 

40) U. DOMESTIC TRAVEL 

- Too Nuch ..... 4.3 
- About Right .. 61.1 
To Little ... 14.6
 

100.0'
- Total ..... 

The fact that almost 16t of te participants felt that a signifi­
cant number of their contacts were not well prepared for their
visits does represent a serious problem. Much time can be lost

if the participant must at every now contact explain the objectives

and purposes of his visit. 
At a minimum all contacts should be
provided with the basic information contained in the PIO/P-
 The
USAID does not know whether this is standard ST/IT procedure.
 

A significant numL.r of participants believed their programs were tooshort, too few contacts were made, and there was too little domestic
travel. Most of those who felt this way wore on obnerva Lon/con­
sultation or specially developed programs. In both cases, the
 
average duration of such USAXD programs had dropped considerably

over time from 6.4 weeks in 1976 to 2.8 weeks in 1980 for obsear­vation/consultation: 
and from 10.0 weeks to 4.5 weeks for specially

developed programs (Level 7, Program Design).
 

Based on the above facts, the USAID at first thought that it
perhaps had decreased the avornje duration of its programs too much.
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Further analysis indicated that this was not the case. First, there
 
was no statistically significant relationship between respon-s

with respect to duration, number of contacts and U.S. travel and
 
time (year program initiated). While program duration has decreased,

the percentage distribution of responses to the three questions

has remained fairly constant. Second, as will be discussed in
 
detail the next chapter (Level 7 - Program Design), the USAID's verby

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 possible explanation for the 21% who felt their programs 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 themselves available
 
for a longer period. This explanation is consistent with informal
 
feedback received by the USAID.
 

Other Problems
 

Thero are also a number of general problems which, if 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.
 

TAzBL Vi (4) 

PwN.ONULS MCOW1T~ZD W2Y PAATZCZPARTSIHLE TW.IU.U. 

(FIPCVVT DTRZDU|ON oftscores on response scale ranging fron I to St 

where I w no problems, ad S serious problems) 

No SEImOUS ML 
WAS PPLr S...... PROBLtS 

12S3 4 3 MEAN No. 
DIV. 

-Amount at Per NOR5 1 13 14it. 1.314 
-Poelept at ?er Mom. 79 9 3 6 4 I's 1.1 194 
*AdeqiSto L~djlnq 67 it 13 7 3 1.7 1.1 114 

-Chmnjos In pro'ram 7 S 4 1 . . 4 3 

-Contacts Isoin Meetings, 34 5 1 0 .5 1. 11) 

-Persons cfintaq~tok IS 3 3 1 14 19) 
-Other Psrt1C1P&At§ 91 7 2 0 .5 111 . 163

In Can4ral !Asrteuns . . .1 111 
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About 29% of Portuguese participants experienced difficulties due
 to what they regarded as 
a too low pcr 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 those 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 hotel conditions and locations left much to be desired.

A review of current participant per diem levels and ST/IT lodging

assistance 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

serious and were probably unavoidable. 

too
 
Regardless, every effort
 

should be made to minimize such occurrences.
 

On the positive side, very few Portuguese participants experienced
porsonnal problems with their professional contacts, other particJ­
pants or Americans in general. Thu few participants who experienced

problems with other (non-Porruguese) participants were mostly early

in the program (1976 and 1977). The main complaint was that they
wore forced to live and associate with persons of quite different
educational and cultural levels. 
 Historical and cultural differences

should in some cases be respected, or at a minimum program backstop
,officers and program coordlr..tors should be aware of such differences.
 

Given the rates of occurrence, types, and seriousness of the general

problems encountered by Portuguese participants, there apparently

was no overall generally negative impact.
 

Summary 

In general the findingn at this level 
(Level 8) wore consistent

with findings at Levels 9/10: 
for the great majority of partici­
pants, no major problems wore encouitored during program implomen­
tation.
 

Oriontation sorvicues provided by the WIC were found to bo u:neful.Tochnical orientation was valued oven mrro highly, yet S9% cla. :edthat they wore not provided ouch servlcon. Technical orientationPhould be mado a formal part of every pirticipant tr.ininj progjraim. 

The tochnicail lvol of the grent majority of prnqrani wia jud,,appropriato. lIonwvor, significant ofa nu.iner ;,rtiprnts claimed gomo of in U.s. ware notthoir cont4cto the idequato-y prepared fortheir visits. Alao, n aignificant num4or folt their programo ware 
too ahort. 



Few Portuguese participants experienced 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 English language problems increased somewhat in
1980. 
 The situation calls for cluse monitoring by the USAID.
 

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

Overall, findings at Level 8 were consistent with findings at Levels
9 and 10. Though some problems were encountered during program
implementation, they were neither sufficiently generalized nor
serious enough to contradict the favorable results at Levels 9 and 10.
 



CHAPTER VII
 

DETATLED FINDINGS (LEVEL 7) - PROGRAM DESIGN 

Introduction
 

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

TADLE VI(N 

THE USAID/LI SO:A PROGRAM - TYPES Or TrATNiNq PpOcnxmS (1976-1980) 

TYPE Or PpOCpx IrAq 
-

PROGRXA1 
-

I:ITIATED 
-.. 

TOTAL 

CY
76 CY

77 Cy
78 

CY
79 

CY
80 NO. t 

Academi -Ph.D. 0 0 1 0 0 1 -

- 1.A.* 0 4 0 0 0 4 2 
-in- mjtre 0 3 2 0 0 5 2 

Regular (Canned) Course 7 21 10 13 4 65 26 
On-The-Job Tra'inini 0 0 9 0 4 13 S 
Specially Developed 8 9 7 20 11 55 22 
Observe and Consult 10 22 32 14 11 89 34 
Other/CoirbLnations 12 3 1 0 0 16 7 

TOTAL ZLI3 70j42604 47 32 4 000 

In 3 cases the USAID financed less than I year of the program
aM the GOP financed the remaunder. 

Over 70 of the proqrivns provided worn npecificn!1ly doniqned anddeveloped to moot tho trainin.; nuvda or individu4l particlpant*, 
or, In a f(W eCON, for n;nall qroups of two or thre participantn.
Within the group of apacificn1 7 doulqn (d progrnms, 89 ware clAn­
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sified as observation/consultation programs, 55 as specially develop­
ed (fewer contacts, with each contact having a siqnificantly 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 wore provided; only 10 during the oeriod 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 those offered by the USDA and
 
BLS, accounted for 26% of all programs. Though the USAID still uses
 
this type of program, they were more important during the early

phases of the USAID program in Portugal.
 

As tie table below clearly demonstrates, the USAID program has been
 
very heavily weighted towards short-term training.
 

TAXL V I.(1) 

THR USAID/LISBON PROCRAM - DUITTON 07 Tor ?py,PtCP_ ( 97E-1910) 

DORATION NUI SC CUM LATVr 0QPATC IN W3TrxS 

-" - DCV. 
I Month Or Less 106 43 42 3.0 1.0 
I To 3 Month*s 104 42 Is 7.9 2.3 
3 To 4 months 20 I 93 19.1 4.0 
6 To 9 ronthe 4 9S 31.5 5.4 
* Months To I Year it 4 99 41.7 4.1 
More Tham I Tear 3 1 100% 71.0 26.6 

TTAL/OVE .L 24, 1oo - 9.7 11.7 

During the period studiod, overall average nroqr.nm lonqth wa. on1y
9.7 weeks. Over 40% of all proqrams lasted one moitth or loss and 
a 85% were completed in 3 month* or loan. Medium tqrm nroqrAma of
from 3 montho to one year accounted only for 141 of all ptoqrirm,
while only three program. warp proqram-..d for ,oro than one year. 

http:nroqr.nm
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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 develooed programs.
 

TARLM V 11.CJ)
 

Ti VSAID/LSNON PNoGRAX - MW DURATION OF KAoR TYPES or PROGRAMS
 

BY TZAR PRGRAM INITIATED (1976-1910)
 

TYPE Or PlkOPJU* 

PIGRAU4 OISiRVE AND REGULAR (CANND) SPICIALLYCONSULT COURSE DIVELOPED 
NNITIAE STD. No. MEAN STD. Me. MEAN STD.No. MEAN 

(vk) DEV. Ma(v) DEV. (vk) DEV. 

CY 30 ,11 2.3 .7 6 9.8 3.4 11 4.5 1.3 
CT 79 14 3.2 1.5 13 7.4 4.2 20 4.0 4.6 
CY 78 32 5.7 3.0 10 5.9 4.0 7 7.1 6.6 
CY 77 22 7.0 6.5 89 6.3 9.4 7.13.4 9 
C¢ 76 10 6.4 5.5 7 7.1 4.0 I 10.0 7.9 

TOTAL/ 69
 
OVEPALL 

* 	 The three types of progrm listed account for over 640 of all 
UPAID programs. 

The trend in program duration over time is clearl short duration

USAID programs have become even shorter. 
 In 1976 the average
duration of an observation/consultation program was 6.4 weeks, in
1980 such program averaged only 2.8 weeks. The same occurrewith specially developed programs, average duration drooped trum
10 weeks in 1976 to 4.5 weeks in 1980. 
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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.
 

TAML v11i4)
 

TOO USAIO/LZSDON PROGRN - TYPES or ENTITIES WHICH
 

PROVIDED TRAINIG PiROGRAMS (1976-1980)
 

(DISTRIBUTION of programs by types of entities which
 

actually provided training, regardless of organiza­

tion which hold training contract)
 

PROGRAMlS PROVIDED 
TYPE OF ENTITY 

NUMBER PERCENT 

Government 69 21 
University 71 29
 

Govt. and Univ. 49 20 
Private Firm 1 7 
Private Govt. -and Univ. 17 7 
Privato. and Govt. or Univ. 24 3 

TOTAL 248 100 

.Government entities, almost all federal, and universities provided

or participated in about 93% of all training prrgrams. 
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 univoroity 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 closely identified with any
 
one type of program. Universities provided all the academic pro­
grams; while government provided about 50% of the canned courses.

Observaticn/consultation, specially developed and on-the-job train­
ing programs wore 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 7'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.1 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
 
to be more or less successful than others?
 

Program Design and Results
 

As demonstrated in detail ifi 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 satis­factory. 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
 some cells, only 11 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) wore broken down
independently by program type, duration and sotrce, none of the
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relationships revealed was statistically significant. In other
words, as with the joint Level 9/10 attempt discussed above, it

could not be claimed (at Level 10) that shorter programs 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 progr.iss.
 

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

is too far removed from Level 7 and that the more appropriate

measures of the influence of 'rogrim design on program results are
 
found at Level 9 (degree tr.aining 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 Vii.(5)
 

ptm TRANrING NEEDS (PROGPAM OBJECTIVES) MT 

BY TYPE OF PROGRAM
 

(M3AN of scores on response scale ranging from I to St 

where I a not at all, and S very high degree)
 

TYPE oFPROGRAM MEAN ST No.
 

Acade; Ao - Ph.D. 4.0 .0 1
 
- N.A. 5.1 .0 3 
- son degree 4.7 .6 3 

Regular (canned) Course 3.7 1.0 50
 
On-The-Job Trairing 4.2 
 .9 13
 
SPeCially Oevelped 3.9 1.1 46
 
Observe and Consult 4.1 1.0 70
 
Other/Coabinations 3.5 1.3 11
 

TOTAL/OVERALL 3.9 1.0 197
 

At first reading it appeared that academic programs were most

successful and that regular canned courses were least successful.

However, the first reading could rnt he confirmed statistically:

the difforences in mean responses presented in the table, thouqh

visually significant, were not stat~stically significant.
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On the other hand, the relationshio between program duration and

Level 9 results was statistically si9nifiuant. As demonstrated
 
in the table below, however, the direction of the relationship
 
was not clear.
 

TULZ Vie.(6) 

DVFARz TRAThrEC- NIEDS (PROGRAM 0JtCTrVES) fT 

By DuRAUro or PROGRAM 

(MIEAH of scores on response scale rimgLng from I to Si 

where I - not at all. and S s very high degree) 

WURATIOu -W -rO 

Upto I Month 4.1 1.1 87 
I to 3 months 3.1 1.0 so 
3 to 6 Months 3.4 L.2 17 
6 to 9months 4.3 .6 3 
9 Months to I Year 4.8 .5 1 
More Than I Year 4.S .7 2
 

tOAL/OVCRAL 3. 1 1.0 197 

Both vary short programs (1 month or less) and lonq programs
(6 months or more) appearedLmore successful than medium term 
programs (1 to 6 months). 

The relationship between the third design characteristic, program

gource, and Level 9 results was also statistically significant.
 

lABLE VII.(7) 

DEGR TRAINT1O 11EE0S (PROGRAM OBJcTIVEs) WERS MT 

BY TYPE Or TZTIZTS WRICH POVID ,ROGPM 

(an. of scores on respcnse scale ranging from I to $l 

wbere I a not at all, and S a very high degree) 

INTZTIZ5 MEANI No. 

DEV. 
Government 3.6 1.1 S4 
University 4.0 1.1 54 
Govt. And Univ.. 4.1 .9 42 
Private 4.3 .9 15
Other/CoebLnatLons .9 - 30 

TOTAL/OVERALL 3.9 1.0 197 
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In this case it appeared that programs provided by the government
were less successful in terms of meeting training needs 
(program
objectives) than programs from other sources.
 

In uuni, based on the independent breakdowns of Level 9 findingsby program type, duration and then source, it appeared that perha'sonly regular (canned) programs, medium term (1 to 6 month) programs,
and Government programs were less successful than others. 
 However,
the independent relationships in all cases were not statistically

significant.
 

As a further check, Level 9 results were 
broken down jointly by
programt type, duration and source. 
 The analysis revealed that only
one program design was really less successful in meeting training
needs (prcgram objectives) - medium duration, regular (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 U.IAID's Participant
pro*'rams were specifically designed to meet the training needs of
individual participants: the "canned" courses were not. 
Though the
genexal topic may be of interest, certain parts of a "canned" pro­gram .nay not be relevant, or, for the relatively well educated
Portu(uese participants, the level of presentation, at times geared
to the Third World, may be too low. 
 A significant number of USAID
particpants registered this complaint.
 

Summary and Conclusions
 

In 
Us,, only one program design (medium duration "canned" programs
proviced 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 obser­vation/consultation Program. 
However, both may be equally successful
in providing what they were designed to provide. 
The data at a
minimum indicate that the USAID's short-term observation/consultation
programs were at least 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 in that, in general, the designs (type, duration
and source) employed by the USAID were appropriate to their resnectivo
program objectives. 
Level 7 findings in no way contradict, nor are
they inconsistent with, findings at higher levels. 
 Further, Level 7
findings are firmly supported by findings at lower levels; particu­larly Level 5 (establishing program objoctive 
 and content).
 



CHAPTER VIII
 

DETAILED FINDINGS (LEVEL 6) - PROGMlAM OBJECTIVES
 

Introduction
 

As noted in the previous chanter, about 70% of the USAID's Partici-"
 
pant training programs were speciftcally 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 particiDant's active partici­
pation in establishing the objectives of his program (explaining

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

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

and content (Level 6) the greater the Probability that an a'nro­
priate program would be designed (Level 7) and that the Program would
 
be successful. In other words, that the particinant's training

needs would be met (Level 9) and that he would actually use on-the-job

what he learned (Level 10).
 

Basic Findinas
 

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

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

TABLE VJill,.l)
 

DOGPE! Or PARTICIPATI"? III STTING PROGM! OJECTTVMS (oxnlalning 

traininn nel.)
 

DEGREE NUMDER PEPCL14T CUMJUT IVr 
PrRCENT 

S. Very Great 

4. -
3. Medium/ dorate 

54 

is 

30 

38 

19 

20 

30 

57 

77 

147 

MU._MN - 3.6 

s 1.4 

2. ­ i6 11 60 

1. No PartIcLpation 19 13 100 

ITZ, 147 100%
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With respect to objectives, the overall degree of particiDation was
quite satisfactory. 
Over 77% of those who resvondod claimed to
have had at least medium/moderate 'articipation; while 57% claimed
more than medium/moderate Darticination and 38% very great Dartici­pation. 
 On the negative side, 131 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.
 

TALE' v, I,.(M ) 
DGREG OF PARTICYPATOu.IN ESTABLISIMen POORA4 CONTENT (su attnginsti­

tutInns and individuals to be contacted) 

DEGREE NUMPER PERCNT CUMUIATIVF.PERCM";T 

S. Very Great 27 is is 147 
4. ­
3. #dium/I4oderate 

2. -

22 
23 
33 

15 
22 

22 

33 
S. 

77 

MEAN - 2. 
V. *1.4 

1. No Participation 32 22 loot 

TOTAL , 
 H7 100 ­

55% claimed at least medium/moderate participation in estab­lishing content; 33% claimed more than medium/moderate particioation
and only 18t very great particination. 
About 221 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 the U.S. has
to offer in 
terms of traininq in a specific area (establishing
content). 
 Given that few Portuguese oarticinants had previous
U.S. training exoerience, the overall degree of vartici',ation in
establishing content was quite high. 
 Apparently the Portuguese
know more about the U.S. and V.S. institutions than might have been
 
anticipated.
 

In theory, the first step in developing a oartlciijant training pro­gram is 
to establish program objectives (a USAID function), then,
based oai those objoctives, the second stop in to establith nroqram
 

http:PARTICYPATOu.IN
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content (a ST/IT function). In 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 the 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 
(participant

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 presented in the two previous

tables must be interpreted with care. Participation in setting

objectives is the most important, but to some degree, and under
 
some conditions, participation in establishing content may be a
 
substitute. In general, however, one would exnect that they

would be complements; participants more capable of 'articination
 
in setting objectives would also be more canable of participation

in establishing content. Such a statistically significant positive

relationship does in fact exist, however, as demonstrated in the

following table, the relationship is not narticularly strong.
 

AILE VIt. (3)
 

ftxLATIOt:llP Jb Iwrcro.N nrcprE or"PiTICIP1.,TIO[I Il? SV T?11G P140-

GPAH OiJF.irTIV AND rrotrr or PARTICIPTMOPf IN USTAMLTISHIfr 

PROGRAM CONT IT
 

(DISRIoUTOM of rosponses o ruexl-nse 
scale ranjing trom 

I to So where I - none end*S - very great)
 

DeGcac or PARTICIPATION INo 

95'TAOII ;1 IIIG CONTI'IXT 

SW I O Q14rCIVES Nomr. .......... MY TOTAL
 

GUCAT OA 

14 1 1% Io. 

S. Very Gre&t 6 5 10 9 34 54 37 

1 5 1 ~ 1 
3. Med1wumiodlerate 
'.- 4 

12 
9 

10 
n 

1 
1 

1 
1 

30 
15 

20 
10 

1on. 1! 1 1 3+ 0 19 1 

9 +2232 15 IN - 1001 
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Overall, the USAID appears to have'done a good job of involving

its participants in the planning and development of their programs.

Almost 90% participated in establishing objectives and/or content

(75% in objectives and content, 12t in objectives only and 3% in
content only). However, about 10% (15 particinants) claimed no
part!-ipation in establishing either objectives or content. 
 In most

of those cases (usually observation/consultation programs for

relatively 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. 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 thu 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 related to his-institution's problems and

his role. Obviously, the above did not take Place at one meeting

with one USAID staff member; it was in general a long process,

involving a number of meetings before the participant was formally

nominated by the GOP and approved by the USAID. 
At a minimum the
 
orocess of establishing program objectives and 
content involved
 
the USAID Project Manager and Training Assistant, with approval

by Utti 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 achieved, but was it

worth the effort? 
 Does the participants active participation in

establishing objectives and content lead to better programs?
 

Participation and Program Success
 

Encouraging participation in establishing program objectives and
 
contont may require extra time and effort, but it is definitely

worthwhile. Analysis clearly revealed stronq, positive and
 
statistically significant relationships between narticipation at
Level 6 and results at Levels 9 and 10. In general, the higher

the degrees of participation in establishing program objectives

and program content (Level 6), the higher the degree to which oro­
gram objectives (training needs) were met 
(Level 9) and the higher

the degree to which what was 
learned was used on-the-job in
 
Portuqal (Level 10).
 

Though all four relationships (objectives/needs met, objectives/

on-the-job use, contont/nooda met and contont/on-tho-job upe) wore
positive and statistically niqnificant, the strongest relation­
ship, an domonatrated in the table on the next naqu, wan between

degret of participation in establishing objectives and degree

to which training noed were mot.
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SADLN ­'Is.L4) 

PrlATONSMTr 1.IfIErN DECr.LE PROGRAM oL3!JCTIVwS MET AND PARTICT-

PATIOAI 14 r!TAs1,SNIr1UG PlOcP1A ODJECrlVISV 

(DISTRIbUTION of rosponsas or responso scales ranging from I to 5) 

DcGRtc or DECREE PROGRA4 ODJCTIVES MET
 
PARITICIPAT1O1
 

TH SLTTING Not At 
 Very OVEPALL 
All ............. Hiqh


POGAM 

OiJzcTvrs 1 2 3 4 S No. mrAN 11T0.
DE'V. 

$. Very High 1 1 4 16 31 53 4.4 .9 
4. - 0. 0 9 11 S 36 4.0 .0 
3. Moderate 0 7 6 S 11 29 3.7 1.2
 

. - 0 5 4 3 4 16 3.4 1.2 
1. None 1 4 1 7 6 1, 3.7 1.3 

TAL 2 17 14 42 60 145 4.0 1.1 

Though the general relationship demonstrated in the table is
 
statistically significant and quite strong, it is the excentions
 
to the general rule which draw attention. First, in the previously

discussed cases 
in which the UsAID was "calling the shots" and the

USAID established objectives and content, the results were quite

good. Of the 19 participants who had no narticipation in vetting

objectives (nor in most cases in establishing content), 13 (almost

70%) claimed their program objectives were met to a high or very

high degree. On the other hand, one particinant who claimed high

participation, also felt that his needs were not mot at all.
 

In sum, though participation in setting objectives and content at

Level 6 is extremely important and in general strongly related to
 
program success at Levels 9 and 10, it is neither a necessary nor
 
sufficient condition for success. 
The general rule holds, but
 
there are exceptions.
 

Summary 

The great majority (90%) of USAID narticipants whose programs were

specifically designed for them were given the opportunity (actively

encouraged) to participate In the establishment of the objectives

and/or content of their orograms. Given the strong relationship
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between such participation (Level 6) and vrogram success (Levels

9 and 10), the USAID should expand and intensify its efforts to

involve participants to an even higher degree. Nonetheless, in
 some cases such involvement may not be appropriatel if properly
designed, the resulting programs can also be quite successful.
 

Overall, the findinqs at this level 
(Level 6) were consistent with,
and supportive of, findings at higher levels: 
at Level 7 (design
appropriate to objectives), at Level 8 (institutions and individuals

contacted relevant to objectives), and at Levels 9 and 10 (objec­
tives met and what was learned use4 on-the-job in Portugal).
 



CHAPTER IX
 

DETAILED FINDINGS (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 appropriate individual
 
was selected (Level 4);
 

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

(3) to obtain iniial 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 prepared for his program in the U.S..
 

The USAID provides the participant with a set of different ser­
vices which includes technical, orientation and logistic elements.

Information is provided on such varied topics 
as financial
 
arrangements, 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 these things are well done, not only should the program better
 
meet the participants training needs, but also the Participant

should arrive in the U.S. with realistic expectations and a more
 
positive initial attitude toward the United States.
 

USAID Predonarture Assistance
 

To judge how wall the USAID has performed, participants were re­
quested to respond to 15 questions on USAID prodoparture asaistanco.
 
For each area (question) participants ranked the quality of USAID
 
assistance on a five point scale ranging from I to 5; 
where 1

corresponded to poor and 5 to very good. 
 Results by calondar year

are presented in the table presented on the folliwing saejo.
 

Overall, the results were very favorable. The USAID han, ninco
the initiation of it particiDnnt training progr4m, vrovided good
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TABLE IX. (i) 

PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION OF PREDEPARTURE SERVICES PROVIDED
 

BY USA1Q DY YEAR PROGRAM ZITIATED 

(MEAN of scores on response scale ranging front I to 5; where 

. - poor, and 5 - very good) 

MEAN SCORES OVERALL

ITMI 

CY CY CY CY CY STD. 
76 77 78 79 80 MEAN O. 

fllFORP.ATIOtl 
Provided/
 

x-hanqed On: 

- Objectives 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 3.8 4.2 3.9 4.0 4.3 4.0 1.1 
- Inxtitutions 3.1 3.5 
 3. 3.7 3.8 3.6 1.3
 
- Persons (Contacts) 2.8 3.5 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.6 1.3 
- Finances 3.5 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.8 1.2 
- Med. Exams 3.0 3.2 4.2 4.0 4.3 3.8 1.1 
- Insurance 3.9 3.4 4.1 4.0 4.4 3.9 1.2 
- wic (Orientation) 4.1 4.1 4.2 3.8 3.9 4.0 1.1 

- Climate 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.7 1.2 

ASS ST.'4CE 

Provided 1l0tht
 

- English Exams 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.3 .9 
- English Clasies 4.3 4.3 4.4 4.2 4.3 4.3 .8
 
- Travel Art. 4 i 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.5 .7 
- Visa 4.4 4.7 4.8 4.7 4.7 4.7 .6 
- Travel Advance 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.6 
 4.2 4.5 .9
 

L- - I I - I - I --­
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to very good predeparture assistance. 
As would be expected, the
quality of assistance in 1976, the year the program was estab­lished, was lower though still a&'quate,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 judqed consistent with and supportive of findings

at higher levels of the evaluation. The USAID's Portuguese

training assistant is to be complimented.
 



English Language Testing And Training
 

During the first year after the initiation of the AID Drur1Itm 
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.
 

TABLE IV.(z) 

PREDEPAflTUFl ENG.TS)| CAPABILITY 07 PARTICIPANTS 

ITEM NUtIR PERCENT !CUMULATIVEPERCENT
 

Nj Test (Fluent) 43 17.3 17.3 

L IGU TEST' 
- S0 or higher 48 19.4 36.7 
- 75-79 20 8.1 44.8
 
- 70-74 21 8.5 53.3
 
- 65-69 16 6.5 59.8
 

" 60-64 6 2.4 62.2 
- 59 or lower 16 6.5 68.7
 

No Test (Other) 43 17.3 86.0
 

Missing Data 35 14.1 100.0%
 

TOTAL 240 100.0t
 

* Unwelghted avuraqe oftListeninr', Oral and Usae Tents.
 

Based on personal intorvlowo nnd provioua trninin' oxoorienco, 17%
 
of participanta woro Judged fluent In Eng]ish by the USAID and wora
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not formally tested by ALI. An additional 43% (some previously

tested and then trained by ALl) were tested by ALI and ret 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 were high GOP officials the USAID did not wish
 
to offend by requiring an English test, then perhaps English language

trainirj; some travelled in a group in which at least one GOP
 
counterpart served as interpreter; some were tested and provided

language training in the.U.S..
 

USAID files did not contain readily 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 number of early partici­
pants, the USAID record in determining prodeparture English capability
 
appears mixed. The important fact is, however, that, as ;,as,

demonstrated in an earlier chapter, USAID narticipants 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 language levels required

for successful program implementation. The USAID's record keeping

in this area has improved over time.
 

Of the 248 participants studied in this evaluation, 109, or 44%,
 
were provided English language training by . For 28 of these
 
individuals, USAID files did not co:ttain firm dat& on the number of
 
hours of training provided. For those for which fi'm data did exist,

the breakdown was as follows: 

15 'tours ........ 12% 
30 hours ........ 58% 
60 hours ........ 15% 
90 hours ........ 7% 

120 hours ........ 7% 

Since the initiation of the AID program, it has boon general USAID 
policy not to finance more than 60 hournz of training. 
 Some excep­
tions wore made, but the majority of those providod training by ALT
 
actually recoivod 30 hours or loss. It ,hould bo noted that in a
 
significant number of cases, who 
 initial tost scores were extremely

low, the USAID nugqontjd to tho GOP that the nomination for partici­
pant training be withdrawn, or that the GOP itaolf finance long-term
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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 Ix. (3) 

PARTICIPANTS' EVALUATION OF THZ QUALITY OF MUG1.ISH LANGUAGE TRAINING 

PROVIDED BY ALI 

(DISTRIBUTION of scores on responsu 
scale ranging from I to 5j where
 

I - very high, and 5 - poor). 

QUALITY NUMD£R PERCENT CUMULATIVE 

PERCENT 

S. Very High 24 27 27 N 0 92 
4. - •44 47 MEANu4.0
 
3. Adequate 32 
 23 98
 
2. - 2 2 100t lTD DEY. , 0:81. Poor 0 0 -

TOTAL 92 
 100t
 

Only two of the participants who had ALl training and responded to
the questionnaire felt training was not adequate. 
Over 75% thought

ALI training to be more than adequate, and 270 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 are estimated to be quite small, thoir views, one may

assume, would be different.
 

The available data were further broken down by year, but no -tatis­
tically significant yearly variationn were discovered. The quality

of training provided by ALI has consistently been more than
 

-adequate. 


Ono problem now being faced by the USAID in English lanquaqo training
outside the Lisbon area. Given GOP decentraliztion policios and

the USAID current program emphasis on the rural sector, an increacing
number of participants are now coming from smdllor cities outside 
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Lisbon. Whore concentrations have warranted, ALI has provided

regular classes using visiting teachers. In areas of less
 
concentration the problem has yet to ba resolved in a satisfactory
manner. Participants are now required to drive long distances
 
several times per week or to actually move to Lisbon for a Deriod

of time. 
Both of these solutions are quite costly and inconvenient.
 
Unfortunately, a satisfactory alternative has not been developed.
 

Summary
 

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 ?reparation was mixed.

In some cases USAID files did not contain scfficient 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.
 



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

objective, 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 has
 
learned.
 

ParticiDants' 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.
 

TAM E W. (I) 

LIVeL rN EHPLOYING' ORAfIZATIOU 140. % 

1. Top Policy 9 4 
2. Oth. Policy 12 5
 
.. Top Adlinistrative 14 6
 
4. Oth. Adminibtrative 65 26
 
S. Top Technical as 36
 

6. Oth. Technical 58 23
 
7. Other 2 1
 

TOTAL 246 2'01
 

An the above table deronstratos, 4% w-ra located in top policy

positions (og. Minister, Rector, Aqency President). An additional
 
5% were located in second level nolicy positions (nq. Socrotary of
 
State, Special Advisor to the Minister, Vicn-Ructor, Vice-Prosident),

Most of those 21 )olicy level participants wore sent to the U.S.
 
on short-term obsorvation/consultation programs. It should be
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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 operations of their institutions
 
(implementing policy), but can also make a strong input to Policy

formulation. Fro,;rteen participantb (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

Extension, 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 ton
 
technicians (tcnico de 19 grau) followed by the general technicians

(ticnico 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

4categories 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 60%, held

technical positions with primary responsibility for implementation.

The balance between policy and implementation appears appropriate:

policy makers were made part of tho 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 prior

training experiences provide relatively good indicators of both
 
the participants ability to absorb what is provided during his
 
program in tho U.S., 
as wall as his ability to evaluate the appli­
cability of what ho learns to hia institution's situation in
 
Portugal.
 

The participants selectod by the USAID were gennrally very well
 
educated. In 
1979, only about 3% of the Portuguese population hold
 
university doroan. 
At the other and of the ucalo approximatoly

23% of the population (mostly older women in rural areas) ware
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illiterate. As the table below demonstrates, over 90t of the
 
USAID's participants were University graduates or had completed
 
a three year University course (the Bacharel).
 

TAKS X.(2) 

EDUCATIONAL LEVELS No. F1
 

- KA or Ph.D 6 3 

- Doutoramnto 10 4
 

- LicencLatura 192 77
 

- Sacharel 17 7 
Nigh 'School 4 2 

- Ngh-School Inc. 6 3 

Usknow 13 5 

TOTAL 246 100 

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 established; 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

5 years of University study. Only 12% of USAID participants held
 
less than the Licanciatura. Firm data were not available for 13
 
individuals, but it is reasonable to assume most at least held the
 
Licenciatura.
 

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

TAJ X.(s)
 

AREA OF VICHEST DEGRtE No. S 

- Agricultuce 41 17 

- Englngring so 20 
- rcon'/Re. 62 34 

LaV 10 4 
- S o .o'. 5 a 

- Medicine 21 9 

- AstriItatters O 3 
- Other 20 I 
- Unknown 10 4 

TOTAL '4 1001 
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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 second 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, provide opportunities for employment in
 
a wide variety of areas. Forty-one participants (17%) held degrees

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 rangee from
 
law and medicine to the social sciences and arts and letters.
 

A particularly good indicator of ability to evaluate the applicability
 
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 appropriate

solution. As the table below demonstrates, Portugal has historically

been very much oriented toward Europe.
 

PRIOR roRzICN TRAINING No. I 

- None G0 24 

- Europe sO 32 

- Europe/Other 22 19 

- Europe/US. is 6 
-U.S. 6 2 

- U.S./Other 2 1 

- Other 1 3 

- Unknown 55 22 

TOTAL 241 1009 

Only 24% of the USAID's participants did not have some orior foreign

training experience. However, even in thene cases, almost all had
 
at least travelled outside Portugal. The Portuguos European

orientation in clearly demonstrated by the fact that almost 60% of
 
the participants had some prior training !n Curono. On ttio other
 
hand, for almost 90% their first exnosuro to tho United staten wa 
through their UnAID financed training progr4ma. Perhaps hocnutso 
of prior European exporiqncns, during prodoprturo contacto with tho 
USAID, many participants darmorntrated nome initiatl ia.s, or at leant
Scepticism an to the relevanco of trnlninq to ho providod In tho 
United States. In ouch cano, the nature and auhatance of USTAID 
predepartura contacts with tho participant woro extremely imprt~nt. 



X.-


Particinants' General Characteristics
 

A very important factor in any training program is the age of the
participant. If too young, they may lack the professional expe­
rience necessary to critically evaluate the applicability of what

they are exposed to in the U.S.. If too old, they may lack the
 
drive, innovative spirit, or career time left to act and fully

follow-up on the new knowledge and information acquired. There
 
are, of course, always exceptions.
 

As the table below demonstrates, the age distribution of Portuguese

participants was heavily weighted toward the younger age groups.
 

TABLE Xi.( 

AGE Ko. I Cum. I 

- 24 or La. 5 2 2 
- a5 to 29 so 24 26 
- 30 to 34 55 23 48 
- 3S to 39" 34 14 62 
- 40 to 44 40 16 78 
- 45 to 49 25 0 6 
- SO to S4 1 6. 94 
- SS ormore 12 S 99 

- Unknown 2 1 100 

TOTAL 1 41 1 0 1 -

Only S participants (2%) were twenty-four years old or less, while

almost 900 were lese than 50. The highest concentrations (46t)

were in the 25 to 34 year age brackets. Most of those 50 years
 
or older (121) were in policy or administrative positions. Given

their high level position3 within the Portuguese bureaucracy, most

of these still had time to make an impact on their institutions.
 

Of some importance in tht sex and marital status of participants.

In Portugal the career oriented woman is still the exception. The
 
situation is changing, particularly in the larger cities, but OnI7
 
slowly. Ther,, in little overt sox diucrimination and women may be

found at all levels in the Government from Primo Ministor'to
 
Secretary. 
Host, however, arp found at the nub-technical leveln.
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An the table below demonstrates, given the actual distribution of
 
women within the Portuguese Government at technical levels and

above, the USAID program does not appear to have been discrimina­
tory as almost 20% 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 Percentage of
 
married participants was 80%.
 

TABLE X.(6)
 

SEX No. I 

Male 202 61 
Female 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 return 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 in Mozambique

or Angola accounted for only 101, approximately their Same percentage
 

TAM X. (7) 

PLACE 0r l11TH NO. 1 

- Ue*bon 76 31 
- Porto/Colmbre 11 4 
- Oth. Mainland 95 36 
- Anoeo or Madelra 24 11 
- Nonambique or Anyola 34 10 
- Other 4 3 
- Unknown 12 5 

T0AL 241 1001 

In the general population. This finding would also tend to indicate
that the GOP has not discriminated aiainst those who returned from 
the former colonies. 
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A final point is the GOP, and thus USAID, bias toward selecting

participants from Lisbon where almost all central Government
 
offices are located. While 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 emphasis on decentralization
 
and regionalization.
 

Summary
 

Overall, it appears that participants selected by the USAID were

both capable of absorbing what they were exposed to in the U.S.

and of evaluating its applicability to Portugal. host were rela­
tively young, but with significant work experience. Only about

20% were more than 45 years old, with 461 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 those about 7% held grgduate degrees.

Slightly over 70% held degrees in the development related areas of
economics, engineering or agriculture. Up to 76% had previously

received at least 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 they learned on-the-job in Portugal. Further, such
 
individuals would be expected to work well with the USAID and require

only limited predeparturo preparation (Level 5), contribute greatly

to the establishment of their program objectives and design

(Levels 6 and 7), and exnerience few difficulties during implemen­
tation (Level 8).
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2 - Present job responsibilites are about the sme 23 - JICPR
 
3 - Prest Job responsibilities art inte
 

(d) 	 26 ­

(e) 	 27 jA­
2,7
 

------------



L0. FERS:MAL DATAs 

(a) Se. I - Hale, 

(b) _Ae: -

(Tear Pbograa) 

(Year Birth) 

2 - remale 

1-24 or less, 2-25/29, 

_ 3-30/34, 4-3539, 5-40/44, 

6-45/49, 7-50/54, 8-55+ 

26 

29 -

PD-SZX 

PD-AG 

3. 

(c)Hurital Status: I - M. 2 - 1. 3 - Oth 

(d)Place of Dirth: _ I-Lisbon, 2-Porto, 

3-Coiabra, 4-0t W sa.a5-As/Ked. 6-Mos, 7-Ang, a-0th 

(a) Educations 

30 

31 

- 1-5)MS 

PD-PL- R 

(1) Levell __________________ 

1-53, 2-Unmvlnc, 3-lee, 

7-?hD, 8-Oth 

4-Lic, 3-Doe. -MA, 

32 PD-D-LV 

(2)Area_ 

1-AS. 2-aNg, 3-Ic/Sus. 

I-Arti/Let, I-oth 

4-Lay, 3-SocSci, 6-1ed, 33 - |1-ED-AR 

(3)Locatioe: 

(4)foreignfrainin __ 

1-None, 2-US, 3-USEur. 

(Same code as (d)Above) 

4-US/Eur/fth, 5-USlOth, 

34 

35 
55-

P9-ED-LO 

YD-ED-FT 

.6-gur, 7-lur/Oth, 1-0th 

11. INCLISH LANCUAGE: 

(a) WitsofTraLing (ALl)i 

1-0, 2-15, 3-30, 4-45, 5-0, 6-75, 7-90, 1-120+ 3KNO-S 

(b)final Test Scores A (AL?)t I o f test 

sage 

O 

Listseing 

AVG. 

WaLveds I-TOFL or proven 
ability, 

2-Traslator/Oth 
Takao i 3-les than 60,

4-60/64, 5-63/49, 
S6-70/74, 7-73/79, 

-800. 

37 

36 

39 

40 

-

-

-

G-TI-U 

PG-TS-0 

EN-TS-L 

O-TS-A 

---­



ATTACHMENT II
 

QUESTIONNAIRE AND COVER LETTER
 



EMBASSY OF THE
 
s4 UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Lisboa, Portugal 

17 do Fevereiro do 1981
 

EmeO. "8elhor
 

Dr. Jolo Santo Raimundo
 
Rue General Humberto Delgada 395-3
 
3000 Coimbra
 

lxmo. Sonhors
 

Como 4 do conhocimento do V. Xs., un doe componentes male importantes
do Programa do Cooperaggo Lume-Armericana, coordenado polo Gabineto do 
Cooperaglo Econk6ica ,(AID)o consists no organizaglo a financiamento do.viitaa a programs do especializagao non zstadoe Unidoe, detinados a
ticnicos portugueses 1igados a projectos do desenvolvimento.
 

Ap6s 4 anos do actividade (1976-1980), ao longs doe quals cite
 
Gabinoto financiou a vilits ass .U.A. a mal 
do 300 ticnicc
 
portuguesos, entandeu-so sor 
a altura oportuna do avaliar
 
retroactivamento a consistincia a eficLincia deste tipo de cooperaglo,
atravls de uma ponderaglo dos comenthrlos dos participantes quanta In
."as LopressOes gerrts a especif ics dos sous pcograian. Ningu4m
molhor do quo os participantes podorA aferir, objectivamente, o8

remultsdo desta form do Cooperaglo. Por LImo, o sou contributo d 
extremamente valises. 26 atravws da sua enlise critica, franca a 
objective, so poderd melborar a qualidade do progreas futuros. 

Dentro desto espicito, elabormos o quostionirio e anexo quo visa 
proporcionar a idola global quo o participant* fornou I volta do sou 
progres, deade a fae concepgo, passando poledo oxtcuq;o, at& h
fan do pds-prograna. 0 principal objoctivo do qistionnio d tentar
identifcear pontoo saie fracs ti coneopqlo, organizagLo * execuqlo do 
programa, passLvel 
do sero melhorados atravds de medidam adequadam. 

B'dentro desto contexto quo vimos solicitar aV.na. o preenchimnto a
nvio dost. questionhito a est@ Gabinete, at principo do Margo do
 
on curso
 

Bobota tenha 9 foihe, o queotionirio fol concebido do node a poder
set preenchido num epago minino do tempo, aproxiLadamont. 20
sinuto. GoataciLa do recorder a V. rxa. quo o proonchimbnto desto
questLonirio poderd melhorar os programs do us elevado ndmero do
futuros particLpenteo so desto odoe, contnibuit pace a desenvolvimento 
profiSL1onal dos mo; e pare o fortalocimento instituclonal doe 
otganiesms portuguese em quo estlo inoseldos. 

N eupototiva do recobe nottoias broves, subscrevo-me coo m mouSr 
mihoe cumpr imentos. 

MIchael 1P.Lukoemki 
Coordenador do Cooperaglo Tdcnlca do
Gabinete do Cooperaglo Scon6mica 



AVALLCXO GLOBAL Dr PROGWAS DE EnPrCIALIZAO FINANCIADOS NO kBITO DO 
ACORDO DE COOPERArO TECNICA ENTRE OS 

GOVEXROS DOS UNIDOSESTADOS E PORTUGAL, 1976-1980 

NOTA PRELIHINAR: 

A fim do podermos fazer uma avaliao correct& das sues respostas, ; extraamonte importan­to quo responii a todas as perguntas. Assim, i necessirio quo (1) indique con um €crculo
a resposta Suc 1he parecer mais adequada, ou (2) respond& sucintamnto i Lnforma;so quo
lhe i pedida. Algumas jergunta- so compostas por virlas partes ((a) 
... (b) ... (etc.)).
No caso do 
uma pergunLa ou parts do ur,,pergunta noo sor apropriada so seu programs, nso
deixe a resposta em branco ... antes indique qua a pergunta ou parts desta nio aproprlada

ascrevando asiniciais ".-." 
 no lugar respectivo.
 

1. Nome Completo
 
2. Data do Preenchimonto do Questionirio / /
 

diT/mhs/ano
 
3. Cargo Proissional Actual:
 

(a) Tltulo do Cargo
 
" Organizag;o, Institui;io ou Empres
 

"
Endarego ?rofissional
 

" Tolefona
 

(b) Indique sao 
sou carno zctual ibrmesmo qua ocupava no nmsnto on quo inicLou o sou
 
programz finnciado pala AID.
 

1 - Sim
 
2 - Nao
 

(c) Comparativamente, indique o grau do rsponsabilldade do sou cartoactual an relag;o
so cargo qua ocupava no elturs am qua frequentou o programa financlado pals AID.
 

I - Monor responsabilidade exrcida no cargo actual
 
2 -
Nio hi diforenga substancial no *rau do romponuabilidade
 

3 - NaLor responsabtlldado 
no cargo actual.
 

. . . Explique suctntamento
 



4. 0 Gabinete da AID as Portugal financia dois 
tipos distintot do programas nos E.U.A.
 
para "participantes" (Lolseiros) portugueses:
 

Programa Especial ­ Determina-se a natureza da informago ou especialia;ilo requerida
par& o individuo a seguidamente oLaniza-se um programs especial qua sati faaa 0srequisitos. (A t[tulo de exemplo, considere-se um ticnico do investigag;o agrrcola
ligado i produ;io dc novas variedades do milho pars o qual i organizada uma visit& 
a decerminadas universidades amaricanas qua so dedicam i investigag;o nese mosma
 
sector).
 

Programs Re*S. ar -
Uma instituiio americana tem um programs numa determinada area
do especiaLiza;io quo se ajusca a natureza da informagio ou especializa¢io requerida
para um certo individuo, qua ; proposto par& pareticipar noise programa. (A titulo
do exeaplo, os curios qua o Departamento do Agricultura dos Estados Unidos - USDA
anunciamn co regularidado, subordinados ao tea da 
pol[tica do cridito para pequenos
agricultores, pode. ser frequentados por u 
funcionirio do HAP, ligado ao sector).
 

(a) Co base no anterior, indique qual a claisificaqo do sou programa: 

I - Especial, na sue totalidade 6u maioria
 

2 - Regular, na sue totalidade ou maLoria ... 
(Passe par& a alirnea (d))
 
3 - Misto Especial-Regular
 

(b) IndLque qual o grau da sua participag;o na definig;o dos objectivos do seu pro­
gra (idontificagao a explicagio da natureza do informacaoa 
aspecializagao


u para uso do Cabinets da AID no planeamento do seu program): 

Nulo Mldio .levado
 

1 2 3 4 5 
(c) Indiqu qual o grau da sue particips5ao no oscolha do contsedo do stu programa
(iolec;ao do instiui; es, organisagoes americanas a vOTTtor ou individuos a con­

tactar no contexto do programs): 

Nulo 	 Midio Elevado 

1 2 3 4 5 
(d) Indique ati quo ponto na sue opiniio, a tou program. so ajusqu, na pritica, i 

natures& da informagio ou *specialilseco requerid. 

Nulo Midto Efevado 

1 2 3 4 5 

Esplique sucintaments
 

(7
 



3.
 

S. Antes do iniclar a iou proorm 
 Cabinete d AID to Portugal prostou-lhe asslstncia,

sob divorsax frmts. aT opinliao quanto so arau do eficincia por parts does*
2 •sua 

Cabinet* relativaente sos pontos seguintes:
 

Deficient. Sarisfa~rio Iuito Dom
 

(a) Informacio Relative A:
 

(I)objectivos do program ........... 1 2 3 4 5
 
(2)conteGdo'do prograa ............ 1 2 3 4 5
 
(3) :alandhrio do prograa .......... 1 2 3 4 S
 
(4) LnstituLS;es-orgaizaS3es a
 

visitor ou frequenter ......... 1 2 3 4 5
 
(5)indivtduos a contactar .......... 1 2 3 4 5
 
(6)subsldio do alojamntoe &linen­

taio a aJtros aspectos de
 
orde financeira.............. 1 2 3 4 5
 

(7)exas mjdLco obrigat~ri6 .... ... 1 2 3 4 
 5
 
(8) soguro midico e do acidentes
 

pOSSais. ...................... 1 2 3 4 5 
( aervio do rocepg;o a informa io 

do "Washington International 
Center - WIC................... 1 2 3 4 5 

(lO)condigces clLmatiricas e ves­
tuitio apropriado ao local 
do som program ............... 1 2" 3 4 5
 

(b)Assistmcia elative As 

(1) marcaq;o do testes do 0s5e4 1 2 3 4 S
 
(2) fsrcagio do aulas ds In81is" ..... 1 2 3 4 5
 
(3)coordona io do viagm interna­

ci1oma ........................ 1 2 3 4 5 
(4)obteagio do vista consular ...... I 2 3 4 5
 
(5)obteagio do substdio do vision 

odiantado sobre o progrms .... 1 2 3 4 5 

(c)Posse quo exist.e sucres pontos, alis dos referidos was aineas anteriores, relst/­
wamste aog quams o rinto d AID an Portugal deveriainformer ou assLotir antes
 
do InAci. doe progrmas?
 

I - Nio
 

2 - im . . . ladique asses pontos 

(d)5. sou pento do vista, exist.. ouros factores 3un considers prioordnail pars tdi­
ficaro pelhora nvoi d Ssistncia dada polo Gabinst' da AID ions yeric|ipantes, 
antes do imIcio doe vous prngramas? 

I - wig
 
I 
 L . , . Di sueSt~es_ 



4.
 
6. ensino do Inglis - "American Language Institute (ALI)":
 

(a)Coma parts da preparaau par& a seu program , foi-lhe facultado algum ensino de 
Inalis atravis do ALl am Portugal? 

I - Nao . . . (Passe pars a Pargunts N9 7)
 

2 - Sim . . . NQ do hores do aul:
 

(b)Como qualiflca o onsina do Inglts dado polo ALI?
 
Do Balxo Satisfat5rio Do Alto
 

NIvil 	 Nivel
 

1 2 3 4 5
 

(c) Quit faser alguma sulesto que gossa contribuir para slever o nfvei qualitativo 
do ensino da tInus inglies admLnLstrado em Portugal polo ALl, ligado ao program 
dW ALD? 

I - N1o
 

2 - Si. . . . Exponha sucintaminti
 

7. Servicso do Recopcio a Informlgio nloEstadas lnidos:
 

(a)Apos a mus choeada sos Estados Unidos, bensflciou do servico di recepcjo a informa­
gasO dodo polo Washington Intcrnational Center - WIC"? 

I -Nio
 
2 - i. N9 dediat no WIC:
 

(b)Dum odo &oral, qual o grau do utilidade do serviao de recipC;o a informaclo do VIC? 

UtilLdade Nodiradaminto MultO 
Nuts 	 _ tit OtL 

1 2 3 4 5 

(c) Qual a part dos servLos do WIC penes sir: 

Do maor utilidade?
 

Do minor utLlidads?
 

d) Neuv aiu out8 ortanisao, excluindo o IC, qua the tivesse providenciado ear­
Z/So do rocep;so a informsgao? 

I - NiO . . . (Pass. par& a Pergunta N9 i)
 
3 - In. . . xplique sucintamenti
 

(a)Qual a utilidadi dos servIjos reforldos io d)? 

Utilidade M4oderadwnto muto 

Pula Oti ti..l 

1 2 3 4 5 



8. Ia te 0
ros do aiiaco, 
coMO classifica s oeuintes 2880StoB do seu progrma? 
(a) 
I'rao total do programa 
............ 
I - Demasiadamento curta
 

2 - Aproximdante certe 
3 - Demasiadamente longa

(b) N5mero do inatituis es-organismos
 
cotactaoo.......................I 


- Excessivo
 

2 - Mats ou menos correcto
 

3 - Insuficiente

(C) Nintro do viagene internas nos
 

I.U.A. ligado ao progrms 
.......... 
I - ExcONSIvo 

2 - Mats ou mens certo 
3 - Insuficiente 

(d) Relevincia das instituigeae-organis.
 
nos contactados 
....................
I - Todas relvantes
 

2 - Maioria relevants
 
3 - U 
n~ero signifcativo 
sen rolevinciL
(C) Nrval protissional do* Indivfduos
 

conltactado 
 ........................-

Todo capentes 

2 - Malaria coepetents 
I - Un n4mero significativo pouco competent
(t) O indivrdusc.om 
qua. contactou
 

ostava. ben informados saobre 
 aobJGctivo da sua visita ou
 
stadiat ...-......................


I - Totalldade beninformada
 
2 -
Kalaria ben informada
 
3 -
Us m taro significativo sal inforsado
(8) N[vel ticnico do program 
......... 
1 - Excesivamente baixo 

2 - Ha 
 ou nonoe 
 atisfat5rio
 
3 - 1xceusivamente slevado9. urant 
 rododor U ru ra-
 no .UA.,I- .UG .s ' tove probl.a,M sponds ndcaud em algun,caai i.. da@ aupectog
.adodo ~~ d davtdsp ne s.| . Oejsauproblem 
.,
 

Problem 0 Aluin Problema Problevae
 

(a) L[ngua Inilear
 
- Ceereeuso 
......... 
 o.... i 2 
 3 
 45
" Convereao 
,..,. 
 ,... .
 1 
 3
" leltura 4 5
.................... 


1
"e crita .,...... 2 3
-eeia*******....*.. ...,, .... o 4
1 2 3 S
 
(b) Mantamt do suberdLo doa*ali aloimentos;o ................. 
 I 2 3 4(C) Pontulidade 
 5
 

as recep;L
subofdio referido em do
(b) ..... 2 
 3 
 4 
 5

(d) Obtenj; 
do lojarentoCou attwet ........ 
 . t... 1 2 4 5
 

http:indivrdusc.om


9. 	 (Cant.) 

eb
Probla Algun Problema . Problems 

(a) Altera;o inesperadae no Itino­
ririo ou calendirio do pro­
gros ................................ 
 1 2 3 4 5 

(f) 	 Yalta do comparincia a rounieo
 
narcada cousigo. por parts
 
do elementos-chave do pro­
gross .......................... 1 2 3 4 $
 

(g) 	 3laooe com: 

-	 mricanoo, om &oral ........... 1 2 3 4 3
 
- outros participantes do sou
 

progra .................. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
- moeitores ou Indivrduoe contac­

tado no imbito do sou pXo­
ri ........... I . ............ 1 3 4 $ 

(h) 	 Tove qualquer outro problem durants o OU progresa, nio ospecificado &elm, quo
dav se expoto A cos deriiao do Gabinete da AID am Portugal?
 

1 -	 Na. 

2 -	 JCl . . . |Pxponha sucintamente 

10. Aummito do Capacfde4o Profissional
 
(a) N sou ostoedr, qual a contribu/io do sou progresson tosos do aumento da ova 

earacidade profiesional?
 

Nule Ndi& gloved& 
1 2 3 4 5 

* • . Kxponha oucintainte 

(b) 	 gm torms do imnt Joova capacidado profLaslonal, qual a Lportincio quo tove
eada Us des iolmimtee fautore do sou progras? 

1u Do Al, u Do Grando 
Imortincis Inporeancda ?oertncsa 

(I)informg;o ticnica eipecfflca
adquirldo 0........ ........ 1 2 3 4 S 

(2) 	 ieformis; goral noc-tscuca 
adquIrlds .................. 1 2 3 4 $ 

(3) 	otabolociiento do rolaq;oo 
prolisionaL. ............... 2 33 5 



7.
 

10. (Cant.)
 

() i au 
opiniLa, oxisten outrog factore8 do sou programs, nao mencionSados na alines

anterior, quo poassa. ter contriburdo ilualmanto par& a aumento do sua capacidade

profisaional?
 

I--ilia 
2 - fn. . Exponha aucintamento
 

11. Aplicacio ou Utilisacia di lnformac o ou Conhocimonco Adquiridos
 

(a)Em tormos quantitativoo, indlque qual a grau do inforgogjo ou conhocimnto adquiridoe

cowe rosultado do 8eu programa qua, efectivamento, tow utilizado no oxercrcio do sou
 
cargo profiasional actual?
 

"ul. Parcial Qua&s Total
 

1 2 3 4 
 5
 

(b)Na aug epIniio, qual a factor ou factore 
do moior rolovincia quo Lmod mlopedor

apilcagio ou utilisgaao do inforuaio ou conhecimento adquiridos, no exorc[cio.do
 
sou cargo profiosional actual?
 

12. Troce do Inforuaglo ou Conhcinonto co. Colas Portuluees
 

(a)Ap;s a iou regreuo a Portugal, ati quo ponto partilhou con as soul colegae Portu­
guolol & Inforgno ou conhocimento adquiridoo atravis do sou progresa? 

wenhun Algum Quase
 

1 2 3 
 5
 
(b)Coo bis ma sline anterior, LndLque a importincis quo tove cada us dos soluinte 

Mials na troce do inforuag;o m conhocimento coma sous cologa. Portuguees? 

Nonhua Alpma 

(1)atraves do discussog Inforimai ... 1 2 3 4 $ 
(2)eIrlvis do palosera formals ...... 1 2 3 4 5 
(3)asravie do relatirlis secrito, .... 1 2 3 4 5 
(4)atravo do fornog;o Informal pros­

ad1 so eercrclo do iou cargo ., 1 2 3 4 5 
(5)etravle do trees do motrial 

didsqgite am publicasies adqui­
rides atrAvIl do #o4program ... 2 3 4 5 

http:exorc[cio.do


8.
 

13. 14lae Profiugionais P5s-Progra, 
 com og Etsadoe Unidog:
 

(a) totabeolcau com alguns dos americanos contactados no 
 E.U.A., durante o sou progra­ma, us relacionento quo pase qualificar do significativo a durivel, do ponto do

Vigta profiggiona
 

I - N;o
 
2 - Sim .
 . . hxponha eucintamnt,
 

(b) Ap~e terinado o eou proarama, foL inscrito ate sociedade profissional americana? 

I - vio
 
2-
 Sim. . . Qual?
 

* • . Continua-a @or sicio? 
 I - Sim
 

2 - Nio 

(c)ApIs torunaddo o su progra, facultarau-lho a asginacura dum Joinal profissional

mericano? 

1 - Nio 

2-$in. . •Q al? 

S. . Continua a rocebor *see Jemal? I - Sim 

2 - N;o 
14. Suaietis Per& FuturesProarsmai 

(a)A maLoris dos candidates a programs financladoe pola AID sjo slocciondo poloe
.
ovsuporiores hiorirquicos, monde dopoLg forualmonte sprovado pale Socretfrodo lotedo coop te nc. Indique quo% o golgccionou, porque fol seleccionado u cowe,a oa oplatio, a procesoo do soloc;go poderia mar melhorado. 

(b)Pon@& quo a 
 cam
€ as 
stdao Undoe, concroeauento o tipo do pro­gra as quo part cip, e-Jvoer Incremn'adaou roduxfdg?
 

I - facr.ontsaa (Maio Programg)
 
2 - lodualda (Meno. Programa)
 

• . . lxloonha eucnta 
 eng_
 



9.
 

15. 0 Cabinet& da AID am Purtu;al procure menter contacto (follow-up) co todos os parti­
cipante. portugues apas o sou regresso a YorcugaT. Eat contacto reveste-se do
virias formas: entrevistas inforuais, contactos tleofenicos, comunicag;o per escrito,

olaborgao no desenvolvimentode outras actividades do cooperagio ticaica, etc..
 

(a)Apis o sou regresso a Portugal, teve qualquer contacto cog o Cabinets da ATD? 

I - Nio (Passe para a Pergunta N9 15 (d))
 
2 - Sin
 

(b)Do ponto do vista profissLonal, pod* qualificar o sou contacts como Cabinets
 
cow sianificativo a durivel?
 

I - N;o
 

2 - Sin
 

. • •txponha sucintamente
 

Cc) 0 sou 1timo contacto cowno Cabinets foi:
 

1- hi menos do 3 mess
 
2 - hi 3 - 6 waes*
 

3- hi 6 aSOS - I ano
 

4 - l-anos .
 

S h as do 2 anal.
 

d) Coestaria do ter als contacto cor'* Cebineto do AID?
 

I - N;o
 
2 - Sin . .
 . Indique a forna do contacto e a @us finalidad.
 

16. A prSuirs fees do sveltac;o doe progroa. do especialils;;•, financiado. polo Cabinets
 
do AID, seri constuslad per ontrovistas con us n~amro rodusido de participante por­tugues~e. coodusids o@snoses escrit6rios. Istari disposto a participar smse@ on­
trevistse?
 

I - 0;0 

2 - is
 

*eeeoeooseaoees asoeei 00*00~o
 

Per f(i, agradeceoj a sum vilasa colaboracso. Sa ddvis,vorium xcolente cotitributo 
Paoy •melhormento doe prorsima dos futur. p4r1|_L-pnto Portu'atieoe. 



ATTACHMENT III
 

QUESTIONNAIRE CODING INSTRUMENT
 



Control lui _,_ 

(min.. fifnl Data 9 ... N.A. 

3.b. 

C. 

ACE _2 

1-2 

1-3 

(L l
(SCM) 

41 

42 -

JOB-SM 

JOB-RSP 

9.&.1. +1-5 

2. +1-5 
3 . 1 5 
4. +1-5 

80 

8 
82 
83 

LG-UDST 

_ L-)EAD
-RIT 

4.a. 1-3 43 - PR-CLASS b. 1-5 84 - H-A-NT 

b. 1-5 4 - PR-GBJ . .1-s 85 H-A-THLY 

C. 

d. 

1-5 

1-5 

45 

.46 6 

PR-CONT0, 
PR-NEEDS d. 1-5 86 28 - H-ADQ 

PACE 3 

.al. 

2. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

+ 
1-5+ 

1-5 

1-5+ 

1-5 
1-5 

47 

48 

49 

50 
51 

56 -­

-

-

-

-
-

AD-OBJ 

AD-CONT 

AD-SCHD 

AD-IN-OR 
AD-ENs 

PAGE 6 

9.4. +1-5 
f. 1-

.1. 1-

2. 1-5 

3. +1-5 
h. p1-2 

88s 

89 

90 

91. 
92 

-

PR-CKGS 
NO-PERSN 

RICN$ 

OTHERS 

TEACHERS 
PR-flWR 

6. 1-3 52 - AD-VINAN 34 -

7. 1-5 
8. 1-5 + 

53 
4 

-
-

04ED 
AD-INSUlt IO.a. 

b.l. 1-5
1-5' 9394 -I PROF-CAPTCHi-INFO 

z9, 1-5 55 - AD-VrIC 2. 1-5: 95 - GEN-rNTiO 

76 - 3. 1-5 96 - CONTACTS. 

b.l. 

2. 

1-5 

1-5 

57 

58 

-

-

AD-LO-EX 

h-LO-TR 

PAGE 7 

c. 1-2 97 

u 3. 1-
4. 1-5+ 

59 
6 -

AD-TRVL 
AD-VISA 

U.a. 1-5 98 40 - INFO-Ap, 

661 - - _ cONTrL 12.a. 1-5 99 INJO-EX 
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a. 
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52 -
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. 1-3 79 
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