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This report presents the re;&;I f;j di. of L:he AVhAIJParticipant Training Program conducted in Malaysia, Thiilqid
and the PhJi. ippin .. Ike dr. t report waq suhmitt Od t.o youfor Coiiiiient and your" (ommnentsl  ri1' . to th,: ro j)JL [.r t a'hed

The report contai -s tJl, recI-Iminiat on whil 
 K2; U' LTh 'Olved
and will require your action. Plea; e advi ,e thi s office
within 30 ddys of te iorsric Ltlrn 	or planneLd to i;pl,-'nent
this I'conrirnenda t ion. We i)T)r,' I 	 c1yoo rat i ,naate [ and 
courtesy 	 extendc( our at f" du:ing ,. da ,it..l 

Ba c k ( rourl(J 

1 he igr i.cu ltural Devlopnert P.1m nj Gen r ( AIPC ), 	 Lhe
Scholarship Program for Applied Iropical 	 Medir ard,i u'Iblic
Health (TROPMED), the Asian Institute or Tc.lrnn nry (AIl),all located in Thailand and the Plant Quararti ne Center and
Training Institute (PLANTII) in Malaysia p rovidu scho,[a rship
trairing For /\SEAN par iclipant.c, , lho t1rairinrj, J,,; io n,rl toincrease the human aditi I ni.?:,i.L (JumIh I'snrtJ'(. ,IJ r.jl ; oIFthe: ASEAN r,,qj1(1-u r Ion arcri ulct 'Ii.', i rr offl[ r aridplanning, primary Iheaml th, ant u ll 

deve lopmn t.ntaid otle r pmrior1'it y dio v el.(o rit a iiil:. 


[cmi nra'a rl ii,,1- in , ru;-al 
nI rinirlfirst c(ommelnceird in 1.80 , /ll In 191/at I. & I JI ]ur p r'ject,

we'(re coimhti"Ii KAIo thp AS!IN 1irnwmn Hr';rmpi' levvoprmjrrrm.Project. ( 3;/-IJ2'd ) Lu r r 'I" i ( 1)1JI II I,nn, . I1 I1)j v)Ii 1iil 1l1 rch1987, A. I. ). I=, "'n'nt i,.;' Mi I 1 inOH fo r L.m inii p. ;(.,swhi 1 401 111 111 d .Ut'n11. It, IQI Pd r ardi; Vtl i rirj ; tthe sa L nt 

iristitutions.
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Audit Objectives and Scope 

The Office of the Regional Inspector Generdl for 
Audit/Manila made a program results audit of the ASEANl 
participant training program. In the past, the Office of
Inspector General has reported on various aslpects of 
A.I.D.'s participant training program, however the ASEAN 
training program has not been specifically Included. The 
objective of the audit was to determine how many students 
could be located after completion or training and the extent 
of A.I.D.'s involvement with ASEAN participants following 
training.
 

The audit included a review of project files and financial 
records maintained at each of the participating training
facilities and at the ASEAN Regional Development Office 
(RDO) located in Manila, Philippines. Numerous discussions 
were conducted with project and training officials and 
students who had completed the training program. We 
attempted to locate only those students from the 
Philipoines, Thailand and Malaysia who received a Masters 
Degree as these students represented the most sizeable 
A.I.D. investment. The audit was performed during the 
period September through November 1987, and was made in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. 

Resuts of Audit 

The audit determined that A.I.fJ. has virtually no basis for 
eva lua t ing the effectiveness of the ASEAN partic i pant
training program. More t an half or the 216 gi'adiuatos frjm
the Phil ippines, 1hailand ano Malaysia roui.d rot be ] ,icited
by the itudi L team i n d a Ipa rL i( i )iinL traini ng fru loV-up 
program had never been establislhed by A.I.D . 

Intoria I 'rit rvoI ; as presii.: i h d lfiIrrdhbok 1U are !n need 
or isp[rovei ,,nt.. A.1.1). does nut Iave a sysl. em I n ) ;r' , to 
monitor ASIL\fJ partic i pants whm have completedi t r ining.
This rosp)on,ihi Iiy, If ans,,ned at all, is left to 
nomi nat ing agetncies and commi ttees.; wi tihi n the ASLAN 
countrien. 

To h I p1) i r ve . lie e r fect i vroii,. ,f Lhi A',[*-A1U1 p; ri. i I ii nt 
training pr , Iram, w0 reCo)nF1!Iiij tle A;LIA N 1[ fl r.rli-sl.t \SILAN 
co i 0to ,llbil it. ann t rail )epo sh)w i rrI the"; an a I -k. 11q r r, 
currevInt ..u:,l 1,iun L f each 1 ani id huw hLds eanedpart 1: i pa nt le, 
Skill is b11!1ng 'it"Ji~d 



Millions in Training Costs Have Been Spent for ASEAN 
Students with No Assurance that Students Have Returned Hume 
or Have Effectively -tiTiized Their Training - rhrough March1 
1987, A.I.D. had spent $13.2 million to train ASEAN graduate 
students at PLANTI, ADPC, TROPMED and AI. Currently, the 
location ot over half of the Philippine, Thailand and 
Malaysian participants who have graduated is unknown. 
Further, the majority cf students located were unaware that 
A.I.D. had financed their training.
 

A.I.D.'s policy requires that all r,2,dsonable steps should be 
taken to ensure that participants return to their home 
countries and work in positions where their training is 
utilized effectively. This policy has only been partially
followed as evidenced by the number of students who could 
not be found. A major reason students could not be located 
was that the ASEAN RDO had not implemented a system for 
monitoring participants who had completed the.i r training 
requirements as recommended in A.I.D. Handbook 10. 

Discussion - Through March 1987, A.I.D. had spent $ 8.2 
million to train ASEAN students in specialized developmental 
skills at PLANTI, PDPC, TROPMED and AIT and has agreed to 
provide a total of over l'27.9 million for this purpose. 

The program had trained 412 ASCAN participants in a graduate 
program. With the exception of Bi'unei, all of the ASEAN 
countrirs have partic ipatfd in the training (see Exhibit I 
for a I i,;ting of graduates by projec t arid participating 
count ry). 

We at.t mpted to locate 276 graduates from the countries of 
Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippi nes who had com)leted t.he 
Mastr s cq dur rig 1980 198( ime period.tieg p rograin t t:he - t 
We were onl.y ahl e to lo:ate 106 or less than 40 percent of 
the participants. The Ioca Lion rate for Thai land and 
Malaysia averaged a round 110 per'cent, but was less than 29 
percent for the Philippines. 

The Vac t t ha L over 60 perrent. of" the studerl.s could not be 
locatedii shows that the problem of non-returning participants 
could he sign if i(cant . The re Is evidence showing that some 
particip;ant.s have already left the country and others are 
110t. 01ll,)1 y,'d i ,1 a fki I I rfdtI a r~fJ to the r'afrf.eric training 
rer' Vi'dJ. I (Ii I ,XJ filli to 

-- l t , I !" ,lifl ri'i ' (,,* i dI(It: fi ed Fi IlipinoI ttIr ' 
gra(Iuat., vuI'rI,t ly liv i ig arid wo rkig ) i the Uni ted 
.)tate.. A. 1 .!). h1,ad s IInt approximateIy '24, 400 to train 
the!;r, ilntivi v i,als i i a ie;i I tl-re Lated dir% l)li ne at. TROPMED. 
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-- Two other Filipino graduates, one who had obtained a
Masters Degree in Public Health at TROPMED and another who

graduated with a 
Masters Degree in Agricultural and Vood
Engineering 
at AIT, at a cost ov approximately $8,000 and

$22,000 respectively, were identified 
 as now working in
 
Saudi Arabia.
 

-- An AIT graduate from Thailand was identified as 
currently working in Japan. 
 A.I.D. had spent appcoximately

$22,000 for to obtain
him a degree in Geolechnial and
 
Transportation Engineering.
 

Two Malaysian Army Officers received 
Masters Degrees in
Public Health at TROPMED at an A.I.D. cost of about

$16,000. Both officers 
were on active duty at the time of
selection and returned to an active duty 
 status on
 
completion of training. 
 In our opinion, A.I.D. support of
military education is not consistent with the ASEAN goal of

promoting regional 
 economic productivity through rural
 
development,
 

Numerous instances exist in 
 all three countries of

participants who have resigned from Lheir jobs after

graduation and no
left forwarding address. Because of thelack of follow-up information :vailab]., we W'Q,rc unable todetermine how many of Lthe participants! had s lrired work 
comm[itments as a prereq(uisite for being selected into the
 program and manyhoW participanLs had 
 res Iqn ,edbefore 
comp1eLinU the onmmit,,ernt. 

Locating recen g radi at.;t w:b even mnre di. f fricut than 
finding graduates from the 981-19833 ,lasses. 

NUMBL U1 PAHI'l IPANI5 ti l LOC,:ARI 

Number 

Year 

Number Percentage
Graduated 
 Nut Luca ted Nut Located
 

1981 
 1.5 
 5 38
 

1982 
 68 
 38 56
 

1983 63 40 
 63
 

1984 44 
 25 57
 

198'3 45 31 69
 

1986 
 43 
 31 
 72
 

TOTAL 276 
 1710 6.6
 



Although work commitments for 
 continued employment were 
utilized by all the countries, they were not mandatory.

Without enforceable work commitments, it .is possible that.
 
some graduates 
d0 not return to their home country to apply
their skills to development-related activities, For example:
 

-- Only nine of the twenty Filipino TROPk4L' and AIT 
graduates located were required to sign an employment
commitment in return for the eoucational. assistanceprovided. The commitment when sigined usually specified an
employment period of two years or three years for every year
of study. 

-- Twenty-two thi rty-fiveof AIT students located hadsigned an employment commi t ment. Al 1 who did not sign an 
agreement were from the private sector. 

A.I.D. does not monitor the ASEAN participant training
program. Not one of the 1016 j,"aduates located said they had ever been contacted by A.1I. before or after completion of
their training. 
 The ASEAN ROO believed the responsibility
for follow-up practices anid procedures should be with thenominating agencies and committees within the ASEAN
 
countries.
 

One obvious disadvant:age of not having interaction between
 
sponsor and student is Lh apparent unawareness of who

actually financed the ;'cholar<jh., Fifty-four over
or ha.lf
of the graduates contar lei wu:e not aware that A.I.D. hadfinanced their scho [a r-i i ji . The majority of theparticipants ha: attended IfOl.'IP1ED and were under the
impression that se nl)L hi s rcw"p.', provided by the rut.hea st;Asian Ministers of i.lucatL ,ai ization (SEA.DlO) - an
organization reponqiU ..' ,ro t iLr 4 educati.ona l
 
opportunities in ,miJer
A\sian i Stales. 

It is A.I.D. policy that. o]] rIuasibie steps should be taken
to ensure that A.I.I). <pnstred tria inees return to work intheir home countries alnd in pogiLions where their training
is utiized effectively. Handbook 10, Chapter 29
specifically addresses the necessity fur follow-upactivities and the need to assist participants in
reinforcing the techinica l and managerial knowledge acquiredduri ng their Lratniiii i. 1Th-e procedures were not always
followel a1; daqrlnrl<. ii.+d by largethtie iumbe!r of graduat es 
not located aid he I ,k of a t Illow-up p'O(gram. 

Some of" the iiIr,,l tjt. io ; lliii, student oirectories in anef fr) r o It' I];I t f! iIte i 1Ly ofaV'i te l,7 education provided and to 
ma n aiin VOH i i nu L,, ,: "t, t. with the pa rt. Ic icpant. Forexaompl,, I1w AeI I/ii ne n)ry i; Lithe name of the student,

fra 1 ,year ofr (Iu1,u1i. ai o Vfj c, im andn, l omi address telephone 



number. In February 1984, AIT attempted to locate gradust.eu
ASEAN students. They were only able to locate 36 percent of 
93 graduates, a p i'centage comparabl.e t.o what we founo. 
TROPMED performed a Zrllow-up sOndy on ASEAN participants 
and concluded that 90 percent of the participants remained 
within the ASEAN region after graduation. They provided 
some questionnaires to support this position, but the 
statistical information sunlmarizing the conclusion was not 
available and appeared nut to exist. information from these 
studies was used by A.I.0. io justi fv c(,ntin,)in support to 
projects under the ASUI N Homan Re sources Development
Project. 1hese surveys formed the basis for the assumption 
that ASEAN students ut;ua l1'y returned to the i r native 
count ries and continued t hei r professiunal careels. The 
surveys were also used to convince Congress tat A.I.D.'s 
developmental objectives were being attained. In our
 
opinion, the surveys were too incomplete for evaluation
 
purposes, especially when les; han half of the graduated
 
students sought could be Jo,'atd by the ins itutLions. 

A.I.I. should require more data to determine whether project
developmental objectives are being attained through the 
ASEAN participant training program. Not knowing the 
location of over 60 per:ent f t he gr adjated students and 
having "irtual ly no contan7. with the participant before, 
duiing and after trainin, it lustrate the need for such 
acL ion . 

RecoinmundLi.ion No. ] 

We recommeldi that thbe ASEAN PLC roques. that participating 
ASUAN countries submi . an nnual report dfep ict in ,, as a 
minimum, the present leoi Lio "i, ach participant, how hi; 
learned skill was uti. i. :rr arnd how the it contributor to the 
overall objertive of the piject. Handbook 10 shojld be 
used Lu iJentlfy tLn se part icipant training a:tributes most 
uset to maivngemenL.
lia rLJ 1tf0 I' e r'i t !l int 

The ASI\N RIlH tlti iot spciricaliy comment on the fact that 
mor than hal f of the 276 /ASEAN graduates sought in the 
Phili py inn., hai land and Ma I.aysia could not be lorated. 
The 1 B( r uuwi,tnI.Jiv tat. A.I.I). d es nut have a 5ystem for 
evaluat 1h P'f'ectiviteq'; or the ASE-AN participant 
tLrdinit ii e ram, hut. ther, is a system in p lace which 
eos.rinJ ia y titai I S fn11(1W-(J)o p )ractices and p rucedures 
jinp I rn 1di I, hy7 he Lra in r;g i,' Lit. ioutLiens anrid the rominating 
ag nrr ""! i Lt PP q w i in th, ASILAN countries.i,. ,:itini 
Furth.,r, to, IMt J Ixprut',"n IM Handbook 10 wasthe Lhat 
not inLPo, IIi te aplIy to toLhe A'1 AN req Luna I raining program 
becaiJ',e qi I irt ; l he p)roject ental s in-country'qin pa r L 
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training. The OO commented LI-! i le mny, of the 

participant follow-op activities covisior ed in Pndboou !0 

appear desirable and meritorious, i would be quiLe cost.:, 
and staff-intensiv., for A.I.D. or the t 'rrq ntitution 
to pursue them.
 

Office or the lnspector GeneraY Comments
 

Our audit has clearly demonst rated t h: thr :.'rrrv location 
of over half the ASEAN oarticip,-U:cs :;Ou,r. :' unknown and 
there are no procedures in pLace to track non ooitar tKese 

individuals. One of tLhe key rcquirevents of any A.I.D. 
participant training program ib that ,artiripants are 

obligated to return to their home c{.untyias u:uo completion 
of the planned training progrims to apply Lheir ,kills in 
development related activities for wriich the training was 
authorized. This element cannot be evaluated because of the 

large number of participants not located. 

A.I.D. participants are defined in Hardbook 10 as foreign
 
nationals sponsored by A.I.D. to receive training outside
 
their home countries. Over three-fourths of the ASEAN
 
participants receive training outside their home countries.
 

We believe the AVEAN training pro wini& .er'w inLended to be 
covered by A.1.D. Handbook 10 ai , bec ause they have not 
been, tne progrim nnot bt: & C ,t ivrly mede.ss 


Other Matters
 

Students from the developLa - ,, ,ien o: aruni , Singapore 
and Malaysia, which ) nn ,Llii , tot LI ti ; ,.I.D. 

proqramn., are include' in ,. , ,A, ) ii' .cla t. Cr3 i ning 
program because A\.I. part,icipant f'undlng has been egua.iy 
allocated on a regional oasis, To d.t, ,alaysia has had 30 
graduates while Sngapore 11. We e . iyate t hat /A.I.D.has 
paid about $55G,000 to finance :alrin.q for these 
participants. We believe finarcing o f devel uped country 
participant training should be recoiv.idered in view of the 

developed countries' ability to pay the cost of the training. 
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EXHIBIT I 

Audit 
Number of 

of the ASEAN Development Program 
Masters Deigree Graduates by Country 

19.%0 thru 1986 

Nutxier c r f.r duates Per Country 

Brun et 
.. s. .tuzruss2>i ,_nT ' M. s i Philipinnes Thailand Singapore TOTAL 

AI1 0 32 39 60 6 143 

TROPMED 0 77 45 65 5 222 

.A C 0 ! !13 18 0 42 

PLANT i 0 0 1 1 3 0 5 

WA7T-FSHED 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7T7AL -COUNTRY 0 123 37 98 1 !4,, 11 1 



A.UD1T OF
 
ASEA~N P4\NrIC 1F'JNT WIING PRCrRAM 

EXHIBITS A~ND A-wYLNDICES 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

Mgoioranduna1 
TO : Mr. William C. Moq oiey, RIG/A/M DATE: May 13, 1988 

FROM Bruce B1Q n I N Regio'nal Office 

SUBJECT: Draft Audit Report on ASEAN Participant Training Program 

SUMMARY OF ASEAN REGIONAL OFFICE RESPONSE 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the subject draft report. This
 
office shares the auditors' concern about ensuring the effectiveness of the
 
ASEAN training program. To date, we believe the program has been evaluated
 
and managed'in a manner which covers that concern. We are unable toagree

with the specific actions proposed inRecommendation I such as new agreements,

letters of commitment or bills of collection to ASEAN goverrnents or 
st'dents. We are unable to agree because "brain drain" is not a problem in 
this program. Nor is there much incidence of graduates working injobs that 
don't use their training skills. The ASEAN countries and program implementing 
institutions do not believe there are problems inthese areas either.
 

*lHowever, we want to be responsive to the spirit of Recommendation l-.'to
 
ensu re... graduates return to their native country andareworkingin a
 
training related skilP'--and believe that inary process there isroom for
 
improvement. We believe the util ity of periodic special reports could be
 
discussed with implementing institutions under, the terms of applicable project
 
agreements. Such reports might provide feedback on retOrning students a nd 
describe progress (and problems if any) the individual. ASEAN countries are 
experiencing in the monitoring and employment of recent participants. This 
approach would supplement the i nfonnatioil we now obtain from outside program
evaluations and general grantee reporting. In addition,we would continue 
hecking up on these monitoring and reporting activities during our periodic 
contacts with participating countries and institutions. We believe such 
actions would fit the spirit of Recommendation 1 by increasing the flow of 
information on returning participants. For the record, we express our belief 
here that AID Handbook 10 (referred to in Recmomendation]1) is not intended to' 
apply to six country regional training prograns such as this one, 

Recommendation 2 calls for the exclusion of two countries from the training
 
program. This isnot feasible because it is contrary, to the ASEAN policy of
 
equal opportunity and our objective of furthering regional, economic 
cooperation among the ASEAN nations as expressed in current project agreements. 

-4,47 BACKGROUND,~7 n 
The RIG/A/M audit of four regional institutions Iilementin the 
AID/ASEAN-supported participant training program began inm d-1987. A.Report
of Audit Findings (RAF) was completed In Decemberi18 n followed by the 
draft report in April 1988. 
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The four regional training institutions covered by this au1(!t r: 

i ) Agricultural Development Planning Center (ADPC), Tasetsar"University, Bangkok, Thailand;(ii) Asian Institute of Technology (AIT), Blangkok, lhailani;(iii) Plant Quarantine Centre and Training Institute (PLANIT), erdrog,
Selangor, Malaysia; and(iv) University Network for Applied Tropical Medic toe ail Ru.fc IlIth(TROPMED), headquarters at Mahidol University, Bangkok, Thailand. 

AID support for training at these cepters is provided through the ASEANResources Development (HRD) project. As 
Haaan 

can be seen by the e.Js tence ofnultiple inplementing agencies in the project, this six-countryoperates at decentralized, institutiorml levels. The purpos 
!RD effort 

assistance is "To expant IRD arnd 
of thin HRDtraining opportunit ies in prioritv sect1ors;and to strengthen institutional capacity in the ASEAN region for fIR)activities." 

AUDIT FINDINGS 

Page 4 of the draft report states: 

"The audit detemined that AID has no system for evaluating
the effectiveness of the ASEAN participant training program." 

This .tatement is inccurate arl should hq corrected. We do have a systemevalu ,Lin the effectiveness forof the ASEAN participanHt training program.syst.emnt,,i 1 s periodic general eva I 
The 

at i; of proqress at. implement inginstitutio;, These oval;ltion,, arc dr y 1)0 ;id' IJS and ASEIANc:onSu Itants . The latest evaluat ioiv of pt icipat ing age cies ur .4p'o.joct were dol, in 19lH5 with follt;,-. mviw< in late 1986-r rly 108S1.imary of rerommelraticn A 
:rom tLhne ,v aluaLions is 1Uded inProjecL. Pd; .,r (PP) the A'VAN tPI) 

un pp. 7-8 
dated March 19T87. Pl''-ane see le "1rssons I carn" secti ona, well as PP Annex 3 whtich , l,is inifive paige how the pru.jnctK oe I ned in accord with evalu iti on rccommenrlatiun. 

Ih ,tatomilnt on page 4 of 1ik! di'aft wic h states: "*,Io -, than 6C] percent oftlhe pa rt: cilpants cool d not be l1o,I a Or rj raduat ion, . . , woild he moreac:uraote if it read.. "Mone !thap 60 pe-c.nt. of the participants selectedreviow couldci not be locatedt by the audit tam do ri n, the 
for 

peried of audit....For the sake of clarity, the'Araif35hld-2escir. 
Laken 1n ino etdil-th steps
by the auditors to locate the graldates. For ex ample, 
 no mention ismade ,wo tie r di scussions were lie Id with the Country .Sdtiarsh ip Coordi natorsor the i ' t:so of such initerviews if they were hold. (Without kiowinrg ma10rlab)out auldit m'thodojoeqy, we ar'o inale L0tocorroty) l1,;to various assertions 
the draft, report. 

in 
, ) 

h J',t toorit. on paqfi I of the draf --that ' . a...part icilpant trai ni nI oil owlp prog roan hid vPwpye rln esltahl !shed. ,ot. . "-- o corrie ct. Therese-lon:;tion l areI ol nllow-up, iiartice, al] procldro0 in p1lau aRI operating at thetrai nill Jir; t iLuLlions a miui nati tiC ies a nide ne]O comin it es wilihi n theA'SEAN countrios. sixThe oxltent of follow-ip varies fromii c;ountry to countryamun the 
nIi inat ing agencien within ai iven 
andH ASFAN country. 
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Thi s variance I n foll1ow-up ari ses from differing country policies governingthe responsibilities. of students returning from scholarship training. WithinASEAN, for instance, the Government of Thailand is one of the strictestenforcers of the obligation that returning participants work in the sending4agency for a specific period of time. Other ASEAN countries, such asIndonesia and the Philippines, 
are not generally inclined to seekilegal
remedies, often preferring informal processes with respect issuesto ofreturning student responsibility. These variances inpolicy and practice are
not particularly surprising. One would expect differences in a six countryregional program. 

On page 4, the draft report also states:
 

"Evidence exists that some participants now live abroad,. .others are not employed in a skill related to theacademic
training received, and frequently, participants resigned fromtheir work after graduation and left no forwarding,address.
There is in place tono system monitor participants who have 
completed training." 

While there is some "brain drain" in ar'y training effort,'we believe it is* 
 minimal inthis regional program.* One reason isthat the training isfocusedin priority sectors having shortages of trained personnel.- Another is thatASEAN represents.one of the world's most dynamic and fastest growing areascreating demand for large numbers of trained personnel ea-ch year. Herewenote that follow-up work by implementing institutions (e.g. AIT and JROPMED)shows that alumni commonly move into higher and more responsible positions.Also, tracer studies of AIT graduates from 1961-84 indicate minimal "braindrain" from the region (estimated lessthan 3 5%). Again, please see the"Lessons Learned" section in the HR PP, (p.8) and previous evaluations. 

We do not believe there is a problem associated with past participants nowworking in areas other than that of thei r specific academc training , BecauseHRD program training is broad-based within the* , priority sectors, fewparticipants have jobs that do not rquire the skills acquired through
training. Also--since most participants are staying inthe region--those
working In areas not directly related to their training are still benefitting
home countries through their productive employment.
 

These observations are consistent with, and supported by, the following
statement from page 17 of the RAF dated December 9,1987:
 

"Almost all of the students contacted by the-InspectorGeneral indicated that the graduate training received was usefulto their current Job requirements. Responses also Indicatedthat probably a large percentage *of ASEAN students trained are
still Inthe ASEAN region. This fact however could not be fullysubstantiated because of the large number of students who couldnot be located." 

*~Not enough information is provided to permit corroboration of the sixexamples of non-returning participants shown on page 7 of the draft reports'Even Iftrue however, ?X participants would be a small percentage of the more than 276 particip~ants reviewed b the audit.: 



We do not doubt that some participants have changed jobs and left noforwarding address. Howver, Itis inaccurate 'to say (p. 4 of the draft)' that"There is no system in place to monitor participants who have completed
training." Decentralized monitoring systems arc in place at the four training
centers and at the level of nominating institutions and committees in ~ 

ASEAN countries. This fact wasoparticipatingacknowledged ina.summarstatement contained on pagel17 of the RAF as follows: 
"In summary, even though infontation is being mnaintained onpast students by the participating institutions, it is not 

.. 

complete enough for evaluation purposes. Most of the
information is in the fonn of student directories which may ormay not contain the most current infomation available.. In...... 
cases where followup surveys have been conducted, the results 
were similar to those of the Inspector General - more than half
of the participants could not be located."
 

The statement that "There is no system in place to monitor participants whohave completed training" isinconsistent with the cited statements in theRAF. Student directories are an important part of the in-place system. Thedraft report should be corrected accordingly. In connection with the fi nalsentnceof the above RAF statement, we understand that participating
institutions in fact do better than OVin contactingalumni,, the maindeteminant of success being timeNelapsed since graduation., 

We agree that it isdifficult keeping track of returned partciants.particularly insix countries. Still, there isno evidence of 'brain drain"
on a significant scale or that program training in priority sectors is notbeing used effectively. For these reasons, we don't believe the difficulty inkeeping track of participants is necessarily a problem. The relevant questioniswhether the tracking difficulty could be feasibly reduced at affordable
cost within this six country regional training program.
 

Here we note the AID/ASEAN Regional Office is small (one USD11, three FSNs) andnot staffed up for day-to-day training operations and follow-up activity inthe six ASEAN countries. Rather, depend the regional training centerswe on
for the detailed and decentralized administration of ASEAN training and wemonitor their activity. In this connection, AID Is not the only donor.supporting training activity at the four regional training centers. .Numerous
ohr donors are on theseinvolved and relying same~ institutional mechanisms. 
The centers are a strong asset in this program. Because we can rely on provenIn-place systems, the ASEAN HRD project may, be a unique, particularlycost-effective part of the Agency's participanttraining program. (seeEconomic Analysis Section of the HRDPP..) 

pAt the same time, we want to be responsive -to the 'spirit of the draft report.Where feasible to Increase the assura-nce of program success in tenns ofparticipant utility, then we will do so., As discussed on page I above,
periodic special reports from implementing, institutions might provide usefulfeedback about returning students, Such reports could'focus on progress (andproblems if aib') being experienced inthe six participating countries. In
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this context, we believe 
ohat individual country monitoring has a natural 
time
limit correlating with expectations about the employment responsibilities of
returning students. 
 This time period is typically on
Attempts the order of 2-3 years.
to force country monitoring beyond a timeframe conside ed appropriate
in the local setting would be inappropriate and unproductive.
 

kECOMMENDATION 1
 

Recommendation 1 (p. 12 of draft report) is: 

"We recommend that the ASEAN RDO develop procedures consistent with AID
Handbook 10 
to ensure 
that ASEAN participant training graduates return to
their native country and are working in a training related skill 
 Such action
could include:
 

a. 
An agreement with ASEAN countries to monitor returning

students;
 

b. Require that letters of commitment be signed for allparticipant trainees prior to 
receiving actual 
training;
 

c. The issuance of Bills of Collection to ASEAN governments orindividual participants for the cost of training in theevent individuals do 
not return to their agreed assignments
or resign prematurely before fulfilling development 
commitments.''
 

It is our opinion that AID Hand book 10 

prograns sqch 

does not apply to regional training
as this one. 
 For insta ra:e, lHandbook!, 10in-country training (see Ch. 
does not: covet

3, B2). I significant part ofentails in-country training, e,g. Thais 
this ASEAN project


t'aining at AlT
institutions or at the other twoin Thailand, Malaysians ty-ining in Malaysia at PLANTI, etc. All
training is in-region at ihe four training institutions.
participant follow-up activities envisioned 
While many of the


in Handbook 10 appear desirable
and meritoriods, in a six country setting it would be 
quite costly and
staff-intensive for AID or the training institutions to pursue them.
 
We believe it i, unlike]y, in tLhee
could Ihe available 

times of tight budgets, that resourcesto fund tile type of HanKdbok 10 activities mentioredRAF (p 8-9). lhcse in the 
seminars; 

include! "arrangemnent of conferen.;es, workshops, andpublication 6f newsletters; creation and support of alumniassociations; organi7ation of technical literaturemembership services; encouragement ofin American societies; organization of English language refreshercourses ; and supplementary
Nevertheless, training through correspondoree course."our intent ion is to be eesponsive to theHandbooks policy concerns of theard other Agency g'idance--within the context of resource
availabil ity. 

With respect to Recommerdation I, we not. that arty nw proceduresASEAN graduates relative tomust be agreed to and accepted byand the participating countries. Our 
the training institutions 

experience is thatresponsive to these entities arereasonable recomlendations that are consistent withpurpose and with commomnly held development objectives 
the program

(including growth in 
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productivity, cost effective use of resources anl so forth). A ..,en (1 927)
example of this responsiveness ,as acc,'pta nc?--.y A Li:, As,. :the ASELIV ci 

Institute of Technology--of a :duction in ,:holarship alloor, 0 a cos"
 
under the Phase 11 HRD Agre ent with Alf.
 

New 	 procedures relative to AS;Ail graduates would need b! j,',Lf ici , th,;

basis of problem resolution and/or improvement in the program. AA nted
 
above, we do not believe it has been shown that ther2 is a probAer :n the
 
training program with either "brain drain" or gr.d".tes irk i ii Kb that
 
don't use their training skills. What's mare, the t:rainins; inz-titliti-ons and,
 
participating countries do not perceive these areaq to :, vr'lns,
 

Taken together, these considerations mean the recommerlatinn as stated is not
 
%,orkable. This is because the recounendation aims to solve.,, prohlem not
 
perceived to be real. There is no "felt neeJ" 
 for 	proposers actions a, b or 
c. 	 In particul.r: 

a. 	 ASEAN Monitoring Agreement. ASEANJ countries are already nnitorlng

returning students, albeit with varied 
policies and practices. To be 
acceptable arid meaningful, an overall 'jreement would need to express
inter-country variare. But this would serve no apparent purpose.
Project agreements with the training institutions are already in place. 

b. 	Letters of Commibnent. Page 8 of the draft report states that
"commitment:s for continued employment wre utilized by all the 
countries." It also notes the copyHj.not:; "did v. appear to be 
maniatory." From the infonnation prescnted, this area du,:s not appear to
be a problcm within ASEAN. Private si,'or part ic pants and spun:'os are 
often op sed to suih cov'iwot:cn. U, ,o 	 Ci eaqtofiknoiwlekJU o 8 the 
draft audit report ahich tates: Y1,I,vho did n& sn ! 
(commitment) nqree nl.6,- f ":.," e s ' rom I; 	 :.. K'an Yen 
encuraging th, nowinat ;a0anrid . i " n( privat p3,rti,_lxdi ts ,itiiS 
program, we are reluct.anft ,;,:n .i-sto for, ' that could discriit e. 
against the in favor F si hi ni,se.:or participants. 

c. 	Bills of Collection. 
We believe the .hieci ion a to Wtwuti:- bi l 
i ,,of 
collection should )eisw' l to part , l riips who d wi) f:,oi,; wit UI,.,ir
Collillil tmnents is properly a iidt er for ,'4 govero'!llt s Ki dl. t ,ILAN 
natiorml and loc,. lvel, It,A10, c" other,ul.ad'Lar ry to force 
a bill in!) proced ur. upon ii. = 11 i tit; :w:. h; .'.dto ,pely 
recognize and accept the fact of liveic-,'o natio! ipc,.Li; Alnd tWo why 
lose the ground of consistent, sound p×ol icy (anor1 , o)pen to 'hl.es of 
arbitrarines. in enforcenient). Ours is nol appropri ately a collection 
agency role, particularly with a trai ningIproqral i,: ,S ,reently

evaluated as working Coot eflectively and wull Thou , ld irtiqIant

non-compl i ance or sone otUier dysfunct ion 
NXc)me 1 ge ri rali zeI problNem, the 
ASEAN countries' reactions would t bably rot be to issue bills of 
collection. Countries would more likely stop partic ilpating in the program. 

Finally--with reference tn par ts a, b anrid c of -lilion- ,,lier donors 
have riot taken such actions in, to the best of our knowli dq', are not 
planning to do so. This (101; nolt lmltoain 

doncr; 

wnrcanmlnot Lake l.hu, l1a arlifiiq donio rs 
where appropriate. But iimh, absence of a probhi,--or wiltloit con ,iirus 
agrenent about a probhlem-... , wi i.!, as a mnl.r ofceed core gonod sa n ny 
i n the donor Coiimmun Iy. 
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RECOMMFENDATIOrN 2 

Recormuundation 2 reads: 

"'We r ,commend that the developed countries of Malaysia and

Singapore pay the cost of their student's training so that :ore

AID ASEAN funding is available for less deve Iovid count -ies, 
within ASEAN."
 

This recuommel'dation is not; feasible for several r',sori'%. First, ASEAN pol icy
is thaL all mctnber countries have equal opportunity to pdrucipate in projectsagreed to anl unlertaken by the Association. This policy (f equal access 
applies to assistance not only from the 1K but from ail donor countries--
Australia, Carvda, FIE, Japan, New Zealani, UNDP an! others. 

Second, thn ,iAN IIHR)project was initiatad in 1981 and wil 1nCL be completed
until 199?. Our traininq assistance, like that provided by other donors,
provides for eipal opportunity to all mnembr countries--in keeping with
Association pol icy. We do not believe tht ASEAN or a n ASFAI-backed
instituIon wculd sign an agreement n.'quirin 9 allocation and delivery of
 
d i sproorLionate shares of henefiLs to member countries--nor an agreement

deny ni part iciplati on to one or more ASEAN wicilners.
 

We rio V that , i(ial opportunity does not translate into e ljal participation in
thi, traininq program. This is atte , t.e[d by Append ix A to the draft report
which owr, llal ys ia an Singapore a, havigr relatively smil1 numbers of 
proq, i Iraduits ,.'twen 1980 ard 198/ (i.e. 38 Malaysian and 11 Singaporean
mr'd', cijI.on f tih '413 total for ASI,). ihe AIAN traininq proqram tends

tK ,n f it nhn,;,ia, Phil ippin', and ila,. id :No,, than other miCn b 
'A inti, , ,' , r-! trainigr prioriti,: (,',pncialiy agriculture) and 
1 i4 ll i t- n') ifo i p ir't i p ,l ion (r 1 I . T it) in th priority a ,as. (For
turth.r (ct.,tii in il tH rylativo! la r "u r z of proigram gratuates from
Irnporr..;i a, iKpi ur ,i Thailarid, dii, ," noe Arl es IV)-l-a, F-2 and F-I-c
 
in the 1i . )'P.
 

itt ,.',I llii ' ,l"'' 1)( lieve t , miethod l tip eti 'n' tit t ollo .urr,,tly b[,+ing
foil,),.,',,: , r,1ininiy ,,i p riwr it tnil to vvo p,arti cip1 ation by th.
Po, , t , , 'JP ,:o ntr ie, - ;5 (.1 ,1ly profe rall to trying to exclude 

= rx,,,iin ,i, n(,ju tri,,, aqno i,,t ti, pol 1 , t r ,AAN . lT,' United(! ;L, t s' 
1s55 .Ud , ,,oirHi 'with A iAN i. ind i t ( 7e's than 1.4.0 ill ion ir FY 1988).
it, bithin tht.L pwram, wo boijht to inipilirinit the exc ,iion exp in,ressed
kecOinnrlwJaLtion ; it would appear tLhaL r.el'ioulil coope(,ration was not important 
to un. 
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