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PREFACE 

Advances in 'knowledge in critical areas of human endeavor 
are now being made so rapidly that all free and progressive na
tions must take special measures to insure that proper training 
and information is available to all who need it. In recognition 
of this fact the United States has incorporated into the mutual 
assistance projects with the Republic of China, programs for the 
specialize~~raining of participants on all projects requiring 
up-to-date, technical knowledge. Furthermore, systemaHc studies 
of the training programs are now conducted by accredited social 
scientists on a world-wide basis to insure that training is im
proved. to meet stated objectives, thereby contributing to an in
creasingly effective and selective use of training funds. The 
sharing of critically needed knowledge and experience has already 
contributed to the rapid development of a vigorous economy and has 
drawn our nations together in stronger bonds of mutual understand
ing. A reservoir of power in human resources is developing con
currently with the increasing availability of power from natural 
resources. Each of these developments requires the vigilant sup
port of constructive research to keep pace with modern advances 
and improve our margin of security against unfriendly forces. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This is a survey of the experiences and op1n10ns of citizens 
of the Republic of China who participated in the technical as~ist
ance training program conducted jointly by the U.S. Agency for 
International Development and the Chinese Government. Earlier 
studies* have given evidence of the value and continued need for 
the maintenance of high level technical skills, for qualified in
dividuals in modern progres~ive nations. The present study is part 
of a world-wide evaluation of the intern",tional exchange of tech
nical skills among nations participating in the U.S. A.I.D. tech
nical assistance program. 

Although the values derived from suet training programs a!e 
unquestioned, it is clearly recognized that there are also pro
blems of communication and adaptation inherent in such a vast 
undertaking. These problems may be resolved, however, with the 
helpful suggestions of those who have partiCipated in the train-
ing and are now attempting to make best use of it. This is a 
summary of the responses to an extensive interview by a random sam
ple of four out of every ten of those who returned to China from 
training in the period 1951 to June 30, '60. It presents the per
sonal 'point of view of participants, their supervisors and of tech. 
nicians acquainted with their programs, but does not necessarily re
flect any knowledge or consideration of the administrative or fis
cal aspects of the program. 

Findings p~esented here provide a wide range of definite infor
mation regarding the experiences of participants in gaining and 
utilizing training, and hence may serve as a reliable guide in 
fo~lating plans for improv~d efficiency and effectiveness of 
future technical training in China, the United States and other 
countries. 

The exacting procedures followed in obtaining and presenting 
the information for this study embody the fulfillment of one of 
.an's .ast Cherished aspirations - the improvement of social poli
cy and practice on the basis of representative experiences and 
opinions of those most intimately involved and concerned. It is 
hoped by all who have contributed te. this effort, that this exam
ple of democracy in action may well serve the purpose for which it 
was intended. 

* See Bibliography. 
iv 



1. PARTICIPANT TRAINING IN TAIWAN 

The Technical Assistance TraL:ing Program is part of the 
overall economic development program of the Republic of China, 
under which Chinese personnel are sent abroad for advanced train
ing in areas essential to e'':onomic growth. The program is admi
nistered by the U.S. Agency for Internation~l Development (USAIDIC), 
the Chinese Council for U.S. Aid (CUSA), and the Joint Commission 
on Rural Reconstruction (]CRR). Representatives of these agencies 
make up the Joint Technical Assistance Committee (JTAC), which es
tablishes policies and procedures for carrying out the program. 

The prevailing policy has been to encourage on-the-job train
ing in preference to academic iraining, thou~h the latter may, in 
some instances, be declared essential for certain projects. High
est priority is given to training in support of established pro
jects for economic development, hence for proposed training to be 
acceptable it must be shown that it will result in constructive 
improvements in specific operations of the sponsorinf. a~ency. The 
participant is expected to actively use his training experience hy 
provid fng improved services, training othc r ["Ie rsonne I, speaking 
and wri ting. 

To be eligible for training, a candidate must be a cj tizen of 
the RepUblic of China, usually 25 to 50 years of age, with at least 
two years in technical work related to' the requestec training field. 
Preference is given to those who have not had overseas training in 
the given field of study and who have no other current subsidy or 
award for study abroad. Candidates must have good health, high 
personal integrity and adequate language s kills for the c<'tlntry of 
training. The training period, usually 12 months, may be short
ened or extended to suit the requirements of the development pro
ject being served. Eligihility requirements are aho altered , ... ithin 
limits when project requirements justify such change. 

Annual quotas for training in various fields are determined 
jointly by USAID/C and CUSA on the basis of p~oject requirements. 
Notice is then given to appropriate agencies which then recommend 
employees who are considered to qu~lified for the srecified train
ing. Names may be submitted by any government or private a!!ency 
di r.ectly to CUSA for each position for which training is-in pros
pect, following which at least two and no more than four names for 
each position are submitted to ]TAC with the following doc1.1ments: 

v 



1. Standard application form with statement of justification 
in terms of proj~ct requirements. 

2. Biographical Data form with photogrLphs. 

3. Recent chest X-ray film. 

4. Por aca~r'iic training, transcripts of four year college 
credits and a record of test scores from a competitive 
exam in area of specialization. 

5. List of publications andlor inventions with brjef 
descr iptions. 

Can~ldates are then interviewed by JTAC and given physical 
and language tests. Special language training may he scheclul'!<i 
if necessary. After approval by JTAC, the application for tht" 
training program is submitted to USAID/Washington for fjnal 
screening and approval. Sponsoring agencies are notified when 
candidates are disapproved. 

Sponsors are required to guarantee that the participant's job 
will be retained for him and that he will be encouraged to uti.lize 
his newly acquired techniques, experience and knowledge on his job 
and in the training of others. Th~ sponsoring agencies give writ
ten evidence regarding the integrity of participants and assume 
responsibility for their promot return in case of misconduct or 
inappropriate behavior. They are also responsible for helping 
obtain exit and re-entry permits, and the payment of all related 
fees. In addition, the sponsors make deposits of 50 percent of 
the project costs and in case of failure of the participant to 
follow through on his cOlIJII\i ttments to work at least two years on 
the assigned project, must repay the entire cost of the training 
project. In compliance with this provision, sponsoring agencies 
are required to submit reports to JTAC 90 days after the partici
pant's return to Taiwan, one year later and again nine months 
thereafter, stating where the participant is employed, and how he 
has used his newly acquired skills. 

I 
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2. TB::HNICAL ASSISTA~B BEGAN ON nm MAINLAND 

For about 200 years outst&nding scholars and resources of 
knowledge have been exchanged between China and the United States. 
After World War II the Commission on Rural Reconstruction develop
ed technical training programs with the United States to modernize 
agriculture, and related areas in China. In Taiwan this program 
was joined with that of the U.S. Mutual Security Program. Techni
cal personnel were trained in the U.S. beginning under special 
grants in 1951 until the joint US-China technical assistance program 
was developed. TIle program has expanded and improved under subse
quent U.S. Department of State agencies. Technical personnel train
ed under these programs have played leading roles in the rapid eco
nomic development of China and are now making positive contributions 
to the growing strength of other Far Eastern Countries. During the 
fiscal years of 1951 through 1962 there were 1587 participants sent 
to the United States for training and 812 ~ent to third country 
training programs. From 1954 to May 1962 there were 1229 partici
pants received for technical training in Taiwan from ten other Far 
Eastern Countries. 

3. BACKGRCUND OF TIlE EVALUATION SURVEY 

From the very beginning of the technical assistance program 
there have been many accounts of individual participants who have 
made outstanding contributions to the growing economic strength and 
welfare of the nation as a result of their training having been 
well utilized. Further evidence of the inherent value of such 
training has been substantiated by several earlier surveys in in
dividual countries. In 1954 a &Urvey by Dr. Arthur F. Raper of t~ 
first 172 participants returned to Taiwan revealed great appreci
ation for the b~nefits of the program, such as practical improve
ments in way of doing things, increasec self-assurance and resource
fulness, and a better appreciation of the relationship between de
mocracy and technological advancement. The attitude of top manage
ment was recognized as an important factor in the selection and 
utilization of appropriate participants and recommendations were 
made for the training of many high level technicians. Suggestions 
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~ere made for filling training requirements in specific areas in 
appropriate sequence and time intervals. Many participants pre
ferred longer programs concentrated more in their indivic ~al spe
cial ty and expressed their greatest satisfaction wi th opportuni ties 
to use their training and pass it on to others in their field of 
work. 

The 1957 EvaluaL ,II of the Participant Prop,ram in Taiwan by 
the lCA Mission to China reported data from 787 returned partici
pants compiled from interviews by ten professors from Na tiona' Tai
wan University. Concret~ expression of appreciation of tht: :r<1J.n
ing by sponsors was shown in salary increases for over one-third of 
the returned participants. Limitations in benefits were noted as 
due to short duration of training, lack of adequate encouragement 
from technical advisors ·and weaknesses in orientation procectures. 
Evidence of improper or deficient selection and utilization of par
ticipants provided guidance for later selections and programming. 
The most encouraging conclusions included the demonstrated ability 
of most participants to "adap~, not adopt J" by selling their super
visors on the practical value of their new knowledfe anc techniques; 
the efforts by most returnees to keep abreast of current develop
ments through membership in professional societies anc subscrip
tions to journals; participation in seminars and promotion of local 
returnee associa.tion acti vi ties; and the generally favorable impact 
made upon participants by the American way of life. 

Along with the evidence of successes, howeve r J many weaknesses 
have been revealed from time to time, and have ~iven rise to the 
growing question: How can the benefits of the overall tr~ining pro
gram'be more definitely assured to all countries? 

In response to insistent inquiry a world-wide survey of parti
cipant training was authorized by lCA, the predecessor agency to 
AID, in Circular A 175, November 5, 1959. Those havinr, responsibil
ity for promotion of developmental projects in China have expressed 
a desire to gain more information which would help improve methods 
for selecting. training and using the best available manpower re
sources in China. And now with the emergence of a stron[! third 
country training program in China, there is increasinr, demand for 
information on more effective methods of training participants from 
neighboring countries. The anticipated contribution of the world-
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wide analysis of findings to a better understandinr, of economic 
opinion and behavior in different cultural settings, is also a mat
ter of considerable interest to responsible authorities in inter
national affairs. Training programs may be mllch more effective in 
developing manpower potential when due consideration is given to 
those factors in the local cultural climate which influence working 
condi tions. 

4. PURPOSE AND PLAN OF THE SURVEY 

The purpose of this present survey is to gain every possible 
benefit from our past experiences that can be used to make future 
participant training programs pay greater dividends in the rapid 
development of economic strength in China. 

In its report "Government Programs in International Education," 
J clnuary 3, 1959, the Committee on Government Operation, House of 
Representatives, declared: " ••• The inherent good of these programs 
has been obvious from their very beginnin~. Most so-called evalu-
a tion studies affirm that fact." The Committee then recommended im
pact studies abroad to help determine the effectiveness of the pro
grams. 

The major objectives of this survey were set forth in ICATO 
Circular A 175, November 5, 1959, which is quoted as follol'/s: "It 
is the policy of ICA (no\,/ AID) to conduct systematic, periodic e
valuation studies of returned participants on a world-wide basis 
and to utilize information resulting from these studies to (1) de
termine the extent to which the participant training program is 
m~eting its objectives and (2) to improve future and current train
ing programs. 

The specific objectives are these: 

a. To ascertain whether the participants (1) are returning to 
the positions for which they were trained, (2) are effec
tively utilizing their training, and (3) are transmitting 
to others their newly acquired knowledge and skills. 
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b. To identify significant factors which contribute to or 
. hinder utilization of triining and communication of know

ledge and skills. 

c. To ascertain if the technical training provided by ieA is 
at the appropriate level, of good quality, and relevant tn 
the needs of the participants in the context of the home 
country situation. 

d. To ascertain if the non-technical aspects of the traininr, 
programs, that is, pre-training orientation in the US()I,! allc 
in Washington or in the third country of training, CommU
ni ty participation and hospi tali ty, and ins truc tion in the 
economic, social, and cultural factors influencing thc spc
cific profession or field of activity, were emphasized in 
the right proport·'~on and were effective. 

c. To ascertain if the administrative p~actices and procedures 
of ~ are adequate and effective and to identify weakness
es and causes of dissatisfaction. 

f. To produce other reliable information concerninG matter5 
about which there is presently only speculation; such as 
the relative merits of U.S. versus third country traininG, 
the relevance of the age of the participant to the accom
plishment of a successful training program anc subsequent 
utilization of the training, and the like. 

The Joint Technical Assistance Commi ttce, actine on in~truc
tions of AIDIC, CUSA and JCRR, has conducted the current survey of 
participant training in Taiwan in accordance with the objectives 
stated in the above circular and in compliance with directives an~ 
guidelines issued by the Inte~national Training Division of AIDI 
Washington. 
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II. HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE SURVEY FINDINGS 

The following selection of comments at'e presented to summarize 
those findings relevant to the major objectives of the study. High
lights of additional topics of special interest are underscored in 
the' text with summaries at the end of the section. 

1. Characteristics of participants interviewed 

a. The Participants - l'iho are They? 

- 1529 citizens of the Republic of China returned from over
seas technical training from 1951 to 1 July 1960. 

- Background information available on all of them. 

- Interview data available on 40% stratified, random sample 
obtained by professionally trained staff. 

- 94% were male, 8sro married. 

- Average age was 37 years at time of departure for training. 

- 53% came from Taipei area, 27% from provincial cities, 2010 
from rural areas at time of selection; and distribution was 
same at time of interview. ' 

- 20% had graduate university training, 14% with graduate de
grees; 69% college training only, 57% with Bachelor'S de
grees; 65% attended universities in China, 10% in Japan, 7% 
in U.S. 

75% had more than 5 years experience in field of speciali
zation before training. 

- 89% were in responsible professional, management, policy 
making, and engineering level positions. 

- 80% supervised others, half of them with 20 to 1000 or more 
under their supervision. 

- 29% worked directly for government, 29% for·nationalized in
dustry, and another 29% in professional services for public 
agencies, 7% in private business. 
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- 65% received English language training in preparation for pro
gram. 857~ were required to use the Bnglish language in train
ing. 

b. What Training Did They Receive 

- Two largest training categories - Crop & Livestock Development 
and Power and Communication. 

- Major training fielL1~ - Agricu lture ~ Natural ResouJ:ces 29%, 
Industry and Mining ~3%, Education 17%, Health and Sanitation 
1 m,public Administration 7%, Transportation 7%, Mi1i. tary sup
port 3%, Other 4%. 

- Ministries sponsoring most participants - Education 24%, Pood 
& Agriculture 18%. 

- Average length of training - 11 months; 41% had 12 to' 24 months. 

- 1955 - largest annual total left for training - 17% ot total 
participant population. 

- 73% were trained in U.S., 22% in Japan, 5% in Philippines. 

- 88% had observation tours - Ave. 12 weeks each - 30% of all 
manlweeks training. 

- 46% had on-the-job training - Ave. 22 weeks each - 28% of all 
man/weeks training. 

- 46% had university training - Ave. 28 weeks each - 35% of all 
man/weeks training. 

- 36% had special group training - Ave. 7 weeks each - 7% of all 
man/weeks training. 

University training in 90 universities in 33 states of U.S., 
Japan, Philippines, Netherlands 

35% - Regular students - 32 weeks average 
60~ - Special students - 26 weeks average 

5% - Group programs - 13 weeks average 

- 4% received Masters or Doctoral degrees. 

2% had more than one training period - chiefly in Agriculture 
& Natural Resources. 
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2. Utilization of Training 

a. Are participants returnin~ to the positions for which they 
were trained? l'l'ha t positions do they. now hold? 

- Near ly 10070 returned to jobs for which they were trained; 
93% to jobs plannec at time of selection: 7~ to jobs to 
which they were promote~ at time of return. 

- 98~ reported contir.llolls el'lployrlent. Only 1% were unemploy
ed at time of interview, accounted fo: by retirement, mar
riage or illness. 

42% have held same job continuously since training, 36l 
since selection. 

More of those in Health, Agriculture and Education remain
ed on the Same job. 

When interviewee, 831 remained in same major occupational 
field for which trained: l6~ were in closely relatec fields, 
chiefly by promotion. 

- 5710 have changed jobs, 7"'0 from government to private enter
prises, 40% reporting prOMotions. 

- Only 1% reported to be in work not related to field of 
training. 

- Number in private enterprise has increasec; in National
ized Industry decreased. 

_ Greatest advancement was report(c for those in Industry & 
Mining, and Public Administration, chiefly from engineer
ing anc professional to policy and managcm~nt level posi
tions. Least advancement was reported in field of Educa
tion. 

_ Age ran~e for rreatcst a~vancement - 30 tn 4n ye~rs. 

55% trained in Ar.ricd ture and I\atural Resources remain in 
same jobs. 45'~ in cl('1sely rE'lated cut newly developed and 
widely diversified rl!ral cooperative anc Dublic service 
activities developed throu~h AID trainin~. 
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b. Are participants effectively utili,ing their training? 

~ 9~ of participants have used skills an~ knOwledge acquired in 
training program. 

96% reported specific out3tanding accomplishments in which train
ing was utilized. 

66% reported definite plans not yet carried out, for using train
ing. 

- Technicians reported satisfaction that 89% of participants had 
made good use ,of training, and that 81% of participants had re
ceived full support from supervisors and sponsors in their use 
of tr.aining. 

77' of participants say their superviso~s were helpful in util
izing their training, especially the 37% who had been trained 
abroad. 

- Supervisors say they discussed results of training with 90% of 
participants and spent fr.om 4 to 16 hours per week with them in 
their work, and had been acquainted with them an average of 10 
years each. 

c. Are participants transmitting to others their newly acquired 
knowledge and skills? 

- 98% of participants report ability to convey their training to 
others, through fomal teaching programs (7110), informal dis
cussions (85%), articles and publications (51%) on the job 
teaching (41%), as consul tants to other indllstrie~ (21). 

- Supervisors confimed that °97':, of participants conveyed their 
trainin~ to others. 

d. What factors are related to utilization an~ trans~issiop of 
trai.ning? 

Parti cipa tion in program planning, precepar tllre sa tis faction 
wi th pro[;ram, longer programs, on-the-job anc universi ty train
inr: are related to hi~h utilization ratings by participants. 
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- Contact wi th USC'tri projects after return, superVisors train
ed abroad, and encouragement from supervisors are related 
to high utilization ratings by participants. 

- Technicians and participant3 rate use of training higher for 
those remaining on the same job. Supervisors give higher 
ratings to those who have advanced to positions of greater 
responsibili ty. 

- Degree of personal satisfaction from training and both par
ticipants' and supervisors' rating importance of training td 
job performance are all positively related to participants' 
ratings of utilization. 

- Level of difficulty and appropriateness of subject matter 
were important factors related to technicians' ratings of 
utilization. 

- 'J)egree of contact wi th technicians reported by participants 
is uncorrelated with participants' rating degree of contact. 

- Major difficulties encountered in use and transmission of 
training'; 

81% related to limited resources 
53% lack of knowledge a.nd cooperation on part of people 

with whom they work. 
lZ' inappropriateness of things learned to present job. 
11% restrictions of job, lack of time or authority. 
18% claim no difficulties encountered. 

3. Satisfaction with training: Is the training at the appropriate 
level, of good quality and relevant to the needs of the partici
pants in their home country situation? 

a. Are participants, supervisors and technicians satisfied with 
training programs? 

- 9370 of the participants were satisfied with the overall pro
gram. 3S'J. very satisfied, 58% moderately satisfied. 

- 94% of participants s?ld it was one of most important events 
in their careers. 
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_ Age group 35-45 rate satisfaction quite high, in contrast to 
low ratings from those 45-49 and under 35 years of age~ 

_ Unmarried participants rate overall satisfaction very low. 

_ Those in training over one year rate satisfaction high - those 
with less than 6 months training, rate it low. 

- Time available for personal and social activities is positive
ly related to degree of satisfaction. 

- Appropriate variety in program highly related to satisfaction 
with training. 

_ Level of difficulty of training was rated satisfactory by 85% 
of participants, 8~~ of supervisors, 81% of technicians. Most 
of remainder say training was disappointingly simple. 

- Length of training was rated satisfactory by 37% of participants, 
33% of supervisors, 79% of technicians. Most suggest that pro
grams should be longer. 

- Supervisors said training was well worth the cost and difficulty 
for 94% of the participants. 

_ Supervisors said training was essential to their job for 27% of 
participants, very important for 39%, helpful for 23%. 

- Technicians rated training as a major contribution to job per
formance for 48% of participants, a minor contribution for 32%. 

- The majority of supervisors and technicians were satisfied with 
~ppropriateness of training materials and techniques, type of 
program, country of training, subject matter, practical experi
ence provided; though a very common recommendation was for more 
practical, on-the-job type training. 

b. Interrelationships of different measures of utilization of train
ing and satisfaction with training. 

A high degree of consistency is revealed in participants' re
ports of satisfaction with the program, its overall importance, 
effect on their job and rating use of training. 
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- Supervisors' and participants' evaluations of similar as
pects of training are hiShly correlated. 

_ No significant relationship occurs between technicians' rat
ings of various aspects of th'~ programs and comparable rat
ings by either parti~ipants or supervisors. 

4. Non-technical aspects of training 
• 

a. Pre-departure informati.on 

- 73% of participants say their employers and sponsors provid
ed information - 11 out of 12 of these were informed by"im
mediate supervisors regarding: 

Subject matter - 74% 
Administration, finance, transportation - 53% 
Post-training job and utilization of training - 43%. 

- Asked if they needed more information hefore they left, 18% 
of the participants said "no," 86% mentioned items related 
to program, and 78~ items related to getting along in coun
try of trai ning. 

- Participants reported i:s. much greater need for additional in
formation regarding their training programs than about the 
country of traininr,. 

- TWo out three participants were not informed about level of 
difficulty of their programs and 3/4 of those said it would 
have been helpful to know. 

b. Orientation in the coun~~y of training 

- 72% attended orientation sessions, 55% at Washington Inter
national Center. 

- S7% said they were valuable. 

c. Community participation and hospitality 

- 9 out of 10 were entertained in private homes - 68% gave 
enthusiastic approval - 1910 moderate approval - 3% said it 
was unpleasant. 
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- 44% reported too little time for personal interests. 

- 56% said social activities were arranged about right. 41% 
said not enough social activities were arranged. 

- 22% said there was too little per diem for costs of hotels 
and travel. 

d. Seminar in communications 

Only 8% of participants attended seminar in communications 
and 7% said information gained was useful. 

e. Engl~sh language instruction 

- Of 65% who received English language instruction, 3 out of 
4 said more training would have been helpful. 

- Of 20% who received no training 3 out of 5 said training 
would have been helpful. 

- 35% reported no difficulty with use of English lanBuage 
14% had difficulty being understood 
25% had difficulty understanding others 
12% had difficulty with both 

Some relation is shown betl.,.een language difficulty and level 
of difficulty of overall program. 

- There is a negative relation between language difficulty and 
satisfaction with the overall program. 

- An unexpected high correlation is revealed between age and 
reports of "no difficulty" with English language in training. 

f. Membership in professional societies 

- 25% joined U.S. professional societies 
20-70 were members when interviewed. 

- 36~ are receiving professional publications. 

5. Administrative practices and procedures 

8 



a. Selection 

- 88% of participants report they were initially selecte~ or 
invited by supervisors and others. 
12% made applicatior. for training. 

- POT 37'1. supervisors reported the programs were actually in
itia~ed by their own or~anization, for 15% by local govern
ment ministry, for" 19""7., by USOM, 2':10 by the participant himself 
and c.7a others. 

- "Multiplier Effect" revealed: Supervisors trained abroad re
commenc others for traininr more readily than supervisors 
without training. 

- Technicians statec they had contacts with only 12:'0 of the par
ticipants before they left for training and helped select 5% 
of t!lem. 

- Selection factors consicered to have been very important by 
participa nt s: 

9l~ - personal ability 
90~ - needs of the job 
85% - professional and ecucational qualifications 
69% - language ahility 
l3~ - personal contacts 

b. Pre-departure planning of program 

- 53~ of participants were permitted full freedom to help plan 
their programs, 8% partial freedom, and 3970 none at all. Of 
the latter, 3 out of 4 saie their programs would hav~ been 
better if they had helped plan them. 

- Those who did not help plan their programs ~ated their use of 
training lower and also rated pror-rams as "not too satisfacto
ry." 

- Supervisors helped plan programs for 5 out of 8, and made sug-
gestions and decisions for: 

39% ~ about subject matter for study and observation, 
13% - about place of training, 
2570 - about time, level of training and other factors, 

6% - planned entire program. 
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Por 11 out of 12 participants, ejTIployers had prior plans for 
using their training. Greater frequency of prior plannin~ 
when supervisor is trained abroad. 

- For 8 out of 9 of those whom the technicians could rate, pre
departure preparations were reported as satisfactory. 

- fl8% of participants were well satisfied wi til their proeram as 
planned before they left, 
12% not well satisfied, 
20"r, claimed they di d no t know CI"IOU rlt about it to say. 

c. Pro~ram manager 

- 45~ reported projects only partially arranged when they arrived 
in country of training 
10'X, not arranged at all. 

- R4~ were met by project managers on arrival, 12~ by someone 
else, the remainder were ~iven written instructions. 

- 82' said they received enough attention and Guidance from pro
ject managers, 
14% sai~ they did not. 

d. Program changes made while rarticip(lnt was in the country of 
training. 

- l2~o rerorted importantchal"lf,es made in pro~rall1s as or id,nally 
planned, over half at the request of the participant ane the 
rest hy others. 

e. Post-training contact with USOM 

7(,]:"". rc!,ort same kine' of contact wi til US~ projects since re
turn; 1 n worked for usnt.: or on a joint project. 

- Only 50% reported tha t a {!SO! technicial' was avail able to them i 
and 2 out of 5 of thc!ie c J ail'1ee only occasiollal or no contact 
with him. 

- 23% said they rCC]lJcs tee as s1 s ta nce from llSOM, and :3 011 t of 4 
rece! ved help. 
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- Technicians recommended improvec follow-up procedures: 
47% said former participants should be contacted personally 

by technicians, 
53% regularly scheduled inquiries about use of training and 

need for assistance, 
2S~ conferences, workshops and seminars 
28% host government and US()~i should promote better understand

ing and cooperation by sponsors and employers. 
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III. SURVEY FINDINGS 

1. Characteristics of participants interviewed 

a. The Participants - Who are They? 

Residence 
Q.C 

CT.31 

Q.l 

Birthplace 

A..I.! 

Q.7 
Q.D 
CT.34 

Q.8 

CT.7 

Tbey are citizens of the Republic of China (Tai
wan), 53% living and working in and around T.i. 
pei, Taiwan, 271 in provincial cities, and 2~ 
in rural areas. 

Areas of residence of those departing for training 
was in the same general proportion each year from 
1951 to 1960, and the percentage distribution was 
exactly the same at time of the survey' interviews 
as at time of initial selection for training, a 
span of time varying from about 3 to 11 years. 
This group characteristic does not imply lack of 
mobility of individuals within the group, however. 

A previous survey* of those who had returned prior 
to 1957 showed 6~ were born on the mainland and 
40% in Taiwan. 

Those r~turned from training prior to June 30, 1960 
were born from 1893 to 1940; and when they were 
interviewed in the period November 1961 to March 
1962, their average age was 42 years. The average 
age at tim~ of departure for training (37 y~a[s) 
remained fairly constant from year to year, except 
for the first yeat' when younger candidates around 
31 years of age were sent. "The 1959.60 average 
age level of about 40 years is probably an artifact 
of the cut-off date for the study. 

The participants are mo,sUy men· 94%. 
The women (6%) are employed and trained in the 
general fields of -

Agriculture (mainly Home Economics) 32% 

* Bremseth - Bibliography 
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CT-76 

CT-35 
C';l'-J5 

Marital Status 
Q-lO 
CT-57 

Education 

Q-9 

CT-56 

Q-12 

Q-13-15 

Q-16 

Health (mainly Nursing) 
Education 

and occupy res pons ible posi tions: 

Management and Administration 
Professional 
Sub-professional and supervisory 
Inactive (Married) 

46% 
22% 

21% 
38% 
35% 

6% 

Women have been selected for training each year 
since 1952, and at a younger age (median - 33 
years) than men (37 years). 

When they departed for training 85% were married 
and definitely older (average 38 years) than the 
15% unmarried (average 30 years). 

They were already well trained people -

20% had graduate university training 
69'7" had only undergraduate college training 

and the remaining 
10% high school only 

1% grade school only 

There is a direct relationship between years of 
schooling and age with median ages for those with 
High School, College and graduate school education 
of 34 years, 36 years and 42 years, respectively. 

17% attended vocational schools specializing 
in agricultural, industrial, nurSing and 
engineering courses, while 

83% at,endecVrep,ular universities located in 
China (65%) United States (170) Europe 
(1%) and Japan (10%), majoring chiefly in 
engineering and agricllltural courses, as 
well as a wide range of professional and 
liberal arts courses. 

2% attended both universities and special 
schools, leaving 

2% not attending either one. 
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Q-lB 

CT-36 

Employment 

Q-4 
Q-S 
CT_33 

Q-6 

CT-32 

CT-S4 

57% held Bachelor degrees only, while 
l4~ held M.A., Ph.D, medical and law degrees. 

Over the ten year period the number of participants 
with college and g~aduate school education departing 
for training each year has remained fairly constant 
at 69% and 20%, respectively. However, the number 
with High School education only, gradllally increased 
to around 15% of the t~t~.! ~ '1 105t. th~n ,k.-:~ ined. 

At the time they were selected for training, most of 
the participants (7.'5'~) had over 5 years experience in 
their field of specialization, ~ld held responsible 
jobs as policy makers (5't) , top management (36''{,), en
gineering (18%), and professional people (30%). These, 
as well as subprofessional technicians (8%), have been 
selec ted in about the saMe proportion si nce the pro
gram began. Ahout 4~ of the total ,,,ere selected from 
lower echelon supervisors and craftslllen,mostly in 1956-
57. Four out of fi VI' supervised othprs - half of them 
with 20 to ]000 or more under their sllpf'rvision. 

Employees of government, profeSSions and nationalized 
industry have provided not only the principal overall 
source of participants for the training pror,ram (2Q% 
each) but were thp earliest and most consistent sour
ces over the ten year period, except for 1955 when 
nationalized industry more than dO\lbled the usual num
ber, then notic:eably decreased in proportion to earli
er years. Private business, on the other hand, has 
supplied a larger prorortion since 10 55. 

Trade union pcutic:ipatinn also her-an about ]CS4 to de
velop to a peak arollnri ]CS7, then declined. The two 
latter sOllrc:es have sl1rrljpd about 7", and 61, of the 
total, respectively. 

Comparison of medi an age leve 1 and pos i tion leve 1 at 
time of selection ShOl"'S the expec ted posi ti ve re
lationship between ai~e :1.nd level o( responsihility in 
position" The median ,1f~e of p(lVernment policy makers 
was around 47 years, management - 41 jc>ars, enp,ineers, 
professional pf'rsonnel and sllpervisors - 32 vears, and 
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CT-53 

unclassified - 25 years. The age span of artisans 
and craftsmen selected as participants ranged from 
around 25 to 55 years with mecian about 40 years of 
age. 

Comparison of average age and time in field of spe
cialization reveals the direc t relationship which 
might be expected: less than 2 ypars experience -
28 years of age; 2 to 5 years experience - 32 years 
of agej 5 to 1~ years experience - 36 years of agej 
over 10 ypars experiepce - 39 years of age. 

b."What Training Oid They Receive 

Field of Training 

Q-L 

Q-K 

CT-I 

Participantb received training in some 58 specific 
training fielcs. The two fields providinr, most train
ing were Cror and Livestock Development and Power and 
Communica tions. Major categ:1ries of training fie lds 
and the percenta~e of total participants trained in 
each were as follows: Direct Military Support 3%, 
Agriculture and Natural Ilesotlrces 2~'%, Industry and 
Mitting 2370, Educatinn 17ro, Health and Sanitation 1000, 
Public Adminis tra tian 7?", Transporta tian 7-7" and Mis
cellaneous 410. 

Area of Residence AJthough 53% of all participants 
live in Taipe i, a much r,reater percentage of those 
trained in 'Puhlic Administration and Transportation 
and a 5ma1ler percentap,e of those trained in Education 
live there. In provincial cities live 27t of the to
tal, but a Rreater propnrtion of those trained in Edu
cation and Hea lth and Sma ller prope rtion in Public Ad
ministiation and Transportation live there. of all 
participants ?()1, Ii ve in rl1ral areas, hut a larger 
proportion of those trained ill :\gricllltllr~ and !'. s"I!tl1-
er proportion trained in Transporta tion and Publir.: Ad
ministration live therp. Residence of participants in 
Industry and Mininr; and l.1is("el1an~otls fields are dis
tributed about the sal'le as for thp. total popul(\tion. 

Annual Trends Thp.re has h~en :\ fairly steady flow of 
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CT.S 
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participants into ~ach of the major fields of train. 
ing since 1952, exce~t for defense training under AID 
auspices which was limited to a brief period ending 
in 1956. 

Age There is fairly even distribution ,by age in dif. 
ferent fields of training with the few small variations 
such as Public Administration, having more over 40 
years of age. 

Position Level A greater proportion of all partici. 
pants from top management and policy making jobs were 
trained in Public Administration and Defense; a great. 
er proportion of the engineers in Industry and Mining 
and Transportation; of professional peopl~ in Edu
cation, Miscellaneous and Agriculture; a~ ~f sub-pro. 
fessional and others in Health. 

Type of Employer Government employees were more often 
trained in fields of Transportation, Health, Public Ad
ministration and Miscellaneous; private business .en 
in Industry and Mining; professional people in Health 
and Education; nationalized industry employees in In
dustry and Mining, and Transportation. 

Kinds of Training 

CT-14 
CT.43 

CT.S9 

To accomplish the objectives of their training missions 
participants were assigned ~o one or more of four dif
ferent kinds of trainin~ activities - observation tours 
(88%), on-the-job training (46%), university (46%) and 
special non-univ~rsity group prOG~am~ (36%). 

Observation Tours 0bservation tours occupied 30% of 
the total man/weeks of training time. The tours were 
arranged for 8~, of the participants. The per centage 
of participants taking tours remained fairly constant 
over the ten year period. These tours were from about 
2 weeks to a year in lellr:tll, averaging about 12 weeks 
per partiCipant. Older participants were sent on obser 
vat ion tours SfJr1cwhJ. t mort' than those under 35 years of 
age. 

On-the-job Training On-the-Job training was arranged 
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CT-16 

CT-45 

CT-61 

Q-57 

Q_O 

Q-59 
Q-57 

for 4610 of the p~.rticipants and occupied ?R'l'o of the 
total man/Weeks of training time. It was utilized 
most by thos~ in Transportation (61%) and Industry 
and Hining (60%) and least in Education (160/,). Pro
gramming of this kind of training has varied sOMe, 
from 29~ of the particip~nts in 1951 to 63% in 1954 
and down to 4n~ in 1959 with the average leneth of 
training about 22 weeks. 

Age differential is also aprarent with about 50l of 
those under 45 years and 25~ of those over 45 years 
engaging in on-the-job training. 

Uni versity Tra}ni ng Uni vers~ ty training was arranged 
for 46% of the partjr.ipants an~ occupied 35~ of the 
total man/week~ of training time. Tt was utilized 
most by those in the fields of Health (78%) Education 
(68%) and Public Administration (64%) and least in 
Transportation (16'7,). The numher of participants sent 
to universjty for training re~ched a peak of 67% of 
tbose leaving for traininr in 1953 and dropped to 22% 
of those leavin~ in 19~9. Tbe averaRP period of such 
training was 28 weeks. Age distribution of those a t
t~nding uni ver.si ty shows a sharp drop from around 50"', 
of those under 50 years of age to 10% of those over 
50 years of age. Over 00 universities in mnre than 
33 state~ :in the tTnited States and in Japan, the Phi
lippines ane the ~etherlands were attended. Of the 
total time in IIniversi ties of all participants who 
attpnded: 

357~ was reGul~r student enrolll'1ent for <Ill :lV('rage 
of 3? weeks each (appr.oximately one academic 
year,) 

60~ was special student enrollment for an average 
of 2~ weeks ear.h, and 

57. was in ~rollp prt'frams aVf>ral~inG 13 weeks each. 

Four percent received Mastpr's degrees or above. Of 
all participants attending universities, R]1o attended 
one university only - 14~ attended 2, and 5~ attended 
3, 4 or 5 durinr, their tl'aininr, prop.rams, 

Although most univen:;ities each recf'ived only a small 
percent (1%) of the participants attprdinr" there were 
five universities each of which attracted as many as 
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~ to 8% of those attending (University of California, 
American University, Louisiana State Agriculture Uni
versity, Purdue and Pennsylvania State.) 

Special Group Special group programs not at universi. 
ties were arranged for 36% of all participants and oc
cupied 7% of the total man/weeks of training time. 
They were arranged for from 30~ to 4?% of the partici
pants departing each year with about the same propor
tion of the total of each age level (36%). This type 
of t'raining was utilized most by thosE' training in 
fielcfs of Transportation (44%) Agriculture (42%) and 
Industry and ~ining (40%) and least in Defense (18%) 
and Education (23%). These programs averaged 7 weeks 
in dura tion. 

Sponsors of Training 

Q-G 

Q-19 

Training was financed for nearly all participants (99%) 
on regular AID projects. The remainder were under U.S. 
university contracts. 

Local sponsorship was provided by a large humber of 
government ministries for 88% of the participants and. 
by non-government agencies for the remaining 12%. The 
ministry of Education sponsored 24% and the ministries 
of Food, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 18%, while 
B1ectric Power Generation, Public Administration, In
dustry and Mining, Transportation, Public Health, Fi
nance, Defense and Others sponsored from 4% to 8% each. 

Location of Training 

rT-41 

Q_3 0 

Q-39 

Most particlpants were trained in the U.S. (73~) as 
the primary country of training, and next in percent-

age was Japan (22%), and the Phi lippines (4%). Since 
about 1956 the number sent to the U.S. has been de
creasing and the nllmber to Japan increasing. Most 
(90%) were trained in one country only, 8% in two 
t:ountries and the remainder in 3, 4 or 5 cOllntries. 
Of those trained in two cOllntries, most went to Japan 
(61%), the Philippines (6%) or a country in Europe, 
for an average of five weeks, following their primary 
tour in the United StRtes. Tho~e trained in three 
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CT-12 
countries went mainly to Europe for the final phase, 
averaging about four weeks. Of those trained in the 
United States, 27% were trained in Industry and Min
ing, 22% in Agriculture and Natural Resources and 1.5% 
in Education. In Japan over half (53%) were trained 
in Agriculture and Natural Resources, 15% in Educa
tion and 13% in Industry and Mining. Philippine 
training was mainly in Education (50%). 

~ength of Training 

Q_H 
Q-39 

CT-42 

CT.58 

CT-7S 

Most participants {98%) had but one period of train
ing, while a few (2%) had 2, 3 or 4. The length of 
training-periods ranged from less than one month for 
3% of the participants to between 12 and 24 months 
for 41%, with an average length of about 11 months. 

Annur.l Trends - Prior to 1955 the average length of 
tra: ning was over a year (abou t 14 mon ths) but it has 
ave 'aged less than a year since then. 

Ag~ - Younger participants are granted longer train
ing periods. The median age is 36 years for over 6 
months of training and over 40 years for less than 6 
months of training. -

Position Level - Participants in professional and en
gineering poSitions average 13 months of training as 
against an average of 9 months for the higher policr 
and administration levels and lower technician levels. 

Prior Training Programs 

Q-147 

Q-148 
Q-149 
Q-153 
Q-165-67 

Q-168 

Two percent of the participants had been sent on over
seas training prior to the last one reported in the 
interview, almost all for j~st one prior program. 
Nearly all were in the field of Agriculture and Natu
ral Resources. They reported that they returned to 
their same job and used quite a bit of their training. 
Several reasons were offered for evaluating one of 
tl.eir programs as being more interesting and -useful 
than the other. Generally, it was because they learn
ed more that was relate~ ~o their needs. They all 
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Q-l69 

Q-l71 

Q""l72 

felt their earlier training experience made their 
more recent training of greater valu~ to them, chief
ly because the last program was built on knowledge 
gained from the first one. 

Although each of these participants had more than one 
training program five out of seven of them profess>.!d 
it would be a more useful policy for their country to 
send a larger numher of people on one program each, 
so that as many people as possible would have the op
portuni'ty to get trainillr, needed for their country 
and organization. 

Summary From the point of view of scholastic compe
tence, mature experience and leadership qualities, 
nearly all of the men and women selected for over
seas technical trainin~ from the Republic of China in 
Taiwan in the decade of the 50's were unusually well 
qualified people c The evidence of their conlpetence 
is noted in terms of the academic, social and indus
tria! standards of their own cuI ture, however. The 
modern technological training to which they were in
troduced, being so recently and rapidly developed 
and involving such novel conceptual requirements, 
could at best, therefore, be expected only to stimu
late their intellectual curiosity and provide guide
lines for continued development for themselves and 
others. Effective crash program techniques for trans
mitt~ng such training in a relatively short time are 
now in process of being explored. The experiences of 
these very competent and observing people in pursuing 
the variety of training provided should serve as an 
excellent testing ground for evaluating past training 
and point the way to improved methods. 

2. Utilization of trainillg 

a o Are participants returning to the positions for which they 
were trained? What positions do they now hold? 

Q-I04 One pe~iod of unemployment, ranging from one month to 
two yeal~s, was reported hy 2% of the participants, but in no 
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CT-18 

Q-1l3 
Q-1l4 
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Q-1l6 

instan~e waS it related in any way to participation in 
the training program. In fact, half of these were un
employed when interviewed and were reported in retire
ment, chronically i 11 or, in the case of women, married. 
UneJ'l'lp-loynl."d is. there fore, a nE'E': ligi ble fac tor for these' 
pn.rticipants. 

For 8470 the rirst .io~' was rettlrn to the projects on 
which they hac r'cen cPlpJoyed t>efore training. Of the re
maining,,9~ returned to jobs that had been planned and 
expected by them folJowing training. The 7%, who were as
signed to new jobs they hac not expected, free J y cOlTlll1entec 
about the jobs. OVpr one half said they'\lIere better jobs, 
more important with m0re salary, prestirc and responsi
bility. Some saie t11ey clJaTl[:ed from one part of the 
government to another, an~ sev('ral added fu~ther that 
their j01JS were in t!le ir fieJd of training, while only 
0.3% sai~ they were nnt. TIlose who chanCed to different 
jobs after traininr. supervisee about the same nt'J'I'Il-er of 
workers as on thpir jobs ['lrior t() training. There \"'ere 
more tha,n the average from Indllstry and Mining and Tran.3-
portation who chanrec jo~s after training and less from 
Agricu1 ture. 

Job at time of the interview: 

One percent were not employed, dlle to retirement, ITl .. \~_ 

riage or illness, and 42~ were employed on the same johs 
held immedhtely after training. Over a period of tim'.! 
ranging from 18 mon!l1~ to 10 years since t!ley h:ld a] 1 n'· 
turned from training, 57'-:' had changed jobs. There '·'Cr.E' 

40% who reported that their present job~ ~ere more i~
pnrtant ,,,ith more sahry, status and resDon!'ibilih'; ]Il~ 

represented moves from one part of the eovern~~nt to 1TO. 

ther; while ~~ said they moved from government to privat" 
business. Only one pe;cent indicated they Ncre not el'l

ployed in the field in' wh:i.ch they were trainec1. They .... ".:· .. 
f)n the \"hole, sl1Dervisin~ many ItJore people tnqn l-..efo;(', 

b. Changes in Dosition - decade of the 50's: 
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Residential area 

Q_C Wh~tever the mobility in occupation may have been, 
it is of interest to note that there has not been any 
chang'e in the distribution of residential areas of the 
participants from the time of their selection to the time 
of the interview - they remained 53% in the Taipei area, 
27% in provincial city areas and 20% in rural areas. 

Specific job 

CT-115 A comparison of job changes immediately following 
training and later job changes reveals that when inter
viewed 3610 of all participants were still on the same joh 
they held when $elected, while lC)~ changed jobs after 
training and again later. There were 47% who remained on 
the ~aJllt:: job imml'diately after training hut later changed 
jobs during the interval of IR months to 10 years which 
lapsed before the interview. Only 6% took different jobs 
after training, and remained on them until interviewed. 
These may have been ~Jose more recently return~d from 
training. 

Occupational acti vi..!J: 

Q-Q The jobs of all participants were classified accord-
ing to major occupational areas, minor areas within these, 
and also according to level of responsihility, following 
codes which are ...,idely USP.c' in eovernment agencies.* Refer
ence should be made to these codes in the appendix in order 
to appreciate the possible kirds of chan~es whirh may oc
cur when an individuaJ assumes new or added respo!'ls;bili
ties t:"f"sulting fron his trai'"!;.np', experjC'nce and achieve
ments in his general fielc nf specialization. The major 
and min"r occupational areas and level of position for 
which each of the participants was trained, and the same 
information regardin!l the posi tions they or:c:upied when in
terviewed, were comparp~ to determine the nature of changes 
which occurred. There was no change in any of thet'le three 
indices for 66~ of the rarticipants. Over the ten year 
period, this may appear to be a rather hif.h percentage of 
participants continuing in the specific activities for 
which they w~re trained, especially in view of the new de
mands for trained manpower which mi!2'ht be expected to re-

* See Appendix - Occupational List I and List II 
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Q-112 
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CT-77 

suIt from the over-all ecpnomic development program. 
Other findings, however, indicate that many of these 
were more recently returned from training. As noted 
above, there were 42% still on the jobs they held ia
mediately after training including 36~ actually employed 
on the same jobs they h~ld t.men selected for training. 
This shows that many (If the M~, who were st i.11 engaeed in 
the specific- activity for 'I'hich they were trained had ex
perienced some mobil j ty :i n actual joo assignment. Of the 
remaining 34%. about half were found to have improved 
their level of position within the same major area and 
another 1270 withi~ a related major area. There were ~, 
reported to have changed to a related major area without 
change in position level. 

Type of employer 

The type of el'lployer is recorded for each partici-
pant at the time of select jon for training and at the 
time of the interview. For the intervenine period data 
are also reported on type of "elTlnloyer 'of: first, the 
group (16%) that changed to different jobs after training; 
and, second, the group (57"'.,) that later took jobs dif
ferent from those they held ilTlI"1ediately after return from 
training. These data reveal greater job mobility for 
participants in na tionaJized indll stry and in pri vate busi
ness,' finally resulting in an increase in percent of those 
in private business and a decrease for those in nation
alized industry. AnalYSis, of the type of employment at 
til'le of selection, for those who were in private bllsiness 
when" interviewed, shows that 4270 of them had been in nation
alized industry earlier. rurth~r~ore, a comparison of the 
percel'ltages in each tyf'" of emrJoyment at time of sp.lection, 
with the percentage remaininv on the same job since train
ing, reveals that in all other types a somewhat grcat~r 
percentage remained, whereas only ~bout two-thirds of those 
who had been in nationalized industry still remained. On 
the o~her hand, these data indicate that, in terl'ls of type 
of employment, those in professional work experienced the 
greater degree of stability. 
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SUMMARY 

Training field of activitI 

A comparison of the training field of activity of 
all agriculture particip~nts and the field of economic 
activity in which they were employed at the time of the 
interview, reveals tha t 5~ of them were sti 11 c lassi
fied in agriculture and generally remained in the same 
specialized area. Th~ remaining 45% were in newly de
veloped areas of relat~d activity assuming broader re
sponsibilities for the improvement of rural economy. It 
must be noted th<l. t the Droc:~~s inc;. transport and storage 
of agricultural produce; il~riC:lIltural credit and marke't
ing cooperatives; farmer associations for education, com
munity welfare ~nd extension services; and m~ny f.overn
ment administration, researc:ll and technical s~rvic:el' di
rectly related to rural welf~re an~ the improvement and 
control of agricultural products are clas~ified under 
other major groups of related economic activities which 
account for the above chan~es. TI1ese chan3es <l.1so in
clude many who mov~d from technical Dositions to policy 
and management leve 1 positions, in , ... hich the inf luenc:e 
of their training has a wider impact. A simi lar spread 
of special skills into related areas of civic: and economic 
responsibility is noted fnr participants trainerl in other 
major fields of activitv. 

Posi tion level 

A comparison of position levels at tjme of selection 
and at tim~ of interview, reveals 5670 in engineering and 
professional levels when selected and 4670 when; nterview 
ed. On the other hand, there were 407. in policy and 
management level posit;0ns when seler.ted and 491. when 
interviewed. This represents a si~:nificant up''lard move 
in terms of responsibility and is one sood index that 
those who were given trnininr. are bcinh utilized in impor
tant and influential rositions where thcir opinions may 
be reflected in important pol;cy and management decisions. 

These findings as well as the spontanc()u:, Cf"ll1iment S of sev('ral 
respondents provide some evidcnc~ of a fl~yib]~ and de~o~ratic use 
of skilled manpower meeting needs as they ari5c in varjous areas of 
the developing economy. This directly enhances the value and ef
fectiveness of the participant trainin/! pror,ram. TIle international 
sharing of. knowledge and skills contri hutes thcreby, not only to the 
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improvement of isolated technical :lctivities, hut also 
stimulates a popular desire for the l~cnl n~vel~~~ent of 
needed middle manpower skills in various segments of so
ciety. 

c. Factors related to change 1)( johs 

Of those \'Iho reported that they ~ application fbr 
training as the fir~t step in their program, a greater 
percentage comprise the group who took new jobs after 
training. Those selected by supervisors and others, on 
the other hand, make up a gre~ter proportion of those re
tained on the same job. New jobs do not nec"ss?rily mean 
new employers, howevert since many participants who re
ported new jobs indicated that these were prOMotions. 

Selection by supervisors or by others made no dif
ference in participant ratinrs of whether their present 
jobs would be the same, better or worse if they had not 
gone on training. 

Participants were askpd i~ what respects their pre
sent job is differt'nt from the one held imlTlediil~!.Y. after 
traininB. Their replies were reported above to question 
115. When these replies are exam inee! i n r~ 1 a tion to the 
ten year span of time, somP. trends are clearly marked for 
those returning from training in different time periods. 
Por those returned from training after 1955 the percentages 
still on the same job increases markedly. ,\ gr:td'Jil 1 change 
over the years might have been expected, but this finding 
suggests that generally a five year period of employment 
on the job taken after traininr signals the time for many 
to change jobs, or oerhaps, for their ~~ployers to reCOM
mend or promote theM to something better or different. It 
may be worth noting also that 1055 was thp year in which 
the largest nunber I)f participants left f0r tr;dllill~.:. 

Greater percentar,es of differ(>nt kirds o( job changes OCCLIT 
for those returnee! frnlT! training before 10 56. Most state
ments regarding differences in jobs =ef~r to promotions t~ 
better positions with nore salary, status an,~ resronsi
bility. There is also a much more notable shirt, reported 
hy those returnin~ in the early years, fro[Tl r:overllment 
jobs to private enterprise, and very little in the other 
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direction. There were also more job changes reported 
which remained within the same government, non-government 
or occupational field. The overall numbers of those re
porting their present job was worse than before is less 
than one percent. Those reporting changes to entirely 
different fields not r.elated to their training is also 
less than one percent. Though few in number these all 
returned from training in 1955-56. 

CT.21 Distribution of replies regarding differences noted 
between present and previous jobs, by field of traininB, 
reveals most advancement took place for those in Industry 
and Mining and in Public Administration and least ad
vancement for those in Education. Those changing from 
government to private enterprise were chiefly in Industry 
and Mining, Public Administration and Transportation and 
least in Educ:ation. Those in Labor, Agriculture, Health 
and Education more often remained on the same jobs. 

CT.71 Comparison by aee shows that advancement is more 
often granted to those from 30 to 40 years of age and 
that the older usually remain on the same job. 

CT-152 The degree of satisfaction reported for their experi-
ence in the traini.ng program is mainly "not too satisfacto
ry" for those changing from one non-government organization 
to another or from government to private enterprise. Those 
reporting advancement and those changing within government 
jobs and jobs related to their training, generally report 
more satisfaction with their training. 

CT-189 Participan~s remRining on the same jobs more often re-
purt their utilization of training higher, whereas there 
is little difference between high and low utilization scores 

CT-205 for those making various kinds of· job changes. The super
CT-2l2 visors' ratings of utilization of training, however, are 

generally higher for those reporting advancement in posi-

SUMMARY 

tion, as might be expected. On the other hand, technicians' 
ratings of utilization of training are more often lower for 
those promoted to better positions. 

Nearly all participants do return to specific positions for 
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which they were trained or to closely related positions in which 
their training is a primary factor. Only a!~ut one percent are re
ported in work definitely not related to their training. Many of 
them, particularly after a period of fiv£' years, have moved to 
positions of greater resronsih; lit\' a'lL! influence. At least 1m, 
Moved fron engineering anrl rrofe~~iona] sp('cialties to policy and 
Mana~ement level positions. Man\' :hanges, as noted in the field 
of agriculture, are into areas ot c()rnrllJf1\ t~, service and speciali
zation which have emerge~ 3S a c!irpct r~sllit of the overall de
velo[1mental and traininr prn~r<lrl arlO lIenre provide an index of the 
actual effectiveness of the prOI;·rarn. Althnuhh technicians and the 
participants thems2lves tend to ratp lIt; lization nf training higher 
for those remaining on the sane ,iob, the supervisors r,ive more 
credit for utilization of trainin~ to those W'IO have advanced to 
posi tions of greater respons jhj Ii ty, espe(" ial I y those between 30 
and 40 years of age. 

Although there is evidence of a small l~t definite swing from 
nationalized in~lstry jobs into private enterprise on the part of 
a few older par.ticipants in Transportat inn, Indllst.:~· and Mining and 
Public Administration, these tended to be rated lower in utilization 
of training by themselv~s as well as hy their supervisors and the 
technicians. TIley also voiced less satisf.l.ction witt] the training 
program. This sllggests that the rnai n irnpe tus for deve topment as far 
as the training of participants in the decade of the 50's is con
cerned, rests wit~ the public agencies and orRanizations. 

In these findinr,s is fnund support <lIl(j cOllfirmation for a train
ing progrilfll calculated to provide, for ttl,. tl('V1 r:eneration of leaders 
in policy and management, the knl)wl("~i:!> ,lnC 11Jl(·('r~;t"ndin~ reqtlir~d 

to mailltain an adequate midc Ie c 1 (1:;.s manpn\yCI poCo I of techn ical 
specia1ist~. The motivat;on anc ll'adf"rshtn hhirli these leaders can 
give to the development nf indit:en"us farilitil's for trainin£! their 
own YOllnp: people, directly ell~anc.,.s ttlf" raparit·,' (lS ...... ell as the 
price of a nation in self df'velnpnt:'nt. It .115n i'[ovi,1es the nucie-
us of unc'erstancinp, 'lnd ml)tivation to .I!>sist in the traininr. of man
power needed for the dpve l~)r'rlf'nt of oth"r fr"p 11.1 t inns in tilt" I;ar 
Ea~t ~nd elsewhere. 
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'1-200 

Participants stated that on their current johs, at 
the time of the interview, 97~ of them had been able to 
use the skills and knowledge learned in the training pro
gram. This might well have been more nearly 100% if the 
question had been presented to include previous jobs held 
before marriage or retirement. Estimates of ~he amount 
of their skills and knowledge Ilsed rangec from "only a 
Ii ttle" for 9%, "solTJe" for 25';, "'lui te a bit" for 43% and 
"almost evel'ything" for 2rJ. In adcition, 66% said they 
still hac olans for USlf1g their trainin/? which thev had 
not yet been able to c~rry out. TIlese included plans to 
improve rroced"res, or('itni s atlnn, curriculum or reeu
latory 13.''Is (22";,). write b00ks, articJes. etc. (5%). teach. 
~ecture and demonstrate (~l) nrnvide needed research, sur
vey or censlIS (7~,) [11Jrchasp. new pquiDlTJent (10%) complete 
a ma j(lr cons trllC t i on nrojer t (4 1,) and insti tllte a new 
orfanizatj0n or ~ervire (13;). rOf1tin~encies renorted 
I'lere that plans cOllIe, he c:ar'riec' ()l1t jf mOriey were available 
(30""), eq'lipmcnt and facilities "!ere available (6%). trainee 
personnel were available (3"~) if top government officials 
agree (8'7,) and 0 t he r s (14 1». 

Most of the partici')ants (96~) rer10rted one or two out
s tllnciing ttl i ns.~~: h1r! _ acco"1p lished ,since thei r r~turn 

from trai;.'1inll. N0 M'Jrl! th3.!1 two were tahIlJatl'!r1. Only one 
Ollt of every seVe., rof the artivities w~s re;Jortl:'d as shtrt
ed by other !leorle. /\11 others were self -ini tiated. In 
~early all instanc~s thp narticipant's trai~ing was def{~t~
ly 1lti lized 'jn the artivHy. The nature of t.h~ activities 
were new anci lmrr':'VPc 0r rpnrganizf:'<1 procedures (46%), wri t
ten rnaterif'..ls (J2'''~), instTilction projP,=ts (2f)'1,), research 
(11;), ne· ... eC]\dpmcnt :'lIrc:h;Jsr>C and i.,stalled (1810), l'1ajor 
constn;ctio!l, hllil:1;"!~ car" t>tc. (10'1,), new organization 
institutpj (.?6~), additi.orJ:ll resf)onsi.bilities assllMed 04,%). 
TIle fields of er.ol1ol1]' el'(~,?avor '.,rith which the activiti~~ 
w~re idpfltified ",~re af,rir.ultllr p (51'~,) Indl1stry and ~.jl']ine 

(44;') Tran~pr)rtati()n (ll?,) Health ~11:-:1 51nit:'\ti01'] (1j'1,) Edu-
c a ti 0 n (32':,) PlI hI i c S ,,\ f ~ y (l.1"',). 

TIle technicians rpnorted the nurnhpr of instances in 
\O,h;r:h t'1ey ~'I~re satisfi;::;-th'1t the tr:linine; r,iven to spe
dfic Dartiri~ant:; wa:, ajequltely Ilt:ilized by their super
visors, their spnn~()rin(: ml'listrv (\n~ by the participants 
themsplves. Thev f:'Yf'r,::,ssIC'rl c0mrl~te silt;sfaction that RQ"f, 
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SUMMARY 

of the particioants made ~00d use of their trainins, and 
that for 81% of them, their supervisors and sponsors gave 
satisfactory encouragement fOF full use of training. 

Supervisors reported having personally discussed with 
90% of the participants the things they studied as well as 
other pertinent overseas learning experiences not directly 
associated with their training. They further reported 
they had knO\·m the participants for periods ranging from 
about one year to over 20 years, averaging around 10 years 
each. Supervisors also estimated that they spent from 4 
to 16 hours each week in direct association with the work 
activities of each one of the returned participants, or 
an overall average of around 10 hours per week. 

Any comparison of this audit with that of other broadly con
ceived training programs would reveal this to be an outstanding re
turn on the investment or money and effort in terms of concrete ac
tivities and accomplishments and cooperation. 

e. Are pa~ticipants transmitting to others their newly acquired 
knowledge and skills? 

Q-124 
Q-125 

Q-126 

Q-184 

Q-185 

Of the 98% who reported they had been able to convey 
what they learned to other people, 5% said it was "only a 
little", 32% "some," 42% "quite a bit," and 19% "almost 
everything." Each participant indicated the various tech
niques he used to transmit his training to others:-- 77% 
used formal training programs; 85% informal discussions; 
51% wrote articles and other pUblications; 41%' ga.ve on-the
job teaching and training: and 2% served as consultants to 
other industries and organizations. There were 20% who 
actually used f.1ur or mon of these techniques themselves; 
40% used three, 25% used two and 13% reported using but 
one ~f the ~ttods. 

As a further check on this inf~rmation, super~isors 
were asked independently whethet: any of the information 
acquired by specified particip&nts had been conveyed to 
others. They gave positive confirmation for 97%, said 
"no" for 2% and "Jon' t know" for 1%. Specific ac ti vi ties 
reported by supervisor~ were formal lectures and seminars 
using radio, TV, movies and slides (47%); informal dis-
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cussion groups on the job (23%); writing and translating 
books, manuals, articles (24%); reports given in meetings 
(31%); demonstrations of equipment and techniques (14%); 
introduction of new or improved methods, techniques and 
equipment (5%), supervision, guidance or direction given 
to others (44%). 

This double-checked accounting of the "mutt iplier effect" of 
the training program provides reassuring evidence that the seeds of 
knowledge and skill germinated by the training program are bearing 
ample fruit. The achievements of the many far outweigh the inade
quate accomplishments of the few whose more limi ted records of a
chievement are a disappointment both to themselves and others. 

A constant flow of additional evidence of the activities and 
attitudes of participants was accumulated by interviewers in the 
course of their friendly, informal visits. A large majority of the 
participants expressed pleasure in having an opportunity to speak 
to someone from a central agency about wh,l t they had been doing 
since their return from training. Large quantities of printed mat
ter in the form of reports, booklets, pamphlets and articles were 
given to interviewers to bring back as direct evidence of ~vu~ vi 
their activities. They took advantage of the opportunity afforded 
them to make requests to USOM and CUSA regarding matters of inter
est to them. Specific requests were relayed to appropriate offices 
and ir.dividuals, but many were general suggestions reinforring re
sponses given in the interview. The strong impression given by 
many, after they had been on the job for some time after training, 
was that they had not had sufficient opportunity to directly convey 
their appreciation for the traininr received and especially to tell 
how they had succeeded in making gnod use of the training. 

f. What factors are related to utilization and transmission of train
ing? 

Difficulties Encountered 

Q-142 The splendid record of accomplishments reported above 
was often achieved in spite of obstacles which had to be 
surmounted. And no doubt further acll ievement might have 
\"leen reported if circllmstances had been more favorable. 
Participants spoke freely and cooperatively about difficul
ties each one encountered in usi ng and conveying their 
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training to others. 18% of th~m claimed they encountered 
no difficulties and all the others reported a considerable 
variety,' though no more than three were tabulated for each 
one. The reported difficulties are summarized as follows: 

81% are related to the resources or conditions of the coun
try - lack of money (30%), equipment (31%), transpor
tation (1%), government not amenable to application of 
training (19%). 

53% are related to other people - "top" officials not co
operative in accepting new ideas (7%), super'lisor's 
lack of knowledge and understanding (~), colleagues 
and general public do not accept new ideas (12%), lack 
of a trained staff (12%), lack of educational pre
paration among people witb whom they had to deal or 
work (2Cffo). . 

11% are related to the participant's job - job not related 
to training (1%), lack enough authority to apply or 
teach as much as desired (6~), not on job where skills 
can be adequately used or transmitted (2%), lack time 
needed to use or teach (2%). 

12% are related to the training program - learned things 
too advanced for application iohome country (11%), 
did not learn anything that can be used or taught (1%). 

This outline gives a fair appraisal, from the partici
pant's point of view, of areas and kinds of difficulties 
and suggests how and where improved educa~ion, communi
cation, orientation and training may well be applied to 
ameliorate the difficulties to some degree. 

Utilization Scores - How derived and used 

The participant's replies to six questions were as
si~ned numerical values or utilization s~ores in relation 
to the degree to which they denoted utilization and trans
~ission of training. The questions relate to periods of 
ur:;employment, ability to use skills or kllowlecge gair.ed in 
training, amount of use, ability to conve" knowledge and 
skills to others, amount conveyed and plans for use and 
transmission not yet carried out. The sum of these scores, 
or the total utilization score, is used as the basic index 
of the participant's own rating of the extent to which he 
has been able to make use of and convey to others the 
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Q-187 

Q-189 

0-197 

Q-200 

Q-200 

Q-200 

training he received. 

A similar index or utilization score was derived from 
the replies of the supervisors to four questions: 

Has any of the information acquirE'.d by the participant on 
his program been conveyed to (", thers, 

Do you think this progra[IJ was worth the cost and difficul
ties" 

How suitable was the participant's training for his useful
ness to your Qrganization: ~nd 

How important was the partici;~nt's training. 

The technicians' replies 1.0 four questions also served 
as the basis for deriving a utilization score based on 
their ratings: 

Rate the contribution of training to the participant's job 
performance, 

Rate utilization of particip?nt's training by his super-
visor, 

Rate utilization of participant's training by his snonsor-
ing ministry, and 

Rate utilization of participant's trainin~ by the partici-
pant himself. 

The total range of utilization scores from participant's 
ratings was divided into five levels from relatively low uti
lization to the maximum utilization. The scores derived 
from the ratin~s .f technicians and supervisors were treated 
the same way so that all aspects of the training program may 
be compared as to degrees of utilization reported by parti
cipants, supervisors and technicians. 

Q-X Findings were comparee on the basis of ·'r.i~h" anc! ., low" 
scores within each of the three different distributions, 
rather than on an arbitrary score value such as "ahove 50" 
and "below 50." This is because the system of weighting 
the scores is different for each of the three sets of ques
tions listed above, and may account, in some measure, for 
the technicians' scores falling more heavily in the 10\'i'er 
range, and the participants' scores in the upper range. 
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o 20 40 60 80 100 

RELATED TO LIMITED RESOURCES 

LACK OF KNOWLEDGE a COOPERATION ON PART. 
OF PEOPLE WITH WHOM THEY WORK """'~~~~~ 

INAPPROPRIAT ENESS OF THINGS LEARNED 
TO PRESEf~T JOB 

RESTRICTIONS OF JOB, LACK OF TIME a AUTHORITY 

CLAI M NO DIFF ICUL TIES ENCOUNTERED 

PLATE n 

~~ 

I 
I I 0/0 

~I 

I 
81 0

/0 



Thus, for each participant, the age, education, years 
of experience, area and type of training or follow up con
tacts may be compared to utilization scores as one mearis 
of determining the contribution which these, or other fac. 
tors have made toward the attainment of an effective train
ing program. If the percentage of participants rated high 
in uti11zation scores is significantly* more than the per. 
centage ra~ed low for a given factor, 'then it may be as
sumed that this factor is related somehow to their attain
ing the pre /.1ominantly high rating. In the analysis of 
findings wtdch follows, some factors which are reported as 
relatively unrelated to utilization ratings may actually 
reveal a slight correlation. 

g. Characteristics of Participants as Related to Utilization of 
Traimng 

C'f.160 
CT.72 

CT.73 

CT.lS6 

CT.29 

CT.30 

CT-157 

The ages of the participants are not r~flected in 
their own ratings, but the supervisors gave higher ratings 
to those in their 20's and 40's and lower to those 35 to 
39 and 50 to S4 years of age. Technicians' ratings showed 
some difference for age grouping, rating higher those 35 
to 39 years of age as we 11 as those in their 20' sand ra t
ing low those over 40. Only those over SO are rated low 
by both supervisor & technician, and those below.30 are 
rated high by both. 

Fields of training - Participants in Health and Sanitation 
rated their own use of training somewhat higher and those 
in Public Administration lower, whereas the supervisors 
~:ated higher those in Industry and Mining and in Transpor
tation, and lower those in Defense Support and Education. 
Technicians rated higher those in Public Administration, 
Health and Miscellaneous, and lower those in Bducation. 

Year left for training - Participants who departed from 
lQ51 to 1955 tended to rate their training utilization 
lower in contrast to those who departed from 19~6 to 1960. 

* Statistical significance of less than five chances in 100' that 
the difference in percentage is due to sampling error. 

33 



CT .. Sl 
CT .. 53 

CT-177 

CT-lS5 

SlMiARY 

Supervisor and technicians view the aatter s~ewhat dif
ferently. Supervisors rate utilization higher for those 
who departed in 1951 to 1955 and lower for the 19S~ to 1960 
group. Technicians also rate utilization somewhat higher 
for those who departed in 1954-55. Participants' ratings 
on use of training are high for those retur~ed less than 
fiv.e years and low for those returned more than five years. 

Area of residence, that is, capital city, provincial city 
or rural area, at time of interview made no difference in 
the participants' ratings of use of thei~ training. Nei
ther did the number of years of prior education, the amount 
of time in ,their field of specialization, or the level of 
theIrJ2?sition at time of selection. Technicians evaluated 
the educ~tional, intellectual and language qualifications 
of each participant for the training given them, but there 
was no definite relationship between these evaluations and 
the ratings of utilization made by the same technicians. 

Ratings of utilization by participants, supervisors and tech
nicians, when compared to their responses regarding other factors, 
reveal those f.actors which tend to influence their jUdgment either 
consciously or unconsciously. That is, those factors are revealed 
which they tend to associate with successful use of training. When 
two or more factors are found to be so related, however, a more de
tailed analysis is required to detefllline the pattern of =.:elation
ship most closely associated with the rater's judgment. In these 
findings differences in judgment regarding utilization of training 
are shown in relation to such factors as age, fields of training ani 
tiae departed for training. These may reflect, in some mea~ure, thl 
characteristic preferences and interests of those who mate the judg. 
ments. 

In the above findings, for instance, the age of participants 
Made no difference in their own ratings, but did seem to influenc~ 
the ratings of technicians and supervisors. Parti~ipants' identi
ficati~n with certain fields of training, such as Public Adminis
,tration, apparently increased their level of aspi~ation and conse
qUf.:ntly lowered their sense of relative achieveme:nt, and hence their 
ratin~s. The time lapse between the periOd of their training and 
the interview also seem~ to have a hearing o,n their sense of a
chieve.M!'nt. The more recently returned were inclined to rate their 
use of training higher, while those who returned more than five 
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years earlier looked back in retrospect upon achievements ''''hich 
they might have improved. Supervisors and technicians, however, 
credited the early returnees with havin~ made flood use of their 
training .0 

It is a tribute to the sincerity, integrity and cooperation of 
all respondents to this study that their judgments of inc:!ivicual a
chievements in use of trainin~ were not prejudiced by factors such 
as area of residence, education, years of experience or leveJ of 
position. Or, more appropriately, it should be noted that the train .. 
ing program has been concllcted with sllch breadth and democratic ef
f~ctiveness that all sectors of ~an-power utilization are equally 
strengthened. 

h. Selection and Predeparture Facto~ 

CT-162 
CT-194 
CT-209 
Cr-?10 
CT-2?~ 

C1' -163 
r.T-I64 

CT.i65 
CT-167 

CT-195 
CT-229 

CT-230 
CT-220 

Participants rec01l1mended or selected by their super
visors rated the,ir ',I ti H za tion about the same as those 
who were not so selected. Supervisor's and technician's 
ratings also ,,,,ere not related to their helping or not 
helping in the selection process. It appears, therefore, 
that the selection procedures e~ruqined in this study have 
Ii ttle or no bearing on the rli\nr)er in whi("h use of train
in[l: :t.s rated. 

Participants who took part in J2lan~iI1S thpir proeram~ 
and who expressed satisfaction with their programs before 
departure, also indicated that they made greater use of 
their trainin~ upon their return. Conversely, those who 
took no part in planning their programs and who expressed 
dissatisFaction with their programs before departing, 
rated their utilization of training lo~r. When partici
pants were asked owha t additional information they could 
have used about specific aspects of their programs, or 
about getting along in the country of training, their re
sponses tend to reflect their motivation for achi~vement. 
A slight tendency is no~ed for those who indicated they 
could have benefitted from more information to also rate 
higher their actual achievements in use of traininr.. The 
prior plans reported by supervisors, for their employment 
after tr~ining show little or no relation to participants' 
ratings. Activi ties of tecbnicians and supervisors as
sisting or not assisting in predeparture preparations, made 
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no difference in rat! "I::> of utilization made by the same 
technicians and sup~rvisurs. 

It appeart> fro!)1 these fi'-I.i I,;!" therefore, that h!·:;,1.dcians ar:{! 
$upervisors ob~\::rve little or ., n:lationship ret.;crn [: .. e~e·i'~.rtu~e 
procedures of selection and oli~ili..:ioll, on the or.e lund, a,-,·: ef
fective utilizat:ion of tra.ilJill Oil the other. The !,an::cir-.. nts th~.r.
selves,. however .. , do reveal a j .. t'i.lite relation betwec~! lIlti~ate use 
of training and their actual f:',~rtJl ipation 111 tne planning of their 
programs as well as their feeling of satisfactLm with the program 
before they depar.ted. 

i. Factors Associated with Uti Ii Zi, .l.i~._ ill Country ot' }'raining 

CT-222 
CT_223 

CT-22l 
CT-224 
CT .. 226 
CT-232 
CT-233 

CT_234 
CT_236 
CT-225 
CT .. 235 

CT-168 

CT-185 

Technicians ra terl certain as~)ec ts of the training program 
as satisfactory or unsati~factory fur the needs of the 
project for which the pa~ticipants were trained. Their 
ratings of the suhject J1li tter covered al1d the level of 
difficulty of the trai':'i;;;; show a significantly high cor .. 
relation ';Ith their ratings of the same participants' 
utilization of training. katings of the length and type 
of program <observatioll, on- the.· juo, universi ty, 'roup) 
and training techniques us.;d sllOwed 110 relation to their 
ratings of utilization. 11l(!ir ratings of the abili ty of 
garticipants to achieve proJect ~oals without outside 
help were unrelated also to their ratings of level and 
.!l.2! of the programs. Technicians' ratings of use of 
training reveal no differences a5sor.iated with appropri
ateness of country of ~ri\t!2L~.f.L, nor do thE"ir ratings of 
part ici pants' sc 1 r 511ft" ir i f'!lCY in achi(>ving projec t goals. 

Participants' ratin£s of utilization were found to 
be correlated with the lenKth, ~ and rountq: of train .. 
in~ and their own initiatjve ill program pJannine. 

Length of Training - Participants' utiUzation 
scores reveal significantly hi~her ;- .... t inp for t:lOse 
whose programs were lonr:cr than six month!; ill contrast 
to significantly 101'1 ratings of t110Sp. with less than rj;, 
months training. 'DIOse who expressed the opinion that 
their progrClI'ls w~re "too short," also rated their use of 
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training significantly UGh, while those who stated the 
length of trainjn~ \<las "about right" rated their utili
zation si["nifican tl y low. These findings reveal that 
motivation and level of aspiration are significant 
factors in determining the level of achievement. 

Country of Tra i ninS' - 1)1(' II ti 1 i 7il t ion ratings of par
ticipants tn,ined in Japan (Ire .>i~nifirantly higher than 
ratings of those trained elsewhf're. Tili s finding is as
sociated not only I"i th the relative It'.ck of lan~lla~e and 
cultural barriers tu training, which nbvin·.:sIy effected 
their selection a lid assigrunent to Japan, hlJ i ; also to the 
fact that these a~si~nments were ~ade durin~ the ~ore 
recent five year period for which partir.irant ratin~s of 
achievement were characteristically hi~her. 

Program Plal'nillL~ - Nearly half (If the participants 
reported that their rco~ rams were only partially arranged 
when they arrived ill the cOllntry of trainil1f,. It is 
interesting to note tllat these relte their IJse 01 training 
significantly I~i::"', · .... hereils those rc"ortillf; their pro
grams arranged in co~plete ceLli 1 rate tileir lise of train
ing significantly Jow. It was re:iorte~ else .... 'here that 
those who he lpeo "Ian the ir own pr0f!ra:n~ ra tee thei r uti
lization higher. 11lese two findinr:s may well he related, 
in that many participants may have assisted in planning 
some aspects of their pror,rams after arrivinf' in the coun
try of training. 

There is little relation between participants' rat
in~s and their stateMents ahollt purslling the orir,inal 
training plans. That is, after initial rlanning was co~ 
pleted, with or · .... ithout the particip,1nts' help, there 
were 12~~ who rerarted that impor tant changes were made lat
er, ei ther adopt i ng improyel'len ts s\1f~;:es tee by partic ipants 
or ,yielding to the demands of extran(,(i\;S circllmstances. 

Type of Training - Participants find on-the-job train
ing and university training decidedly effective in their 
ultimate abil:ity to use and transmit tnining. Partici
pation in observation t<.urs an:] special group programs not 
at universities I'Ip.re not c-losely relatf'd to indicf's of 
utilization. 
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SUMMARY 

Although the technicians considered subject matter 
and level of difficulty as very sip.nificant factors, the 
participants do not reveal any relation between these 
factors and their ratings of uti liza tion. Neither do 
they relate the actual obtaining of a university degree 
to their ultimate use of training, though the time in 
training required to obtain stich a degree o,r gain other 
training is important, as indicated earlier. The kind 
and degree of difficulty with the use of English during 
training is also unrelated to utilization scores. 

of all aspects of the overseas training, the technicians view
ed the appropriateness of subject matter and level of difficulty 
as the most important determinants in the successful outcome of the 
training program. 

From the participants' point of view, on the other hand, they 
were most likely to achieve satisfactory use of their training if 
they had on-the-job or university type tra~ning. Although a period 
of training in excess of six months actually yielded much hir,her 
achievement ratings, a factor of even greater significance is found 
to be the deGree of motivation and aspiration reveale~ in state
ments that periods of trainir.g were "too s:lOrt." rl further indi
cation of this factor is noced in high ratings associated with in
i tiati ve exercised in program pl..nning after arri val in the country 
of training. 

j. Post-training Factors Associated with Utilization of TraininR 

Contact with USOM 

CT-183 

Findines r.elative to contacts between participants 
and USQl.l projects or USCY>I technicians reveal rather strik
ing .evidence of differences in interpretation of the im- . 
pact of such contacts upon the utilization ~nd trans
mission of training. 

Participants were asked if they had any kind of ~ 
tact with USOM projects or technicians since their return 
from training. Por 70% who indicated they h~d some con
tact, the utilization ratings are significantly high. 
For 3070 who reported no stich contact, utilization ratings 
are significantly low. This su~gests that participants 
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do identify their s1!ccessflll achievcr'1cnts with sOlTle type 
of contact with US(W. 

'':he!1 askec ahout fre<j'Jency of cant_act scesifically 
with a HSOM technician, ~n\'!E'vl"r, 5 (f', nf the ~~rti, pants, 
obviously incJllclir,~: thE' 30'; Mentionec <1)101.'(", claimed t~at 
no USOM technician l'las avai lahle. t'ti 1 iza t.i.on ratings 
for this group, therefore, are also signific.iintly low. 
For the 50'S who reportE'':: fre'luent or "ccasi0nal contact 
IV'ith USOM technici.:t~ls, the c'erree of cn~ltact reported 
bears no rebtinnship to tl1f'ir IJtilization ratinrs. 

Furthermore, those par tic ir'ants ":i til l."hoM technicians 
reported relative free~orJ of cOrJr111pic a tion without any 
interference, shov! no dirferE'ntiJ.' rating of their achieve
ment in relatinp to this facto!". l'articipants with whom 
tech!1;.cians cJailTl re"ll1ar r"l["\t:tct in great proportion rate 
their utiliz:ttion 10"'. ~"n the nther hand, a significantly 
large percentar:e or :):lI~t'icipants, with whom technicians 
claim only occ?Si·)ll".~ '''flt,lCt, rate their utilization 
hi:~I~. In sh;].rr contrast, techl1icians gave highest utili
zation ratings to rartlcip:1nts witl) ,.,.hom they report they 
have thf> greatest :l.(TlOlin t of cont:l.ct. This suggests that, 
from the participant's poi nt of viel'!, the aMOllnt of con
tact he has I.,.i th US(,~I technicians has '0 direct hearing 
on the effective use of his training, whereas for the 
technicians it has an importlnt bC3ring. 

l'cferenc(- was cnc~ :lh,::""c to the frefjuenry of contact 
· ..... ith US(i~t techr1 icians rc')()rte: l'y tile entire sample of 
participants, i~1c'j(,:l.tinr th:!.t teci:niri:l.ns I.,.ere available 
for about 50'; or- the!'l. 'Jhen these responses are compared 
to technicians' r:ltinc:s of flew; !'l'.lcli Cf)ntact they have had 
with indivi,..JlaJ fJarticipa:lts,.ince their return, ~he data 
are cerivec r'rl'n a sIl1'sar-,f1le, .;:, 'r~ the curreni. technicians 
were able to i,~entify, C')J';lrisE'~ "--'f one-third. of the total 
sample. The resl:ltifig ('('WpZlrJS·'n rcvc.11s that, of this 
subsarn~)le o!- :',lrticipanb, :'\'1-, cLlin that no usnM techni
cian l'las availa:,le t" theil. Tl!crc is, however, a high 
correlation ~'Ch:een ratin:.s, r-"l'e l,y tl.is select group of 
participants and the tecllni ~- i ,\I,e" (1,- the fre(]lJency of con-
tact be~.,.een then. That ;~" tll'~ onE:-tlird of the total 
sample who(Tl the current U'rt'ni,iail:; kne'd ahnut, generally 
reported alx.1ut the S:1r1C "'(,,'H'" ()f '·:'.1t'.l'l.l contact as did 
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the technicians. Of those who said there was no techni
cian available, some 7~ were reported by technicians a~ 
contacted only occasionally or less. 

There is some evidence that those living in pro
vincial city areas have had less contact with USOM tech
nicians than those living in rural areas or Taipei. 

Participants trained in Agriculture more often re
port having had contact with USOM while those in Military 
Support and rransportation report least contact. This is 
in some contrast to technician's reports. Of the S2~'of 
the participants wi th whom technicians reported infrequen t 
contact after return froM training tbe greater proportion 
were in fields of Health, Agriculture, and Miscellaneous. 
Of the 4810 of the participants with whOrl technicians re
ported regular or frequent contact, the greater proportion 
were in the fields of Transportation, Industry and Mining, 
Public Administration and Education. 

Technicians' ratings of the attitudes of ~artici
pants toward their jobs and toward the training they re
ceived are very highly correlated with their ratings of 
the achievements of the same partiCipants in the use of 
their training. Technicians thus observe a significant 
relationship between motivational factors and effective 
utilization and transmission of training. 

In the judgment of the technicians there is a sig
nificantly high correlation between the importance of 
individua: p~rticipant's jobs to the overall econo~ic de
velopment of China, on the one hand, and their actual a
chievements in using their training on the other. In 
other words, those who are assigned to jobs that are con
sidered most essential in achieving development ~oals 
set by AID and CUSA, are making best use of the training 
provided to fit them for their responsibilities p accord
ing to their ratings in utIlization scores. 

Technicians revealed no difference in ratings of 
utilization associated with whether or not coworkers or 
supervisors of tbe participants bad been trained abroad, 
whereas the supervisors and participant ratings indicate 
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that this is a hirhly si~nificant factor in determining 
the effective use of training. 

A direct comparison of utilization ratings derived 
from participant and technician questionnaires for 'the 
same participa.nts reveals a slightly positive but not a 
significant relationship. That is, for the most part, 
it can not be deter:-:1ined tha t a high rating by the parti
cipant would predict a high rating by the technician, or 
vice versa, thol1r~il in many instances they are similar. 
This index l~eas'lres, to some degree, the lack of corre
spondence in st:lncar~s of evaltlatiL'l, and the difficulty 
encO)lmtered or ;lcrhaps the reticence of rarticipants in 
corununica tir.!~ te) ljS('~1 techr.icians all they are doing as 
a result of their training. The same relative lack of 
corres;~on:::e!1c(~ is revealed in comparing responses of 
technicians 3n~ p3rticipants to similar questions about 
the contribution of trainin~ to job performance or ad
vance::;ent. 

A comparison of the responses of participants and technicians 
regarding the nature, rte~ree and significance of their working re
lationships in aChieving a satislactory lise of training, reveals 
Some points of ar-reement and sil'li lari ty as well as some areas of 
rather marked difference in ol'inion and interpretation. The total 
impression is that speciaJ ists may share the same strong devotion 
an:! purpose to contribute to the 5('cia1 and economic development 
of a nation, ~ut interpret their resronsibilities from different 
historical and cil1turaJ hackrrollnds. Evidence presente rl here of 
the close corresponcence ill eValll'l.til1cc the d~gree of inter-personal 
working relationships is a definite index of mutu~l understanding 
on "hich future common interprises may continue '~o be built. Tech
nicians bear witness to the effectiveness and ~ignificance of ap
propriate attitudes and l''Otivatioll on the pare of participants 
toward the importance of their w0rk in order to achieve a high de
gree of utilization ,Ule transnission of t~leir trainin!;. They also 
reveal a strong sens/' ot persollal if1volvel1lent in the achieVements 
of the participants. 

Participants indicate hy thpir ratings that some kind of con
tact with USOM is important to ~\>:, attairlJ'1ent of the highest use 
and transmission of training, but th~y also reveal that, frolll their 
point of view, the USOM technicians are not readily available and 
even whp.n they are the amount of actual contact with them is unre-
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lated to the successful use of their training. In contrast to tech
nician's ratings, the participants' ratings reveal that the prior 
overseas trailling of their supervisors has an important bearing on 
their successful achievements. Furthermore, a direct comparison of 
utilization ratings by participants and technicians, as well as their 
ratings of the significance of the training program to job perform
ance and advancement, reveals a relative lack of correspondence, 
which can only be attributed to inadequate communication regarding 
the nature and degree of successful achievements which participants 
are experiencing. 

These findings point to a definite need for facilitating chan
nels of communication between returned participants and USOM techni
cians. Even more important is the need for improving the quality of 
such contacts so that more meaningful and complete information re
garding participant achievements may be available. Many more sub
stantial benefits m~y be realized from the expenditure of funds and 
effort in training when the Common purposes and motives of partici
pants, supervisors and technicians are joined in common effort. 

k. Cuntact with Employers 

CT-178 
CT.179 

CT-190 

CT-191 

Returning from training to ~he same or different job 
or even to a job that had not been anticipated had no 
bearing on ratings of use of training. These factors have 
often been referred to as indicators of whether a partici
pant was pursuing a course of '~ork in which his training 
would be used, ~lt these findings show that they are not 
reliable indicators. Although 84% did return to the same 
jobs and 9% of the remainder did take jobs that had been 
planned for them, these facts alone provide no basis for 
prediction that the training would be utilized or trans
mitted. 

A comparison of participants' ratings of utilization 
with their statements about whether their training had 
helped them to get a better job or not, reveals that this 
latter factor has little relevance to their ratings. 
Hence, assurance may be given th3t the deriyation of uti
lization ratings from participants' reports is not biased by 
this factor. 

On the other hand, there is stron~ supporting evidence 
that their reports of utilization and transmission of train
ing are closely related to th~ degree of personal sat is-
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faction they derived from the training prorram as well 
as to their feelinr. that it \'/as a most important contri
bution to them and their country. 

There is a si~nificantly lar~er percentage of high 
ratings of use of training I rOfTi those participants who 
report that their st1F'ervisor~ encouraged them to use their 
training. This is rather obviously a more important fac
tor, for instance, than clese contact with a US(~ techni
cian. 

The fact that someone else, witt! whom the participant 
worked, had already been trained abroac was found to be 
positively associated with the participants' rating~ of 
utilization. A more detailed analysis of these findings 
reveals that r.lore significance is attached to the super
visor having had traininG abroad, as far as participants' 
ratings are concerned. A difference in the supervisor's 
ratings is also revealed between those trained abroad and 
those not trained abroad. When their ratings are com
bined there is no differential distrihltion between high 
and low ratings. An examination of the separate ratings, 
however, reveals that those supervisors who have been 
trained abroad not only pr~vide the encouragement and in
ducement for greater use of training, as reportee by parti
cipants, but also tha. they themselves recognize and rate 
high achievement for more participants. 

Nearly all supervisors (94~) said they thought the 
training program was worth the cost and difficulty in:
volved. The small p~rcent remaining is insufficient to 
determine to what degree this factor is related to use of 
training, but the supervisors' rating of the importance 
of the participants' training to his usefulness in the 
organization is significantly correlated to participants' 
ratings of utilization. 

Th;.s correspondence Oetween supervisors' and partici
pants' evaluations of the ovrr-all training program is 
further demonstrated by the relatively high correlation 
between actual ratings of use by each nf them. 

Evaluation reports were received from both super
visors and technicians for one out of six of the- total 
sample of participants. A comparison of the supervisor 
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and technician utilization ratings for this sample re
veals no relationship. 

There is considerable correspondence, therefore, between evalu
ations of training made by participants and their supervisors. Cer
tainly, the help and cooperation of a supervisor, especially one who 
has himself been trained abrQac, contr ibu tes to the ability of par
ticipants to achieve greatest utilization and transmission of their 
training. 

Ratings of highest utilization and transmission of training are 
not associated, from the participant's point of view, with the gain
ing of better emplu~'l1ent a~ a resu1 t of the training, but rather 
with a deep sense of satis[action derived from having made a con
tribution in an undertaking of importance to himself, his employer 
and his country. 

3. Satisfaction with traininr,: Is the training at the appropriate 
level, of good quality and relevant to the needs of the partici
pants in their home country situation? 

a. Are participants, supervisor[ and technicians sa~~sfied with 
trainine prof/rams? 

Q-l39-41 Participants respo~ded freely to an invitation to 
express any comments or ideas about changes they would 
like to see made in their pIograms if they were to go 
through them again. Theyoff\~red on an average more than 
three suggestions p.acll. The::.t. will be presented in order 
of frequency. As migh: tx! expected, many (41%) frankly 
said that More extensi.ve trair>i11g covering a greater 
range of subject matter ..... ollld be Jesired. More specific 
improvements suggested were: c.!ifferent planning personnel 
who would provide retter ::.nc' more meaningful or~al1ization 

to the training ·,."ith nore et'(ective gllicancc (32%); more 
advance information about trainin~ and conditions in the 
country of traininr (3IJ'~); more practical, on-the-job, 
laboratory type training (20 1

0 ); and opportunity to help 
plan their own pro~:rams (2(-,':::'). 

Q-l44 Only seven percent of the participants indic1.ted that 
the training experience ',vas "not too satisfactory." ('thers 
said it was "moderately" fSEl"o) or "very satisfactory" (35%). 

Q-145 Nearly all (94%) expressed the opinion it was one of the 
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most important events in their careers. ParticipantsJ 

ratings of the importance of their training are rather 
evenly distributed by age groups except for the lower 
ratings given by the 45 to 49 year group. Some of the 
reasons given for th~ importance of the training were 
that it enabled them to work more effectively (36%), 
make greater contri butions through application of newly 
learned knowledge and techni1ues (34%); also that they 
could develop mutual understanding with peo~le in a coun
try with high technolo~ical development as well as inter
national outlook (23%). 

Supervisors also claimed the training was well worth 
the cost and the difficulty (94%) and reported freely on 
positive and negative aspects of the suitatility of the 
training for usefulness in their organizations. A large 
majority (69%) reported the training to be specifically 
suited and applicable to needs of the employer and the 
country; that the participant brought new methods and 
techniques (4l%)adding increased value to their efforts; 
that he has contributed his knowledge and skills in many 
ways to others (34%) increasing the level of self-confi
dence and responsibiHty as weJl as productive capacity 
for himself and others <2<;%). On the other hand, there 
were a few who quite frankly acknowledged that they were 
un~mpressed by the returned participants, that the train
ing made no difference ~ I!o), it was inappropriate for the 
job at hand (210) and the participant made no contribution 
to other~ in the organization (1%). 

Supervisors offered many suggestions regarding im
provements they would like to see if they were to send 
another participant on a similar program, Although 23% 
said the program was entirely to their satisfaction, there 
were 42% who made suggestions about pror,ram planning: 
Mainly that planning should be better coordinated with 
specific needs of the employer and the country and hence 
that the supervisor should have a more important role and 
more time in planning the suhject matter, timing and place 
of training. Su~gestions regarding content of training 
(60%) varied according to the needs of the particular or
ganization represpnted. Most of these emphasized the need 
for less widely scattered, More specific anc practical, 
on-the-Job type training with occasional reference to dif
ferent aspects of the field of specialization not covered 
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by the program. Most comments regarding length of train
ing indicated the period of training should be longer 
(24%) • 

Q-189 Ratings by supervisors of the importance of individ-
ual participants' training for the needs of their organi
zation were as follows: essential (27%), very important 
(39%), helpful but not very important (23%), not useful 
(1l~) • 

Q-190 After concluding the program evaluation of each indi-
vidual participant, supervisors were asked to evaluate 
specific aspects of t!:le entire training program. '!be per
centage expressing satisfaction with certain procedures are 
as follows: procedures by which participants are selected 
- 47%; subject-matter covered - 57%; level of programs -
82%; length of programs - 33%: country of training - 56%; 
practical experience provided - 67%. Those who expressed 
dissatisfaction freely expressed their suggestions and 
criticisms. Following are some of their most frequent 
suggestions with percent of supervisors mentioning them: 
selection of participants should be by supervisors - 21~; 

they should be selected by cor,lpetitions or examinations -
11%; knowledge or experience in special field should be 
the principal criterion for selection - 14%; more people 
from supervisors' own organization or specialized field 
should be sent - 48'roj selectivll procedures should be sim
plified and expedited - 6%: subject matter should fit 
specific needs of participant, employer and country - 25%; 
and should cover more subjects and more specified details -
14%; level of program too elementary - 770; length of train
lE! too short - 45%; some or all of training should be in 
Europe - 28%, Asian countries - l~, United States - 10%; 
more pract~ca1 experience needed - 20%, especially if re
lated directly to employer's and participant's work - 12%. 

Q-204-08 Technicians also made general program evaluations 
following their rating of incividual participants. Fol
lowing are a few of the strom; and weak points most fre
quently mentioned: participants shoul~ 1~ selectee on the 
basis of proved experience anc abiE ty - 36'\,; participants 
do not get enough practical, ')11- tl1e-5ob training - 28%: 
over-all the progr~m is good, eft~ctive and adequate -
28%; subjects studied are appropriate to needs of the 
country and participants - 25%; program is not appropriate 
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to needs of the participant - 22%; USOM has insisted 
tbat training be put to good use - 72%; USOM is not able 
to exert sufficient control over participant's job place
ment- 36%; former participants should be contacted per
sonally by technicians - 47%, on a regularly scheduled 
basis to inquire about use of training and need for as
sistance - 53%; conferences, workshops and seminars 
should be held - 28%; host government and USOM should 
promote better understanding and cooperation by sponsors 
and employers of part~cipants - 28%. 

After having discussed all "phases of their training progra~ in 
some detail, the participants rated their satisfaction wi th tJ,e en
tire e~perience on a three point scale. Over half (58%) rated it 
Moderately satisfactory, 35% rated it very satisfactory al~ only i~ 
rated it not very satisfactory. Serious cons1deration was given to 
the suggestions for improving the program, because nearly all (94%) 
felt it was the most important event in their careers in spite of 
needed improvements. The opportuni ty to acquaint themse 1 yes • .... i th 
people of high tecnnological skills and international outlnok re
quires that participants help plan their pror,rams, obtain more ad
vance information and have better guidance during training in order 
to profi t most from the experience in ac tual knowledge and practical 
understanding. 

A large majori~y of supervisors (69%) ~aid the training was 
specifically suited to the needs of of the country and the employer, 
increasing productive capacity, but they also felt it could have 
been even better if planning had been coordinated more caL'efully 
with them. Training could meet specific needs more often if local 
problems and circumstances could be conveyed to those offering the 
training. This same point was made by technicians, suggesting that 
pricr to training some effort should be made by technicians them
selves to communicate to prograr.l managers the techniques and tools 
in common use by the participants, which may need to be adapted to 
new technological ideas. Technicians emphasize that improved com
munication and follow-up procedures are needed to insure greater re
turns from the investment in training, particularly to give greater 
impetus and encouragement to the "multiplit:r effect," thus contri
buting to a self-sustaining middle-manpower pool of skilled C!nd 
semi-skilled sp~cialists. 

b. Interrelationships of different measures of utilization of train
ing and satisfaction with training 
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SUMMARY 

Participant~ reports regarding their satisfaction 
with the program, its overall importance and its effect 
on the kind of job they now hold, as well as their rating 
the use of their training all reveal patterns of inter
relationship of varying degrees. 

A close relation is found between participants' rat. 
ings of utilization, on the one hand, and supervisors' 
utilization ratings as well as their ratings of the im
portance of the participants' training for the job, and 
also their evaluation of the program in terms of cost and 
effort. 

Supervisors' rati~gs of the importance of the train. 
ing as qualifying participants for their work, also their 
ratings of utilization of training and specific statements 
about transmission of training are all positively related 
to similar information from the participants' reports. 

There is no significant relation between participants' 
and technicians' ratings of utilization nor between tech. 
nicians' and supervisors' utilization ratings. Neither is 
there any significant relationship between technicians' 
ratings of utilization and participants' rating of satis. 
faction with the training. 

No significant correlation is found between techni
cian and participant ratings of the importance of train. 
ing to job performancE, nor between technicians' and super
visors' ratings of the contribution of training to job per
formance. 

There is a close correlation between participants' 
ratings of help received from their supervisors and the 
technicians' rating of how well the supervisor uses th~ 
training of the participants. 

In overall ratings of major aspects of the training there is 
a consistency in reporting between the participants and super
visors, but ratings by technicians are usually not significantly 
correlated to those of participants and supervisors, though a 
slight positive trend is noted in some instances. This suggests 
that in spite of barriers of Language and culture, there is a small 
degree of uniform1ty in r~porting which reveals some basis of mutu. 
al understanding and purpose between USOM technicians and host 
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country personnel that may be developec and made more effective. 

Actua11y, analysis of a11 findings in this context, as well 
as a reading of the uncoded responses, reveals an under lying simi
larity in ultimate objectives ~d certainly in sincerity of pur
pose. 'Ibe ",ide discrepancies in interpre"ta tion of training results 
found in this study point to a serious need for training USOM per
sonnel in the application of technical assistance to the unique 
characteristics and needs of the host country. Acquaint~ce with 
technological history and practices in the host country, as well as 
with popular opinion and customs related to special areas of a
chievement, must pre~ede the planning of a training program if it 
is to yield optimum benefits in meeting AID objectives. Further
more, informal communication skills must be developed for the in
tensive person to person mutual learning experiences required for 
the achievement of truly effective technical assistance. 

Differences in interpretation of the results of training also 
occur because of differing expectations about the range of appli
cation of technical assistance. Although each individual training 
~=ogram is planned and authorized for execution on the basis of its 
contribution to a specific function on a specific project, th~ ulti
mate significance of the training may be properly evaluated only 
when viewed in the light of long range and wide-spread contributions 
to a growing, changing pattern of economic development. An in
creased incidence of job mobility may therefore be expected to re
sult from an expanding economy in a democratic country, and indeed 
the movement of specialists to areas of increased responsibility 
may be considered to be a contributin~ factor to social and economic 
growth. 

c. What factors are related to satisfaction with training? 

CT-123 

CT_8 

CT-13l 

CT-124 

Fields of training - Ratings of "satisfactory" were fairly 
evenly distributed for all fields, except for somewhat 
greater percentages of "not too satisfactory" among those 
in Military Support and Transportation. These also more 
frequently claimed they were not informed about their pro
grams before leaving. 

Year left for trainins - Somewhat higher percentages for 
"not too satisfactory" are found for 1959, 1958 and 1956, 
while 1954 shows more rated "very satisfactory." 

Level of position - No notable differences in ratings of 
satisfaction. 
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Age - Rather striking differences are revealed with those 
between 45-49 and under 35 years generally rating their 
satisfaction low while those from 35 to 45 rate it quite 
high. 

Sex - No notable difference in ratings of satisfaction. 

Total years of education - No distinction is made in rat
ing satisfaction. 

Marital status - A distinct and significant difference is 
found here with unmarried participants' ratings very low. 

Satisfaction with program before leaving - A very signi
ficant correlation occurs here indicating that satis
faction with program planning before leaving is a good 
basis for prediction of overall satisfaction. 

Country of training - No distinction in rating satis
faction is shown for particlllar countries. 

Time in training - Those in training over one year rate 
satisfaction high significantly more, whereas those with 
less than 6 months reveal predominantly low ratings. 

Observation tour - Those who did not go on tours gave pre
dominantly low ratings. 

On-the-job traininK - No variation in ratings for those 
with or without this type training. 

University training cr degrees - No difference in rating 
satisfaction for those who ~id and those who did not have 
university training, or receive degrees. 

Special group trainin& - No distinction in ratings is 
shown for those with or without this type of training. 

Original proeram followed - More ratings of "very satis
factory" are noted for those who had important changes 
made in their prohrams. 

Social Acti vi ties - Hospi tali ty 

The comparahle ratings of time available for personal 
activities and of social activities arranged shows a defi
nite relation to ratings of satisfaction with the overall 
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PARTICIPANTS INDICATED THE OVERALL TRAINING 
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program. DIose who found the so.cia! activities and free 
time about right rated the programs as "very satisfactory" 
mur.h more frequent1y, ~hile those who found too few social 
activities and too little free time more often rated the 
program as "not too satisfactory." 

The rating of satisfaction with 1. .... v.cLall progra'l\ 
reflects only very slig~tly the factor of visits to pri
vate homes. Those who rated pro5rams as "not too satis
factory" did include, hO\'1ever, inore than the average num
ber of those not entertained in private homes. 

Most Valuable and 'Least Valuable Part of Training Experience 

Several questions were presented in various contexts 
to assist participants in offering, with as much freedom 
of expression as possible, discriminative judgments about 
various aspects of the program. For instance, they were 
asked "What was the one most useful and valuable part of 
your experience?" Following this they were asked "What 
was the one least useful and valuable part of your experi
ence?" 

It was difficult for many partic1pants to give but 
Of1e response to these ques"tions, since they could have 
mentioned many things they liked or disliked. So their 
choices may be considered to have considerable weight. 
i~hen asked about the most valuable part of their experi
ence, by far the 1arg~umber (37%) offered general 
statements covering all the subjects, techniques and pro
cedures studied in their program. More specific choices 
included observation tours and visits to industrial plants 
(18%), on-the-job training and practIcal work (14~) univer. 
sity attendance (13%). Many other choices fell into three 
general clusters - the high quality of instruction, pro
fessional development and cont~cts (6%) - modern industrial 
organization. teamwork, equipment (5%) - coming to know 
people, their customs anI" characteristics (6%). This, then, 
repres.ents the broad sl".?drum of good impressions and re
co~n1zed values from che overall pro§"'ram as seen by the 
participants. 

When they were asked to look at the other end of the 
scale of values and report thE' least valuable eXl=>erience, 
it was even more diffic'Jlt. The range of o:esponses is an 
indication of the fine c00peratiop. given in this evalu
ation. One out of five demurred by saying the entire pro-
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gra. was valuable. Visits to specific places were cbosen 
by !lOst as their least rewarding- experience (32'J,). '!bose 
in the fields of Labor and Education .ntioned this BIOst 
often. Next in order of frequency were many social and 
cultural contacts, every day living experiences and . 
strange and un':'nteresting practices encountered 08.). 
Those in Miscellaneous and Transportation fields aade such 
::eferences most often. Next was the university or school 
at~ended and the specific courses studied (11'). Those in 
Educatj on, Healt~l, and Agriculture referred .ost often to 
this. 

Others mentioned less frequently were: the time in 
Washington, study of English and other specific experience 
(~), on-job-tr~ining (9%) orientation prograa (4') dis
criminatory attitudes (2%). 

Comparison of responses for most valuable ezperience 
and year left for training reveals that those who left in 
1951. 52. 53 most often rated university attendance as 
most valuable. Ratings in other areas are fairly evenly 
distributed over the years. 

Comparison with age at time of departure reveals a 
greater than average preference for observation tours' and 
university attendance on the part of the few who were 
under 25 years of age. Those over 55 also show a predo.I
nant prefc~ence for observation tours. All other age 
groups were evenly distributed in rating various prefer
ences. 

No prominent trends are revealed in co.paring experi
ences rated as most valuable, on the one hand, with the 
rating of utilization of training or satisfaetion with 
the overall program, on the other. 

Ratings of favorable and unfavorable impressions of training 
programs show various dimensions of relationship to other factors, 
and a more detailed analysis would be required to pinpoint specific 
causes of dissatisfaction. Although higher utilization ratings are 
given by participants trained more recently, these also generally 
tend to rate training as "not too satisfactory," and vice versa. 
A peak of high ratings of satisfaction at the modal age level of 
35-45 years of age is in contrast to low ratings above and below 
that age. Unmarried participants rate satisfaction with their 
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training programs very 10\\1. Those in :>lilitary Su[)port and in 
Transportation fields of training give low ratings of satisfaction 
and also indicate thJ.t they \."ere not given infornation about ·their 
programs before leaving. In general, there is a high correlation 
between satisfaction \.,rith training plans prior to departure and 
ratings of over-all satisfaction. Total time in training is high
ly correlated ~ith ratings of satisfaction but is not reflected in 
types of training accordin~ly, due to over-lapping types of train
ing given each participant. However, the low ratings of satis
faction from the 12'"10 who dic. not ~~o 0:1 observJ.tion tours coul:! be 
associated with the fact that ratings of the variety of activities 
in training prof,rams is also 11 ig!11y corre1ate/~ with rat tngs of 
over-all satisfaction. Tours for the sake of variety, however, do 
not account for this fin~ing, since the feature of training which 
was freely and spontaneously noted as least valuable by the largest 
number (32;") was visits to specific "laces. Ratings of time a
vailable fo~ pursuing person31 activities is also correlated with 
overall satisfaction, as are the ilT1~ortant chanGes nade in train
ing plans overseas with the help of the r3.rticipJ.nt. 

Aspects of trai~in~ rated as Jeast valuable reveal the kinds 
of experience which, for certai:l indivi~lIals, cast an overtone of 
un[)leasantness over \>lha t W'lS otherwise a profi table and pleas311t 
experience. Such information ~ay well se~ve as a guide in plan
ning future orientation and trainin~ experiences so as to prepare 
not only the participants but also tllcir project managers to in
sure optimal trainin.:: benefits. \!anapers of training projects 
should be able to anticipate cultl:rnl jifficulties ane be prepared 
to enrich learning experiences accorcinr,1v. 

These findings again elTdlasize tIle desirability of maintain
ing a close contact and understancin~; \·!ith in::ividt:al partici;nnts 
during the course of their training in an effort keep up interest 
and motivation and to offset the norl'lal stress of mOI1')tony, stran~e

ness and homesickness. In other wordS, orientation should be a 
continuing attribute of the overall training experi~nce. 

d. ~~of Program 

Q-66 

CT_24 

,\lthOllf,h 40'; of the participants reported that the 
variety of activities which their programs requilc~ of 
them WaS all right as it was, there were more (43~) who 
would have likec <:reater variety and 17.:, who said there 
were too many activities reqllired in their progral'l. 

".'hen con;nrec to maJor fiel':'.'> of training, the e-
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valuations of the variety of activities in the programs 
var~ed somewhat in a few fields. Those in Military Sup
port and Health more often said they would have liked 
more variety of activities in their programs and only a 
few said there were too many. On the other hand, 'most 
of those in Transportation said there were too many things 
to see and do in their programs. 

CT-64 Por most age levels there is no difference in rating 
the number of things required of them on their training 
programs. For those under 25 years of age and those over 
55 years, though the overall numbers were relatively 
small, the estimates of the number of things required of 
them on their programs was markedly biased in the pre,dieta
ble direction - the younger wanted more things, the older 
wanted fewer. 

CT-98 When the primary country of training was United States 
or Japan it made very little difference in rating the ~ 
riety of things in the programs. In the Philippines, how
ever, more said they were required to see and do too many 
things. 

CT~99 There was no difference at all in rating variety of 
program between those who did and those who did not go on 
observation tours. 

CT-IOO A slight tendency is noted for those who had on-the-
job training to say they would have liked more variety in 
their programs. 

CT-lOl Attendance or lack of attendance at a university 
during tr.aining did not effect a change in the ratings 

CT-I02 regarding variety of things in the programs, and neither 
did attendance or lack of attendance at a special group 
program not at a university. 

CT-144 There is a positive relation between ratings of 
satisfaction with the overall program and ratings of the 
variety of things required on the pror;rams. Of those who 
would have liked more variety there is a si~nificantly 
grE:.lter percentage who rZ\ted their programs as unsatis
factory. A greater percentage of those who found too many 
things in their programs also rated their programs as un
satisfactory. A significantly larger percentage of those 
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CT-186 

CT-103 

SUMMARY 

rating their programs "satisfactory" comprised those who 
found the variety all right as it was. It would appear 
that appropriate variety was an important factor in de
termining satisfaction with the overall program. 

TIlere is no re la tion shown b~n ... een evalua Hons of 
the variety of things in the programs and the ratings 
given by participants for their utilization of training. 
Neither i'· ",ere any relation bet·.V'een evaluations of the 
variety of things in the training prograIllS on the one 
hand, and the kinds of training experiences rated as IIlOSt 
useful and valuahle, on the other. 

Three Oell of fi·ye jJdrticipants voiced dissatisfaction with 
the number and varie ty of things they were required to see and do. 
Al though the 1770 who complained of too many things IIlay have been 
mare vociferous at times, there were actually 43% who felt they 
had been denied the variety and number of different training ex
periences they had hoped for. Generally speaking, these two types 
of. opinions were about evenly distributed for other factors, but 
age at the extremes of youth and the more elderly did show dis
tinctive complaints of "not enough" and "too much," respectively. 
Those in the field of Transportation more often said they had to 
see too many things, while those in Health and Military Support 
said there was not ~nough variety. 

An important finding for future planning is the close re
lation between overall satisfaction and the appropriate amount of 
variety and stimulation provided by the training program. 

e. Length of Program 

Q-64 

Q-65 

CT-23 

CT.63 

Participants generally judged their programs to be 
too short (60'10 ), though 3% said it was too long and 37,';, 
about right. Estimates of the proper length were mainly 
for a period of 12 to 24 months - 29%, with l4~ estimat
ing 2 to 3 years and 2~ over 3 years. Other estimates 
were from one Month to a year - 18'70. In relation to 
fielcs of traini ng estimates were generally about evenly 
distribJted, except that a larger percentage of those in 
Military Support training said the program was too short, 
and in Transportation and Health a sOIllewhat larger pro
portion said it was too long. In relation to ag~ the 
estimates were also fairly evenly distributed. Those under 
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CT-l85 

Q-190 

Q-199 
CT-224 

SU~y 

25 years of age and over 55 years of age, though relative
ly small in numher, were more inclined to report the pro
gram too short. Ratings of "'not too satisfactory" were 
characteristic of those who estimated the programs too 
short or too long, and those said the length was about 
right more often rated the program as "satisfactory." 
Utilization scores from partic.pants' reports show little 
relation to opinions rer,ardj n~ length. There is a. slight 
tendency for those wlw estimate programs too short to rate 
utilization higher. Most supervisors (65%) rated the ' 
length of pro[,ram unsatisfactory, because it "'as too short 
to get universi ty de~rees (70'0) or for other reasons (45%). 
Only 7% said it was too long. Only 9~ of the technicians 
rated length of pro!;ram unsatisfactory. Two-thirds of 
these said it was too short and one-third too long. Those 
technicians who rate the length of program as satisfactory 
also t~nd to rate utilization of training higher. 

The overall opl.nl.ons of participants, supervisors and tech
nicians is that programs were too short, most of them estimating 
between 12 and 24 months as ~10st appropriate whereas the actual 
length averaged about 11 or 12 months for most programs. Obvious
ly, these estimates are based on charat:eristic objectives set for 
achievement in the programs since the lenf!th of programs must be 
judged by this criterion. 

f. level of Diffi~ulty of Program 

Q-67 

Q-68 

Q-69 

CT_112 

CT-I06 

CT-65 

There were 85% of the participants who said the level 
of difficulty of their traininG program was about right, 
270 said it w~s too advanced and 13% too simple. Of the 
68'70 who said they hac not been told anything about the 
level of their prof,ram.5 before they left homf~, 79% claimed 
it would have been helpful to them in their training if 
they had been informec. Those who had not been told about 
the level of c'ifficl'lty of their programs before going 
abroad, more ofter. fOllne thel1 training either "too sim
ple" or "too advanced." It is revealinr to note that 
many of those who clairlcc' t!ley ha::: an orrortunit\' to take 
part in planning their prorrams (61~) also stated later 
that the program w;:os "too acvan('C':," '."hereas tl10se v,rho 
did not take part in rlanning often said it was "too sim
ple." 

The age of participants at time they left (or train-
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CT-I04 

CT-2S 

CT';101 

CT-IOS 

CT-ll0 

Q-60 
Q-6l 
Q-62 
Q-63 

CT-lll 
CT-I09 
CT-108 

CT-113 

CT-145 

ing appears to have no relation to the ratings of level 
of difficulty. Nearly the same proportions are found 
for all ages o Neither Has <'.ny :"ehtion shown with the 
number of years in the field of specialization. 

In relat:LOn to lIlajor fie Ids of training acti vi ty, 
the program was rated "too simple" by a greater proportion 
of those in ~uscellaneous, Education and Transportation, 
and as "too advanced" by a larger proportion in Health and 
Sanitation. Nearly lO~1 of those in Labor and Public AG
ministraiion said it was about right. Those who studied 
in the United States tended to rate programs of training 
as "too simple" and those trai ned in Japan more often rated 
their programs as "too advanced." 

A marked relation, in the expected direction, occurs 
between prior att~ndence or non-attendance at a university 
and ratings of level of difficulty. University trained 
people more often find the level "too simple" and vice" 
versa o Those who attenced a -universjty during their train
ing, however, more often rated their program as "too ad. 
vanced" and those wbo did not as "too simple." Of the 
participants enro.11ed in university courses, 4't re-:eived 
degrees. They said the degrees will insure advance';;ent, 
better jobs and salary, prestige and professional re~r:c:

nition, as well as knowledge, ability, self-confidence 
and responsibility. Those who did not have sufficient 
time to complete a degree said they would have gained 
these same benefits if they could have gotten degrees. 

Those who attended a special group program not at a 
universi ty and those whv had on-the-job training showed a 
tendency to rate their pro~r:U1ls as "too simple." and those 
who went on observation tours a3 "too advanced." 

Of those who said they had no difficulty with English 
during their training, a relCl.ti .... ely small number rated the 
1'~iTel of difficulty as "too advanced," Those who reported 
difficulty ill ·underst;.l.n,jitl~~ oi;he"~~·. 0: being understood 
showed more of a tendency t, [,iCe the level of difficulty 
as "too simple." 

There is Zl very hi;-:h (:·,'":-elation between ratings of 
level of difficulty and ratlngs of satisfaction with the 
program. I\.mong those who fOllTlC the program "too simple," 
a significantly greater nllmber also rated it "not too 
satisfactory" in relation to the small number who rated 
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SUMMARY 

it "very satisfactory." The same relation is true for 
those who found the program too advanced, that is, more 
rated it "not too satisfactory." On the other hand, a 
significantly greater number of those who found the level 
about right also four.d the program "very satisfactory." 
There is no relation at all between participants' ratings 
of level of difficulty their ratings of utilization of 
their training. 

Supervisors reported rouf.hly the same as partici
pants regarding the level of difficulty of training pro
grams. They said 81% were about right, 770 too simple, ~% 
too advanced and others commented that training was not 
consistently at an ~ppropriate level. 

Technicians also rated 81% of the programs as satis
factory in level of difficulty. For the few they rated 
as unsati,f actory more were said to be "too advanced." 

The findings uniformly reveal that the level of difficulty of 
training programs was satisfactory for at least 4 out of 5 of the 
participants, and that for the remainder it was more often disap
pointingly simple, though in 2% of the cases it was too advanced. 
For those with prior advanced college training the programs appear
ed too simple, however, those who were assigned to university 
training in their programs reported them too advanced. Those in 
the field of Health training said that some of their programs were 
too advanced. On the other hand, those assigned to on-the-job type 
projerts often found their training too simple, particularly those 
in the fields of Education, Transportation and Miscellaneous train
ing projects. The training projects in Japan were often reported 
as too advanced, in Some contrast to those in the United States. 

Of significance for the purposes of this report is the find
ing that for those who did report dissatisfaction with level of 
difficulty, which was usually too simple, the experience was very 
disappointing and no doubt influenced their attitudes and moti
vation toward the entire training program. As many technicians 
have indicated, level of difficulty of training is an important 
variable in proper planning and pre-departure orientation. 

4. Non-technical aspects of training 

a. Pre-departure information 
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Q-23-27 

CT-81 

Q-28 
Q-29 
Q-30 

CT_82 

Q-203 

37a-37e 

Participants \"ere asked ahout the na ture and ade
quacy of infortllatiol1 tl1e\ receivc(} froIll c!"!lplovers, Govern
ment ministries, and {'S('I\l technici.ms hefore f,ning over
seas for traininr. 

Particirnnts ,',:ve eS::,t'l)ti~tJly the 531'1e resl'onse ,."hen 
asked about info[T',\ti,:,n tllt'~ receivec" frorl their employers 
and from hOvCr!:,"('nt s!"I)I1.';"rin,' ministries. In each case 
27;~ reportee the\' receiw',: no infllrr.ation and of the 73=t 
who did, 3 out of -1 "-I('[e ('I':i'l(!.,.e~ tly the sponsoring minis
try. Comparinr. ~ClllrCES of i're-(:(';l,'-Iture information re
veals that thusc. ',.;ho cic' I'(\t receive inforr::,tion frorn 
their employer received it (ron their ministry and vice 
versa. Eleven out ,'I' tV;t'l\'t' ",li,' it wa~.; tl,cir illlfTlc"':i1te 
supervisor wi1,) i:iftl!'l'll': Ul('r~, I .111:", tilat the kine of infor
mation receiver ",a ... r<' l,:tl:,>\;t St'tlject matter (74~J), 
administratic1n, fInance, tr.insr',nrtati()rl, etc. (53':,), post
traininr: job :!l)( tltiJi;~:\tir>n ,)( t:'ailling Cll

w

J), 

At the time thcy '.',(':'e sC'l("teC t(, ,;c abroac tor 
traininr; S:, sai d thev ',1('t f' em' J 'lye(~ rnos tl y fl; 11 tiJlle by 
U S()t.l, wh,~ r (' ill for 1'1 Cl t i () r ~ (, Ii ,'v e r " (' a.s t r a i !I i Il f:, 'II a s I' e d i 1 y 

available. Of the rCI';linc'l'r '\~'''llt haH SiU::' their work 
occasionally hrollght. tr.t'r! illti) CrlntJ.ct i-iith US(~., projects. 
These who worked for U;.i,v-.: or a joint project .. '>'ith usn\! 
more often receivec precC:'2.rture inforr:ittioll tha!1 those 
who worJ...ed elscv:he r e. L'S(\"~ tec!lnicians currently employ
ed could repnrt having p~()videc! pre-Ge,J;lrtt,re infornation 
to only 6;~ of those ... ,ho had [t'ttlrncc: prior to June 30, 1960. 

Participants were asJ.-:e,:1 it t!1(?Y received enOUGh in
formation ahout i'iVf' .::;ift'ere!t ;l.';:'en:; of their training 
programs and, it not, ",hid int(Hr'lati .. >11 ',,'as Jacking. TIle 
kind 0 fad d i t i ()!I a J j!l f " !'ll'; 1 t i ( 111 11 (' t' c' (' ,< r C' ,l rei r, f' t I' a i n i ng 
programs, in or·~'t·r or' fr,,"jtlE'Pcy, '!'Ia::: 

C 1) ',\'here tiwy ",'n'll; ;",' I~" 1 nr' 
C 2) ',','ll a t t t: (' , 'SC, , 'J-:' I,' 1 C 1 r rJ in" 
( 3) I,~ 11': n t! i {", '", q: 1 ~ .. ' /' (, i n f 
(4) Utlwr :'''1''';,,1 :'1',,11"111.'; 

( 5) Le IT tl: d t! I" [' r') , r;\I1 

- 46 ~ 

28", 

- 22~, 

Anoth .. r .'~J;~l J.lr 1 'i ,i'l,I\' rei errc:~ tf'J ir~fl)rnatiCln re-
40a-40e gaTding fiv p ,l:,i (,,-t,,, (,f hc)',' to {'el alo!lf' in th(' country 

of traininl',. 1111' br"" "il.,j,Jlti()wd intr'rr;"ltion neeced 
re?,arcilJ" ',,,.: t,) i:f't l1 r )r;", in cHdef ot t rer]ucPC'Y, ,."as: 

59 



(1) Colloquial speech and idioms 
(2) Manners and customs generally 
(3) Use of restaurants and public 

facili ties 
(4) Religious practices 
(5) Use of money 

- 36% 
-20% 

- 18% 
- 15% 

9% 

How many of the five questions relative to the training pro
gram were answered "yes-enough information was received?" 

All five questions answered "yes" •••••••••••• 29% 
(No additional information needed on any) 

Four questions answered "yes" ••.••••••••••••• 26% 
Three questions answered "yes" •••.••••••••••• 24% 
Two ques tions answered "yes" ••••••••..••••..• 15% 
One question ans' .... ered "yes" •••.•••••••••••••• S'k 
None (Needed additional information 

regarding all five questions) •••••••••• 1% 

How many of the five quest ions about getting along in the coun
try of training were ansl.,.ered "Yes-enough information was received?" 

All five questions answered "yes" .••••••••••• 50% 
(No additional information needed on any) 

Pour questions ans'.'''ered "yes" ••.••••••••••••• 21% 
Three questions answered "yes" •••.••••••••••• 17% 
Two questions answered "yes" •.•••....•••.•••• 7'10 
One questions answered "yes" ••..••••••••••••• 4% 
None (Needed additional information 

regarding all five questions) ••.•..•••• 1% 

These findings indicate that relatively few participants felt 
they were inadequately informed in a1.: are:lS regarding their pro
grams and how to get along (1C1~) or even in four areas (4% and 5%). 
On the other hand, there is a rather striking difference in the 
number who considered themselves to have been adequately informed 
in all areas. Half of all the participants said they need no fur
ther information in any area relative to how to get along in the 
country of training, whereas, onlv 29'fo were so well in formed about 
all areas of their training programs. Actually, the average number 
of replies indicating a need for additional information in each area 
regarding tile traininG program is 29''\, of the total; whereas, the same 
index regarding additional information needed on how to get along in 
the country of tr-aining is 19% of the toti\l. I t is apparent from 
these findings that participants generally considered themselves to 
have been better informed about how to get along than about their 
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training programs. A direct comparison of the adequacy of 
information on the program and on ge tting a long in the 
cOllnfry of training for ' each participant shows tha t more 
participants r ~ Dorted inadequate program information. 

When asked n ecifically whether they had been told 
anything ab! T j~~ level of difficulty of their programs, 
tw out ~ f thn e 1f all participan ts s aid the'y were not 
infor med and tJ' r ~e .. follrths of those not informed said it 
wou ld have been helpful if they had been told u Most parti
cipants (851.)' rated the level of difficulty "about right," 
13% "too simple" and 2% "too advanced." 

They were given an opportllnity to menU on Ilnyth i ng 
e18e they would havc Hktd to know IlIOn I\bout beforo thoy 
left. Bishteen percent declared they needed no morc infor
mation, 86% mentioned many items related to their programs 
Rnd 78% cited items related to getting alon8 In the ~oun
try of training. 

The adequacy of predeparture info~ation i. now con
sidered in relation to other factors: first, to information 
rec e ived from employers and sponsor~. 0(, those who did and 
those who did not receive information fron) their employers 
and sponso'rs, the number who reporteci ad~quate predepartur\! 
information in all or most of the specified areas is about 
the same as the number informed in on1.Y a few areas. In 
other words, the fact that they did or did not receive in
formation from their employers made no difference in their 
r epl y about the overall adequacy of their predep'arture in
formation. nlis calls attention to the probable difference 
in type of information made available by local employers, 
supervisors and sponsors, 011 the one hand, and others who 
provide information relative to the overall program plan
ning and operations. As was indicated earlier, the super
visors discussed implication, of the training relative to 
job placement, training util1zati on and othe r matters of 
importance regarding the local country situation. The 
responses regarding predeparture information which are 
compared here, however, relate more to matters in the coun
try of training. This may account, in some measure, for 
the relative lack of corre lation betwee n these two bits of 
i nformation, and it also suggests the ne ed for a more cal~ 
ful study of types and sources of predeparture i nformation 
required for participants. 

Total years of educa tion at time of selecti on, in r e~ 
laHon to predeparture information. By far the la rgf'r 
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number of participants (69%) have completed frolll 13 to 16 
years of formal education, that is, they are college train
ed individuals. Nevertheless, these do not reveal any 
Ilarked difference in the number well-informed and numbe= 
poorly informed with regard to their program or how to get 
along in the country of training. There is a rather notice 
able difference, however, for those with high school train
ing only. Larger numbers of the latter participants indi- " 
cate the need for additional information in more areas and 
fewer indicate they were adequately informed in all areas. 
The opposite trend is noted for those wi th 17 years or more 

f schooling. As would be expected in most cases, but not 
i n all, those with many years of formal education are more 
readily informed in matters pertinent to their training 
and adjustment, and thos ~ ~ith relatively little advanced 
schooling require more information. 

The year participant left for training, in relation 
to predeparture information . There are no striking dif
ferences in adequacy of predeparture information reported 
by partiCipants who left for training during "each year 
from 1951 to 1960. This is t rue for information on train
ing programs as we 11 as on getting along in "the country of 
training . This finding suggests that the effectiveness of 
infotmation and orientation procedures has not shown any 
appreciable improvement over the years. 

The primary country of trainins, in relation to pre
CT-86 departure information. '!be adequacy of predeparture in
CT-91 formation regarding the program of training seems about the 

same for t hose going to the United States, japan or the 
Phi li ppines . The number well informed . moderately or poor
ly informed i~" about the same for each count ry. There is 
a definite difference, as might be expected, relative to 
information on customs and manners and getting along in 
the country of training. Por the relatively la rge number 
studying in t he Uni t ed States (73%), there i s a fairly 
even distri bution of individuals with all degrees of in
formation. Por those going to japan as the primary coun
try of trai ning, however, there is a much greater nu~ber 
who repo rt there was no need for additional informa ion. 
Tha t 15 , t hey were we 11 in ormed on how to ge t a long i n 
japan. On the other hand, those going to the Philippines 
report a much greater need for additional i nformation on 
how to get along· with c ustoms and manners there. 
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Participants' rating of utilization of training, in 
relation to predeparture information. The participants' 
ratings of how much of their training they used and con
veyed to others is no di fferent for those \t,'ho reported 
their predeparture information as adequate or inadequate. 
This is true with regard to information on the training 
program and on how to get along in country of training. 

The posture of expectancy one assumes in approaching a learn
ing situation determines the quant-l.ty and quality of the benefits 
to be derived from the learning experience. Hence, any large scale 
crash program to increase cri tically needed technical skills and 
knowledge must of necessity be clear ly defined for each partici
pant lest he go through the program wi thout fully realizing what' 
and how he should have been preparf'c to learn. 

About 3/4 of the participants received pre-departure infor
mation from employers and sponsors, chiefly regarding matters re
lating to pre and post training plans in their own country. Half 
of the participants had occasional contact with US~l through their 
employment and received more pre-departure information regarding 
overseas tlaining and adjustmen t then those who did not. 

Inadequate pre-departllre information was rerorted more fre
quently with reference to details in the program of training than 
to the living requirements in the c011ntry of training. Participants 
needed li tUe additional information a bout getting along in Japan 
bu t seemed quite inadeqlla te 1 y prepared for what they needed to know 
about the Philippines and moderately so for the United States. The 
kinds of training program information reported as inadequate re
veals a significant weakness in this aspect of the overall train
ing effort. Nearly half of the participants (46%) reported in
adequate information about where they would be going and 38% about 
what they would be learning. There was clearly Some disappoint
ment and frustration in not being able to adequately anticipate and 
prepare for the learning venture. Two out of three were uninformed 
about the level of difficulty of their programs and 3/4 of these 
claimed it would have helped them if they could have known in ad
vance so they could have made appropriate preparation. It is note
worthy that attention has been' called to this inadequacy in various 
prior reports and yet the findings from this investigation show no 
appreciable change over the ten year period. Furthermore, there 
is no apparent basis for assuming that the fault lay with the par
ticipants, since the rating of utilization and transmission of 
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training is about the same for those who reported their pre-de
parture information as adequate or inadequate. That is, in spite 
of the c1ain that some of them ~ou1d have learned more if they had 
been adequately informed in advance, they still made as pood use of 
the training they were able to obtain as did those who were better 
informed. 

b. Orientation in the country of training 

Q-42 
Q-43-44 

Q-45 
Q-46 

CT-l42 

SU~y 

Participants reported that 7Z; of them attended gener
al orientation sessions lasting longer than one day after 
they arrived in the country of training. Most of them re
ported the sessions were held at the Washingt~n Internation
al Center (55%), ~J elsewhere in the United States and 9% 
outside the United States. Forty percent were still re
ceiving the newsletter from the ~ashington International 
Center at time of the interview. Those attending orien
tation sessions in the Uni ted States ~enerally re')orted 
them as being a valuable use of their training time (57:'0), 

with only six percent saying they would have rr('ferred 
spending that time on the rest of their traininr. pror,ram. 
Of those who fOllnd the orientation sessiolls to be valuable, 
a larger proportion rated the ave rall training program as 
"very satisfactory," and a smaller proportion rated it 
"not too satisfactory." The opposite trend is found for 
those wtlO reported the or i en ta ti on sessions as not es
pecially valuable. 

(Q-47) 
Participants freely expressed their op1n10ns re~arding improve

ments that might be made in the orientation sessions to make therl 
more useful for future participants from China. No improver.ents 
were needed according to l6~ of them, On the other hand, 11~ said 
they should be better onanized to meet, keep in tOllch with an~ 
become better acquaintec with the particirants. In the sane vein, 
8% sugges t visi ti nr:: pearle and far:!] ies 30 tha t they mil:'h t come to 
know and understana them better. r\ctua 11 y, lO~ suggest more <:()i" I 1 ) 

activities while less th"n one percent sli'!,E:'est fewer. There were 
5~, however, who felt that the sessi~ns were too fast and tirin[ 
and should be s]owec down. SUP,!~l"sti()ns ".'ere m;J.ce by R';, th;lt rrOll[)S 
should be orient.ed accorc'ing to the reouirements 01 their trainir" 
and background, and 3~'1o slIr,r:estcj th;}t orientation s\1nuld be con
ducted by someone from their own cCllntry or that the orientation 
sessions should be held in their own cnuntry l~fore leaving, 
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c. Community participation and hospitality 

Very few participants (2%) complained of having too 
much spare time on their hands. Generally (44%) they re
ported too little time left for personal interests. Nine 
out or ten \'rer€' entertained in private homes and were 
generally enthusiastic in their approval (68%), though 
some found the experience only moderately satisfYing 09%) 
or definitely unpleasant (3%). Those training in the 
fields of Public Administration, Agriculture and Education 
made fewer visits in private homes than those in each of 
the other fields. 

Asked about the number of social activities arranged 
for them, slightly over half of the participants said it 
was about enough to satisfy them, but 2 out of 5 claimed 
it was not en')ugh; while 4% felt they were engaging in too 
many such activities. The latter referred chiefly to an 
overemphasis on dance parties and showing of films. The 
former expressed the desire for more social and recrea
tional, cultural and travel activities, vith more oppor
tunity to meet people in their homes, especially profes
sional colleagues. 

About a fourth (22%) of the participants claimed that 
too little money was made available to them to meet the 
high cost of living, especially the costs of hotels and 
travel. 

SUMMARY 
Q-B3 -Benefits accruing from the home visi ts most frequent

ly mentionec I'lere gett inr to know social customs and fami
ly living COrlci tions and especially the making of lasting 
friendships a.rnonr those they visited. The informal, friend
ly hospitality and carer interest in learning about the 
participant's country and even his philosophy of life as 
well as the hosts' helpin~: theM get around and make con
tacts, endeare~ these visits as me~orable eyperiences. 

CT-67 
CT-6t' 

Those few who f(lunc! the social and lan;::t~al:e barriers too 
difficult to overC0tne e;w:rJressed regret in their experi
ences. 

The opinions expressed about the desired social ac
tivi ties and time available for personal contacts were 00 

different [or any age level, so it may be assumed thc.t 
the judgments expressed were all mature and well considered 
in the interests of achieving better understanding among 
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Q-87 
Q-88 
Q-9l 

Q-89 
Q-90 
Q-92 
Q-93 

Q-94 

:~-95 

Q-96 
Q-97 
Q-98 

Q-99 

all age groups. 

These findings reveal a strong desire on the part of 
participants to come to know anc understand the personal 
and cultural attributes of people and not merely their 
ways of doing anct making things. In order to capitaliz~ 
on the underlyir.1; human motivations for social anc eco
nomic achievement among the people of many nations, it 
may become increasingly necessary to interpret Jkills and 
knowledge in a more personal anc hence more meaningful 
context. TI1is becomes increasingly difficult as tech
nology develops more automated production methods. Never
theless, men participate more enthusiastically in enter
prises where their own personal involvement and skills 
mdY be clearly de~onstratec and communicated to others. 
lhese findings indicate a desire to learn not only how 
pl!ople achieve, hut why. Above all, it would be an un
fortunate ~isinterpretation of these fincinf,s to assume 
that the expressed desire for social activities represent
ee an effort to esca~e the major responsibilities of their 
trainin~ pro~rams. 

ct. Seminar in Ccml'l~lnicatior.s 

Only 8~ of the participants atten~ed seminars in com
munication itt the end of their trainin? pror;ram. They were 
all in the rnitec States either at ~1ichiran University (5~), 
the Jepartment of Ar-riclllture (1-;') or other (21.). Benefits 
reported \':ere learning about communicatil"n an~. getting sug
gestions to be use~ hack home (7~). Others'(3~) evaluated 
the pro;ram as :t waste of time or too milch material pre
sentee in a short time. There were 570 who repor ted having 
used the prirlciples in teaching others or in su~gesting 
changes, the other 3:; saying the ideas could not be applied 
where they worked. 

e. English langua~e instr1Jeti::m 

The pro;-;rarns set lJr' for Chinese citizens to study 
abroad required tl1a t 8'0, of them have a knowledge of Eng
lish. Of 65; wllo SJic they received English Innguar:e 
trainin~' in prepar.1ti0P for tl1eir program, at'Out 3 out of 
4 said more il1strt!ctjon would have been helpful. Of the 
20~, who receive:"' n· training in Enr,lish, 3 out of 5 said 
such traininr: \0,'(1\;1:' have been helpfl1l. 1\5ke~ ahout the 
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CT-114 

CT_68 
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kind of language difficulty they had, if any, 35% said 
they had no difficulty at all, 14% had difficulty heing 
understood, 2S"o in understanding others and 12'1 in both. 

Of the 25% on whom English language proficiency 
scores were recorded, 14% achieved scores above 70 in 
written tests, and only l~ above 70 in oral tests, shov,
ing definitely more of those tested had trounle with oral 
speech. 

:\ cross-check of those w:]I) received English laneuage 
instruction ill prepar'.tiun for tralnlll!: anc the difficulty 
they reported \·Jith 1.ri!' I ish durirlg tru.inilli;, reveals some 
significant relatilll1ships. Thirty-six percent of those 
given special English lallguClge training report~d "no dif
ficulty," whereas 58'1, of those not given special training 
reported "no ciUicll1ty." The latter obviollsly includes 
the group previflllsly well trained in English and not re
quiring add i t ional traini ng. Thi rty-seven percent of 
those given special traininr. reported "difficulty under
standing others" ane only 6"S not biven triinin:; report 
this diff ielll ty. The forner apparently are those who com
prise the 3 out of 4 of those wi th training v,.lIo said more 
training would have beer' helpful. Twenty-three percent 
of those not given training report difficl1lty both in 
understandinr, and beinr~ understood, \'Iher('a~ only 10 10 of 
those with trainillg make this report. The former includes 
the 3 out of 5 of those wi tJ)Qnt any spec ia 1 trai ning wllo 
say they would have 'x'nefitted frrlTTl tn.ininr,. 

The study findin(;s reveal d~fillitp :\[,e level dif
ferences in lallguage difficulty. Only ](,-; of those be
low 25 years of age, and an increasinr: nllr:]!.'er at each 5 
year age level up to 72~ of those ahove .'i5 ye,Hs of age, 
report "no difficulty" witJl English. Clearly, there has 
been very good selection of participants 111 the older ~>:;~ 
br:-..ckets so far as English language abi lity is concerned. 
A slightly greater proportion ot" th05~' Ilncer 3<; ye;\rs of 
age report difficlllty in being understoo ,1, ::tnr:' r1!'arly 
more of those under 30 year~ of <lr,-c report diflicillty hoth 
in understanding and beilli: lInderstood. There i~ aJso a 
small group over 'i0 years of age who report cliffic 11 1ty in 
both areas, proba'lly inclll:Hnf: those who did !lot receive 
special trainirw :)('(ore r:oing .1t'roac!. 

There is Some reLltion between reported difficulty in 
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English languar:e ant:' reports ret'.uc'inr: the level of c!if
ficulty of the overall traininS_J2E.~i~ra2]. Relativ~ly few 
of those ,.,rho report "no difficlIJty" in EnrJisll say that 
the pror,ram ..... as "too :lCv:1J'cec." On the other hand, few 
of those ,;,ho report difficl:ltv Ot")t:l l!!1ccrstilJl(~ing and 
being uncerstooc say tha t tl~e program · .... a5 ., tOI) 5 imple." 

nlere is aJs(\ a ne£:ative relation t.et'.·leen lanr,tlage 
difficulty aile' sa.tisfaction '1J~~11 tile overall program. Of 
those reportinr. "no difficlIlt\·" in En;lisli lanr,u:lf:e, more 
rate the program as "satisfJ.ct,")rv·' an: fel'.·er rate'it as 
"nut satisfactory," Of t!J(\se rep'Htin" dj fficlIlty boel 
in understand ing ane beinf! tlnderst,)od, nore rate the pro
gram a.s "not satisfactory" and fel;'er rate it "~atjsfactory." 

TI1ere is little relation t'€t'''e~n jiffic'llty reported 
in English language and the partici.:Jants' ratings of their 
utilization of traininG. Slightly more low lltilization 
scores are reported for those who experienced difficulty 
both in understanding and bein~ understood. 

Surmnary comments rer,u.:iing Enf~li:;1! langllar,t: training 
reveal that the technicians generally (eel there is ne~d 
for more err.,)hasis on stich trainin:-; an0 r:apabi 1i ty as a 
requirement for Goin~ on training. Technicians report 
that 10';:' of the participants had inaeequate languar;e train
ing and rated these cefinitely lower in their utilization 
of trainin;. S':pervisors appear to be aooL:t evenly divid
ed in the1r e~pression of opinion regardin~ the impor
tance of Eni;lish l:J.nfjuap,e trai ninr,. Nine percent of the 
par ticipants v,~ 111<1 teered suru~ary connen ts til;!. t more empha
sis should 1)(' t:i yen to lanr.tla~e trai ning. 

Training programs arranged to provide for the international 
exchange of technical knowled~e ane skills must apply the most ef
fective modern techniques in lanr,ua;:f> traininr, to insl!re adequate 
communication skills for receiving full benefit from the training. 
On the surface, jt appears to be a she:>r W3.ste of money, time and 
effort to send an indivicual into a trainillg situation with in
adequate mean!; for conveyinf, to him cle,uly the desired bits of in
formation. It would seen to be in the best interests of learning 
economy to focus lanr;u,l,:e traininr, on til(' specific areas of obser
vation and stujy incorporated in the [ll:lnner~ training prograJTI. 
Opportuni ties should be af forded to discuss fea tures of the pro
posed training ·..,i th teciJnicians avai lahle in tile host country be
fore departure for training. 1),ese sur,r~estiolls may well be co-
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ordinated with other proposals to provide more adequate prede
parture information regarding places to be observed and 'subject
matter to be learned. In any event, there must be adequate pro
vision for the desired information to pass clearly over the barri
ers of langu::o.ge, cultural differences and technological speciali
zation. Non-verbal techniques (audio-visual aids) are useful but 
some direct language link is also required. In this connection it 
should he noted that for interpreters to be effective links in such 
tr.-ajning they should have a good acquaintance with the field of spe
cialization in which training is given. 

f. Memb~rship in professional societies 

Q-135 
Q-136 
Q-137 

Q-138 

CT-20 

CT-47 

One-fourth of all participants joined United States 
professional societies during their tour of training and 
20% reported they were still members at the time of the 
interview. There were 36% still receiving professional 
publications at the time of the interview, and of these 
Sb% report that the publications are "very useful" to 
them in their work, 33% ,"somewha t useful," and 9% "only 
a little." 

More participants in the fields of Public Adminis
tration and Education are maintaining ~embership in United 
States professional societies, while those in Military 
Support and Transportation show less active contact 
through such channels. 

A greater proportion of those more recently returned 
are still receiving publications, probably from the in
ith.l smbscriptions to professional journals. 

s. Administrative practices and procedures 

a. Selection 

Q-20 
Q-22 
Q-2l 

Participants were b.sked wh<i~ was the first step in 
their train.ing progrllill and who s~lected them. '!'hose who 
said they applied for the training were asked how they 
first learned about it. They replied that 8870 of them 
were initially selected or invited by uspervisors and 
others, while 12% made application for training after 
learning about the programs from published materials (7%) 
~upervisors (2%) and others (2%). They were then se
lected either by their supervisors (82%), government 
ministry (4%), special board (4%) or USOM (~). 
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Q-176 
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Q-203 

CT-BO 

Q-36 

SupervIsors retlorte,: !.1m t 6r~ of currently employed 
1':Jrticipant::; were 'oJorkill:: I"or t.hem \'Illefl they left for 
tra.i.llin!~. : ··f these the y p,-,rs,'lla 11 y recommended 7 out of 
J:) h:~ sen t for tra i ni ng • (If the 3 9'.~ no temp toyed by them 
:It that ti~le tiley loJere, nevertheless, faniliar with some 
aspects OJ tile trainin;: rro~raJll for 14'1. They were then 
asked WllO actually initiated the pro:.:rams of the 75'~, with 
whom they were acquainted. To tilis they answered: SOlTle
one in their own organizati.on (3710), local govprnlllclIl 
ministry 05;;'), o so,'. 1 (g::~), the participant hirl:'l'lf (~<,) 

and others (z;'o). Supervisors reCOtllmendec nlore for train
i.nr:: in i:he fielcs of Health, Trans:1Ortation, A[:riculture 
<UlC Industry and fe\'.Jer in Miscellaneous and Education. 

Technicians stated that they had contacts I"ith only 
12;:' of the participants before they left for traininu 
and that they helped select S~ of them. 

How many participants ,actually took the first step 
in the initiation of their pro:::ra!T1s? 'There is a sif;ni
ficant difference between the 12::" report~:..: :~y partici
pants and tile 2'7, reportee: !~y supervis',1rs. r;urthcfIllore, 
a comparisl)n of their incivicual repJies reveals a (.I~"I

plete lac). of correlation in the inforrrJJtion. ,\11 tllose 
participants re[)ortec by sLJpervi sors as I1;JV inr. i ni tiated 
their own pro!:ra'IiS, tl1«:'~lsc]ves renorted that they were 
selecte: by others. (In till' ntiler han'':, 7;~ of all parti
cipants reported by their sliperl' .. :n:·; .:1:; II;Jvill~:: been se
let.ted by ot:1ers re;)ort~'d til;;"::,' I':, .. ·.: :l!:' :':l·:Ln~'. Place appli
cation the [ir;.,t Eh:!i'-

There are significant differences .11..: . 111 the reports 
of participants and Sllpervisors l't."iUC:1 (,,_, ;"iti;di· ... c 
exercised by supervl.:juf':;. Li(.1 1 ;:,,'v,';iI;,,: " :.,'".,1, .. ".I 
USa.l. Supervisors report a PI'le, l,l~':'_~ ! ,l).,'i,,'\~ I'l; the 
part of local anc [i.S. ['(lVerllrnent "il·i,·,,'./.;. 1\1i .. 'r~'" ... f-'.lr"

ticipants ascribe ~:reater ini tiatlvt: lr.l ti,,~ ~l!pt:rvi.:5();:s. 

It appears th<lt l'ilrticlp'lIIL~ ;,;lV ,,', '.:" "iI,ll(~ the l(tl~ /)( 
their sllpervis'H::, ill t:.,c ::"}",·ti,·,, _<, '.dl(·J\ .. I~; tlie 
supervisors thl'Ii.::.;c1ves are more d· .. ':/' " lfit: JTlir.i·lti.v(! 
exercised by Gov('rrl"Cllt officia.ls. 

ivhat sellTll()fl criteria ar,~ (,. , .. ' t,~ 1,.1"',.' be..:1'1 
important iii G\.·'_I . .r.',ns that 1'" t '.). ",,,"c1 I".l "/1 

training pror;raIns? The follow in:: r,l/:l,".· .. :', "jvC'n by par
ticipants themselves, clearly reveaJ their sense of per
sonal involvement in achievinl; the ol~.iccti.ves of the pro-
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SUMMARY 

gram. 

Very Not VerI 
Important Important Don't know 

Personal ability 91% 7% 2% 
Needs of the job 90% 9% 1% 
Personal contacts 13% 82% S% 
Language ability 69J:, 3070 1% 
Professional :1nd edu-

cational "ll:~'1i(i-

cations 85% 13% ~~ 

Participa.'1ts I'.-:''''''' 't t~1ii t supeI'visors have selected then' 
nor,~ often in '. ,t years, whereas in the early years Ol 
the program i t ,~.~,<, usually someone else. This is clearly 
related to the further finding that in more recent years 
supervisors are a1s0 more frequently reported as having 
heen trained abroad. 

Does prior contact with the training program have any 
relation to the selection process? When asked if anyone 
with whom they work was already trained abroad, 45% stated 
that their supervisors were, 29% said others were, arid 26% 
said none. The supervisors themselves reported that 47% 
of them had had rCA (now AID) trainiElg. Participants who'se 
supervisors were trained abroad comprise 51% of those re
commended for training by their supervisors and only 36% of 
those not so recommended. On the other hand, participants 
with co-workers, but not supervisors, trained abroad com
prise only 25% of those recommended by Gupervisors and 40% 
of those not so recommended. Where no co-workers had train
ing abroad, no difference occurred in percentage recom
mended and not recommended by supervisors. These findings 
give evidence of the "multiplier effect" - supervisors who 
have been trained abroad recomMend others for training 
more readily than supervisors without such training. The 
latter are far less inclined to recommend workers, part i
cuhrly if someone else in their employment has already 
had overseas training. 

After decisions have been reached at national agency level re
gardinp, project goals and manpower needs, the actual selection of 
availahle participants takes pbce at the operating level. The 
specific methods of selection may vary from one participant to 
another but certain aspects of the overall process deserve study 
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and continued improvement in all areas of manpower utilization. 
At what stage and to what extent do individual participants and 
their immediate supervisors aSSllme a responsible and c1ecisive role 
in procedures looking toward eventual achievement of the project 
goals through their efforts, knowledge and skills? 

Findings from this study show a rather marked disparity in tile 
information regarding the initiative and responsibility exercised 
by the participant, supervisor anc others in the selection process. 
These findings suggest that the communication of information re
garding procedures fOf selection does not achieve a uniform under
standing among all of the principals involved. They also illustrate 
the difference in perspective between participants and supervisors 
regarding the roles and responsibili ties tak~n by officials in the 
local organization and those in government. 

Suggestions were made by several respondents that selection 
procedures be simplified and that selection policies and practices 
~ made quite clear and explic it. The prospect of assuming the 
role of a participant in an undertaking of such magnitude is 
fraught with considerable responsibili ty for decision making and 
planning in the life of an individual. Uncertainties dull the 
fine edge of confident and \..,holehearted cooperation at a time when 
clad ty of purpose is essential for one who is expected to bear 
some of the burden for his country' 5 development. Participants re
cognized the importance of their assign~ents and placed a high 
value on the needs of the job and personal qualifications as cri
teria for selection. 

In more recent years of the dec ace under study an increasing 
number of supervisors of prospedi' .. e participants ..... ere themselves 
returned from overseas train in,!~, and provided much more understand
ing support in the selection rror.ess. 111is is evidence of the ef
fectiveness of training in provi~lllr the "/'lllltiplier effect" Jead
to the ultimate estahl ishl'lent of a self-sustaining manpower develop
ment program. 

b. pre-departure planJlinE of pronarl 

Q-32 
Q-33 
Q-34 

Motivation for acltif.>\'inl: the ohjectives of a major 
undertaking may be rneasllred hy tilt' amount of active parti
cipation by the individual in plannint:: a['prODrjate train
ing experiences. 

Participants re['or ted tl'Cl t 53'~ ·,."ere pemi ttec full 
freedom to present their own id~as in plannin~ their train
ing programs, ~. onJy partial frf'cdnln anc 3c;'i~ none at all. 
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Of those who did share in the planning, one in three felt 
that final plans were based mainly on their own ideas, 
one in six on ideas of others, and slightly over half 
equally on their ideas and those of others. Of the 39% 
who had no share in planning, three out of four thought 
their training would have been improved if they might 
have shared in planning. 

One indication of the aspiration level of partici
pants sharing in the pI, 1ning of their own programs is 
found by comparing this'factor with their rating of the 
level of difficulty of their training. More of those 
who helped in the planning, rated their training a. "too 
advanc~d." On the othe r hand, more of those whose traiJilJ1I 
was planned entirely by others, rated it "too simpl~." 

Oth~r ratings also reveal the importance of their 
sharing in the planning. Of those who had the oppor
tunity to help plan their training, a much greater number. 
rated their total program as "very satisfactory;" whereas, 
of those who took no part in planning their training, 
many more rated their program as "not too satisfactory." 
Participants' ratings of how much of their training' they 
used and conveyed to others is also positively related to 
how much they took part in planning their training. 

As might be expected, supervisors helped plan the 
training programs, in large measure, for the same parti
cipants whom they had first recommended. Supervisors 
said they had been acquainted with the predeparture train
ing plans for 75% of all participant~ currently employed 
at the time of the interview. They personally had helped 
plap training programs for 5 out of 8 of these. Their 
principal contributions were suggestions and decisions 
regarding subject matter for study and observation for 
39% of the total, the place of training fo." 13%, and the 
time, level and other factors for 25%. They planned the 
entire program for 6% of the group. 

Of the 75% whose prior planning the supervisors could 
report on, there were 11 out of 12 for whom the employers' 
ha1 made pl~ns for using their training before they de
parted. This is again the same group for whom the super
visors had made training plans, and it enccmpassed parti
cipant~ in all major f~elcs of training and for all years 
from 1951 to present. Those in each major field of train
ing for whom crior utilization plans were reported, varied 
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from only one out of five for Transportation to 100% for 
CT .. 203 Military. Labor and Miscellaneous. Thos~ organizations 

in which either the supervisor or someone else had alLeady 
been trained abroad had prior plan's for the utiliza don 
of participants' training significantly more often than 

CT .. 195 organizations where no one had been trained abroad.. Prior 
planning for utilization is not related to final ratings 

CT .. 211 of utilization of training by ei the':" participants or 
supervisors. 

Q .. 203 
CT-229 
CT .. 23 0 
Q .. 199 

CT .. 220 

Q .. 48 

CT .. 13 

CT .. 134 
Q .. 144 

CT .. 169 

Current technicians ha~ been present for the program 
planning of only 12% of the partjcipants. They helped to 
plan the t~aining and coordinate the program with the ho~t 
government for 6'~ of them. They rated the utilization of 
training definitely higher for this 6% than for others. 
For the 18% whom they could rate, technicians reported 
that the pre-departure preparations were satisfactory for 
eight out of nine of them. Unsatisfactory ratinbs were 
given to a few with inadequate language preparation. 
There was no relation worth noting between these ratings 
and the utilization ratings given by technicians. 

How much of the participants' programs were actually 
planned when they arrived in their country of training? 
Forty-five percent of the participants rep,)rted that their 
programs were arranged in complete detail, anc another 
45% said theirs were only partially arranged, while the 
remaining'lO% reported that no program had been set up for 
them. More of those in Military Support and Education re
ported programs arranged in complete detail, while those 
in Public Administration and Industry and Mining more often 
found their programs arranged in partial detail. More of 
those in Health and Miscellaneous said their programs were 
not set up at all. A much greater proportion of this lat
ter group comprised those who rated their total program as 
"not too satisfactory." Those whose programs were ar
ranged in complete detail show a cluster of ratings of 
"very satisfactory" and another "not very satisfactory" 
with the number of "moderate" ratings relatively Jow. 
These bi-modal groupings could be made up of those who did 
and those who did not help plan their own prorrams. As 
noted .abo ... · ... , this plannin'" factor strongly influenced the 
ratings of satisfaction in the overall program. For those 
with no program set up at all when they arrived in their 
country of training, the ratings of utilization of train
ing by participants were evenly distribute~ between high 
and low. Utilization scores for tho~e whose programs 
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were arranged in complete detail, however, were pre
dominantly low, due perhaps to the programs having been 
arranged larg~ly by others, as mentioned earlier. The 
utilization scores were mostly high for those with partial
ly arranged programs, indicating that they may have helped 
complete their plans overseas. 

After considering all aspects of their pre-departure 
experience, 68% of the participants stated they were well 
satisfied with their training program as plannec before 
th~y left to go abroad, 12% .said they were not very well 
satisfied, and 20% claimed that they did not know enough 
about their program or did not remember whethet" they were 
satisfied or not, so could not rate it. The participants' 
utilization scores show a slight positive relation to the 
degree of pre-departure satisfaction with the training as 
planned, since 1Il0re of those who were well satisfied rated 
their use of training high, and 1Il0re of those who were un
j~pressed about the matter or didn't relllember rated theirs 
low. 

l'articipa tion by the individual in planning appropriate train
ing experiences for himself vastly increases the incentives for 
successful achievelllent of the project goals. The participant is the 
keystone in bridging the gap hetween the traditions of the past and 
the hopes of the future. The cultural anc technological inadequa
cies of his local field of endeavor, the aspirations to achieve new 
levels of productivity and the potentials for realization of th~se 
goals, all find their focus in him. For a training program to be 
effective it must be built arounC. his abilities, his understanding 
of the needs of his country and organization and the practical 
prospect of his using the training on his return. 

Thi~ study shows that on] y half of th'1 participants felt that 
they had contributec anythj ng to the planning of their programs. 
Three out of four of the 39% who had no opportunity to share in the 
planning said their training would have been improved if they might 
have shared in the planning. Those who did share in planning ap
parently set large goals for the~selves as iridicate~ in later evalu
ations that sOllle of their traininr- was "tuo advanced." Training 
planned entirely by others waS more often rated "too simple." There 
is also a high correlation between particip.::.tion in planning and 
satisfaction \'lith the overall proc;ram. Of most significance is the 
high correlation,with utilization and trarsmission of training. 
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Supervisors also were restricted to limited contributions to 
program planning. They personally helped in planning for S out of 
8 of the participants, mainly with suggestions for subject matter" 
for study and obs~rvation. Their assistance was given principally 
in behalf of those whom they had initially recommended for train
ing. Prior planning by employers for using the training was made 
for 11 out of 12 of the participants reported on by supervisors. 

c. Program manager 

Q-48 

Q-49 
Q-S4 
Q-SO 

Q-5l 
Q-S2 

Q-S3 

CT-93 

CT-94 
CT-9S 
CT-96 
CT-97 

As was mentioned earlier, 45% reported their pro
jects were only partially arranged and 10% not at all, 
when they arrived in their country of training. Partici
pants therefore were asked if anyone met them to discuss 
"their programs. Only 4% said they were not met, but were 
given printed itineraries or other information. The 
others said they were met by their project managers (84%) 
or by someone else (12%), usually from some other govern
ment agency (8%). 

Most of the participants (82%) said they received 
enough attention and guidance, but 14% said they did not. 
They reported that of the officials who managed their 
programs 58% worked in I.C.A. (now AID), 10% in the 
Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 8% in the 
Department of Agriculture, 3% in private organization, 2% 
at universities and the remainder elsewhere. 

Of those participants who reported that they did 
not receive enough attention, a greater number said their 
project manager worked in ICA (now AI D) • Managers from 
individually specified organizations, not classified as 
governnent, universities or private, were often reported 
as giving adequate help. Those who received observation 
tours and on-the-job training more often reported adequate 
attention, while those in university training tended to 
report less adequate help from their project managers. No 
difference was indicated for those in special group train
ing. 

d. Program changes made ~1ile participant was in the coun
try of training. 

Q~70 There were 12% who renorted that important changes 
had been made in their programs as originally planned, a 
little over half at the request of the participant and 
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Q-75 

Q-129 
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Q-132 

Q-133 
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CT-1l6 

the rest by others. The kinds of changes made in the 
order of frequency were: shorter program, more obser
vation, longer program, changeri or added subjects, 
changed location, more academic study, more on-the-job 
training, changed to university degree program, and more 
advanced program. These changes were thought to be 
necessary by 91, because they were more suited to their 
job and country needs, they could learn more or could 
obtain a degree. About 2% said they had no .:.hoice since 
they were unavoidable changes. The changes were said to 
be unnecessary by 3% because they were not beneficial and 
could have been avoided with better planning. Less than 
270 reported having to leave before completing their pro
grams 00 call of their business or government, or for 
personal reasons connected ~ith finances or the content 
of the Drogram. 

e. Post-trainin~ contact with USOM 

There were 7Cf!o of the participants who stated they 
had had some kind of contact with USOM since their return 
from training, but only 11% said they had worked for USOM 
or on a joint project. Only 5~~ reported that a USOM 
technician was available to them, and 2 out of 5 of th~se 
claimed only occasional or no actual contact with him. 
rrequent contact was reported for the others. 

There were 23% who claimed they had made requests for 
he lp from USa.t. l'/hen asked the kind of problems on which 
they had asked for help, they mentioned about two problems 
each and reported that they received help for 3 out of 4 
of the requests. For the remainder they received little 
or no help. Problems on which help was requested are 
classed as follows, in order of frequency: Financial as
sistance for a project; Equipment, machinery, material; 
Technical advice on particular project or problem; Print
ed materials; and Additional training assist~nce. 

There is some evidence that those living in provin
cial city areas have had less contact wi th USOM techni
cians than those living in rural areas or Taipei. 
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6. Relationship of various factors to the conduct of the training 
program 

a. Major field of activity in which training was given* 

(1) Agriculture and natural resources 

More participants were trained in agriculture (29%) 
than in any other major field of training, with a steady 
flow leaving each year of the decade. Although 46% were 
drawn from Taipei and 2710 each from provincial cities and 
rural areas, in terms- of the average distribution this was 
the largest percentage from rural areas anc about the least 
from Taipei for any of the fields. The average age was 36 
years~ slightly under the total average of 37 years. Seven 
percent were women, :argely in home economics. Agriculture 
participants were selected from all typeG of employment, in
cluding 38% from government, 2.5% professiJns, 19% trade 
union and 13% na Uonalized industry. This was a relaU'vely 
high percent from government and included practically every 
participant trained from labor unions. All levels of em
ployment were also represented, with 271 from management, 
10% engineering, 43% professionally trained and 1870 sub
professional and less. ~roportionately more were from the 
professional and sub-professional levels. 

Supervisors reported that 68% of their currently em
ployed agriculture participants had been with them since 
their selection for training, and that of these they had 
personally recommended 73% for the training. Also, of the 
75% who were still with the same organization, prior job 
plans for using the training had been made for 91%. These 
figures are about average for all fields of training. The 

_ participants claimed that only 46% found their programs 
arranged in complete detail when they arrived in their coun
try of training, 43% partially arranged and 11% not at all. 
Nevertheless, 68% were well satisfied with their programs 
before leaving, 14% not well satisfied and 18';~ didn't re
member. These figures are also about average for all fields. 

* See Cross Tabs 1 to 30, 123, 156. 
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An unusually large percentage of agriculture participants re
ceived their training in Japan (40%), while 5S% were sent to U.S. 
and S% to .the Philippines. Ninety percent went on observation 
tours, 47% on-the-job training, 43% university and 42% special 
group training. They reported that only 86% had visited in pri
vate homes, in comparison to 90% for all fields combined. 

Agriculture participants, somewhat more than nthers, express
ed the opinion that their programs of training were too short and 
included too many activities. Their rating of the level of dif
ficulty was the same as that of all other participants, 13% s!!ying 
it was "top simple" and 2%""too advanced." Only 8% rated the total 
program as not satisfactory, which is about thp average rating. 
When asked to indicate the one most valuable UJd one least valuable 
part of their programs, they mentioned observation tours and on-the
job training as most valuable more often than others did, but under
rated their university training more than others did. 

Participants in agricultural training returned to their same 
jobs (91%) more !han those from any other training field. They 
also report that they remain on the Same job more than all others 
(50%). Slightly less than average percentages repor t their present 
job is better (30%), that they have t:hanged jobs wi thin the same 
organization or occupation (12%) and that they have changed from 
government to private enterprise (4l). These participants are en
gaging in a very wide range of economic activities, though still 
definitely related to their varied backgrounds and specific train
ing. This is consistent with the wide scope of the rural recon
struction program in progress. 

These participants report the highest percent who have had 
some contact with USOM after their return (81%). The USOM techni
cians, on the other hand, report they have had about the least 
~mount of regular or frequent contact (34%) with these partici
p~nts. One out of five were still maintaining contact as members 
of U.S. profession,!-l ·societies when interviewed. 'Ibis is the same 
percent as for all other participants. 

Agriculture participants rate their own use of trai~ing at 
about the same level as all others do. Technicians also tp.nd to 
give them ratings equal to their total ratings. Their supervisors, 
however, tend to rate them slightly lower than average. 

(2) Industry and Mining 

Industry and m1n1ng training has been provided for 23% of the 
participants over the entire decade, but somewhat more than average 
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since 1956. Slightly more than average have come from Taipei (56%) 
and rural areas (23~~) ane less than average from provincial ci ties 
(21%)" They averaged 37 years of aee at time of selection. These 
oompri:;ed most of those drawn from pri va te business and nationalized 
industry alld fe\'/er from govErnment. They represented all levels of 
responsibility with 770 from policy Making jobs, 38X, froOl management, 
and from engineering 4510, higher than for any other field. 

Supervisors reported that 65-;, of their currentJ y employed in
dustry and mining f)articipants had been wi th them since their se
lection for trail11ng, and tlJa t of these they had personall~ recom
mended 76% for the training. The supervisors couJd also recall the 
program planning for many more of tllese participants (8470) and re
ported that prior job plans for Ilsinf- their training had been made, 
for 91% of this number, which is close to the average for all fields 
combined (90':1). Training programs had been arranged in .:omplete de
tail for 42'70, partially for 5~ and not at aJ 1 for,6:? before they 
arrived for training. Nevertheless, tl'/o-thirds of them saie they 
were well satisfied wi tl: their programs as plannec before they left. 

Eighty-three percent of industry ane' mining participants were 
trained in the U.S. and l2;~ in J aran, as C0f11{Jareo to the 7370 and 
21% combined averages. Types of traininr; arranged for tht!1fl WeIe 
observation tours (90~), on-the-job traininc (60;) whict was much 
more than the average, university training (24~) much less than 
average, and special group tr<...ining (40;:'). They visited private 
family homes a little more than otllers (gc,:'o). 

These participants \'Jere better satisf:ed than !'lOst otllers with 
the len"th of traininl" iJut P1c,re of tll0.Jl~ fel t there I"as too little 
variety of activities. 'Illeir ratil11:s of the leveJ of difficlllty 
were similar to the overall average, as ',,'as t!leir rating of satis
faction wit:1 tile efltire pro~~rarll, (94':,). 1t,cir selections of most 
valuable trainin(, experie~'ces ,"ere ["-'I'e fr('l:l:cfltlv for on-the-joh 
training (J9':6) ane' their o!1:;ervation or '~()d('rn tecj'ni,:ues ane organ
ization (HI"\,). A stronr' ,:i fj'ereN"e (If o;.ir.ion ''-Ii t!l t'lis r,rollp is 
reveaJec by a IJi?iJ :Jercenta,,( se)e( t ing 011- the-,ioa train in;:: (13'\,) 
as the least valuable exrericw:e alo~lg ";it1l th(>ir unnleasant ex
periences I·,i th stranr:2 customs (18"-:,). 

AltilOli[:"I' 70 :' of 1I1CI15I1'\' :tile' ,\linir',' 'lrt:ri:'Jnts returned to 
the same joi)S af to:>r tr:1 i:li 1'1 tilt: re ',"ere elC tllaJl r ror(> than average 
who returnee to ciftercnt \, '5. ,;reJtl'r;r,I, l'1 n :'i 1 itv is s/10·"n also 
by the small perr('nt (3(-,:,) sti 11 ,'I' tile ~~a")'2 ; ,}, ,d time of inter
view. They re:~')I'te.:' j'1'Jr( t:lOll! tilC' 11SIJa] '1'",1;('1' 1)( l1C1ves to better 
job (45"'\,) and ch:lIl~es fr'111 ':<,I'erLrcr't tn I)rjv,\t'~ "IJs:ne,<:s (8-,). 



By far the greater number of these participants are engaged in 
manufacturing and engineering activities, but a few are performing 
services in several fields of economic ac~ivity. 

Sixty-nine percent of these participants (ave. 7~)* report 
having had some contact wi th Usa.! since their return. ": echnicians 
report regular or frequent contact with 54% (ave. 47%). About one 
in six of these participants report maintaining membership in U.S. 
professional associations. 

Ratings of use of training by participants in this field are 
about the same as for all fields combined. Their technicianns tend 
to rate their use of training slightly lower than average, whereas 
the supervisors rate it much higher. 

(3) Transportation 

Training in transportation has been provided for only 7% of 
the participants from 1953 to 1960 wi th the highest number in 1956. 
They were predominantly from government and nationalized industry 
jobs in the city of Taipei, with an average age of 38 years at time 
of selection. They represented a wide range of position levels, 
mostly in responsible jobs as policy makers (7%), management (35%) 
and engineering (44%). 

Supervisors reported that 59% of the transportation partici
pants currently in their employment (ave. 68%) had been with them 
at time of selection. Of these they had recommended 80% (ave. 73%) 
for the training program. Supervisors were also familiar with the 
program planning for 74% of these participants and reported prior 
plans for use of" their training had been made for 80% (ave. 90%). 
Detailed training plans had been prepared for only 37% before ar
rival in their country of training, partial plans for 51% and for 
12%, no plans. In spite of this less than average preliminary 
planning, 67% reported satisfaction with their programs before 
leaving. An unusually large number (26%), however, said they did 
not know enough about their programs. 

Transportation participants were 'trained primarily in the 
United States (88%), the remaining 12% in Japan. Many (84%) went 
~'11 observation tours, much more than average had on- the-job train
ing (60%), and fewer than average (16Yo) received university train
ing. Special group training was given to 44%, also more than aver
age. Almost all had visits in private homes (95%). 

* Parenthetical averages refer to the combined average percent for 
all fields of training. 
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The transportation partie ipants di ffere(~ frlm' a ber part ic i
pa.nts in that more of them rated theil' traininr. prl)~~rdlns as too 
long (910) and as having too many activi ties. In rat ill)": the level 
of difficulty of training, 17% (ave. 13%) said it was tun elementa
ry, and the average 2";:' said it was too -:iffirlllt. Nevertheless, 
8610 rated the overall program as very satisfactory (ave. <;3":,). i\ 
large number selected on-the-job training- as their most valuable 
exper ience and more of them than usual repor tee as 1 eas t valuable 
their encounter wi t:l strange customs and practices. 

Seventy-nine percent of the transporta tior] p'ut icipants re
tur'led from training '1:0 their previolls jobs (ave. 847J) and at tiIlle 
of the interview only 37'~ were remaining on the first job they had 
after trainirp,. There \'Iere more than usual (7';,) who reported leav
ing go\'ernment jobs for private enterprise, and also '.~'!10 nade job 
changes wi thin the same organization or occ:upa tiOll (23:;). TI,ey 
were still engaged in appropriate econonic activities, chiefly in 
engineering (23~), transportation (47"'0) and related goverllment ser
vice (161). 

I'd though only 60-:; of the trans[1ortation participants reported 
they had had any kind of contact with lJ5()M (ave. 7('~), the [!SO,~: 

technicians reported frequent or regl!lar contart '.d th 7r::~ of these 
participants (ave. 4-r,~). These participants report the least 
amount of membershil) (T~) with U.S. professic'naJ sorieties (ave. 
20~~) • 

Participants in transportatiun r~t,!c their 0\'111 use of train
ing the same as the cOIllQined average, ':Jhi]" tec:lnir:ial1s rated the!'! 
very low and supervisors rated tiler. untls1lall), hi;:::,. 

(4) Health and Sani tation 

Trai;-,in,:: in !le.:lJtll ane SalliLttiOl; ..... 1.; prcIVi.·e-:' for 10', "f tllt.' 
participants \'Iith the larc:cst nurb .. "rs leavi:1g in l05~, '53 an(: '5A. 
More than the: averap:e nljl~Oer of theSe participilnU r\~le fr.,)F1 t'ro
v.incial cities (3710), about the avera.~(:' "un!,cr frOM Tail'ei (5,:-,) 
anc Jess than avera,o,e frol" n:ral area,:, (c/o). Tf]'..'re .... ere rnny rnor~ 

women (2<;';) trainee! in this fiel:, nairtlY in ;:lIll~:ir :.eaH'j !111rsir~:: 

ane' education. '1111S lowered the :lVera,"e 'lr,c f)f UI<~ r.~,\:t) t~) 37 
years. They came chiefly from ,c.ov~rnml?l~t (·11-,) .lT~c' :'~'or(':;sio"'al 
(56~o) emploYIllei1t \d. til respon~ibil i ty for ;nr.1gl~rent (3~ ',), pro
fessional (29;;') and slIb-professi:->n:d (IT,) ' .... :-lr l

, J.n.:' s;,:nit;\ry ell
gineerin.:, (}2:'). 

Supervisors rep.):tec tll,d- 01.~, (,\,e. 6S-~' of t!icir rlJrrently 
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employed health and sanitation participants had been \'.rith them at 
the time of their selection for training, and that of these they 
had personally recommended 80% (ave. 73%) for the training. Cur
rent supervisors were familiar wi th the ini tial program planning 
of more participants in this field (90%) than any other and report
ed that prior plans for making use of their training had been made 
for 96% of them (ave. 90%),. When they ar,ri ved in their country of 
training 41% of these participants found their programs arranged 
in complete detail, 44% partially and 15% not at all. Although 
this was somewhat less than the overall amount of prior planning, 
two-thirds of the participants said they were well satisfied with 
their programs before they left. There were 22%, however, who 
professed they knew little or nothing ahout their 'programs before 
leaving (ave. 20%). 

Health participants received training in the U.S. (76%), Japan 
(22%) and the Philippines (2%). Emphasis was given to university 
type training (78%) for these participants (ave. 46%), though they 
also received about the average amount of. observation tours (92%), 
on-the-job training (51%) and special group training (34%). More 
private home visits were arranged for them (97%) than for any other 
field of training. 

Only 27,'{. of these participants expressed satisfa'ction wi th 
the length of their training, 7% claiming it was too long and 66% 
too short. More than the usual number (51%) felt there was too 
little variety to their programs and also that the training was 
too advanced (5%). Ninety percent, however, said the level of 
difficul ty was about right (ave. 84%). Actually, these partici
pants professed satisfaction with the entire program (97~70) more 
than those from any other field. At the same time they freely ex
pressed their opinions about experiences they considered to be 
their one most valuable and one least valuable, revealing some 
variety of points of view in the group. Although many chose their 
university training (38%), the high quality of instruction (5%) 
and'people they met (8%) as the one most valuable experience; 
there were also many who chose as their one least valuable experi
'ence their uni ve rsi ty training (15%) and on-the-job training (15%), 
and Some the discriminatory attitudes they encountered (3%). 

Eighty-six percent of the Health and Sanitation participants 
returned from training to their same jobs, and 49% report that 
after training they remained on the same job they held when ~nter
viewed. Others report they cl,~,ged to better jobs (34%) or entered 
private enterprise (5%). All were still in the same 'field of eco-
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nomic activity - health and sanitation with relatcc educational 
activity. 

These participants report that 66-:~~ have ha:' Some contact with 
US(J.f since their return (ave. 70-;:') and techllicians report a very 
meagre amount (23;{,) of direct contact with tllelll (ave. 47·!~). Member
ship in U.S. professional societies has been maintained by 17'/0 of 
them (a ve. 20%). 

Participants in the field of Heal til and Sanitation rated 
own use of training higher than did tllose in any other l!rOup. 
nicians also gave then higher than usual ratings, ..... llile their 
visors' ratings of their utilization were about average. 

(5) Education 

their 
Tech

super-

Training was provided in Education for l~~ of the participants 
over the ten year period. A greater proportion of these partici
pants came from provincial cities (40'l'o) and less than usual (37%) 
froln Taipei. The average age was 37 years. This was one of three 
fields- in which women were trained though only 8'''0 were female. 
Eighty-seven percent of these participants were dra'Im frol'1 pro
fessional employment (ave. 2970) and a small number (12%) from 
government work, with 64~ from positions of full professional re
sponsibility and 28',"0 with management responsibilities. 

Supervisors reported that only 46':-:' of their currently employ
ed Education participants had been with them since their selection 
for training (ave.' G8':{,) and that of these they had personally re
commended 56% for the training (ave. 73%). Furthermore, they were 
acquainted wi til the program planning for 63~ of these part icipants 
(ave. 7S'!o) a!ld reported that prior plans were arranged to make use 
of the training for 82% of this group (ave. ('~). \vhen the parti
cipants arrived in the country of tralning 53~ found their programs 
arranged in complete detail, 35% partially arranged and 12% not at 
all. With their programs arranged ,nore fully than for any other 
field of training t these participants reported the highest number 
(7~l,) well satisfied wi th their programs as planned before leaving. 

A greater proportion of the education participants (14%) were 
sent to the Philippines for training (ave. 5%), 66':" to the U.S. and 
19% to Japan. Eighty-eight percent were sent on observati011 tours, 
16'~, on-the-job training (ave. 46%), 6S% to IIni versi ty trai n ing 
~ve. 46%) and 23% to special group training (ave. 3n~). They re-
ported that R9;'o ' .... ere entertained in private homes. 
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Education participants made the same evaluations of the length, 
and variety of activities and level of difficulty of their training 
programs as did participants froIn all cOMbined fields. Their rat
ing of satisfaction with the overall program (92%) was also the 
same as for the total population o Their individual choices of one 
most valuable experience resulted in 25% chosing "specific studies" 
(ave. 37%),24% observation tours (ave. 1[%),25% universi.ty train
ing (ave. 13%), 10% understanding people and customs. Their choices 
of one least valuable experience were: '39% visits to specific 
places (ave. 31%), 16% specific university and courses of study 

(a ve. 11%). 

The education participants returned from training to their sa~e 
positions in the same proportion as all combined fields of training 
(84%) and more of them (49%) remained on the same job until inter
viewed (ave. 43%). A very small percent (22%) could report chang
ing to a better job (ave. 33%), while actually 2% reported their. 
jobs were not as good at time of the interview as when they first 
returned from training. Several (19%) reported job changes within 
the same organization. Most of them continued in the same field 
of economic activity. 

These pi'.rtic i :'lz.!1':" :..-eported that they had had contact with 
USOM (67%) 2.00U': ilS much as others had had, while technicians Claim
ed regular. or frequent contact with 51% of them. More of the Edu
cation participants maintained their memberships in U.S. profes
sional societies (29%) than any other group except t:lOse in Public 
Administration o 

They rated their own use of training about the same as all 
others combined, but technicians and supervisors both rated their 
utilization low. 

(6) Public AdministratiOl~ 

Training in Public Administration was provided for 7~ of the 
participants with more emphasis pri~ to 1955. These were some
what older (40 years) and mostly residents of Taipei (86%). For 
this type of training participants were draloJn chief 1 y (73%) from 
government positions (ave. 29%) and 23% from nationalized industry 
(ave. 29%). They were from high level positions, 68% in manage
ment, 16% policy making and 14% professional. 

Only 50% of currently employed puhlic aoolinistration partici
pants had been with the same supervisor ~t ti~e af ~€lection for 
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training, and of these the supervisors reported having personally 
reconll'1ended 67% for the training prograJ11 (ave. 56~). Supe!rvisors, 
said they were familiar with the initial program planning for only 
58':~ of these participants and that of this number 80% had prior 
plans worked out to make use of their training (ave. 90%). The! 
trainint::' program was planned in cOJllple te detail for only 36% (ave!. 
45%), in partial detail for 57~ (ave. 45%) and not at all for 7%. 
Nevertheless, two thirds of the f!rOllp expressed satisfaction with 
the rre lim i nary prog ram plans. 

The Uni ted States was the country of training for 91"·; of this 
group and the remaining 9~ were trained in Japan. Observation 
tours were provided for 867~, on-the-joh training for 27% (ave. 46%). 
universi ty training for 64~~J (ave. 46%) and special r:roup training 
for 34%. Visi ts in privtlte fal11ily homes were reported by 86~0. 

In.evaluation of their traininr, programs, 36% said it was 
about the right length, 5% said it '..-as too long, 59% said it was 
too short. Variety of activity was judged to be about right by 
36~'(" too mllcil by 23~ (ave. 1'1.~) and too limited hy 41%. The level 
of training was considered by nearly all of them (Q8~) to be ahout 
right, and too siJllrle by only 2%. Altoeether 95% expressed satis
faction wi th the entire program. \vhen asked to indicate what was 
their one nost valuable ex~)erience, 02% mentioned specific subjects, 
technioues and procedures studied (ave. 37"l,,); 14% chose their uni
versity a ttelldance; and ll'~~ observa tiol! tours (ave. 18'70). Asked to 
chose one least valuable experience, 27% demurred by saying the 
entire program was useful and vaJuar.le. 25% referred to specific 
places they visited, 11"':, on-the-joh training, and lR'Yo the livin~ 
condi tions, strange a tti tudes and customs ell("(luntered (ave. 12%). 

Seventy-seven percent of tl1e~;{' part icirants returned after 
training to their former positions (ave. 84%), and only 34~ were! 
still on their initial job at time of tIle interview (ave. 43%). 
A large number (3<;10) reported changes to better jobs (ave. 33%). 
7'!0 moved from government to private enterprise (ave. 5%) and 20'10 
moved to different jobs \".itlJin the same organization (ave. 16'70). 
These participants \'Jere still en;;ar.ed in p,overnment (75%), commerce! 
(16%) and manufacturjn.r; (5';Q activities at time of the interview. 

Sixty-four percent reportee Some kind of cClntact with USOM 
since their return (ave. 70:0), wllile technician~ said they had re
gular or frpguent contact with 53S~ of them (ave. 47%). More parti
cipants in DubHc admidstration were maiJ"'tainin~ their membership 
in U.S. orofessionaJ societies thaI! from any other training field. 
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Th~se pa~ticipants tended to rate their own utilization of 
trainiDI lo.ew~at lower than did those from other fields possibly 
rel~ted to the finding that the ratings of all those returned 
dUJinl the first five years were lower. Technicians reported 
their us. of training very high, while supervisors tende to rate 
it .~at lower than average. 

(7) Mi.cel1aneous 

The miscellaneous category included mostly participants in mass 
.edi. communication - television, radio and newspapers;' many in in
... tDent- and trade; and a few in peaceful uses of atomic energy, 
labor" ~ld others. Four percent of the participants were trained in 
these"areas from 1955 to 1960. They came principally from govern
~nt(54%) and private bus1ness (1370) in the city of Taipei. Their 
po.ition levels were largely professional (55%) and management (36%). 

Supervisors reported that only 3870 of their participants cur
rently employed in these areas had been with them since their se
lection for haining (ave. 68%), and that of these they had per
sonally recommended 33% for the training (ave. 73%). Furthermore, 
they were acquainted with the program planning for only 43% of 
these participants (ave. 75%), but indicated that for the entire 
43% prior plans had been made to use their training. On arriving 
in· their country of training half of them found their programs 
only,partially arranged and 13% not at all. The remainder were 
arranged in complete detail. Although two-thirds of them said 
they were well satisfied with their programs as planned before 
they left, there were 29% who claimed they didn't know enough 
about it at the time. 

Most of these participants "were trained in the U.S. (82%) 
with the remainder trained in Japan (13%) and Hong Kong (5%). Al
though a'7J, were given observation tours, there was TTlOre than an 
average amount (71%) of university training (ave. 46%) and on-the
job training (5en,) given, as well as special group training (3n). 
Nearly all of these participants (96%) had visits arranged in pri
Yate homes. 

Over half (54%) of these participants thol1~"" che length of 
their programs was about right (ave. 3170) with 46% claiming it 
was too short. Half of them said the variety in their programs 
1IfI..$'"'al1 ltght, tcut 331. thought there, should have been more variety 
of activities and the remainder said there was too much to do and 
see. Twenty-one percent said the level of difficulty was too Simple, 
4% too advanced, but ,overall there were 95% who stated they were 
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well satisfied wi til the training. Their choices of one most valu
able and one least valuable experience reveals wide variation in 
the group. Most vaJ uable experiences were: 3'n specific subject, 
techniques and procedures s tudiec' j 25% observation tours, 17-;{' on
the-job training; 13;70 uni~ersit;' attendance. The least 'va~uable 
experiences noted were: 25% visits to specific ~lacesj 13% on
the-job trainingi Gl70 strange customs and social practices; while 
29% claimed the entire program was useful and valuahle. 

seventy-nine percent of these participants returnee from train
ing to their same positions, and 4270 remained until the interview 
on the job they had immediately after training. Of those who changed 
Jobs, 21% claimed they had better jobs, 4% moved from private busi
ness to government work, and an equal number did jus~ the reverse, 
while 29% changed jobs within the same orranization. 7hey were 

engaging in economic activities appropriate to their training. 

There were 63% who had had some contact with US~f since their 
return, and technicians reported they had frequent or regular con
tact with 43% of them. Only 17'70 claimed they had membership in 
U.S. professional societies. 

These participants rated their own use of training average, 
while technicians rated them qui te high and supervisors low. 

b. Year participant left for training program 

- Participants· who left for training- from 1951-1955 rated their 
utilization lower - Supervisors rate their utilization higher. 
Those who left from 1956-1960 rated their utilization higher -
were rated lower by supervisors. 

- Those who left in years 1951-52-53 rated university training 
as most valuable. 

- Throughout the decade there has been approximately the sam~ 
distribution assigned to each field of training except Mi1l
tary Support which terminated in 1956. 

- For overall training the number gradually increased to a peak 
in 1955 then began to decline. 

- Before 1956 there was greater shift from government jobs to 
private industry by returned participants. 

- Since 1955 private business has supplied a slightly larger 
~~oportion of participants than before. 
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~:.:: ~ 1') ,;:: there have been fewer job changes by returned par_ 

~ '.n,ere hat;; been no noticeable change in adequacy of prede-
j.:t: tlH:e :.nfortnation as rated by participants through the years. 

- •.. p~::Hcipants have been selected by supervisors in more 
rec~nt y~ars. Also. mOre of the supervisors have been trained 
abroad. 

- The proportion of college trained participants (69%) and those 
from graduate school (20%) remained fairly constant each year. 
Those with high school training only, increased gradually to 
!~% ~f the total in 1956, then declined. 

- Lower echelon supervisors and craftsmen (4% of total) were se-
1c~ted 'dostly in lQ~f.\-1957 - apparently rela.ted to the pre
;:;cus f1.nding relative to education level. 

~, ~cv~rnment, professional agencies and nationalized industry 
each provided about 2~ of the participants con~istently every 
year, except for nationalized industry which doubled in 1955 
then decreased while those entering from private business in
creased. Trade Unions assignments, though very small number 
overall, reached a peak in 1957. 

Participants more recently returned are still receiving pro
fessional publications from the U.S. 

c. Age in years at time of departure for training 

- Participants ratings of utilization were about the same for 
all age levels. 

Technicians rated utilization higher for those in the "twenties" 
and for those 35-39 years of age. 

Supervisors rated utilization higher for those in the "twenties" 
and the "forties." 

- More under age 30 report difficulty with Bnglish language -
ranging from a high of 80% for those under 25 down to 18% of 
those above 55 years. 

- Education - those with High School training averaged 34 years 
of age; with College training, 36 years; ~ith graduate train
ing 42 years. 
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In various fields of training age was fairly evenly dis~ributed. 
except that Public Administration had more over 40 years of alge., 

- Type of training 
All age levels were assigned to special group training pro
portionately. Observation tours were preferred by those un
der 25 and tJlose over SS, but older participants were as
signed to tours more often than those under 35. sO% of those 
under 45 years of age had on-the-job training, 25% of those 
over 45 years. 50%.und~r age 50 attended ,univer.sity, 1(110 
over age 50. 

- Younger participants were granted longer training periods. 
Median age is 3~ years for those having over 6 months train
ing. Median age is 40 years for those having less than 6 
montbs training. 

- Those under 25 and those over 55 showed greatest tendency to 
r ... te their program as "short." The latter ac:tuaJly had s:'orter 
tours. 

- Younger participants wanted more variety of training activities. 
Older participants wanted less variety of training activities. 

- Participants in 35-45 age range expressec' the highest overall 
satisfaction with the entire program. 

- More job advancement was granted the 30 to 40 year age group. 
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IV e R.BC<Mot.BNDATIONS BASED ON SURVEY FINDINGS 

1. Selection procedures 

a. Seiection for overseas training in technologically advanced 
countries achieves best results when current and potential leaders 
with capacity for far-sighted planning are given the opportunity to 
see how living standards for all people can be improved through 
free enterprise in a well info11lled, democratic society. 

b. Refinement of specific skills and lmowledge can be accomplish
ed in the local country over a longer period of time and for a 
larger number of people, but overseas training experiences may a
chieve-the more significant function of providing a lasting moti
vation and high level of aspiration for tlwse who will become the 
teache'rs and immediate supervisors of mnny workers in areas re
quiring long range development of both natural and human resources. 
T~e high level of ability and experience of those selected for 
tralhjng from China contributeu to the splendid record of acbieve
ment focused on long range social and economic goals. 

2. ~enta~ion procedures 

a. It was found that participants were more often uninformed 
about important features of their training' program rather than 
about how to get along i~ the country of training. Participants 
should be fully informed about their training programs prior to 
leaving. For best results, they should actually help to plan 
their training programs. 

b. Pre-departure orientation by local employers and sponsors 
provides an excellent opportunity for prior planning relative to 
ultimate use of training, but orientation relative to ove~seas 
experiences should be provided by local countrymen who have had 
such experiences and can give practical and complete information 
in the context of local cultural background. 

c. Timing of orientation Should permit opportunity for partici
panuto make adequate pre-departure preparations. 

d. More adequate English language training should be provided, 
especially for younger age levels. 
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3. Program planning 

a. Since one of the chief contributions to be gained from over
seas training is increased motivation and aspiration to attain 
long range social and economic goals, it" must be possible to ef
fect just enough f1exidlity into program planning to meet the 
special needs of individual participC'nts for enriched experiences 
as highly motivating circumstances arise for them. In this study 
it was fOWld that those who helped plan details of their programs 
with project managers and who were permitted to make desired 
changes reported greater achievc!I1ents in making use of ttleir train
ing. 

b. More effort should be made to help participants while in 
training to meet their counter~arts in social situations and home 
visitations where they may have an opportWlity for free discussion 
of personal aspir~tions. These personal contacts were highly valued 
by participants interviewed in this study. 

c. Avoid extended monotony and I.·oring routines, particularly 
where the actual flow of information seems to be dulled by lack of 
variety in presentation and avid curiOSity succoml~ to polite nod
ding acceptance. Variety in program planning waS appreciated and 
spontaneous deviiltions from fixed routines for crief refreshing 
interludes WcS said to bc hig:ay stimulating. 

d. More use of on-the-job type training was strongly urged by 
most of those interviewed. However. tIlis was supplemented by the 
strong suggestion that alternative techniqtles and practices be 
explored Which might help meet local country needs and circum
stances. 

e. University training was also found to be a desired and ef
fective means of training, again with the stiru1atiJn that pro
ject'managers Should try to keep teachint; materials and techni
ques appropriate to the individual country needs. 

f. In. adapting to the communication requirerr.ent of sinplified 
expressions and audio-visual aids, care should De taken not to 
lower the concepttlal level of the training to the point where it 
is considered to be too elementary. unimportant and an ineffectu
al waste of valuable training time. Respondents who were not 
pleased with level of difficulty more often reported their train
ing to be disappointingly elementary. 

g. Technicians su;;~;estcd that they may assist program managers 
in planning by providing information regarding tools and techni
ques which the participant has been accustomed to using in the past. 
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h. Supervisors should be carefully consulted regarding selection 
and program planning in order to help integrate actual country and 
company needs into the goals of training. This was the chief sug
gestion offered by supervisors. 

i. In order to strengthen and utilize the highest motivatlon of 
part icipants throughout the training experience, they should be 
uniformly consulted in early stages 0 f planning the details of 
their program. 1~is participation in planning-was found to be 
highly correlated with successful achievements in use of training. 

4. Follow-up procedures 

a. Provide l'or accurate and current records of whereal:.outs of 
all returned participants. 

b. Arrange for smooth l.;ut effective transfer of responsibility 
to newly arrived staff members for maintaining appropriate contact 
with former participants by teclmicians, training officers, etc. 

c. Through CLJSA, SATCA, or some proper agency, coordinate the 
maintenance of a roster of specia1i%ed manpower, which will add 
digni ty, respectalJili ty and proper classified status for each 
participant. 

d. Abandon the surveillance function, and provide a type of 
follOW-Up consulting and information service which will be ap
preciated by the large number of participants who are using and 
conveying their training as well as circumstances will permit, 
and who repeatedly expressed the desire to get in touch, somehow, 
with USOM to show what they are doing and further convey their ap
preciation for the training. 

e. As managerial and procedural functions can be assumed by 
local administrative personnel, the foreign service personnel 
should specialize more in the difficult but highly significant 
functions of bringing clarity of understanding and harmony of 
act~on into areas of inter-cultural contacts implicit in the shar
ing 0 f skills. This is a new and challenging fie ld which cannot 
be adequately served through formal communication channels, nor 
by tile naive assumption til a t techn iques developed in ·one culture 
can L-e arbitrarily transl,lanted into another. If transplanting is 
mutually agreed upon thcn gentle nurturing and cultivation is re
quired on thc part 01 t;lOse wllo are skilled in a kno\ .. leclge of the 
neW cultural climate and resuurce~. In other words, the training 
function lias now pas!;cd :.eyond the office management phase, and 
to conpete success fully with counterparts in the conununist world 



requires concentration on the most effective means of cultivating 
similar goals and mutually respected value systems in OU4 economic, 
social and teclmological endeavors. Rather strikin6 evidence was 
revealed in this study that differences in ratings between USOM 
technicians and participants or their supervisors was often not 
merely a legitimate difference of opinion, but revealed a lack of 
information or failure to achieve clear and workable two~ay com
munication. 

f. Follow-up procedures Should encourage continued contact 
with those changing frOlIj one job to another. This was found to be 
the means whereby many participants could achieve greater use of 
their training, but unfortunately they often lost contact with USOM. 

g. Much material is produced and sometimes published locally by 
participants, and training functions are performed which h~ve not 
heen brought to the attention of USOM technicians or training 
officers. These "multiplier" activities deserve wholehearted re
cognition, support and encouragement. 
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Explanatory Notes 

for 

Questionnaire Tables 

The questionnaire is printed here in English exact! y as it 
was presented in Mandarin Chinese to each participant by inter
viewers trained to follow the procedure consistently throughout. 
The number and oercent of responses follows each question. Also 
included are the instructions to the interviewers regarding ques
tions to be omitted following certain responses. This skip
pattern of questioning accounts for some questions having less 
than the total number of 618 responses from all participants in 
the sample. 

There are several open-ended questions in the interview which 
call for a free expression of opinion and experiences from the re
spondents. Instructions for the interviewer to "probe" reters to 
a specialized procedure for encouraging participants to make frank 
and full responses without any suggestion from the interviewer re
garding the nature of the response. Since more than one answeI 
is given by respondents to such questions tne total number of 
answers is more than the number responding. These answers are 
coded into appropriate categories and the percent of respondents 
giving each type ot reply is shown. 

In addition to the basic participant questionnaire data pre
sented following questions 1 - 146, an introductory series of 
general information tables (A to X) presents background data from 
administrative records and comparative data compiled from various 
sources. For instance, a series of 13 tables (listed following 
table A) compare data from the total and sample pOPulatio~s to 
sho\~ how closely the sample truly represents the over-all popula
tion. Three tables (J,K,M) reveal the group characteristics of 
141 participants unavailahle for interview. Another three 
tables (U,V,W) show the representativeness of Jub-samplp.s re
ported on by supervisors and technicians. 

Although separate questionnaires were used for participants, 
supervisors and technicians, the entire series of questions has 
been numbered consecutively in order to facilitate indexing and 
cross reference. References tQ cross-tabulation tables (C.T.) 
are shown following every question for which comparative data are 
available, and occasionally to related data in other questions (Q). 

95 



Question 
Number: 

Survey of Returned Participants 

Participant Questionnaire - Form A 

I. General Information 

A, Availability for interviews (Total and Sample Popula
tions) 

l'ihe reahout s 

Out-Clf-Country 141 9.2% 87 12.2'."0 
Deceased-Infirm 13 0.9 3 0.4 
Detention 3 0.2 3 0.4 
Difficult Contact 3 0.< 
Unkno\.,.n-Othc rs 12 0.8 

Unavailable for interview 169 11.1 96 13,4 
Available for interview 1360 ~~.9 618 136.6 

Totals 1529 100.0 714 100. (', 

Note: Interviewers provided complete and accurate in
formation re~ardin,: a\'ailability of 714 drawn fer the 
sample. Availa~il1ty data on remainder of the popula
tion was ohtained by interviewers tl.rough direct mailinG, 
telepholle ::ind partial verification from employers. A 
complete verification "ould no doubt hW\oe revealed" 
larger num:)cr actually unavailable irom the total popula
tion. 

For additional data on the Total Population ar.d related 
representativenes~ of the Sample Population,(see also 
Q. A,C,D,E,G,P,I,J.K,L,M,Q, 5 & 8 

For additional data on the "Out-of-Country" category un
available for interview, (see also O. J, K & M) 
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B. Date interviewed: 

Nov. 61 21 3.4% 
Dec. 61 205 33.2 
Jan. 62 167 27.0 
Feb. 62 123 19.9 
Mar. 62 99 16.0 
Apr. 62 3 0.5 

618 

C. Residence when interviewed:" ; (fatal and Sample Popula
tions) 

Total 

Capital city area 
Provincial city area 
Rural place. village, town 

742 
327 
291 

1360* 

(See also - Q. 1, C.T. 1, 116 & 155) 

55 % 330 
24 167 
21 121 

618 

Sample 

53 % 
27 
20 

D. Age when interviewed: (Total and Sample populations) 

Total Sample 

Under 25 years 7 0.5% 1 0.2% 
25 - 29 years 35 2.3 13 2.1 
jo - 34 years 201 13.1 78 12.6 
35 - 39 years 365 23.9 147 23.8 
40 - 44 years 383 25.0 135 21.8 
45 - 49 years 297 19.4 130 21.0 
50 - 54 years 1'54 10.1 71 11.5 
55 years and older 87 5.7 43 7.0 

1529 618 

(See ~lso - Q. 7) 

* 169 participants were not available for interview 
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E. Level of position at time of interview: (Tota! and 
Sample Populations) 

Top Policy Makers 
Policy Makers, 2nd level 
Management, Administration 
Engineers 
Other Professional Occupa

tions 
Sub-professional Occupa

tions 
Supervisors, Inspectors, 

Foremen 
Artisans, Craftsmen 
Occu~ations - Not Included 

Elsewhere 
Unemployed/Unknown 

(See also - Q. 5, C.T. 74 & 76) 

6 
92 

616 
169 

356 

61 

21 
1 

20 
187 

152q 

Total 

0.4% 
6.0 

40 ... 3 
11.0 

23.3 

4.0 

1.4 
0.1 

1.3 
12.2 

Sample 

o 0.0% 
36 5.8 

267 43.2 
85 13.7 

165 26.7 

34 5.5 

19 3.1 
1 0.2 

5 O. ~ 
6 1.0 

618 

F. English grade scores at the time of selection 

Note: 

Those Who Took English Tests * 
Those ~bo Did Not Take English Tests ** 

Score 

49 or below 
50 - 59 
60 - 69 
'10 - 79_ "- . 
80 - 89 
90 - 94 

Total 

Wri tten Test 

6 4.0% 
23 15.2 
35 23.2 
46 30.5 
34 22.5 

7 4.6 

151 

151 24.4% 
467 76.6 
'-

618 

Oral Test 

1 0.7% 
51 33.7 
38 25.2 
30 19.9 
34 15.9 

7 4.6 

151 

* The scores represent the results of the lCA standard 
tests given at the time of selection to determine who 
should be enrolled in English language training at the 
JTAC English C'enter. No test scores are available for 



tests given following preparatory Bnglish training • 

• * ICA standard tests were not given to participants prior 
to 1958, nor to any whose programs did not require 
knowledge of Bnglish. 

(AlSo see Q. 9S - 99, C.T. 68, 113, 114, 148 & 188) 

G. Participant sponsorship: (Total and Sample Populations) 

Regular lCA 
University Contract 

1519 
8 

1529 

Total 

99 % 
2 

Sample 

614 99 % 
4 1 

618 

H. Number of training programs (Total and Sample Populations) 

Total Sample 

One 1486 97.2% 604 97.7'10 
Two 37 2.4 12 1.9 
Three 4 .3 1 0.2 
Four 2 .1 1 0.2 

1529 618 

(See also Q. 147) 

I. Calendar year left for training program: (Total and 
Sample Populations) 

Total Sampl" 

1951 • •••••••••••• t •••••• 49 3 % 7 1 % 
1952 42 3 21 3 
1953 · .............. , ...... 189 12 73 12 
1954 149 10 60 10 
1955 · ................... 246 16 105 17 
1956 217 14 89 14 
1957 · ................... 224 15 79 13 
1958 188 12 79 13 
1959 · ................... 195 13 89 14 
1960 30 2 16 3 

1529 618 
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(See also - C.T. 4, 31 - 52, 13lRt 157) 

J. Pis cal year returned from training program: (Out-of-
Country, Total and Sample Populations) 

Out-of-Co. Total Sample -_ .. _--
Defore July 1954 45 32 % 230 15 '7u .83 13. 4';~ 
7/'54 - 6/'55 J.5 11 143 9 58 9.4 
7/'55 - 6/' 56 22 16 231 15 92 14.9 
7/'56 - 6/'57 19 13 ~02 13 84 13.6 
7/'57 - 6/' 58 22 16 262 17 103 16.7 
7/'58 - 6/'59 16 11 190 13 75 12.1 
7/'59 - 6/'60 2 1 271 18 123 19.9 

141 1529 618 

(See also - Q. 1) 

K. Training field of activity: (Out-of-Count ry, Total and 
Sample Populations) 

Out-ai-Co. Total -2.ample ---
Direct Military 1 1 % 48 3.1% 22 3.6'70 

Support 
Agriculture & Natural 35 ~5 439 28.7 177 28.6 

Res. 
Industry and Mining 32 23 341 22.3 144 23.3 
Transportation a 5 96 6.3 43 7.0 
Labor 0 0 4 0.3 2 0.3 
Health and Sanitation 17 12 158 10.3 59 9.5 
Bducation 21 15 254 16.6 105 17.0 
Public Administration 16 11 122 8.0 44 7.1 
Genera.1 & Misce1- 11 8 67 4.7 22 3.6 

1aneous 
141 1529 618 

(See also - C.T. 1 - 30, 123 & 156) 
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L. Functional Fields of Training Activity within Bach Major 
Field for Total and S .. ple Populations. 

Total Populo Sample Popu1. 
Number Percent Number Percent 

OO-Direct Mi1itarl Support 48 3.1 22 3.6 
03 Army Base Construction 4 0.3 2 Q.3 
06 Major Materiel Production 41 2.6 18 3.0 
09 All Other Direct Military 3 0.2 2 0.3 

Support 

10-A~riculture & Natural 
Resources ~39 28.7 177 28.6 -11 Research, Agri. Bducation 

& Extens. 56 3.7 24 3.9 
12 Land· & Water Resources 45 2.9 20 3.2 
13 Crop & Livestock Develop-

ment 84 5.5 42 6.8 
14 Agri. Economic", : Farm 

Organ. & Agri. Credit 41 ~.6 16 2.6 
15 Agri. Marketing & Pro-

cessing 10 0.7 3 0.4 
16 Home Economics & Rural 

Youth 50 3.3 l.9 3.1 
17 Forestry 27 1.8 :~2 1.9 
18 Fisheries 31 2.0 11 1.8 
19 All Other Agri. & Natural 

Resources 95 6.2 30 4.9 

20-Inaustry and Minin~ 341 22.3 144 23.3 
21 Mining and Minerals 33 2.2 -n; T.6 
22 Power and COft.unications <J6 6.3 48 7.8 
23 Manufacturing and Pro-

cessing 90 5.9 31 5.0 
25 Engineering and Con-

struction 31 2.0 12 2.0 
26 Marketing and Distri-

bution 2 0.1 1 0.1 
27 Industrial Management 51 3.3 27 4.4 
28 Industrial Training 13 0.9 6 1.0 
29 All Other Industry & 

Mining 25 1.6 9 1.4 

30-Transeortation 96 6.3 43 7.0 
31 Highways 18 l.2 8 1.3 
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Total Poeul • Sample P~eul. 
Number Percent Number Percent 

32 Urban Transit and 
Traffic Engineering 3 0.2 0 0 

33 Railways 29 1.9 14 2.3 
34 Port Facilities & Harbor 

Improvement 5 0.3 2 0.3 
36 Ship Operations 9 0.6 4 0.7 
37 Ai.r Transport 15 1.0 10 1.6 
39 All Other Transportation 17 1.1 5 0.8 

40'-Labor 4 0.3 2 0.3 
45 Labor & Social Legis-

lation & TU Welfare 
Services 1 0.1 1 0.15 

47 Industrial Safety & 
Hygiene g 0.2 1 0.15 

50-Health and Sani tation 158 10.3 59 9.5 - -51 Control of Specific 
Diseases 9 0.6 1 0.1 

52 Environmental Sanitation 35 2.3 L4 2.3 
53 Health Facilitieb 28 1.3 11 1.8 
54 Health Training and 

Education 82 5.3 32 5.2 
59 All Other Health and 

Sanitation 4 0.3 I 0.1 

60-Educa tion 254 16.6 105 17.0 
61 Technical Education To 3.9 20 -n 
62 Vocational Agriculture 

Education 40 2.6 16 2.6 
63 Home Economics Education 12 0.8 7 1.1 
65 Sp.condary Education 1 0.1 0 0 
66 Professional & Higher 

Education 46 3.0 21 3.4 
67 Pundamental Adult & Com-

munity Education 66 4.3 25 4.1 
68 Educational Administra- 8 O.S 4 0.7 

tion 
69 All Other Education 21 1.4 12 1.9 
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Total Popul. Sa.ple Popul. 
Number Percent Nu.ber Percent 

7o-public Administration 122 8.0 44 7.1 - -71 Civil Police Admini-
stration 14 0.9 3 0.5 

72 Government-wide Organi-
7.ation & Manag~ment 4 0.3 0 0 

73 Public Personnel 
Administration 3 0.2 2 0.3 

74 Organization & Management 
of Partic. Ministries or 
Programs 5 0.3 2 O.~ 

75 Public Budgeting & Finance' 
Administration 75 4.9 28 4.5 

76 General Services 
Administration 7 0.5 3 0.5 

78 Statistics - General & 
Census 6 0.4 4 0.7 

79 All Other Public 
Administration 8 0.5 2 0.3 

80-Community Development, 
--Social' Welfare & Housing 4 0.3 0 0 
82 Social Welfare i' 0.1 0 0 
83 Housing 3 0.2 0 0 

9o-General and Miscellaneous 63 hl 22 3.6 - -91 Trade & Investment 14 0.9 4 0.7 
92 Mass Communications 3 0.2 0 0 
93 Investment Survey 1 0.1 1 0.2 
96 Mass Communications (new 

code) 26 1.7 12 1.9 
98 Peaceful Uses of Atomic 

Energy 16 1.0 5 0.8 
99 All Other C~nera1 and 

Miscellaneoul:l 3 0.2 0 0 

Total 1.529 100.0 618 100.0 
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M. Primary country of training (Out-of-Country. Total & Sample 
Populations) 

N. 

Out-of-Co. Total 

U.S. 125 8~ '.(, 1114 73 % 
Non-U.S. only 16 11 415 27 

141 1529 

Primary country of training: Sam21e 

United States 
Netherlands 
Viet Nam 
Hong Kong 
Japan 
Philippines 
Thailand 

(See also Q. 39) 

Length of tours in 

Number and percent 
each of four kinds 

451 73.0% 
1 .2 
1 .2 
2 .3 

133 21.S 
26 4.2 
4 .6 

618 

different kinds of training •. 

of participants by length of training in 
of training tours, with summary of the 

average number of weeks per participant and the percent of 
total man/weeks of all participant training. 

Len~th of Tour 

Under 2 weeks 
i - 1 month 
1 - 2 months 
2 - 4 months 
4 - 6 months 
6 - 12 months 
1 year - 2 years 
Not applicable * 

Average No. of 
weeks per 
participant 

Observation 
No. % 

17 2.7 
46 7.5 

144 23.3 
221 35.8 

71 11.4 
42 6.8 

3 0.5 
74 12.0 

618 

12 wks. 

104 

On-the-job University 
No. % No. % 

2 0.3 1 0.2 
14 2.0 6 1.0 
34 5.5 21 3.4 
74 12.0 47 7.6 
S.B 9.4 50 8.1 
91 14.8 139 22.5 

9 1.5 17 2.7 
336 54.5 337 54.5 

618 618 

22 wks. 28 wks. 

Special 
Grou2 
~. % 

34 5.5 
73 11.8 
63 10.2 
38 6.2 
7 1.1 
'/ 1.1 
2 0.3 

394 63.9 

618 

7 wks. 



Percent of t0tal man/ 
weeks of all parti
cipant training 30'70 28% 3570 7"10 

* Number not receiving t.he type of training noted in the column. 

( See also Q. S5, 56; c.r. 14 - 17, 43 - 46, 59 - 62, 94 - 97, 
99 - 102, 108 - 111, 135 - 138, 170 - 173) 

O. Length of tours in diflerent kinds of university training. 

Number ot p~rticipants enrolled as Regular or Special Univer
sity Students, and those attending Group Programs at Universi
ties without academic credit for specified time periods. 

Under 2 weeks 
1 - 1 month 
1 - 2 months 
2 - 4 months 
4 - 6 months 
6 - 12 months 
1 year - 2 years 
Not applicable "* 
Did not attend Univ. 

Average No. of weeks 
per participant 

Percent of total man/ 
weeks of all 
university training 

Re&u1ar 
No. Ta 

1 0.2 
10 1.6 
19 3.0 
51 ~.2 

6 1.0 
194 31.0 
337 55.0 

618 

32 wks. 

35'k 

SEecial Grou[! Program 
No. ,'" No. % ,0 -

1 0.2 
5 0.8 2 0.3 

17 2.7 9 1.4 
30 4.3 13 2.1 
48 7.8 
74 12.0 4 0.6 

9 1.4 
97 15.3 253 40.6 

337 55.0 337 55.0 

618 618 

26 wks. 13 wks. 

60'J, 5uI 
10 

* Number not receiving the type of training noted in the 
column. 

(See a1soQ. 56,57) 

P. Changes in type of employment. 

Type of Employment for (a) Sample when selected, (b) Total 
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Q. 

population in Nov. 1961, (c) 100 ot the Sample who accepted 
different jobs immediately following their training, and (d) 
355 who later changed jobs prior to being interviewed Nov. 
'61. The f;\'iO middle columns sho\~ new jobs to which part i
cipants have moved, but many represent oromotions wi thin the 
same Type of Employment, hence are seldom ~lifted from one 
type of employment to another. 

Sam21e Population 
Job held Hrst Post- Nov. 1961 Total 

when training job job if population 
Selected if different different Nov. 1961 

Type of %' % % % 
Employ'~~ No. Tot. No. Sub-tot. No. Sub-tot. No. Tot. 

OWn Government ) 
182 29 

28 28 100 28 387 
Other Government) 1 1 10 3 30 
Private Business 40 7 6 6 55 16 156 
Professional 180 29 22 22 76 21 382 
·trade Union 34 6 12 3 69 

.J 

Nationalized Ind. 179 29 43 43 102 29 315 
Unknown-Other 3 0 157* 
Retired -

Deceased 33 

613 100 355 1529 

* The "Unknown-Other" category, mostly "out-ai-country" 
participants, is composed mainly of government, private 
business and professional people. 

( See also Q. 3, 112, 117; C.T. 9, 32 & 77) 

25 
2 

10 
25 

5 
21 
10 

2 

Patterns of change in Level or Rank of Posi tion and ~1R.jor or 
Min~ Field of Economic Activity, from Time of Training to 
Time of Interview, for Total and Sample Populations. 

Total Sample 
~~~rn of cha~ NO:--% No. 7; 
Same in all respects 899 59 40H 66 
Same major field diff. other respects 232 15 1)2 16 
Diff. major fie ld same rank 54 4 3(' S 

Different in all respects 158 10 74 L: 
Not ascertained 186 12 4 1 

1529 613 
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R. Supervisor's name (Participant's permission was asked for 
interviewing his supervisor) 

S. 

T. 

Supervisor's name was given 
Participant refused to have supervisor 

interview~d 

Participant had no supervisor 

Supervisor questionnaires completed 

Yes 
No 

( See also - Q. U, V & W) 

Technician questionnair~ completed 

Yes 
No 

( See also - Q. U, V & W) 

565 

6 
47 

618 

91.4(.~ 

1.0 
7.6 

313 50.6% 
305 49.4 

618 

200 32.4% 
418 67.6 

618 

U. Comparison of sub-samples to' sample population by major fields 
of activity 

Percentage distribution of the study sample, the sub-sample 
reported on by supervisors and the sub-sample reported on by 
USCJ>1 technicians, by ~'ajor Fields of Activity 

o Z (113 t:l 1"\:1 >- p;o H .,., t-i r III:::: tTl tT3"' ..... 3 C) t-i 
... ·0 c ........ ~ 1llO'Q ;:; 0.., III III fI) 0. ....... -c III .... fI) 0 
'0. '0 ..... 1"\ (1)<1''1 ;::0. '11ll 0' :1111 C 0::l0' :')1110 tT 
III '0 ... ·111 0 C .... .... c: r+ :1 0 .... ..... 0 ::l ....... 111 0 111 III 
::3'0 OtTO C'10 ::lUl Ill(ll '1 S'tT III Ul ... ·Ofl)'1 .... 
<1'1ll '1l11tT '1 Ill' .... <1' tT I tT:T tT ::to C ..... 1ll 
Ul:+~!J ~ ..... la" ~ ~ ~. ~. Ill~' Cl III Ul I ..... 

,.. Ul :1 :l~::3 10. ~ --1- _________________ ~ ______ 1 ____ ____ 

Study Sample 618 3.6 28.6 23.3 7.0 0.3 9.5 17.'J 7.1 3.6 100'70 
Supervisors' 

Sub-a ample 32? 4.4 30.7 2J.4 3.4 0.3 9.6 16.8 3.2 4.7 100% 
Technicians' 

Sub-sample 200 23.5 24.0 7.0 6.5 22.5 3.5 8.0 100% 

( See also Q. K; C.T. 10, 11, 22, 29 & 30) 
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v. Comparison of sub-s~mples to sample population by year l~ft 
for training p:t:('gram 

Pe~c~ntage distribution of the study sample, the sub-sample 
!"fJportcd on by supervisors and the sub-sample reported on by 
USQM technicians, QY Year Left for Training Program. 

Study Sample Supervi~' Technic ians 
Sub-sample Sub-sample 

Number 
Participants 618 322 200 

1951 1.1% 0.9% 0.5% 
1952 3.4 1.9 4.0 
1953 11.8 6.5 8.5 
1954 9.7 8.4 10 •. 5 
1955 17.0 21.7 12.5 
1956 14.4 14.3 16.0 
1957 12.8 15.5 14.5 
1958 12.8 15.2 15.5 
1959 14.4 14.3 16.5 
1960 2.6 1.3 1.5 

Total: 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

( See also Q. I; C.T. 40, 51 & 52) 

li. Comparit',," of sub-samples to sample population by age in 
years at time of departure for training. 

Percentage distribution ~f the study sample, the sub-sample 
reported on by supervisors and the sub-sample reported on by 
USOM technicians, by Age in Years at 'rime of Departure for 
training. 

Study Sample 
Supervi~ors ' 
Sub·.3ample 

Ter:blicians • 
Sub-sample 

( See also Q. 

'O'Oz : 
III III 0 :. 
~~. Pi 
CIl ... • 

w 
o 

w 
VI 

~ 
o 

til 
o 

o N N tlJ W ~ ~ VI 
.... VI -0 .~ -0 ~ -0 ~ 

-'-- - -- _.- --- -- -- -- -- -
618 3.1 16.2 23,6 22.R 19.3 8.9 5.0 1.1 100% 

322 1.5 17.1 23.6 23.4 18.3 8.4 1.8 0.9 100% 

200 0.5 14.0 26.5 26.0 17.5 8.5 6.0 1.0 100% 

7' , C.T. 72 & 73) 
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x. Comparison of utilization scores from participant, super
visor and technician ratings. 

Distribution of utilization scores, with pcrcenta~es, for all 
Participants in the Samplp and Sub-samples, as rated by the 
Participants themsel ves, their Supe rvi sors and Technicians. 

Utiliza tion 
Scores 

91 - lOa 
81 - 90 
71 - 80 
61 - 70 
51 - 60 
41 - 50 
31 - 40 
21 - 30 
11 - 20 
o - 10 
Y 

Participants. 
No. % 

78 
237 
189 

64 
22 

28 

613 

12.62 
38.35 
30.59 
10.35 

3.56 

4.53 

Supervisors 
No. % 

83 
120 

1 
91 

6 
1 
1 
1 

3 
15 

322 

25.78 
37.'27 
0.31 

28.26 
1.86 
o.:n 
1).31 
0.31 

0.93 
4.66 

Technicians 
No. '70 

90 
4 

40 
13 
11 

5 
3 
4 
4 
6 

20 

200 

45.0 
2.0 

20.0 
6.5 
5.5 
2.5 
1.5 
2.0 
2.0 
3.0 

10.0 

( See also C.T. 155 -201; 29, 51, 72, 153, 198, 205, 206, 
209 - 211, & 238; 30, 52, 73, 154, 201, 212 - 230) 
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II. I~ormation about participants 
at time of departure for traini~ 

Q. 1. Area of lte sidence : 

Capital city area 
Provincial city area 
Rural place, village, town 

(See also Q. C; C.T. 31) 

Q. 2. Employer: (Not coded) 

Q. 3. Occupation (Type of Employer): 

Government 
Pr~~ate business 
J l'ofession 
'.'rade union 
,itudent 
Nationalized industry 

(See also C.T. 9, 32 & 77) 

Q. 4. Total time in Held of specialization: 

None 
Less than 1 year 
1 to just under 2 years 
2 to just under 5 years 
5 to just under 10 years 

10 years or more 

(See also C.T. 53, 104 & lS8) 

Q. 5. Kind of work done (Level of position at time 
of selection) 

110 

330 53 % 
165 27 
123 20 

618 

182 29 % 
40 7 

130 29 
34 6 

2" 0 
180 29 

6Hl 

2 0 % 
3 0 

17 3 
137 22 
263 43 
196 32 

618 



RESIDENCE 

TAIPEI 

RURAL, TOWNS PROVINCIAL CITIES 

PLATE XI 



Total Same1e 

Top policy makers 8 0 • .5% 0 0 % 
Policy makers - second 

level 75 4.9 29 5 
Subordi~at~ management 592 38.7 220 35 
Engineers 268 17 .5 114 18 
Professional occupations 429 28.1 184 30 
Sub-professional occupa-

tions 94 6.1 47 8 
Supervisors, i..spectors, 

foremen 17 1.1 14 2 
:Artisans, craftsmen 6 0.4 4 1 
Occupations not elsewhere 

classified 33 2.2 6 1 
Unknown 7 0.5 0 0 

1529 618 

( See also C.T. 5, 33, 54, 74, 75, 124 & 159) 

Q. 6. Number of people supervised: 

None 135 21.8% 
1 - 49 286 46.3 

50 - 199 111 18.0 
200 or more 72 11.6 
Not ascertained 14 2.3 

618 

( See also Q. 111 , 116) 

Q. 7a. Date of birth: 

1898 - 1900 3 0.5% 
1901 .- 1904 21 3 
1905 - 1909 45 7 
1910 - 1914 116 19 
1915 - 1919 122 20 
1920 - 1924 146 23 
1925 - 1929 135 22 
1930 - 1934 27 4 
1936 - 1938 3 0.5 

618 
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r~. 7h. Age in years at time of departure for t.;'ining: 

Under 25 11.) 3~ :t 
"J 

25 - 29 100 1~ 

30 - 34 146 24 
3S - 39 141 23 
40 - 44 119 19 

4' - 49 55 9 
SO - 54 ~J. 5 
5S Ir:d older 7 

618 

( See also C.T. 6, 34, 53 - 73, 125 ~ 160) 

Q. 8. Sex: 

Total Salll21e 

Mile 1435 93.8% 581 94 % 
Ft:lllale Q4 6.2 37 

1.529 618 

( Sec a1ao C.T. 7, 35, .55, 76, l 126) 

Q. 9. 'rotal yean of education: 

1'/ .01' ",'l~ yean 123 20 % 
13 - 16 ye~rI 426 69 
9 - 12 yearl 65 10 -

5 - A yean 4 1 

618 

( See allo C .'r. J6, 56, ~3t ~7, 127, & 161) 

Q. 10. Mad tal atatu8: 

Married 328 85 " Not married 90 15 -
618 

( See also C.T. 57 • 128) 
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Q. 11. Attendance at special school prior to training: 

Attended 
Not attended 

( See also C.T. 78) 

108 17 • .5 % 
510 82.5 

618 

Q. 12. Type of special school attended at any period prior to 
ICA training: 

Agriculture 
Industrial 
Nursing 
Enginee ring 
Others 

41 38 % 
20 18 
13 12 
10 10 
24 22 

108 

Q. 13. Attendance at university prior to lCA trainin~: 

Attended 
Not attended 

( See also C.T. 78 & 105) 

Q. 14. Name of university: 

( Not coded) 

Q. IS. Location of university: 

In China 
In Japan 
In U.S.A. 
In other countries 

Q. 16. Major field of study at the university: 

113 

512 83 % 
106 17 

618 

400 78 % 
63 12 
40 8 

9 2 

512 



Agricul ture 114 22 'fa 
Engineerin~ 208 41 
Dusiness Administration 25 5 
Medical 33 " taw 19 4 
Liberal Art 35 7 

Science 31 6 
Social Science 41 8 
Others 6 1 

512 

Q. 17. University degrees before leA training: 

Received 436 85.2'70 
Did not receive 76 J.4.8 

Q. 13. Type of degtees: 

Rachelor level 354 81.2% 
Master's level 35 8.0 
Doctorate level 9 2.1 
Law 8 l.a 
Medical 30 6.9 

436 

Q. 19. Names of ministry sponsoring training: 

Education 145 23.5% 
Food, Agriculture, forestry, fishery 113 18.3 
Industry, Mining, Power 80 12.9 
Public Adm., Domestic Affairs, Press 63 10.1 
Communication, Tr11sportation 48 7.8 
Public Health 28 4.5 
F Inance, Tax ,. Comme rce 26 4.3 
Defense 23 3.7 
Research, Planning 13 2.1 
Public Safety & Welfare 3 0.5 
Non-government Agency Sponsor & Others 76 12.3 

618 
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III. Preparation for p~olram 

In this first section I am interested in aOlle of the events 
\'lhich took place before you left home for your training, program. 

Q. 20. Thinking back, what was the first step in that training 
program -- did you make application yourself to go, or 
were you selected by someone else? 

Made application 
Was selected or invited (GO TO Q. 22) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 23) 

( Also see C.T. 79 & 80) 

72 11.n, 
546 88.3 

o 0 

618 

Q. 21. How did you first learn about ICA training pro~rams in 
your field? 

Prom supervisor 
Prom colleague 
From lCA / US(Jot personnel 
Prom friend 
Others (SPECIFY:) 
Don't know 

Q. 22. W~Q selected you? 

Total number of respondents: 618 

Supervisor 
Othe rs (SPECIFY:) 
Don't know 

15 
1 
5 
7 

44 
0 

72 

506 
122 

o 
628 

20.8~ 
1.4 
6.9 
9.7 

61.2 
0 

81.9" 
19.7 
o 

( The total number of an~.ers is more than 618 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

( Also see C.T. 37, 117, 162) 
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Q. 23. 

Q. 24. 

Q. 25. 

When your program was being planned, did anyone at your 
place or employment or school give you any ~nformation 
:1hout it? 

Yes 
No (GO TO q. 26) 
D;')n't knOh' (GO TO Q. 26) 

( Also see C.T. 81, 82, 84, 88) 

450 
168 

o 
618 

72.87~ 
27.2 
o 

\~ho gave you the information? 
or aoothe r person? 

Was it your supervisor 

Total number of respondents: 450 

SUJ:'p.rvisor 
Other~ 

Don't know 

414 
216 

o 
630 

92.0% 
48.0 
o 

( The total number of answers is more than 450 because 
some ~espondents gave more than one response.) 

What kinds of things did you learn about your program 
from this person? (PROBE) 

Total number of respondents: 450 

General information 
Administrative Finance, Transportation, 

passport, etc. 
Administrative by own government 

finance, etc. 
Subject matter 
Post-training job, utilization of 

training 
Cultural, social, economic 
Climate and clothing 
0thers 

3 0.7"10 

325 72.2 

61 13.6 
456 101.3 

264 58.7 
36 8.0 
16 3.6 
46 10.2 

1207 

( The total number of answers is more than 450 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 
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Q. 26. 

Q. 27. 

Q. 28. 

Did the Ministry that sponsored you gi v~ you any informa
tion about the program being planned for you? 

Yes 
No 
Ministry was employer 

(GO TO Q. 28) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 28) 

( Also see C.T. 81, 85, 89) 

261 
168 
lR~ 

1 

618 

42.2':'0 
27.2 
30.4 

0.2 

In general, what did you learn about your program from 
your Minlstry? (What kinds of things were you told?) 

Total number of respondents: 261 

General information 
Administrative 
Own Government Administration 
Subject matter 
Post training job 
Cultural and social 
Climate and clothing 
Others 
Don't know 

3 '1.1% 
164 62.8 

30 11.5 
256 98.1 
140 53.6 

30 11.5 
10 3.8 
36 13.8 

2 0.8 

671 

( The total number of answers is more than 261 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

At the time you were selected to go abroad, were you 
employed by US~1 or in a proj~ct run jointly by USOM and 
your government? 

Yes (r~ TO Q. 29) 
No (GO TO Q.30) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 30) 

( Also see C.T. ~2) 
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32 
585 

I 

618 



Q. 29. 

Q. 30. 

Q. 31. 

Q. 32. 

Q. 33. 

(If YES) Was that full-time. part-time or occasionally? 

Full-time 
Part-time 
Occasionally 

'26 
5 
1 

32 

81.3% 
15.6 

3.1 

(IF NO OR DON'T KNOW) Before you were selected, had your 
work ever brought you into contac.: with any USC)! project? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

258 
327 

1 

5~6 

44.0'10 
55.8 
0.2 

Before you left to go abroad, how sutisfied \~ere you with 
your trainin~ proeram? \~ere you well satisfied, not very 
well satisfied, or didn't you know enough ahout it? 

\'lell satisfied 
Not very well satisfied 
Didn't know enough 

( See also C.T. 8, 130 & 163) 

419 
73 

126 

613 

67 • 8~1~ 
11.8 
20.4 

Did you have the opportunity to take part in the pl.ln!ling 
of )'our program? 

Yes (GO TO Q. 33) 
No (GO TO Q.35) 
Don't know (rr) TO Q. 36) 

( Also sec C.T. 10o, 129 & 164) 

378 
238 

2 

61.3 

61.270 
33.5 
0.3 

(IF YES) Did you take part t~ the extent y~u want~~ to? 

Yes 
/,'0 

118 

3:!9 
.:19 

378 

87.0% 
13.(\ 



Q. 34. 

Q. 3S. 

Q. 36. 

Was your peograa ba.ed ... _in1y on four ideas or the i.ueas 
of others? 

My idea. 120 31.7% 
Thoae of others 62 16.4 
80th equally 195 51.6 
Don't know 1 0.3 

378 

(If NO) Do you think it would have helped your program 
if you had participated in the· planning? 

Yes 170 7l.S% 
No 16 6.7 
Didn't care 52 21.8 

238 

How important was each of these factors in deciding if you 
would go on the training program? 

a. Your personal ability -- was that very important or 
not very important? 

Very important 
Not very important 
Don't know 

563 
41 
14 

618 

91.1% 
6.6 
2.3 

b. Thp needs of your job -- very important or not very 
important? 

Very important 
Not very important 
Don't know 

554 
59 

5 

89.t~ 

9.6 
.0.8 

c. Your personal contacts -- were those very important or 
not very important? 

Very important 
Not very important 
Don't know 

119 

82 
S09 

27 

618 

13.3% 
82.3 
4.4 



Q. 37. 

d. Your l&nguage ability -- was that very important or not 
very important? 

Very important 
Not very important 
Don't know 

42Q 
185 

4 

618 

69.4% 
29.9 
0.7 

e. And your professional and educational qualifications 
were these very important or not very important? 

Very important 
Not very imoortant 
Don't know 

528 
77 
13 

618 

85. 4;~ 
12.5 

2.1 

Beforp. you left home to go on your program, did you get 
enollgh information about the program that was beir.g 
arranged for you? 

a. Did vou find out all you needed to know about what you 
would be learninG? 

Yes 
No 

382 
236 

618 

61.8% 
38.2 

If "no" to Q. 37 (a) what information didn't you get about 
this that would have been useful? 

Total numb\Jr of respondents: 236 

Speci~ic information on entire 
training program 

Move re: subjects studicd'--
work to do things to see on progra~ 

·University regulations and procedures 
examS and degrees 

Level of training 
IIc\'! to apply training - how and where 

I would lise training after I returned 
Background on specialization -

iMportance - role in economic ~nd 

120 

131 55.5% 

111 47.0 

10 4.2 
6 2.5 

3 1.3 



life - stage of dev~lopment in 
country of training 

Not timely - received too late to b~ 
prep'lred 

Others 

35 

8 
1 

305 

14.8 

3.4 
0.4 

( The total number of answers is more than 236 because 
some respondents gav~ more than one response.) 

b. Did you get enough information about where you would be 
going? 

Yes 
No 

332 
286 

618 

53.7'70 
46.3 

If "no" to Q. 37 (b) what information didn't you get 
about this that would have been useful? 

Total number of respondents: 286 

Needed details - what schools, 
factories, agencies, etc. 

Background on university, plants, 
organization - size, complexity -
specialities systems of operation 
and organization 

Information not tiMely - too late to 
prepare 

Others 

250 

79 

12 
4 

345 

87.4% 

27.6 

4.2 
1.4 

(The total number rf answers is more than 286 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

c. Did you get enough information about when you would be 
going? 

Ye ... 
No 

12J. 

445 
173 

618 

72.0'70 
28.0 



If "no" to Q. 37 (c) what information didn't you get 
about this that would have been useful? 

Tot~l number of respondents: 173 

Too uncertain - needed specific time 
Needed to know "red tape" - clearance -

passports - visas - customs - medical 
Informa tion too late to prepare 
OtheIS 

72 

6 
142 

1 

221 

41.6% 

3.5 
82.1 
0.6 

( The total number of answers is more than 173 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

d. How about the length of the program? (Did you get 
enough information about that before you left?> 

Yes 
No 

557 
61 

618 

90.l'fo 
9.9 

If "no" to Q. 37 (d) what information didn't you get 
about this that would have been useful? 

Total length - when return 
Detailed itinerary - time in each place 
Information too late to prepare 
Others 

9 
49 

1 
2 

61 

14.8~ 

80.3 
1.6 
3.3 

e. Did you get ennugh information on any other aspects of 
the program that was being planned for you? 

Yes 
No 

480 
138 

618 

77.7% 
22.3 

If "no" to Q. 37 (e) what information didn't you get 
about this that would have been u~eful? 

Total nuaber of respondents: 138 

122 



More general information 14 10.1~ 
Admin. details - travel - finance -

mailing 73 !J2.9 
Subject matter - language reQJ ired -

type assoc. to be made' group 
work relations 36 26.'1 

Manners and customs 19 13.8 
Information too late to prepare 9 6.5 
Others 14 10.1 

165 

( The total number of answers is more than 138 because 
some ~espondents gave. more than one response.) 

( Also see C.T. 38, 83 - 86, 90, 165) 

Q. 38. Number of countries in which training was received. 

One country only 555 90 " Two countries 52 8 
Three countries 7 1 
Four countries 3 O.S 
five countries 1 O.S 
Not ascertained 0 0 

618 

( Also see C.T. 12) 

Q. 39. Name(s) of countries in which training was received. 

a. Primary country of training 

United States 451 73.~ 
Netherlands 1 0.2 
Viet Nam 1 0.2 
Hong Y.ong 2 0.3 
Japan 133 21.5 
Philippines 26 4.2 
Thailand 4 0.6 

618 

( See also C.T. 12, 41, 86, 91, 98, 107, 132 & 166) 
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Length of time in primary country 

Under two weeks 
At least two weeks but less than 

one month 
One month to just under two months 
Two months to just under four 

months 
Pour months to just under six 

months 
Six months to just under one year 
One year to just under two years 
Two years to just under three 

years 

b. Secondary country of training 

Puerto Rico 
Germany 
France 
Spain 
U.IC. 
Japan 
Philippines 
Costa Rica 
Mexico 
Canada 
Australia 
No 2nd c,l)untry 

Length of ti~ i.n secondary country 

o 0 % 

19 3.1 
43 6.9 

58 9.4 

19 3.1 
253 40.9 
225 36.4 

1 0.2 

618 

1 0.2% 
2 0!3 
3 0.4 
1 0.2 
1 0.2 

39 6.3 
4 0.6 
1 0.2 
1 0.2 

10 1.6 
1 0.2 

554 89.6 

618 

Under two weeks 11 1.8~ 
At least two weeks but less than 

one month 31 
One month to just under two months 14 
Two months to just under four months R 
No 2nd country 554 

618 
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c. Third countr! of training 

Germanv 
Prance 
Switzerland 
U.K. 
Japan 
Philippines 
Canada 
No 3rd country 

Length of time spent .in third country 

Under tw~ weeks 
At least two weeks but less than 

one month 
One month to just under two months 
Four months to just under six 

months 
No 3rd country 

1 0.2% 
2 0.3 
2 0.3 
Z 0.3 
1 0.2 
2 0.3 
1 0.2 

607 98.2 

618 

7 1.1% 

2 0.3 
1 0.2 

1 0.2 
607 98.2 

618 

( The names of fourth and fifth countries of training were 
not coded.) 

Total amount of time spent in training 

Less than one month 
One month to just under two months 
Two months to just under four months 
Pour months to just under six months 
Six months to just under one year 
One year to just under t\'10 years 
Two years to just under three years 
Three years or more 

( See also C.T. 42, 5R, 75, 133 & 168) 
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19 
36 
64 
19 

225 
254 

1 
o 

618 

3 .1~t 
s.a 

10.3 
3.1 

36.4 
41.1 
0.2 
o 



If "no" to Q. 40 (b) what information didn't you get 
about colloquial speech and idioms? 

Total number of respondents: 223 

Mo~e in general - not enough 20 
Needed more training in language 52 
Phrases, words, idioms used in 

restaun.nts, public eating places 31 
Same for traveling - asking directions -

taxi, l!tC. 28 
Kinds of language spoken - patios, 

dialects, slang, argot I 153 

284 

9.0% 
23.3 

13.9 

12.6 

68.6 

( The total number of answers is more than 223 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

c. Did you get enough information about religious 
practices of the country of training? 

Yes 
No. 

524 
94 

618 

84.8% 
15.2 

If "no" to Q. 40 (c) what ir.formation didn't you get 
about the religious practices? 

Total number of responuents: 94 

Needed more - did not get enough 
information in general on religion 

Location of places of worship in my 
own religion 

Importance and role of religion in 
life of country 

Number and kinds of religious groups -
rituals, practices, holy days 

Rules of conduct in places of worship 
Other 

19 

2 

40 

54 
22 

2 

139 

20.2% 

2.1 

42.6 

57.4 
23.4 
2.1 

( The total number of answers is more than 94 hecause 
some respondents gave more thnn one response.) 
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Q. 40. In addition to information about the program, did you 
get enough information about how to get along in 

(NAME OF COUNTRY)? Por instance --

a. Did you get enough information about how til, use 
restaurants and public facilities? 

Yes 
No 

509 
109 

82.4% 
17.6 

If ~'no" to Q. 40 (a) what information didn't you get about 
restaurants and public facilities? 

Total number of respondents: 109 

How and when to find and use 
restaurant - read menus 

Types of foods - dietary habits -
availabili ty of foods I am 
accustomed to 

How much, whom and when to tip 
Ruses, taxis, trains - fares and 

reservations 
Hotels, motels, etc. - How to 

locate modest priced accommodation 
Etiquette in restaurants, hotels, 

trains, etc. 
Cost of living, mo~ey management, 

prices of food, lodging 

Others 

48 

19 
6 

49 

46 

4 

7 

20 

199 

44.0 " 

17.4 
5.S· 

45.0 

42.2 

3.7 

6.1 

18.3 

( The total number of anS\ierS is more than 109 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

b. Did you get enough information about colloquial speech 
and idioms? 

Yes 
No 
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395 
223 

618 

63.9% 
36.1 



d. Did you g~t enough information about the use of 
their mone}o'? 

Yes 
No 

¥4 
54 -

618 

If "no" to Q. 40 (d) wnat information didn't you get 
about the use of their money? 

Total number of respondents: 54 

Needed more general i nf orma tion 3 5.6% 
Names, sizes, value of currency - what 

it looks like 26 48.1 
Exchange rates - equivalence to my 

currency 26 48.1 
Prices, living costs, how to manage 

money wisely 15 27.8 
Other 1 1.9 

71 

( The total number of answers is more than 54 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

e. Dill you get enough information about their manners 
and customs generally? 

Yes 
No 

497 
121 

80.4% 
19.6 

If "no" to Q. 40 (e) what information didn't you get 
about their manners and customs? 

Total number of respondents: 121 

Not enough information - in gr.:nera1 
Behavior of people generally - what to 

expect from them, how they react to 
foreigners 

Rules - procedures acajemic institutions 
- testing, guidance avai lable or 
requ ired 

128 

32 26.4% 

32 26.4 

2 1.7 



Discriminatory attitudes to races, 
mi nori ty groups 

What to do when a guest -
customs of accepting and returning 
hospitali ty 

Etiquette and conduct in general 
Other 

4 

37 
62 

8 

177 

3.3 

30.6 
51.2 
6.6 

( The total number 'of answers is more than 121 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

( Also see C.T. 39, 87 - 91, 167) 

Is there anything else you would have liked to know more 
about before you left? 

Total number of respondents: 618 

Nothing else 
Content of program subjects level work 
Background information - rule and 

importance of field of training, 
university requirements, exams, 
degrees - so I could plan 

future application of training 
Scheduling - where, when, how long 

in each place, complexity 
Restauran ts and food 
Transportation 
Housing 
Languages 
Btiquette 
Customs am Condi tions 
Mi IC e llaneo us 
Needed information sooner in .y 

country 
Other 
Don't knot-lor don't reme.ber 

Maximu. of three ite.s were coded 

112 
139 

202 
12 

179 
26 
66 
57 
41 
12 

234 
26 

35 
36 

4 
1251 

18.1% 
22.S 

32.7 
1.9 

29.0 
4.2 

10.7 
9.2 
6.6 

13.3 
37.9 

4.2 

5.7 
5.8 
0.6 

( The total number of answers ia more than .618 becauae 
some respondents gave more than one reaponae.) 
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Q. 42. 

Qo 43 -
44. 

Q. 45. 

Q.. 46. 

IV. Period Abroad ------------------

When YOll arrived in (NAME OF COUN1RY) t 

did you attend any general orientation sessions that took 
more than one entire day? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 48) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 48) 

443. 
175 

o 
618 

Name of place where orientat1on sessions were held. 

Washington International Center 
A,!llerican University 
Any school or ••• 
Any department 
Any industrial plant 
Outside the US (GO TO Q. 48) 
Don: t !mow 

Do YOll receive their newsletter? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 

342 
6 
2 

27 
9 

56 
1 

443 

250 
135 

1 
1 

387 

71.7% 
28.3 
o 

77 .2% 
1.4 
0.5 
6.1 
200 

12.6 
0.2 

64.5% 
34.9 

0 .. 3 
0 0 3 

Do you consider the time you spent in these orientation 
sessiolls valuable, or would you have preferred to spend 
that tillle on the rest of your pl'ograr.,? 

Valuable 
Prefe.c time for rest of program 
D011' t know or not ascertained 

( Also see C.T. 92, 142) 
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rRAINING 

PROGRAM 

COUNTRY 

PERCENTAGE NEEDING MORE 
PRE-DEPARTURE INFORMATION ABOUT 

o 10 20 30 40 

WHERE THEY WOULD BE GOING 

WHAT THEY WOULD BE LEARNING 

WH E N THEY WOULD BE GOING 

OTHER GENERAL PROBLEMS 

LENGTH OF PROGRAM 

COLLOQUIAL SPEECH a IDIOMS 

MANNERS a CUSTOMS GENERALLY 

OF RESTAURANTS a PUBLIC FACILITIES 

TRAINING 
RELIGIOUS· PRACTICES 15% 

I 
USE OF MONEY 

PLATE m 



Q. 47. 

Q. 48. 

Q. 49. 

Can you think of any improvements in the orientation 
session that would mru(e it more useful to future partici
pants from your country? (What would you suggest?) 

Total number of respondents: 387 

None 
Not well orgrulized 
Time too short 
Time too long 
Too formal 
Too few social activities 
~oo many lectures 
Too Ii ttle information about training 

proeram 
:alOuld be groups accordine to 

requirements 
Should meet people aIle fUlTJilies 
Training to~ fast 
Others 
Don't know or don't relaember 

99 25.6% 
67 17.3 
39 . 10.1 
43 11.1 
24 6.2 
61 15.8 
30 7.8 

26 6.7 

49 12.7 
48 12.4 
29 7.5 
67 17.3 
4 1.0 

586 

( The total number of answers is more than 387 because 
some respondents gave more th~n one response.) 

When you arrived in (NAME OF COUNTRY), 
was your program arranged in complete detail, in partial 
detail, or not set up at all? • 

Program in complete detail 
Program in partial detail 
Program not set up at all 
Don't know 

( Also see C.T. 13, 134 & 169) 

277 
280 

61 
o -

618 

44. ff!o 
45.3 

9.9 
o 

When you arrived, did you meet someone who discussed your 
program with you? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 54) 

131 

594 
24 -

618 

96.1% 
3.9 



Q. 50. 

Q. 51. 

Was this your project manager, program specialist, or 
someone else? 

Project manager or program 
specialist 

Someone else (SPECIFY HIS JOB:) 
518 

76 -
594 

87.2% 
12.8 

Do you think he gave enough attention or guidance to you 
during the cour~e of the program, or not? 

Rec~ived enough attention 
Did not receive enough attention, 
Don't know 

( Also see C.T. 93 - 97) 

504 84.9% 
87 14.6 
3 0.5 

594 

Q. 52. Do you happen to recall where this official worked? 
Although all training programs are sponsored by ICA, the 

officials who manage programs do not all work at lCA -
some work at other government agencies, Some at universi
ties, and some at private organizations. At what place 
did the official who managed your program work? 

At lCA (GO TO Q. 55) 
At a government agency other than ICA 
At a university 
At a private organization 
Other (SPECIFY:) (GO TO Q. 55) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 55) 

( Also see C.T. 93) 

357 60.1% 
148 24.9 

10 1.7 
18 3.0 
60 10.1 

1 O.~ 

594 

Q. 53. Which one was that? (What was the name of the agency/ 
university/organization?) 

Department of Agriculture 
Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare 
All other government agencies 
At a university 
Others 
(GO TO Q. 55) 
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50 28.4':10 

63 35.8 
35 19.9 
10 5.7 
~ 10.2 
176 



Q. 54. 

Q. 55. 

How did you get information about where to go or what to 
do next on your program? 

Total number of respondents: 24 

ICA in Washington, USOM 
Goverrument department in country of 

training other than lCA 
University officials 
Printed lCA p~ogram 
Letter or other written papers 
Others 

4 16.1J, 

5 20.8 
3 12.5 

12 50.0 
3 12.S 

2 8.3 

29 

( The total number of respondents is more than 24 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

Now I'd like to ask you about your actual training pro
gram. There are several kinds of things that partici
pants do in their training, and I'd like you to tell me 
which kinds you did in your program. There are 
observation tours which usually last between 3 and 8 
weeks; there is on-the-job-training where the partici
pant has actual work experience; there is attendance at a 
university; and there are programs designed especiall! 
for groups of participants, ~ot at a university and not 
observation tours. 

Was any of your time spent ••.• 

On an observation tour? 

In on-the-Job training? 

In attendance at a university 
as an individual or a 
member of a group? 

In a special group program 
not at a university 

IF YES: -YES We~ks in average ,~ 

544 

282 

281 

224 

12 

22 

28 

7 

74 

336 

337 

394 

( IF RESPONDENT ATTENDED ~ UNIVERSITY, CT0 TO Q. 64 ) 
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Q. 56. 

Q. 57. 

( IF RESPONDBt-.T ATTENDED ~ UNIVERSITY, GO TO Q. 56 ) 

( Also see C.T. 14 - 17, 43 - 46, 59 - 62, 94 - 97, 
99 - 102, 108 - 111, 135 - 138, 170 - 173 ) 

Now when you attended the university or school, were you 
enrolled as a ~e~u1ar student, as a special student (an 
observer, auditor, or on a special program), or were you 
a ~ember of a Group ~rogram? 

Were you 

IF YES: 
YES Weeks in ave rase NO 

A regular student? 87 32 194 

A special student? 184 26 97 

A member of a group program? 28 13 253 

Total number of respondents: 281 

( The total number of answers is more than 281 because 
some respondents eave more than one response.) 

\I{hich university (universities) did you attend? (ENTER 
NAME OF UNIVERSITY. FOR EACH ONE MENTIONED, ASK:) 
About how long did you spend there? 

Total number of universities attended: 

One university 

Two universities 

Three universities 

four universities 

five or more universities 

228 

40 

9 

3 

1 -
281 

Time spent a t above uni verd ties: 

Under two weel{s 

Two weeks to just under 
one month 

134 

2 

9 

81.1% 

14.2 

3.2 

1.1 

0.4 

0.7% 

3.2 



One month to just under two 
months 

Two months to just under 
4 months 

4 months to just under 
6 months 

6 months to just under 
1 yeD.!" 

1 year to just under 
2 years 

25 

44 

72 

115 

.l:.1 
281 

8.~ 

15.7 

25.6 

40.9 

5.0 

Q. 58. Did you receive a degree? or diploma? 

Q. 59. 

Yes (GO TO Q. 59) 
No (GO TO Q. 62) 

25 9.7% 
232 90.3 

257 

( Those who attended universities as members of group 
programs only were excluded.) 

If yes to Q. 58: Which degree or ~iploma was that? 

Master's level 
Dodcrate level 
Other 

( Also see C.T. 139, 174) 

23 92" 
1 4 
1 4 -

25 

Q. 60. Do you think the degree or diploma will help your future 
career very much, somewhat, or not at all? 

Very much 
Somewhat 
Not at 0.11 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 64) 

Q. 61. Why is that? 

Total number of respondents: 25 

135 

12 48 % 
11 44 
1 4 
1 4 



Q. 62. 

'.!. 63. 

Degree or diploma leads to 
advancement in job ••••••..•.• 

Degree or diploma will mean 
more prestige. status, ••••.•• 

Degree or diploma will enable 
me to gain more knowledge 

Degrpe or diploma will permit or 
qualify me to teach others ••• 

Other positive items .......... . 
Degree or diploma does not lead 

to a better job ............•• 
Degree or diploma does not lead 

to greater prestige .........• 

11 24.4% 

17 37.9 

12 26.7 

2 4.4 
1 2.2 

1 2.2 

....! 2.2 

4S 

( The total number of answers is more than 2S because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

If no to .i~. 58: Do YOll think a degree or diploma would 
have helped your career very much, somewhat, or not at 
all? 

Very much 
Somewhat 
Not at all 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 64) 

Why is that 

Total number of respondents: 223 

Degree or diploma would have 
meant more money ..•......... 

Degree or diploma would have 
led to acvancement in job ••. 

Degree or diploma would have 
meant IT.ore prestige ........ . 

Degree or diploma would have 
enabled me to gain more 
knowledge, improved my 
ability .................... . 

Degree or diploma would have 
permitted or qualified me •.. 

136 

117 50.4% 
70 30.2 
36 15.5 

9 3.9 

232 

4 

105 30.9 

108 31.6 

68 20.0 

11 3.2 



Q. 64. 

Q. 65. 

Q. 66. 

Other positive items .•..•.....•• 
Degree or diploma would not 

have led to a better job •••••• 
Degree or diploma ~ould not 

have led to greater prestige .•• 
Degree program was too elementary 
Degree or diploma I would have 

obtained was not relevant •••.• 
All 0 ther comments •..•......•.•• 
Don't know or don't' remember •••• 

1 

8 
4 

4 
4 
1 -

340 

o.~· 

6.5 

2.4 
1.2 

1.2 
1.2 
0.3 

( The total number of answers is more than 223 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

How was the length of your program -- do you think it was 
too long. about right, or too short? 

Too long 
About right (GO TO Q. 66) 
Too short 

( Also see C.T. 23, 63, 143, 185) 

21 3 ~ 
229 37 
lli 60 

618 

About how long do you think it should have been? 

Less than one month 
")ne month to just under two months 
Two months to just under four months 
Four mont.hs to just under six months 
Six months to just under one year 
One year to just under two years 
Two years to just under three years 
Three years or more 

2 
8 

37 
12 
58 

176 
87 

9 -
389 

o • .fl, 
2.1 
9.5 
3.1 

14.9 
45.2 
22.'4 

2.3 

Do you think the planned part of your training required 
you to do or see too many different things, or would you 
have preferred more different things? 

137 



Too many things 107 17 'J, 
Would have liked more 262 43 
All right as it was 249 40 
Don't know -1! 0 

618 

( Also see C.T. 24, 64, 98 - 103, 144, 186) 

Q. 67. And how did you find the level of your program? 

Q. 68. 

Q. 69. 

Judging from your background and experience at the time, 
do you think the program was generally on too simple a 
level for you, was it about right, or was it too advanced? 

Too simple a level 78 12.6'J, 
About right 522 84.5 
Too advanced 15 2.4 
Don't know 3 0.5 

618 

( Also see C.T. 25, 65, 104 - 113, 145 & 187) 

Had you been told anything about the level of your 
program before you left home? 

Yes (GO TO Q. 70) 
No 

( Also see C.T. 112) 

200 

ill 
618 

32 % 
68 

Woul~ it have been helpful or not helpful if you had 
bee~told something about that? 

Helpfl11 
Not helpful 
Didn't care 

331 79.zx, 
13 3.1 
74 17.7 

418 

Vict you follow your program as it was originally planned, 
or were important changes made in it after it began? 
l3y that I don't mean changes in trave 1 or stopovers, but 
things like changing your course of study, 

138 



LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY OERROGRAM 

IOO~o/O~ ____________________________________________ ___ 

85 PART. 
80-

IW"A----------- ....................... SUPER. ____ _ 

60- r..----------------_ TECH. 

40-

20 15 

2 2 
o 

ABOUT RIGHT TOO SIMPLE TOO ADVANCED NOT CONSISTENT 
OR CAN'T RATE 

PLATE XIII 



Followed program as originally 
planned, or with small changes 
only (GO TO Q. 74) 

Important changes made ih program. 

( Also see C.T. 140, 175) 

Q. 71. What kinds of changes were made? 

Sources of changes: 

Request by participant 
Request by other 

Nature of changes: 

Total number of respondents: 76 

Changed location - another place -
inl~ti tution 

Changed or added subjects 
More observation 
More practice, on-the-job training 
~~re academic study (non-degree) 
Change to degree program 
More advanced program 
Less advanced program 
~nger - more training 
Shorter 
Other 

542 87."" 
76 12.3 -

618 

39 51.~ 
37 48.7 -
76 

14 12.4% 
16 14.2 
19 16.8 

6 5.3 
7 6.2 
4 3.5 
4 3.5 
2 1.8 

17 15.0 
22 19.5 
2 1.8 

113 

( The total number of answers is more than 76 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

Q. 72. Do you think these changes were necessary or unnecessary? 

\\ecessaL'Y 
U.1nece.ssary 
Don't know (GO ro Q. 74) 

139 

55 '72 .4% 
19 25.0 

2 2.6 

76 



Q. 73. 

Q. 74. 

Q. 76. 

Why do you feel these changes were necessary ~r unneces
sary? 

Changes were necessary: 

More suited to job - country needs 
Learn more 
Obtai~ degree 
Unavoidable - (no choice) 

Changes were unnecessary: 

Not beneficial 
Could have been avoided with better 

planning 

Did lOU COMplp";~ your training program? 

24 
16 

3 
12 

55 

13 

6 

19 

43.6% 
29.1 
5.5 

2l.B 

6B.4% 

31.6 

Q 

~o1npleted 

D~d not conplete 
607 

11 
9B.2% Q. 

1.B 

wt.y did you leave before completing program? 

ausi~es!.) reasons 
Rec allec 'by my Government 
PerSOlla l. r::i'..sons 
Reason ~onnected with content 
Ueasons connected with money 

61B 

2" IB.2~ 

2 18.2 
3 27.3 
3 27.3 Q. 

...1 9.0 

11 

During your staJ in 
\.,.hat st,.Jl':::5 ,Jut as the 

(~":.-\\iE OF COUNTRY) , 
most useful and valuahle part of 

ycur exper.~ence7 (PROIJE) 

.r- rog rarn-re.1 al:cd COllUllC nt s 

Everything was useful 
Studies in general 
Obse~ation tours 

140 

5 
230 
111 

0.8 ~ 
37.?-
18.0 



Q. 77. 

On-the-job training 
University attendance 
High quality of instructors 
Working with professional counterparts 
All other aspects of training 

Other cOllunents 

Or~anization or offices, plants, etc. 
Good fac i Ii ties 
Advanced procedures 
Better understanding of people 
Honesty, cooperation, friendliness, 

etc. 

( Also see C.T. 27,48, 70, 103, 151," 193) 

88 
83 

5 
13 
16 

23 
6 
2 

14 

22 

14.2% 
13.4 
0.8 
2.1 
2.6 

3.7 
1.0 

- 0.3 
2.3 

3.6 

What was the least useful and valuable part of your 
experience? 

~sitive comment 

Nothing 

Negative program-related comments 

Nothing was useful 
Visits 
On-the-job training 
University attendance 
Orientation program 
The time spent in Washing~on 
English language.study 
All other aspects of training 

( Also see C, T. 28) 

Other negative comments 

Raclal discrimination 
Social activitier. 
Living conditions 
Customs, culture, etc. 

141 

127 

5 0.8% 
195 ~1.6 
5S 8.9 
67 10.8 
24 3.9 

6 1.0 
7 1.1 

63 10.2 

10 
7 
7 

28 

1.6 
1.1 
1.1 
4.5 



All other non-program-related 
comments 

Don't know 
14 

3 -
618 

2.3 
0.5 

Q. 78. \'fuat is your opinion of the money lCA made available to 
you for living costs and travel during the training pro
gram: would you say it was too little, about right, or 
more than needed? 

Too little 
About right (GO TO Q. 80) 
More than needed (GO TO Q. 80) 

Q. 79. Why do you feel that way? 

Not accustomed to life 
Cost of living too high 
Hotel, travel expenses too high' 
Could not take advantage of cultural 

activities-
Couldn't buy books, apparatus, etc. 
Not enough money 
Amount of money should be adjusted 

to meet individual needs 
Other concepts 
Not ascertained 

318 22.3% 
477 77.Z 

3 0.5 

618 

5 
29 
77 

7 
6 
5 

6 
2 
1 

138 

3.1S% 
21.0 
55.9 

5.1 
4.3 
3.6 

4.3 
1.5 
0.7 

Q. 80. Do you think that the program left you time for your 
personal interests, after your official duties were 
finished? Did you have tJo much time, enough time, or 
too little time? 

Too much time 
Enough time 
Too 1i tt Ie time 

( Also see C.T. 66 & 146) 

142 

,)1 
333 
274 -
618 

1.8"4 
S3.9 
44.3 



Q. 81. Were you entertained"in private homes during the course 
of your program? 

Q.' 82. 

Q. 83. 

Yes SS7 90.1% 
No (GO TO Q. 84) ...ll 9.9 

618 

( Also see C.T. 26 & 141) 

How did you feel apout.visiting private homes? Did you 
like the visits very much, fairly well, or did you not 
like them? 

Very much 
Fairly well 
Did not like 

Why do you f~el th~t way? 

Total number of respondents: SS7 

Learned customs, social, family
living conditions 

Liked comfortable, relaxed, 
informal atmosphere 

People hospitable, polite, kind -
feel at home 

People eager to know about my 
country - I enjoyed telling 

Exchange ideas re: differences 
philosophies, etc. 

Helped me get along, make contacts, 
get around 

Make lasting friendships 
Experience in language 
Could not accept all invitations -

so many 
General positive comments 
General nega ti ve comments 
Qualified comments - liked some 

di s Ii ked some 

Other concepts 

143 

422 7S.Ef!o 
'116 20.8 

19 3.4 

SS7 

298 30.<>' 

74 7.S 

79 8.0 

74 7.5· 

101 10.2 

IS 1.S 
266 26.7 
20 2.0 

18 1.8 
6 0.6 

18 1.8 

21 2.1 
3 

99J 



( 111e total number of answers is morE'! than 557 hecallse 
some respondents gave more thal'l one response.) 

84. Speaking now of other sodal act i vi Hcs I do you think 
there were too many activities arranr,ed for you, or not 
enough? (nlat is, arrnneed by your program a~visors, by 
organizations, c:lurch groups and the like?) 

Too many activities 
Abr,ut enough activities (GO T0~. 87) 
Not enough activities (GO TO \~. 86) 

( A1s6 see C.T. 67 & 147) 

23 
344 

.ill. 
618 

3.1'/" 
.5.7 
40.6 

85. I"hat kinds of activities would you have liked1less of? 

Total number of respondents: 23 

Social and recreational activities 
Cultural activitie. 
Travel 
Invitations to private homes 
Others 

19 72 .6% 
4 17.4 
4 17.5 
5 21.7 
3 13.0 

35 

( The tol~l number of answers is more than 23 because 
SOtTle respondents gave more than one response.) 

( GO TO Q. 87) 

86. I'lhat kinds of activities would you hav~ liked more of? 

Social and recreational activities 142 33.2% 
Cultural activities 79 l8.S 
Trav~l 58 13.6 
Invitatlons to private homes 64 15. C) 

~Iore meetings between groups from 
different r.ountries 22 5.2 

Meetings with professional collcagu~s 50' 11.7 
More free time 10 2.3 
()thp.rs 2 0.5 

427 

144 



Q. 87. 

Q. 88. 

Q. 89. 

( The total number of answers is more tha.n ?51 beca.use 
some respondents gave more than one response. 

At the end of your training program, did yOu attend a 
seminar in cotmnunica tion? 

Yes 
No :GO TO Q. 95) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 95) 

( Also see C.T. 176) 

In what country was that? 

Uni ted States 
Other (SPOCIFY:) 

What did you like ~ about the seminar? 

T~tal number of respondents: SO 

Learning how to cOl'll11unicate 
Suggestions for adapting 
Exchange of ideas 
Other concepts 
Liked nothing 

50 
568 

o -
618 

8.1% 
91.9 
o 

SO 100 % 
o 0 

50 

29 44. 'f~ 
12 18.5 
9 13.8 
6 9.2 
9 13.8 

65 

( TIle total number of answers is more than SO because some 
respondents gave lTtore than 0l1e response.) 

Q. ,90. . Whar did you like ~? 

T0tat number of respqndents: SO 

Liked everything 
\'t'as te of time 
Too intensive 
Other concepts 
Don't know 
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11 
9 
9 

27 
1 -

57 

H.2% 
15.8 
15.8 
47.4 
1.8 



Q. 91. 

Q. 92. 

Q. 93. 

Q. 94. 

( The total nllmher of answers is 1110r~ tl't f1 ;0 becaus,· 

some reSp('I1(.ie n ts p.~ ve J'1or(~ than one r,' ';t). ,l1se.) 

Who ran tIle seminar? 

Michigan State Un1 versi ty 30 60 r. 
(jep;t rhnent of Agriculture 6 12 
(·tllers 14 38 

50 

Have yOll used all)' of the materials or ideas from the 
seJTlinar in your \'Iork? 

Yes (GO TO Q. 93) 33 66 % 
No ( ('.,{) ro Q. 94) 17 34 

SO 

Jf YES: 

\'lhat did you use? How did you use it? 

Total number of respondents: 33 

Used principles in teaching others 19 57.6% 
Used ideas in sugGesting changes 16 48.5 
Other concepts 13 39.4 

48 

IF NO: 

\'Ihy is that? 

Total number of respondents: 17 

eould not be applied in my country 8 47.1% 
Could not be applied in ny job 6 35.3 
Other concepts 6 35.3 

20 

( TIle total number of answers is more than 17 because 
~ome respnndents gave ~ore than one response.) 
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Q. 95. 

Q. 96. 

Q. ,97. 

Q. 98. 

Q. 99. 

Now I have a few questions about English-language train
ing. Did that program require a knowledge of English? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 100) 

523 
95 -

618 

84.6% 
15.4 

Did you receive any English-language instruction in 
preparation for your program? 

Yes (GO TO Q. 97) 
No (GO TO Q. 93) 

( Also see C.T. 114) 

IP YES: 

399 76.3% 
.ill 23.7 

523 

Would more instruction in English have been helpful to 
you on-YOUr program? 

Yes 
No 

285 71.4% 
ill 28.6 

399 

Would some instruction in English have been helpful to 
you on -YOUr progratl1? 

Yes 
No 

72 58.1% 
~ 41.,9 

124 

If you had any difficulty at all with your English during 
the program, was this mainly in making yourself under
stood, in understanding others, or both? 

No difficulty at all 214 40.8% 
Difficulty in being understood 85 16.3 
Difficulty in understanding others 153 29.3 
Both 71 13.6 -

523 

( Also see C.T. 68, 113, 114, 148 & 188) 
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v. Period After Return ... 

Now, in this section, I'd like to find out something about 
your experience after you returned home from the program we have been 
discussing. 

Q. 100. 

Q. 101. 

Q. 102. 

About how long have you been back from that pror,ram? 

6 months to just under 1 year 0 0 % 
1 year to just under 2 years 45 7.3 
2 years to just und.er 3 years 107 17.:l 
3 years to just under 4 years 85 13 .8 
4 years to just uncer 5 yea!s 91 14.7 
-' years to just under 6 years 92 14.9 
6 yeuI\S to just under 7 years 84 13.6 
7 years or more 114 -

618 

( Also see C.T. 177) 

Since you've been back from that program, have there been 
any periods when you were not employed? 

Yes, never had a job since return 
(GO TO Q. 102) 

Yes, gives periods (GO TO Q. 104) 
~o (GO TO Q. 108) 

IF NEVER HAD A JOB: 

a 
12 

606 -
618 

a % 
1.9 

98.1 

Do you think that your unemployment had any connection 
with your participation in that training program? 

Yes 
No 
Don't kmw 

( Not .applicable: 618) 
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Q. 103. Why do you feel that way? (GO TO Q. 122) 

~. 104. 

Q. 105. 

Q. 106. 

Q. 107. 

( Not applicable: 618) 

IF UNEMPLOYED FOR PERIODS: 

a. How many periods of unemployment were there? 

Only one period. 
Two periods 
Three periocs 

b. For how long was that? 

Less than one month 
1 - 2 
2 - 3 
3 - 4 
4 - 6 
6 - 12 

12 - 24 
24 - more 

How long ago was that? 

1st Per. 
2nd Per. 
3rd Per. 

( Not coded) 

12 
0 
0 

12 

0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
3 
4 
2 

12 

100 
0 
0 

0 
8.3 
8.3 
0 
3.3 

25.0 
33.4 
16.7 

Do YOIl think that y,-'ur ullcltlplo},mcnt had illly conncc tion 
with your ~articipation in that traininR pro~ram? 

i~ 

% 

Yes 
;';0 

o 0 to 

DOll' t ;wm·: 

t.~hy do you feel t!lat way? 

( r:ot coc'cc) 
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1? 100 
o 0 

12 



Q. lOB. Now I'd like you to think of the first job you had after 
you returned from the training progrB; we've been speak
ing of. Was it the same as the job you had before you 
1eft for training, or was it different? 

Same (GO TO Q. 113) 
Different 

(Also see C.T. 18, 79, 115, 178) 

518 83.8% 
.!QQ 16.2 

618 

Q. 109. Was it the job you had expected to get on your return? 

Q. 110. 

Q. 111. 

Yes (GO TO Q. 111) 
No 
Don't know (GO TO Q. Ill) 

(Also see ·C.T. 179) 

In what respects was it different? 

Total number of respondents: 41 

More important job 
Changed' from one part of 

government to another 
New job was in field I was trained in 
Different from field of training 
Others 

58 58.0% 
41 41.0 

1 1.0 

100 

~4 58 •. 'l% 

11 26.8 
12 2~.3 

2 4.9 
9 22.0 

58 

(The total number of answers is more than 41 because 
some respondents gave more than one ~esponse.) 

How many people did you supervise on that job? 

None 21 21 % 
1 - 49 47 47 

SO - 199 21 21 
200 - 499 4 4 
500 or more 5 5 
Don't know 1 1 
No"\: ascertained 1 1 

100 
150 



Q. 112. 

Q. 113. 

Q. 114. 

Q. 115. 

\~hat type of employment did you have? 

Government 
Private bu.s5ness 
Profession 
Trade Union 
Student 
"".ltionalizec. industry 
Non-local ~overnment 
Other 

Are you employed at present? 

Ye,s 
No (GO TO Q. 124) 

28 28 % 
6 6 

22 22 
o 0 
o 0 

43 43 
1 1 
o 0 

100 

612 
6 

618 

99.0!0 
1.0 

Is your present posi tion the same as the one YOIl had \\'hen 
you first returne~, or is it different? 

Same (GO TO Q. 118) 
Different 

(Also see C.T. 115) 

In what respects is it different? 

Total number of respo/ldents: 355 

More important job - more salary -
res pons - status 

Worse than 1st job - lower pay etc. 
From one part of government to another 
From non-government organization to 

another 
rrom private business or professional 

to :;overnnent 
Governnent to private 
Related to training 
Not related to training 
SaIne field --;iffel'ent job 

151 

257 
355 -
612 

247 
6 

85 

24 

12 
42 
30 

7 
31 

42 .(f,~ 
58.0 

69.6'70 
1.7 

'23.9 

6.8 

3.4 
11.3 
8.5 
2.0 
8.7 



Q. 116. 

Q. 117. 

Q. 118. 

Changed to completely different 
profession 

Had no job at first, now have a job 
Don't know or don't remember 

4 
1 
3 -

492 

1.1 
0.3 
0.8 

(The total number of answers is more than 355 because 
some respondents gave more than one response'~) 

(Also see C.T. 21, 49, 71, 152, 189; 205; 212) 

How many people do you supervise on this job? 

None 67 18.9% 
1 5 45 12.7 
6 19 68 19.1 
20 49 54 15.2 
50 - 199 63 17.7 
200 - 499 24 6.8 
500 - 999 17 4.8 
1000 or more 16 4.5 
Not ascertained 1 0.3 

355 

What type of employment do you have government, 
private business, profession, trade union, another type 
of employer, or are you a student? 

Government 
Private business 
Profession 
Trade union 
Student 
Nationalized industry 
Non-local government 

(Also see C.T. 77) 

100 
55 
76 
12 
o 

102 
.J.Q 
355 

28.2% 
15.5 
21.4 

3.4 
o 

28.7 
2.8 

Suppose that you had ~ gone on this training program. 
Do you think that you would now have about the same kind 
of position as you currently hold, a better position, or 
one not as good? 
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Q. 119. 

Q. 120. 

Q. 121. 

About the S:lme 439 7]. 7~ 
Better 8 1.i3 
Not as good 131 21.4 
Don't knm·/ 34 

612 

(Also see C.T. 117 - 120, 149, 190)' 

Thinking nO.,.l of the ski11s, tec.hniques or lcno\.,.ledge that 
participants learn ouring their training [1rograJ'lS -_ a 
good many participants tell us that they are not actua11y 
using much of what they learned in their usual work. 
How about you persona11y? In your current job, have you 
ever been able ~o use any of the skills or knowledge that 
you learned on the program we have been discussing? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 121) 
Don't know (GO TO Q. 121) 

599 
13 

-.-Q 
612 

97.9:;;' 
2.1 
o 

Would you say you have used practically none, only a 
little, some, quite a bit, or a1~ost every thine? 

Practically none 
Only a little 
Some 
Qui te a bit 
Almost everything; everything 

o 
57 

152 
263 
127 -
599 

o % 
9 •. 'i 

25.4 
43.9' 
21.? 

Thinking now of yOllr supervisor on your current job 
does he help you in utilizing that training? Would you 
say he was very helpful, somewhat helpfUl, or not helpful? 

Very helpful 
Somewhat he lpfu J 
Not helpfUl 
Nei tiler hel pfu 1 nor unhe lpfu1 
Has no supervisor 

(Also see C.T. 121 & 182) 
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249 40.170 
226 36.9 

51 8.3 
44 7.2 
42 6.C) 

612 



Q. 122. 

Q. 123. 

Q. 124. 

Q. 125. 

Q. 126. 

Is there anyone with whom you work who has been traired 
abroad? 

Yes 
No (GO T0 Q. 124) 

(Also see C.T. 180) 

Is that your supervisor? 

Yes 
No 

(Also see C.T. 50, 181; 202 - 204, 206; 213) 

417 68.1't 
195 -
612 

226 
191 

417 

54.2% 
45.8 

Now I would like to ask abotl t whether or not 'Yo~ have 
conveyed to other people the things you learned on that 
program? Have you ever been able to co~vey any of what 
you learned in the program to other people? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 127) 
Don' c know (GO TO Q. 127) 

(Also see C.T. Z07) 

607 
11 
o -

618 

98.270 
1.8 
o 

About how much of that training have you been able to 
transmit to other people -- practically none, only a 
little, some, qllite a bit, or almost everything? 

Practically none 
Only a Ii ttle 
Some 
QlJi te a bi t 
Almost everythinG; ever.ything 

How have yOll gune about doiOng that? 
APPLY) 

1.54 

0 0 (]I 
I~ 

35 5.R 
195 32.1 
21)2 43.2 
115 18.9 

607 

(CHECK ALL TIiAT 



Q. 127. 

Q. 128. 

Total nlwber of respondents: 607 

Gave formal training programs, 
lectures 

Informal discussions 
Wrote articles, other publications 
On the job teaching and training 
Others 

474 
522 
351 
251 

21 

1619 

78.1% 
R6.0 
57.8 
41.4 
3.5 

(The total number of answers is more than 607 because 
some resp.ll1dents gave more than one response.) 

Do you have any plans for using that traini.ng which you 
have not as yet been able to carry out? 

Yes 
~o (GO TO Q. 129) 

Can you tell me something about that? 

Total number of respondents: 405 

Plan to chang~ procedures, 
organization, curriculum, laws 

Write book manual, article, pam~hlet, 
report 

Teach ('Ither::;, lecture, cemonstrate 
Research, ~urvey, census 
Purchase new equipment 
Construct sOr.1ething - darn, bridge, 

building, etc. 
Institute new organization or service 
Plans can be carried out if money is 

available 
Plans can be carried out if equipment 

or facilities are available 
Plans can be carried out if trained 

personnel are available 
Plans c an be carr ':'ed out if top 

governr.1ent, officials agree 
Other 

155 

405 
213 -
618 

135 

29 
34 
45 
60 

22 
79 

184 

34 

20 

49 
103 
794 

65 • 5~~ 

7.!. 
8.4 

11.1 
14.8 

5.4 
19.5 

45.4 

8.1 

12. 1 
25.4 



Q. 129. 

q. 130. 

Q. 131. 

Q. 132. 

Q. 133. 

(The total nUtrlucr of allswcrs is Inore than 405· because 
some respondents gave lIIore thall (Jilt: n:~pullse.) 

Since your return from the program \'I'C have been discllssing, 
have you had any c()ntact with USQl.I? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 131) 

(Also see C.T. 19, 116, 183) 

430 69.6% 
IS8 30.4 

618 

Since your return from that progran have you ever worked 
for USCIwt or \'mrked in a joint ·proj~ct ot USOM and your 
government? 

Yes 67 15.6% 
l~u 363 84.~ 
Don't know 0 0 

430 

Is there -a USOM tcclllliciun availahle to you for consulta
tion or advice? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 133) 
Don't know (GO TO ~. 133) 

310 
298 

-!Q 
618 

50.2% 
48.2 

1.6 

Do you have frequent contact with him, only occasional 
contact, or have YOIl never met him? 

Frequent 
Occasional 
Never met 

(Also see C.T. 122, 184) 

IH4 
111 

l'i 

310 

59.4% 
35.8 
4.3 

Have you requested any kind of help from USCN or ICA 
since you returned from that program? 
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OPPORTUNITY AND ABILITY TO CONVEY TRAINING 
TO OTHERS - 98 % 

_SOME 
QUITE A BIT 

A LITTLE 'ALMOST EVERYTHING 

PLATE xnr 



OUTSTANDING ACCOMPLISHMENTS USING TRAINING 
SINCE RETURN-96% 

o 10 20 30 40 50 
I ~ 

IMPROVED AND REORGANIZED PROCEDURES 46% 

MATERIALS WR!T·rEN .......... ~ 

INSTRUCTION PROJECTS~~~~.a.a 

RESEARCH ...................... 

NEW EQUIPMENT PURCHASED a INSTALLED 
~ ............... -

MAJOR CONSTRUCTION, BU I LDING DAM, ETC. 
~....". 

PLAT E :x:sz: 



DEFINITE PLANS NOT YET CARRIED OUT - 66 «Yo 

BASIC CHANGES a IMPROVEMENTS IN 
PROGRAM 

PUBLISH BOOKS, ARTICLES 

TEACtf. LECTURE, DEMONSTRATE 

RESEAROf AND SURVEY 

PURCHASE AND INSTALL NEW 
EQUIPMENT 

COMPLETE MAJOR CONSTRUCTION 

INSTITUTE NEW ORGANIZATION 
OR SERVICE 

o 

PLATE :xm 

10 20 30 

22% 



Q. 134. 

Q. 135. 

Q. 136. 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 135) 

141 
477 

618 

22.8% 
77.2 

On what kinds of problems ~id you request help? 
get the help you asked for? 

Did you 

Total lllllL)tr of responses: 141 

a. Type of heJ~ requested or received from USCY>l 

Tecllllical a:.:'vice in general or 
particular problem, project 

Assistance in training staff 
Request training grants for others 
Equipmc fIt, mac11inery, Fla ter ial 
Books, pamphlets 
Obtaining money for a ~roject 

All other responses 

28 
7 
5 

38 
10 

149 
8 

245 

19.9:1. 
5.0 
3.5 

?6.9 
7.1 

105.7 
5.7 

(The total number of answers is t'lore than 141 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

b. Was the help received? 

Yes 
Part. 
No 

137 132.6-~ 

41 29.1 
17 12.1 

245 

(The total n'atnber of ansl"ers is m9re than 141 because 
some resr0ndents Gave more than one response.) 

Dur ing or since that traini ng program. did you join any 
U.S. professional society? 

Yes 
No 

15~ 

466 

6H~ 

24.6';, 
75.4 

Are you now a member of a U.S. professional society? 
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Q. 137. 

Q. 138. 

Q. 139. 
140. 
141. 

Yes 
No 

(Also se·e C. T. 20) 

122 
496 

618 

Do you rec~ive any U.S. professional society? 

Yes 
No (GO lv Q. 139) 

(Also see C. T. tJ7) 

How much use 2I.l'C tne PUD.!._.~a.tions to you? 

If 

Vel·Y L1sefuJ 
Somewhat useful 
Only a 1i ttle 
Not useful at a~! 
Not ;lppJ.icaLJle 

you were to go tluoClgb that program 
changes wou1.d you like to have made in 
additional ideas? 

Total number of respondents: 618 

NO change (good response) 
More, longer, more general, visi t 

more, etc.: • training 
Be ttt; r organ.l ;.:"'.: ;'lor ;: guidance, 

difficult p },:!. 'I:~1.~i?, personnel etc. 
t-!ore ajvance i.llf Oj~ma Hon about 

tr'lining and eOlldi t ions in cou ntry 
More prac tical \'Iork desired, on the 

job training, more 1 abo ra to r y 
Participant wOllld like to help plan 

his own pr"gram 
More observation, II.ur visi ts 
Proeram should be more specifically 

related to my needs, to job and 
co • .mtry needs 

158 

again, 
it? 

223 
395 -618 

124 
74 
21 

4 
395 

6i8 

what 
Why? 

19 

251 

197 

184 

176 

J.60 
121 

121 

19.170 
80.3 

36.1% 
63.9 

20.1% 
12.0 
3.4 
0.6 

63.9 

Any 

3 % 

41 

32 

30 

29 

26 
20 

20 



Q. 142. 

q. 143. 

More snecia1ized" program 
More academic training 
Other concept s 

108 
93 

506 -
1936 

18',:, 
15 
82 

(The total number of answers is more than 618 because 
some respondent s gave more than one response.) 

In general, what do you fin~ to be the major difficulties 
in using the ski 11s Y'.'ll learnec on that traini:lg program, 
or if I conveying them to other people"? 

Total number of resr-on2ents: 61~ 

1\0 diffic:ulties 
Lack of money 
Lack of eql1i~;':Lnt 

l~cVernne:1t not J.r;CI1J.: le to 
applicatioll of training 

"Top" offici,,-~s jo not \~J.nt to 
:1ccept nc',", i'~l':js - co not cooperate 

~('h" .i ("c.l~; r~,:', J,~ - .': ><' - :~y ce) 11 eagues 
a r .... ~ ",11']! r 

Lflck (,f e:liC"!(l :Il~ .re~"',ratl,'rl 

,,;,)DIlI; p>n:'~~ ','jt';,'.'hi)r~, r cea] or 
\~O rk 

I (\11 l10t in "'0~iti"r of .<;ufricicnt 
alit 11 0 r i t y t II a" l' ~ Y C' r t t' ,1 C h \' h,~ t 
I 1 t~ a[ il,: ,~ 

Thir'~ s }e- ~ri..:G t00 ,l.:',vanced for 
a(l:,lic,ltion at ilome 

(1ther s 

112 18.1';;, 
186 30.1 
191 30.9 

119 19.3 

41 7.(1 

72 12.7 

121 20.(1 

40 6.5 

68 11.0 
72 11.7 

1099 

(The toLl; Illln::.:.:!" 'If ans"crs is r.ore tt;a,~ ISlt: l.~cause 

some res"j')I!:l?!~t.':, Gave ;'.0r(' than one l"/!:.;[:onse.) 

.v'hat wouLj ),c'u cor.si·:icr <:fl l ' ()[ biC", ir:tt'!"csErg or out
stan~ing thinG.'· YOll l:a\'(' :t>l,e si:1ce /cur return frOM 
that training pror,ram7 (CJ.n you teJ1 ne sorn!~thing about 
tha t?) 

~ FUR EACH I\CTIVITY ~:E':TW~:EIJ, ASK:) Have YOll llsed 

l59 



anything from your training program on that? 

First Dimension: Degree of' Ini tiative Displayed 

1st Act 2nd Act Total -
Initiated by himself 517 397 914 14M, 
Ini tiated ·by others 73 74 147 24 
Does not permit a 

determina.tion 0 0 0 0 
No activity reported 28 147 

618 618 1061 

Second Dimension: Nature of Activity 

1st Act 2nd Act Total -
Improved procedures, 

re-organized, new 
procedures 173 113 286 46% 

Wrote a bOok, manual, 
artic Ie, report 44 26 70 12 

Taught others, lectured, 
demonstrated , 79 83 162 26 

Conducted research 48 22 70 11 
New equipment purchased, 

installed 54 57 111 18 
Constructed dam, bridge, 

etc. 42 21 63 10 
Instit~ted new organiza-

tion 81 75 156 26 
Took on additional 

responsibili ties 42 46 88 14 
All other type's of 

activity 27 28 55 I' 
No activity reported 28 147 

018 618 1061 

Thi~~ D~mension: Field of Economic Bndeavor 
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Q. 144. 

Q. 145. 

1st Act 2nd Act !2.!!.! 

Agriculture 173 141 314 51% 
Industry and m1n1ng 155 116 271 44 
Transportation 39 31 70 11 
Labor 0 1 1 0 
Health and sanitation 48 43 91 15 
Education 108 87 195 32 
Public safety 49 37 86 14 
Communi ty deve1opI,lent 5 3 8 1 
All other 13 12 25 4 
No activity reported 28 147 

618 618 1061 

Fourth Dimension: Use of Training 

1st Act 2nd Act Total 

Training used 587 467 1054 171' 
Training not used 3 4 7 1 
No activity reported 28 147 

618 618 1061 

Prom an over-all viewpoint, how satisfactory was that 
training program? Was it very satisfactory, moderately 
satisfactory, not too satisfactory, 
at all? 

Very satisfactory 
Moderately sp.tisfac tory 
Not too satisfactory 
Not satisfactory at all 

or not satisfactory 

217 35.1% 
355 57.4 

45 7.3 
..-! '0.2 

618 

(Also see C.T. 123 - 152,' 191; 153; 154) 

Some participants, after they return, think their program 
was one of the most important things they ever did, so~e 
think it was a waste of time, and others rate it some
where in between. How would you rate your program? 
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Q. 146. 

Most important thing 
Waste ol time 
In between (END INTERVIB'I) 

583 
1 

2.1 
618 

94.3% 
0.2 
5.5 

(Also see C.T. 69, 118, 150 & 192) 

a. Why do you feel the training was the most important 
thing you ever did? 

Total munber of respondents: 583' 

Able to work more effectively, 
make greater contribution 
through use of acquired 
knowledge 

Acquired ,knowledge and observed 
'methods new & app1icabl~ to' 
solving problems in my country 

Educational, gave me experience 
Chance to know a country and 

people with highly developed 
technology, developed mutual 
understanding I interna tional 
viewpoint 

Broader insight - see tters 
from different angle 

Chance to compare home situations 
with situations abroad 

Gave self-confidence, courage, 
confirmed by convictions 

Useful to my employer or country 
Other concepts not included above 

224 36 % 

211 34 
166 27 

142 23 

124 20 

78 13 

47 8 
47 8 
59 10 

1098 

(The total number of answers is more than 583 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

b. \'1hy do you feel the training was a waste of time? 

Total number of respondents:~ I 
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TRAINING WAS ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT CAREER EVENTS 
FOR 94% BECAUSE 

IT HELPED THEM WOnK MORE EFFECTIVELY 

MAKE GREATER CONTRIBUTIONS WITH NEW 

KNOWLEDGE AND TECHNIQUES 

DEVELOP MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING W-ITH PEOPLE 

OF HIGH TECHNOLOGICAL OEVE LOPM ENT AND 
INTERNATIONAL OUTLOOK 

PLAT E Xlll!I. 

o 10 20 30 40 

· .................................. . · ................................. . 
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23% 
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Program lacked organization 
Program too short 

1 50 
1 .50 -
2 

(The total number of answers is more than 1 becaul~ the 
responc:!ent gave blO answers.) 

-- END OP PARTICIIJA~T QUESTIONNAIRE --

)(,3 



Q. 147. 

Q. 148. 

Q. 149. 

Q. 150. 

Q. 151. 

Q. 152. 

VI~ Supplement For Participants who have had more 

than one AID Training Program 

Number of Training Programs, excluding last one: 

One 
Two 
Three 

Subject matter of First Pro~ra~: 

'Agriculture and Natural Resources 
Industry and Mining 
Health and Sanitation 

When you carne back did you get the same job or a 
different one? 

Same 
Different 

(If different) In what respects was it different? 

Better Job, more salary. responsibility 
and prestige 

Not applicable 

(If different) How many people did you supervise? 

None to nineteen 
Twenty to forty-nine 
Not applicable 

Were you able to use any of your training? 

164 

12 
1 

...! 
14 

11 
2 

.-! 
14 

13 
1 -

14 

1 
13 -
14 

o 
1 

13 

14 



~. 153. 

~. 154. 

C<. 155. 

Q. 156. 

Q. 157. 

Yes 13 
No -1 

14 

110\'1 much training did you use? (If YES) 

Practically none 0 
Only a 1i tt Ie 0 
Some 1 
Quite a bit 10 
Alnost everything, everything 2 

13 

How did it happen that you went on a second program? 

I was selected or invitee to go on a 
second Training Program 

Not applicable ~One additional program only) 

Suhjcct matter of Secon~ Program: 

ARriculture and Natural Resources 
N.A. (One additional program only) 

2 
12 -
14 

2 
12 -
14 

l~hen you came bac~{ from your Second Program, did you 
get the same job or a different one? 

Same 
Different 
N .A. (One addi tiona 1 pt"osram only) 

Were you able to usc any of your training after you 
returned from that program? 

Yes .. 
1',0 

N.A. (One additional program only) 
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2 
o 

12 -
14 

2 
o 

12 -
14 



Q. 158. How much training did you use? 

Q. 159. 

Q. 160. 

Practically none 
Only a Ii ttle 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Almost everything 
N.A. (One additional program only) 

How did it happen that you· went on a Third Program? 

I was selected or invited to go on a 
third training program 

N .A.. (Two ad.di tional programs only) 

Subject matter of Third Program: 

Agdcul ture and Natural Resources 
N.A. (TWo additional programs only) 

o 
o 
1 
1 
o 

12 -
14 

1 
13 -
14 

1 
13 --
14 

Q. 161. vfuen you came back from your Third Program, did you 
get the same job you had before, or a different one? 

Same 
Different 
N.A. (Two additional programs aply) 

Q. 162. Were you able to use any of your training after you 
returned from that program? 

Q. 163. 

Yes 
(I/o 

N.A. (Two additional programs only) 

How much training did you use? 

166 

1 
o 

13 -
14 

1 
o 

13 -
14 



Q •. 164. 

Q. 165. 

Practically none 
Only a 1i ttle 
Some 
Quite a bit 
Almost everything, everything 
N.A. (TWo additional programs only) 

o 
o 
o 
1 
o 

13 -
14 

Can you single out one program as being generally more 
interesting than the other(s)? 

Yes 
No 

14 
..Q 

14 

Why do you feel one program was more interesting than 
the other~s)? 

Total number of respondents: 14 

It was the most interestinglprogram 
because it led to a degree 1· 

It was the most interesting program 
because it included attendance at a 
University 2 

It was the most interesting program 
because it included practical work, 
on-the-job training 3 

It was the most interesting prograrn 
because it included observation, 
observation 'tours 5 

It was the most interesting because it 
was the most useful, because I learned 
the most on that pro gram 7 

It was the most interesting because the 
places or countries visited were more 
interesting than those visited on the 
other program(s) 3 

It was the most interesting because of 
the particular subject-matter I studied 
on that program: the methods I saw or 
techniques I learned were more 
interesting than on the other program(s) 5 

Other 1 
27 
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Q. 166. 

Q. If7" 

q. IM~. 

(The total nu.1lbcr of answers is more than 14 because 
som~ re5pondcnts gave more than one response.) 

Can you single out one program which you fecI was More 
useful to a person in your field? 

Yes 
No 

14 
o 

14 

Why do you feel that one program was J'lore useful than 
the others? 

Total nwnber of respondents: 14 

It was the most useful pror,ram r.cciltlSe 
the particular su~ject-matter I 
studied was more important, more 
related to niy lJt.!cds 9 

It I'las the most IIseful prograM bccatls~ 

I learned the most 7 
It was the most uscful program because 

it led to a degree 0 
It was the most useful program because 

it included attendance at a university 4 
It was the most useful progral'l because 

it includcd practical work, one-thc-j..,b 
training 3 

It was the most useful proGram because 
it included observation, observation 
tours 

Other 

(The total number of answers is mOT( than 14 beC,\U5{: 

some l"cspondents gave mc;re tuan .; t: rcspc,nsc.) 

Do you think that having lJel!!1 vII prt:vious progl-';::..III\::;) 
made your last program more Uf eful to YOIl, or less 
ur.eful? 

'.;ore I!:;C [ul 
Less useful 

168 
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Q. 169. 

Q. 170. 

Q. 171. 

Q. 172. 

Why. do yOll think having been on previous programs made 
your last program more or less useful? 

Total number of respondents: 14 

The last program built on knowledge 
gained in the previous one( s) 

One program was prac tice, 'one theory. 
11 

7 

7 

They supplemented each other 
Other "more useful" corrnnents not 

inrc luded in the above categories -
(The. total number of answers is mOl'e than 14 because 

some respondents gave more than one response.) 

Was there one of your programs you could have done 
without? 

Yes 
No 

25 

o 
14 

14 

Which do you think would be more Ilsefu 1. to yOllr country -
Sending a few people on seve.tal programs or a large 
number on one program each? 

Few people on two or more programs 
Large number on one program 

4 

10 -

Why is it better to send a few people on two or more 
training programs? 

They will keep up to date on latest 
developments, brush up on their 
knowledge 

Other reasons why it is better to send 
a few people on two or more programs 

Or a large number on one program each? 

Our country or our organization needs 

169 

14 

3 

4 



many trained people 8 

As many people as possible should have 
the opportunity of participating in 
one of these proo~ :.. ... 5 8 

Other reasons (not inc luded in the above 
categories) why it is b2tter to sen~ 
a :large numUt:L of people on one proGram 
each 3 

26 
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Q. 173. 

Q •• 174. 

Q. 175. 

Q. 176. 

VII. Supervisor \~uestionnaire -

Part I (ltegarding Participant) 

When (participant) left on this training program, was he 
working for you? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 3) 
No, I wasn't here (GO TO Q. 3) 
Don't know (GO TO ~. 3) 

If "yes" to ll. 1 - Did you recommend 
sent on a trai ning program? 

Yes (GO m Q. 4) 
No (GO TO Q. 4) 

that 

(Also see C.T. 10, 194, 202, 208, 209) 

196 
107 

18 
1 -

322 

(Partic.) 

143 
53 

19(, 

60.970 
33.2 

5.6 
0.3 

he 

73 '1 
:~ 

27 

Before he left, were you familiar with any aspects of his 
training program? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 8) 

44 
82 

126 

Who actually ini tia ted (Partic.) tra i ni lIg prOI~r'l.I:l? 

Participant 
Someone in this organization 
Ministry or other horne government 
USCM or ICA 
Universi ty 
Other 
Don't know 

(Also see C.T. 80, 210) 

171 

5 
120 

50 
60 

2 
2 
1 

240 

34. q-;, 
65.1 

2.0;;' 
50.0 
21.0 
25.0 
().~ 

0.8 
O.~ 



Q. 177. 

Q. 178. 

Q. 179. 

Did you help in planning (Partie.) training Drop,rarn? 

Yes 
No (GO TO Q. 7) 

(See also C.T. 208) 

\'fuat kinds of things did you do? 

Total number of respondents: 150 

Planned entire program 
Suggestions - dec ;.stons:: sllbjeets 

for study, observation 
Place - cou~try - university -

organization or comDany 
Level of program 
Length of proGram 
Non-sped fic help and disrllssion 
Others 

150 
90 

240 

18 

125 

43 
! 

12 
31 
34 

264 

62.5; 
37.5 

12. rtIo 

83.3 

28.7 
0.7 
8.0 

20.7 
22.7 

(The totaJ number ,)f anSI,'ers is more than 150 because 
SOme resp1ndents gave more than one response.) 

B~fol;'e (I'a.rtic.) left on his program, did this organiza
tion ha.ve plans ali to how hiR training would be utilized? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

(Alao see C.T. 11, 40, 195,203 & 211) 

216 
18 

(, 

240 

90. C't% 

7 •. ' 
2.5 

q. 180. Since (participant) has been ~ck from his training pro-
2ram, have you disr:ussed Y/i th him the things he studied 

.Qn his program? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

172 

286 
36 
o 

322 

88. R',~, 
11.2 



Q. 181. 

Q. 182. 

Q. 183. 

Q. 184. 

Q. IRS. 

HaVe you discussed any of his experiences that were not 
connected with his training -- things like his social 
activities, encounters with stran~e custOM5, or 
experiences with people in ,other countries? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know 

About how long have you known (participant)? 

Less than one year 
One to five years 
Six to ten years 
Eleven to twenty years 
More than twenty years 

229 
93 

0 

322 

3 
67 

110 
124 

18 

322 

71.1% 
28.9 

0.9% 
20.8 
34.2 
38.5 

5.6 

During a working \'1eek, about ho~.,. many hours do you spend 
together with (participant)? 

16 hours or more 115 35.7h 
8 - 15 hours 62 19.3 
4 - 7 hours 46 14.3 

Less than 4 hours 98 30.4 
Not ascertained 1 0.3 

322 

Has any of the information (partici~ant) acquired on his 
prog ram been conveyed to others? 

Yes 311 97 % 
.No 7 2 
Don't know 4 

322 

(Also see C.T. 207) 

How has this been done? 

Total number of respondents: 311 
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.Jiorllal teaching, lectures, seminars, 
training sessions - radio, 
television - films - slides 

;;Informal discussions on jQb, 
conversations 

Wrote article., boot., manual., other 
publication'i tran.latec1 publication. 

"port. ,i~nia .. etia,. 
,DaoIa.tratlon. of equipment, technique. 
Reft'loa. or iflpro~.ebta in lIethoc1., 

'equlpMnt'technlque.. 1 ntroc1ucec1 
aew IIGtho~, equi ... ~·f, tecbniqUi' 

Iu:perYl.lon, lUic1aace,. or c1irection, of 
~ther worteN, aubordinatel, 
ellplo,.e. 

Other 
Don't 'kIlow 

151 48.6% 

75", 24.1 

78 a5.1 
100 '3a.a 
43 13.8 

142 ~5.7 
1 0.3 

....Q 0 

60.5 

(!be" total number of:~ .. erl il more than 311 because 
lome relpondentl ray' more than one relponae.) 

Q. 186. Do·. you think thill program wal worth the cOlt and 
cUfficu1 ty? 

Worth cost and difficulty 
Not worth cost and difficulty 
Don't know 

(A!ao see C.T. 196) 

303 94.1% 
.5 1.6 

14 4.3 -
322 

Q. 187 ~ How aui table was (Participant" s) training for his useful. 
ness to your organization? 

Total number of respondents: 322 

Positive 

Strong general comments - Excellent, 
fine. very suitable, etc. 

Weak positive comment. - good, fair, 
suitable, etc. 

174 

13 

8 2.5 



SUPERVISORS CLAIMED THE TRAINING WELL WORTH THE 
COST AND DIFFICULTY FOR 94 %, BECAUSE FOR 

o 20 40 60 

I ............................................................................... ................................................................................ 
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34% 

80 

I 
IT WAS SPECIFI CALLY SUITED AND 

APPLICABLE TO THE NEEDS OF THE 
EMPLOYER AND THE COUNTR~ 

NEW METHODS AND TECHNIQUES ADDED 
INCREASED VALUE TO THEIR EFFORTS, 

KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS CONTRIBUTED TO OTHERS 
INCREASED THEIR LEVEL OF SELF- CONFIDENCE, 

RESPONSIBILITY AND PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY, AND 

ALSO INCREASED THE PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY OF 
THE ENTIRE WORKING GROUP • 

PLATE :xIX. 



Q. 188. 

Specific suitable - applicable - value 
to employer, country - better work 

Participailt introduced new methods, 
tec-hniques, equipment 

Participant conveys training to 
others 

Participant received promotion, 
hetter job, salary, prestige 

Participant has more confidence, 
responsi bi 1 i ty 

Other posi tive 

Neutral 

Training made no difference -
neither suitable.Ror unsuitable, 
didn't matter 

Negative 

Training not suitable - bad, inadequate, 
inappropriate - not specified further 

Inappropriate for job, cannot be 
applied, not right for participant's 
background, training, and ability 

~articipant not using - not applying -
not teaching 

Because too narrow, too Sp -ific 
Because too general, too bruad 
Because too advanced, too difficult 
Because too elementa'ry, too simple 
Because too theoretical, not enough 

practical experience 
Because not long enough 
Other negative comments 
Don't know 

221 

133 

109 

38 

54 
6 

4 

0 

6 

4 
1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 
2 

602 

68.6 

41.3 

33.9 

11.8 

16.8 
1.9 

0 

1.9 

I.?, 
0.3 
0 
0 
0 

0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.6 

(The total number of answ~rs is more than 322 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

If you had to send another person on a training program 
like (Participant's), would you like to see any changes 
made in it? 
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Total number of respondents: 322 

No change suggested - no comment . 
No change because program was good 

as it was 
Would not send another participant 

on training program 

Planning 

Supervisor should have important role 
. s~lect participants 
Supervisor should select subjects, 
~ountry, school, place, time 

·More time needed to prepare program 
Program should be prepared in 

participant's home country 
Program should be planned for needs, 

.job employer, country 
Program should be followed - fewer 

chang~s 
Other - 'on planning program 

Content 

Should be more general - more subjects 
Should be more specific - fewer 

subjects 
More practical - on job experience 
More theoretical, academic work 
More advanced 
More elementary 
Different aspects field of speciali

zation 
Should be different (not specified 

above) 
Other - re: content 

Length 

Training should be longer 
Training should be shorter 
Permit participant get a degree 
Other" - re: length 

176 

64 19.9% 

11 3.4 

1 0.3 

24 7.5 

32 9.9 
10 3.1 

7 2.2 

42 13.0 

1 0.3 
19 5.9 

12 3.7 

57 17.7 
68 21.1 
11 3.4 

5 1.6 
1 0.3 

17 5.3 

13 4.1 
9 2.8 

76 
13 
14 

1 

23.6 
4.0 
4.4 
0.3 



SUPERVISORS CONFIRMED 97% 
HAD CONVEYED TRAINING TO OTHERS 

o 10 20 30 40 50 

~~~I 
SEMI NARS USING RADIO, TV, MOVIES a SLIDES 2.~~.t~:~:{;/tr~::~:rr~~·~~:;:.:\":;~~~: 47 0/0 

INFORMAL DISCUSSJON GROUPS ON-THE-JOB :~\;};:f.:{{~ ... ~. 23% 

I 
WRITING a TRANSLATING BOOKS, MANUALS, ARTICLES :·~.<.~:'/~~~\:~'~":i"; 24 % 

DEMONSTRATION OF EQUIPMENT a TECHNIQUES :~//~~.-;' 14 % 
"7: .4.' • '7' 

INTRODUCED NEW IMPROVED METHODS, TECHNIQUES S EQUIPMENT ?~~ 5 % 

'PLATE xx 



Q. 189. 

Other - any 
Don't know 

9 

--1 
521 

2.87", 

(The total number of answers is more than 322 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

How important was (Participant's training? 

Esselltial 
Very important 
Helpful bllt not very important 
Not useful 
Detter off withollt it 
Don't kno\,! 

(Also see C.T. 119, 197, 204, 237} 

177 

87 
126 

72 
34 

1 
2 

322 

27. Cf'o 
39.1 
22.4 
10.6 
0.3 
0.6 



Q. 190. 

VIII. Supervisor Questionnaire -

Part II (Resarding Program) 

(These questions are to be asked only once of each super
visor) 

Now i'd like to ask your cOlll/Tlents on some 2.spects of ICA 
training programs in general. I am going to read off a 
list of items relevant to training programs and. I'd like 
you to tell me whether you think these are generally 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory. If you think they are 
unsatisfactory, please tell me why you think so. 

a. Procedures by which participants are selected 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Total number of responcents: 94· 

Who should select 

Should be selected by supervisor, 
or other at place of employment 

Should be selected by his own 
government 

Should be selected by USOM 
Should be selected by competitions, 

exams, etc. 

Cd teria 

Appropriate to job, supervisor, 
~mployert country 

Participant's knowledge, experience 
important criterion 

1.7f, 

95 
94 

..!1 
203 

42 

2 
3 

23 

14 

28 

46.8% 
46.3 
6.9 

44.7% 

2.1 
3.2 

24.5 

14.9 

29.8 



Participant's knowledee of EngJish 
important criterion 

Participant's knowledge of .E1I!~] ish 
should not be a criterion 

Selection too restrictive - should 
take more from organization, 
company, agency 

Selection too long, com~licated, 
slow 

Others 

7 

C) 

7 

12 
8 

155 

(TIle total nwnber of answers is more than 94 hp.cause 
some respondents gave more than one rC!3pOnsc.) 

b. Subject-matter covered in training pro~raMS 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Total number of respondents: 74 

Inappropriate to part ic ipant t s 
background, knowJcdg(', past 
experience 

Inappropriate to needs of put ic i
pant's job, employer, count::-]' 

Too broad - shouJd cover fewer 
subjects 

Too narrow - should COVPI· more 
subjects, details 

Too much theory - not c n0'lgh 
practical work, expcrienr~ 

Too much practical \..ork, -
experience - not en(,)I:~:h th(!0 r)' 

Should include more academic 
work 

Should include less or 110 

academic work 

179 

116 
74 
13 

203 

4 

42 

9 

29 

8 

1 

4 

1 

7. S'!o 

9.6 

7.S 

12.8 
8.S 

57.1% 
36.5 

6.4 

3.4~ 

56.8 

12.2 

39.2 

10.8 

1.3 

S.4 

1.3 



Should lead to let a degree 
Not enough observation 
Other 

1 1.3% 
1 1.3 
4 5.4 -

104 

(The total number of answers is more than 74 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

c. Level of program (simple, advanced) 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

Why unsatisfactory? (Level of program) 

Total number of respondents: 21 

Too elementary 
Too advanced 
Level OK in some fields -. 

not in' others 
Level OK for participants in 

low and middle level jobs, 
not high level jobs 

Other comments relating to level 

165' 
21 
17 -

203 

14 
4 

3 

2 
3 

26 

81.3% 
10.3 
8.4 

66.77, 
19.0 

14.3 

9.S 
14.3 

(The total number of answers is more than 21 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

d. Length of program 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

Why unsatisfac 'Ory? (Length of proGram) 

Total number of respondents: 131 

180 

66 32.5;~ 
131 64.5 
.-J. 3.0 

203 



Too short - could not get degrees 14 10.n 
Too short - other reasons 91 69.5 
Programs too long 'IS 11.5 
Other comments relating to length 29 22.1 

149 

(The total number of answers is more than 131 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

e. Country or countries of training 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

113 
84 

6 

203 

55.7% 
41.4 
2.9 

Why unsatisfactory? (Country/countries of training) 

Total number of respondents: 84 

Some or all training should be in 
Asian countries (including Japan 
and Philippines) 

Some or all training should be in 
African countries 

Some or all training should be in 
Burope (including England) 

Some or all training should be 1n 
the United States (not including 
Puerto Rico) 

Some or all training should be in 
small countries 

Training should include visits to 
more countries 

Training should be in countries 
more like participant's home 
country in all respects 

Other 

20 

1 

56 

20 

4 

11 

14 
3 

129 

(The total number of answers is more than 84 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

181 

23.8':'0 

1.2 

66.7 

23.8 

4.8 

13.1 

16.7 
3.6 



Q. 191. 

f. Practical experience provided in the program 

Sa tis factory 
Unsa tisfacto ry 
can't rate 

136 
56 
11 -

203 

Why unsatisfactory? (Practical experience) 

Total number of respondents: 56 

More practical experience :leeded 
Prncticalexperience not related 

to other training 
Practical experience not appropriate 

to job, country, employer 
Practical experienc"e too limited -

too few types of work 
Othe-r 

41 

11 

25 

9 
8 

94 

(The total number of answers 1s more than 94 because 
some respondents gave moore than one response.) 

67.01""; 
27.6 
5.4 

73.2% 

19.6 

4406" 

16.1 
14.3 

i~re" there any other aspects of training programs on which 
you would lilte to corunent? 

Total number of respondents: 203 

favorable comment only 
Selection procedures should be 

improved 
Participants should have con

siderable experience in their 
fields 

More from my country & employment 
should go on training program 

More in given field specialization 
should go on training 

More supe~visors & high rank should 
go on training 

More low ranking should go on 
training 

182 

4 

20 

25 12.3 

58 28.6 

39 19.2 

19 9.4 

10 4.9 



Political & family influence 
should not effect selection 

Language should be more important 
factor in selection--

Language should be less important 
factor in selection 

Training programs should be 
improved - general 

Traini ng ShOllld fit needs of 
participant, country, employer 

Should visit ~ countries, 
universities, factories in 
'training 

Should visit fewer countries, 
universities, factories in 
trainins 

Schec.ule different - ~Iore or less 
time as appropr ia te 

Programs ~10uld have different 
subject matter 

Programs should have more social 
& informal contacts 

More or all should get academic 
degrees 

ProGrams shoulc. be longer 
Programs shou Iii be shorter 
Programs should be more theoretical 
Programs should include more 

practical training 
More money - per diem on training 
More infonnation to supervisors 

relating to content of training 
prog ram 

Employ for usc of training should 
work in field of training 

Participants should train others, 
transmit training 

Inform participants on new 
develop~ent in field 

Oetter jobs, pay, opportunities 
for participan ts 

Others 
Don't knml 

183 

3 

12 

6 

11 

50 

12 

3 

15 

5 

4 

11 
30 

6 
4 

12 
2 

13 

34 

9 

11 

2 
34 

7 

471 

1.5 

5.9 

3.0 

5.4 

24.6 

5.9 

1.5 

7.4 

2.5 

2.0 

5.4 
14.8 
3.0 
2.0 

5.9 
1.0 

6.4 

16.7 

4.4 

5.4 

],.0 
16.7 
3.4 



Q. 192. Have you yourself ever been an ICA participant? 

Yes 
No 

96 
107 -
203 

47.3% 
52.7 

- END OF SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE _ 

IX. Technician Questionnaire - Part I (Regarding Participant) 

Q. 193. Completion of answer record form. (Not coded) 

Q. 194. Interference with contact?(Total number of respondents: 200) 

Number Checked Percent 

Workload, Number 15 7.S'!o 
Location of Job 57 28'.5 
piS lack of initiative 5 2.5 
P has no time 2 1.0 
Attitude of S~pervisor, 5 2.5 

Employer 
Political problems 2 .1.0 
LanguaGe barrier 6 3.0 
PersonaE ty 2 1.0 
Other 19 9.5 
Nothing interfered 109, 54.5 

222 

(The total number of answers is more than 200 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

(See also C.T. 199) 

Q. 195. How much contact since return? 

Never met 
Once or twice 
Occasionally 
Frequently 
Regularly 
Only social 

(See also C.T. 22, 122,200 & 214) 

184 

8 
14 
82 
49' 
46 

1 

200 

4.0% 
7.0 

41.0 
24."5 
23.0 
0.5 



Q. 196 0 

Q. 198. 

Where does participant work? 

(Not coded) 

Contribution of training to job performance: 

Major 
Minor 
No importance 
Reduced usefulness 
Don't know 

(See also C.T. 120 & 237) 

Ra ting 

A. Educational qualifications 

Adequate 
Inadequate 
Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 2lS) 

B. Intelligence 

Adequate 
In ade'l ua te 
Can't rate 

(See also C .1'. 216) 

AdequDie 
I nadeC] U Q t~~ 

Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 217) 

185 

95 
64 
21 

4 

-1E. 
200 

186 
5 
9 -

200 

194 
6 
o -

200 

179 
20 

1 

200 

47.5% 
32.0 
10.5 
2.0 
8.0 

93.0% 
2.5 
4.5 

97.0% 
3.0 
0.0 

P9.5% 
10.0 
0.5 



D. Attitude toward training 

Adequate. 178 89.0% 
Inadequate 19 9.S 
Can't rate 3 1.S -

200 

(See also C.T. 218) 

. B. Attitude toward job 

Adequate 179 89.5% 
Inadequate 20 10.0 
Can't rate 1 0.5 -

200 

(See also C.T.2l9) 

Q. 199. Rating 

A. Pre-departure preparation 

Satisfactory 32 16.c1:b 
Unsatisfactory 3 1.5 
Can't rate .ill 82.5 

200 

(See also C.T. 220, 231) 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Total number of respondents: 3 

Participant did not have sufficient 
.education, experience, background 
in his field before he left for 
training 1 33.3cx, 

Participant did not have sufficient 
knowledge of the language of the 
country of training before he left 
for training 3 100.0 -

4 
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TECHNICIANS RATED CONTRIBUTION OF TRAININ'G 
TO JOB PERFORMANCE 

MAJOR CONTRIBUTION 
~I-+++-+-++-P 

MINOR CONTRIBUTION 

32 % / 

2 % REDUCED USEFULNESI " 8°.4 CAN NOT RATE 

PLATE XX[ 



(The total number of answers is more than 3 because 
some respondents gave more than one response,) 

B. Type of program 

Sa tisfactory 
Unsa tisfactory 
Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 221, 232) 

Why unsat·isfactory', 

Total number of respondents: 8 

Should be more practical 
Should have more observation 
Too much practical. 
Too much observation 

168 
8 

.1.1 
200 

5 
3 
2 
4 

14 

(The total number of answers is more than 8 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

C, Subject matter 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 222) 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Total number of respondents: 9 

Not appropriate to participant's 
background 

Not appropriate to needs of job, 
employer, country 

187 

166 
9 

25 

200 

3 

7 

84 % 
4 

12 

62.5% 
37.5 
25.0 
50.0 

83 % 
5 

12 

33.3% 

77 .8 



Too broad 
Too narrow 

2 
,3 -
IS 

(The total number of answers is more than 9 because 
some respondents gave more than o~e response.) 

D. Level 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

(See also CoT. 223, 233) 

Why unsa tisfacto·ry'? 

Too elementary 
Too advanced 

Eo Length 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 224, 234) 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Program too short 
l-'rogram too long 
Not applicable 

Fo Country/countries of training 

188 

161 
7 

32 -
200 

2 
5 -
7 

158 
18 

.M 
200 

13 
5 

~ 
200 

80.~ 
3.5 

16.0 

28.6% 
71.4 

79.(f/o 
9.0 

12.0 

6 • .5% 
2.5 

91.0 



Satil3factoJ:), 
UnsatisfactoL'Y 
Can't rate 

(See also C.T. 225. 235) 

Why unsatisfactory? 

Total number of rcspondcuts: 1 

177 
1 

22 

20f) 

88.5% 
0.5 

11.0 

Training should'have been in Asia 
TraininG should have been given 

in countries marc like 

1 100.0"':' 

partic ipant' s hOJTle: c Ollll try 1 

2 

(The total ~nllmb.=r of answers is more than 1 because 
respondent ~avc more than one response.) 

G. Rat:'ng.- :\ppropriate materials, Techniq~..1es 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Canlt ratt; 

(See also C.T. 226; 236) 

Why unsadsfac tory? 

Total number of respondc:nts: 15 

Not approp~i~te to p~rticipnnts 
needs 

Techniques.Do advanced 
Techniques too elementary 
Not bro;::li ': !"\'li~i1 
Too br,)i'.ci ,o""">\ge 

158 
15 
27 

200 

12 
1 
1 

11 
2 

27 

79.{f,'.. 
7.5 

13.5 

80. rf!. 
6.7 
6.7 

73.3 
13.3 

(The total number of answers is nlore than 15 because 
some resrondents gave more than one response o ) 

!89 



Q. 200. Utilization of Training 

A. By supervisor 

Satisfied 163 81 
Dissa tisfied· 34 17 
Can't rate 3 2 -

200 

(See also C.T. 121) 

B. By Dep t • .Minis try 

Satisfied 162 81 
Dissatisfied 34 17 
Can't rate 4 2 -

200 

c. By participant 

Satisfied 177 89 
Dissatisfied 20 10 
Can't rate 3 1 

200 

Q. 201. Compare this participant with others: 

A. Importance of his job to over-all economic develop
ment. 

High S2 26 
fairly high 72 36 
Average 63 32 
Low 13 6 
Don't know 0 0 -

200 

(See also C.T. 227) 

190 

% 

% 

01 
10 

% 



B. His ability to do his job withotit outside help. 

Q. 202. 

High 
Fairly high 
Average 
Low 
Don't know 

(See al~o C.T. 231 - 236) 

Previous acquaintance 

Yes, had heard (ASK Q. 11) 
No, never heard (END PART 1) 
Don't remember (END PART I) 
Not applicable 

Q. 203. Contacts before trai.ninc? 

A. 11e1rK:d select him for training 

Yes 
No 

(See also C.T. 228) 

3, Helped plan his program 

Yes 
No 

(See a 1 so C. j. 229) 

C. Had \vorl; COJ1tacts with him 

Yes 
1\0 

(See also C.T. 230) 

191 

63 
66 
59 
10 

2 

200 

23 

177 -
200 

10 
13 -
23 

12 
11 -

'23 

15 
8 -23 

32 
33 
29 

5 

11.5% 

88.5 

43.Sfo 
56.5 

52.2% 
47.8 

65.2% 
34.8 



D. Gave him information or advice aoout his program 

Yes 
No 

12 
11 

23 

B. Coordinated his program with host government 

Yes 
No 

F. Coordinated his program with employer 

Yes 
No 

11 
12 

23 

12 
11 

23 

G. Corresponded with him while he was away 

Yes 
No 

6 
17 

. 23 

H. Other concepts not covered in 1]. A thru 11. G 

Mentioned other c )ncept:; 
Did not nent~on other concepts 

192 

2 
21 

23 

52.2% 
47.8 

47.8% 
52.2 

52.2% 
47.8 

26.1% 
73.9 

R.n 
91.3 



Q. 204. 

x. Technician Questionnaire -

Part II (Regarding Program) 

Do you have some strong fee1inBs about either the strong 
or weak points of the participant training program in 
your field? 

Total number of respondents: 36 

Overall program good, effective, 
adequate 

Strong point - cooperation, interest, 
participation by the host govern
ment 

SelectinG participants - particularly 
good 

Subjects appropriate to needs of 
country, participants 

Training of high quality 
Other strong points 

Overall program poor, ineffective, 
inadequate 

Lack of cooperation, interest, 
participation by the host govern
ment 

Selection not appropriate 
Program not appropriate to needs 

of country 
Pror,ram not appropriate to needs 

of participants 
Not enough theoretical or academic 

training 
Not enough practical on-the-job 

training 
Need training in circumstances more 

like own country 
Inadequate training & experience in 

field before training 
Predeparture orientation inadequate 
Not placed in Jobs to use training best 
Other weak points 

193 

10 

2 

6 

9 
6 
4 

1 

6 
13 

6 

8 

2 

10 

5 

1 
4 
2 
4 

99 

28 % 

5 

17 

25 
17 
11 

3 

17 
36 

17 

22 

5 

28 

14 

3 
11 

S 
11 



Q. 205. 

Q. 206. 

(The total number of answers is more than 36 because 
some respondents gave more than one resllonse.) 

In what ways are you satisfied with what USOM has done 
in this country to make for good utilization of the 
participant's training? 

Total number of respondents: 36 

USOM helps get jobs to use training, 
'insists training be well used Z6 72 

USOM provides money support for 
participants program 9 25 

lISct.1 technicians help participants 
in utilization of training 6 17 

Host governnent does .everything for 
good utilization - USCM not need to 6 17 

Other positive comments 11 30 
Don't know 3 8 

61 

(The total number of answers is more than 36 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

% 

In what ways are you dissatisfied with what USQM has done 
in this country to make for good utilization of the 
participant's training? 

Total number of respondents: 36 

USOM not enough insist training 
used unable control job placement 

USOM should support program 
participants \'~rk on 

USOM not enough technicians to assist 
participants utilization training 

Selection of participants,not 
appropriate for good utilization 
of training 

Trouble,red tape, clearance, etc. 
keep technicians busy 

Other negative 
~on't know 

194 

13 

2 

7 

8 

8 
15 

7 
60 

36.1% 

5.6 

19.4 

22.2 

22.2 
41.7 
19.4 



Q. 207. 

Q. 208. 

(The total number of answers is more than 36 because 
some respcr!dent.s gave more than one response~) 

Are -l:here any techniques or methods of follow-up that 
you think are particularly good to use? 

Total number of respondents: 36 

Personal contact, technician and 
,:eturnec5 participant 
Alumni (SATCA) - general, social, 

professional 
Written material to pertinent their 

field 
Annual formal evaluation, periodic 

fOllow-ur cl~ck on utilization 
needs 

Conferences, seminars, workshops 
Newsletter 
Membership in professional society 
Other 
Don't know 

19 

8 

2 

19 
10 

2 
3 

26 
J. _. 

90 

52.8% 

22.2 

5.6 

52.8 
27.7 

5.6 
8.3 

72.2 
2.8 

(The total number of answers is more than 36 because 
some respondents gave more than one response.) 

In what ways could the host government am the U.S. 
derive greater benefits from the training progrum? 

Total number of respondents: 36 

Ba$is - experience v proved 
ability, knowledge 

More emphasis - language 
More & varied people should be 

trained 
Eliminate political factora 
Blil'linate family influence: 
Improve $(: Jed; i()() 

Trainin!~ sholJ Id [lJee L lIeed!) (;,f 
country 

Training should be .unproved 

195 

13 
5 

1 
5 
3 
6 

13 
11 

36.1% 
13.9 

2.8 
13.9 

8.3 
16.7 

36 ,1. 
30 • .5 



Host government & USQM maximize 
training by proper placement 

Bliminate jealousy. resentment. 
orient supervisors 

More promotion. money. opportunities 
System to keep up with new 

developments 
Regular system - participants train 

others 
',Other 

(The total number of answer. 1. "ore than 
'respondents gave more than one re.poaee.> 

9 25.~ 

10 27.8 
4 11.1 

2 5.5 

9 25.0 
5 13.9 -

96 

36 because 80me 

- END OF ~HNIC IAN QUBSTIONNAIRB _ 
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Cross-Tabulation Tables 

Explanatory Notes 

Each of the following tables shows how the answers to two 
different questions a,re related, one in c:olumn headings, the 
other in line headings. The actual numt~r and percent of 
responses is shown for both the column and line headings, but 
for entries within the table only percentages of column headings 
are shown. These pe,rcentages reveal what relation or effect, if 
any, tr . .! responses shown in column headings have on the re
spon~.!s shown in line heading~. Thus in table 1, it is shown 
that 53~ of all participants came from the Taipei area, but 
reading across the line of percentages of participants in each 
fie:.d of training who came from Taipei reveals a much higher 
than average percentage in TransjJorta tion and Public Adminis
tration, anc lower in Mili tary SUPP'Jrt and Education. 

The reader is cautioned, hO\\,ever, to take note that the 
significance or importance to b€ attacJ!ed to the percentages is 
determined by the actual number of participants involved in the 
computation. In the above eXaITlple, for instance, the 81'7'0 in 
Transportation and 86'70 in Public Administration have practically 
equal significance or influence on the overall average, since 
they involve 43 and 44 p~rticipants respectively. On the other 
hand, the overall average is affected much more by the 37% of 
105 participants in Education than by the 32% of 22 participants 
in Military Support, since they cons~itute l~ versus only 31 of 
the total population, respectively. Occasionally, relatively 
high percentages, even 10070, may appear which represent only one 
or two participants in the column heading. Obviously any such 
percentage entries should be disregarded and the actual number 
of participants involved. should tJe considered in comparing re
sults. The significance of differences between percentages 
n.:>ted in the text was computed from the standard error of each 
percentage and corrected for the size and stratified sampling of 
the population interviewed. 
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Responses from supervisor and technician questionnaires are 
so labelled. All others are participant responses. Cross
references to questions in the questionnaire appear with each 
table. 

The coding categories used to classify responses to many of 
the questions have been abbreviated in the column and line head
ing; of these tables in ,)rder to present the data in a more com
pact and readahle form. Reference is made to the source of the 
data for each of the two questions where the complete entries 
may be found. 
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Annual l:leetln" of the Sino-American ;echnici11 COCJperatior. 
Association, ortanized by rot~rned ;&rtl~ipants for pro
moti~~ under3ta~Gin~, excian~e of infcr~ation, and jOint 
effor t in tho n" t. or. I ~ econolilic cie'/elopl:.en t. SATC;' now 
haa a membership 0: r.,o,-c t:;:or. l~OC, .i:;h ileadc,uarters in 
Tai~ei uno br~ncnes in TLic~u~g, ~&i~ant anG K~ohsiunE. 



CH-59-567 
V-r. Xanc KUan£-JU of 
the Chi na P ,'oduc ti vi ty 
and Trade Cen~er was 
trained in the United 
Stat6s in 1957-58 in 
the field of industria. 
enGineering. He io se~n 
here applyin£ his new 
knowledge to the in~tal
lation of new 6quipmer.t 
at a Taipei printine 
plan t. 

Returned i~rticipant Yuo 
3nih-ju, seen here super
visi~t_ con3tructior. wLr~ 
&t tne ~uBhe ~bm I':'GJ~ct, 

is OLe of r~~o ShiL~'~ 
8~~ineerG trfilne~ ~:. t~c 

r~1te~ 3t~te5 fer the ~c
'lelcr~e~~ of hJdroelect:"ic 
reo~urceG on T~iw~L. 



'{'c.ble 
.No. 

Index of Cross-Tabulation Tables 

Factors Related to Major Field of Activity 
In Which T~~inint: ~~as Given (Q.K) 

Time of Interview 
1. Residence (Q.C) .•••••.••••••••.••••.•••..•.•••• 207 
2. Bconomic Activity - all participants (Q.5) 207 
3. Bcono~ic Activity - agriculture only (Q.S) •...• 20B 

Prior to Trajning 
4. Year Left for Training (Q.I) .•......•••••••.••• 20B 
5. Level of Position (Q.S) .••...••.•......•.....•• 20B 
6. Age at Departure (Q.7) ........••.•.......•...•• 209 
7. Sex (Q.8) ...................................... 209 
B. Satisfaction with Training Program (Q.31) •••••• 209 
9. Type of Employer at Time of Selection (Q.3) •.•• 209 

10. SUPERVISOR; Did You Recommend Participant for 
Training (Q.174) ••••••••..•••••••••.••••••••• 210 

11. SUPERVISOR: Did Organization Have Plans to Use 
Training (Q.179) •••••••..•..••........••..••• 210 

Period of Training 
12. Primary Country of Training (Q.39) ••••••••••••• 210 
13. Was Training Program Arranged in Detail (Q.4B). 210 
14. Observation Tour (Q.55a) ••.••••.•.•.•.•.•••••••. 210 
15. On-the-job Training (Q .55b) .................... 211 
16. University Training (Q.55c)· ••••.••...•••••.•••• 211 
17. Special Group Training (Q.55d) •••••...........• 211 

Post-Training Period 
lB. Ivas First Job Same or Different (Q.I08) ........ 211 
19. Any Contact wi th USOM (Q .129) .................. 211 
20. Member U.S. Professional Society (Q.136) ••..••. 211 
21. How Present Position Differs from First Position 

(Q .115) ...................................... 211 
22. TK'HNICIAN: How Much Contact with Participant 

(Q • 195) ...................................••. 212 

Evaluation of Training 
23. How Was the Length of Training t~.64) 212 
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Table 
No. 

24. .'Ier~ Too Many Different Things Required (Q .66) • 212 
25. How Was the Level of Difficulty (Q.67) ••••.•.•• 213 
26. Were You Entertained in Private Homes (Q.81) •.• 213 
27. Mos t Useful & Valuable Part of Experience (Q.76) 213 
28. Least Valuable Experience (Q.77) ••••••••••••••• 214 
29. SUPERVISOR: Utilization Score (Q.X) •••••••.•.• 214 
30. TECHNICIAN: Utilization Score (Q.X) •••••••• ~ •• 214 

31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 

Factors Related to Year Participant Left for Training (Q.IJ 

Prior to Training 
Residence (Q.l) ................................ 
'I)rpe of Employer (~.3) .......................... . 
Level of Position (Q.5) •.••.•••..•••...•••.•••• 
Age (Q.7) . .................................... . 
Sex (Q.8) ..................•.........•...•••..• 
Education (Q.9) ...•.••••••.•••.••.••..•••.••••• 
Who Selected You? (Q.22) •.........••.•.....•••• 
Did You Get Enough Information About Program? 

215 
'215 
215 
216 
216 
216 
216 

(Q.37) .............................•.•.... ~ •• 216 
39. Enough Information About Country of Training 

(Q.40) ............. ...................•..•...• 216 
40. SUPERVISOR: Did Organization Have ~lans to USe 

Training (Q.179) ••••...........•.........•••• 217 

Period of T~aining 
41. Primary Country of Training (Q.39) ............• 217 
42. Total Time in Training (Q.39) .................. 217 
43. Observation Tour (Q.55a) ....................... 218 
44. On-the-job Training (Q.55b) •.... ; .............• 218 
45. Universi ty Training (Q.55c) .................... 218 
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Bduc b,nd (r.ep ligri, ~-hrk- ;!orne For_ Fisfi- All: 
Bx~,._ ':!?:.t~;~ L S, EC('!I, ~t.\}.lf 1:( estry ~ ~ 

( ",J1 
""f ) ( ~,O/ ,~ , I. .1 l j .' ) (J~ i (12) (11) (3) , 1'"' , 1 cr. .~ .1'.~; c!r~ • '0 11;, 7t 6'J., 1"1% 

• Includes Mass ~Iedia COI"J1un .• IIl\'t>~t. 'TuL!e ?roo:., ·itornic EIll'rgy Res. ~ Labol'jo 

'It. Percentages below''). j; are ~e;yur '>'r: 2", "pco (l,.rcent (O~) C'r·.,u§;llot:t all tah]cs. 
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3. Ecunoroic Ac~_i.vity in which Participant was employed at time of interv:iew (Q.5) 

Crop 
Livestock Prod. 
L;lll(j fir Wa teL" 
Agr. & Home Be. 
Forestq, 
Fisheries 
Other Agr. Act. 
Other Rcon. Act. 
Inactive 

Prior to Training 

Humber 
Percent -

(20) 
(11) 
( 17) 
(25) 
(10) 

( 9) 
( 4) 

( 79) 
.E,) 

(177) 

11% 
6 

10 
14 

6 
S 
2 

45 
1 

100% 

Sl, 28%. 
24 

35 
25 6 

5 

10 

11% 

58 
67 

82 

17% 
3 

24 
3 

75 5 38 94 100 21 33 18 53 
- - - - .....!Q - - -

100% 100X, 100% 100% 100X, 10ctk 100% 10070 10070 

Field of Truinilllj 
TOTAL Mil Ind. Pub. 
No. '70 Sup't Alir. Min. ~!.!.:.!!!! ~ .Adm. Oth. 

(61:3) U?) (177) (14'1) (43) (59) (lOS) (4 4 ) (24) 

1001 3% 29% 23% 7% 10% 17% 7"10 4% 

4. Year Participant left for Training Progr;u'l (</. [) 

19tiO 
1959. 
1958 
1957 
1956 
1955 
1954 
1953 
1952 
1951 

( 16) 
( 39) 
(79) 
( 79) 
(89) 

(l05) 
( 60) 
( 73) 
( 21) 
.J]) 

37, 
!,l 

13 
13 
14 
17 
10 
12 
3 
1 

5 
85 

5 
5 

zr. 
16 
15 
15 
15 
12 

8 
13 

2 
2 

4'k 
17 
13 
16 
11 
13 
11 
11 
3 
1 

(flo 
14 

5 
14 
24 
16 

9 
9 

5 
10 
lr) 
25 

9 
10 
17 
14 

19 
20 

6 
9 

20 
13 

9 
2 
2 

7lo 
9 
j 

14 
11 
18 
11 
18 

7 

}') 

1'1 
21 
25 
17 

4 

4 

(618) lOOk 1fJO'fo 10ak 1001 100% 100;;' 10o;~ 10070 100;;' 

Fjeld of ~rraining . ______ _ 
TOTAL Mil. Ind. Pub. 

No. '70 ~~.: 'jin. TrJ.n,H'lth ~, Adm. ~ 

Number 
Percent -

(oHl) : ;:;;) On) (144) ::.~::) (59) 
.1.00;; :;,Iu 29'k ·23';, 1'io 10;:' 

5. Level of Position at time of Sclecti~1I 

Pol. Mak~r5 - 2nd Level 
and/or Non-National Impact 

SUbord. Mgrnt. - Line or Staff 
Engineers 
rrof~ssional Occupations 
SUb-Profcs.' Occupations 

( 29) 

~220) 

( 114) 
( 184) 
( 47) 

211 

54 
18 

5 

27 
10 
43 
13 

38 35 
45 44 

3 2 

4 5 

39 
n 
29 
17 

(105) (44) (24) 
17;:' 

2H 

1 
64 

3 
14 

3'1 
4 

50 
9 



Supervisors, Inspectors, 
Foremen (14) 2 14 2 1 7 3 2 

Artisans, Craftsmen (4) 1 2 
Occupations not else-

where classified ~) _1 - 3 - - - -- - - - - - -
(618) 100{, 10O'f. 10m; 100;1. 100"k 100% 100% 100; 10O:{' 

6. Age in years at time of depar.ture for Training 

Under 25 years 
25 - 29 years 
30 - 34 years 
35 - 39 years 
40 - 44 years 
45 - 49 years 
50 - 55 years 
55 years and older 

Male 
Female 

(l~) 3% flof '. H 3% 3% 2% 
( 100) If> 21 17 5 12 20 7 21 
( 146) 24 9 21 22 35 32 26 16 29 
( 141) 23 41 20 26 14 31 17 25 25 
( 119) 19 27 18 20 32 12 13 30 21 

( 55) 9 9 8 6 12 8 11 14 4 
(31) 5 14 4 6 2 2 9 4 
.i.~) -..! 2 -..! - - ...l 2 - - - -

(618) lOa'!. 1001, lOCI'" 100f. 100;'b 100r. 10('ffo 10('\% lOor. 

(581) 94'7. 100% 93~, ](~O!. 1001. 71'70 92% 100:"{. 10~ 

ill) ~ _- --2 -= -=. ~ ....1 --= --= 
(618) 100% 100i. 100% 100::' 100% 10c/x' lOot 100% lOot 

8. Before you left to go abroad. how slitisfied were LOll with~ Training ProgrlJTl? 

Well satisfied 
Not very well satisfied 
Dldn't know enough, don't 

know, don't remember 

Number -
~t-

(419) 611';;' 59':". 68'% 66;~ 677. 66'::. 7 ?:'I. 68'r. 6"fJ. 
(73) 12 14 14 14 7 12 11 7 4 

(~) 20 ...1Z ~ 20 26 ..11 --!2 25 ~ 
( 6113) 100% 10c/x' 100~. 100:~ 100:"{. 100::' 10cY';' 10(Po 10010 

Field of Training 
TOTAL Mil. Ind. I'ub. 
~. % Sup't Agr. Min. ~.!:!.:..!!!! ~ ~ Oth. 

(618) (22) (177) (144) (43) (59) (105) (44) (24) 
lOOT. J',1', 29% 23% 1t lCF.. 17'l'. 1X. n 

9. Occupation or type of employer at time of selection 

Government ( 182) 29% 5~ 38% 9% 42% 41% 12% 73% 54~ 
Private Business ( 40) 7 3 22 13 
Profession ( 180) ~9 25 3 56 87 4 17 
Trade Union (34) 6 9 2 
Student (2) 0 1 4 
Nationalized Industry (179 ) 29 9.5 13 66 56 3 1 23 13 
Other - Not included above ..L!) -2 1 - - .-- - - - -

(6111) 10(17. 100% 100% 100~ 100% 100% 100~ 100% 100% 
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Number 
Percent -

Supervisor: 

TOTAL 

~. 

( 618) 

'" 10 

)00l~ 

Field of Training 
~a1. Ind. Pub. 

Sup't ~~~~~~Oth. 

( 22) 
3::' 

(177) (144) (43) 
23':, 7" ,. (59) (105) (44) (24) 

ley,:, 17~ V. 4% 

10. Did you recommend that (Participant) be sent on a Training Program? 

Yes 
No 
Not app1ci.cab1e 

Supervisor: 

(143) 41%. 43"" 50;;' 49% 52% 65:;' 26;{, 33% 12'1, 
(53) 17 18 16 7' 16 20 17 2& 

(.ill) -E 21 .E ..21 ~ ~ .2.1 ..1.Q -B 
(322~ 100% 1007'. 100b 1007. 100,~ 1001 10070 10()'l, lO~ 

11. Before (ParticiD~nt) left on his Program, did this Organization have plans as 
to how his training would be utilized? 

12. 

13. 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't remer.Juer 
Not applicable 

Primary Country of Trainins 

United States 
Nether lands 
Vietnam 
Hong Kong 
Japan 
Philippines & Thailand 

\fuen you arrived in the Country 

Program in complete detail 
Program in partial detail 
Program not set up at all 

(216) 677, 86:~ 61r~ 77""0 5Cj'~ 8-rr. 52% 5(1'1, 43% 
(18) 6 7 4 15 3 4 8 

( 6) 2 3 7 
SE) 25 14 25 16 26 10 37 42 ..E. 

(322) 10010 10~ 100-~ lOOk 100~ 100; 100~ 1001 10~ 

( 451) 73::1. 100:-, 
(1) 0 
( 1) 0 
(2) I) 

(133 ) 22 
(30) 5 --

( 618) 100% 1007. 

of Trainin~, was 

( 277) 
(280) 

liP 

4 5~ 6r:". 
45 32 
10 ---

55% 

C' 

40 
5 

100', 

your 

83-:' 88; 76:'.: 66% C;H. 83% 
1 

1 4 
12 12 2;> 10; 9 13 

<1 - 2 14 - -- - -- -
lOO:' 1007" 10M 100'~ :1001. 1007. 

I'rol2ram drranged in detail? 

42 ~ 371. 4L 53':'. 36;', 371. 
52 51 44 35 57 50 

6 12 15 12 7 13 ------
(618) 100-1 100'~ 10(J,'. 100-;' lOO~ 100-:' 100~ 100% 100-;~ 

14. Participant went on an ouservation tour durin~ his Prosram 

Yes 
~o 

(544) 881, 64':, 90':, 90:. 84'; 92~ 881, 86% 8n 
ill)..E ..12 -.l.Q ....!Q ~ _8 .E ~ ~ 

(618) 100;;' 1001 H)(); 100'0 100·, 1001 100% 100-1• 100% 
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15. Participant had on-the-job training during his Program 

Yes 
No 

(282) 
(,lli) 

4~ 6fi 4n 6~ 6~ 5" 16 2" 5~ 
54 32 53 40 40 49 84 73 50 -----------

(618) 10~ 100~ 100:;' 100-:"0 100;;' 1()(f,(, 100% 1001. 

16. Participant attended a University during his Program 

Yes (281) 4S", st 43.; 24=-:' 16'~, 7ft:. 68':. 64'7, 717. 
No (337) 55 95 57 76 84 22 32 36 29 - -- - - -

(61~) lO'~'; In{)v, J no'; 100:' 100 ; 100 ; 100:;' 100;:' 100; 

17. Participant attended a special pr06raIl not at a Universit)' during his Program 

Yes 
No 

Number 
Percent -

(224) 

(l.?.'!) 
( 61;,) 

TOTAL 
No. 

, 
J 

(618) 
1,)0:0 

36"', 
64 

IOn-; 

~: ii, 
Sup't 

(2,~ ) 

3 ; 

18'1, 42;:' 40; 4'1'; 34'"> 23!o 34% 37l. 
82 58 60 56 66 77 66 63 - - -

Ino :. 100-:' 100 :, 1nQ-:' 100"0 100 ; lOOt 1007., 

l'icld of Trainin~ 
rnd, Pub. 

i\gr. ~':in, fran, ~ ~ ~ 2.!!!..:. 

(177) ( 144) (43 ) (59) ( 105) (44) (24) 
:~Q1j 23 " 7', W-:. 1 'fl. r, ,11. 

18. Was the fi rst job you ha::! after )'011 rctllrlle::! the SM1" as the job you had before 
you left? 

Same ( SId) fl.!; (hl CJ~ 7CJ; 7(';; 86'; 84;', 84;' 7Cf!. 
Different (100) 16 3'-' c; 21 ~~1 14 16 16 21 - -- - - --- --

«,}q) 11':1', 1nr"~ 11'\0', 1 GO ; 

19. Since your return, have you had anL contact '~i th L~·'~·:? 

Yes (430) 70. :3 t) ~ ii1~ 69.ti 60:; 66;', 6r;, 64-; 63"0 
No (~) 30 64 19 31 40 34 - - -E. ~ J!. 

, ' J I 11.1 f\ : ~! 'I 1 " 1 ',t) :' 100~ 100-:' 1001 100", lOO~ 

20. Are you now a Qt"cber pE 4 L ,;,: , 

Yes ( 122) .'\)', 5' 21; 16.', 7: 17-, 2"'; 3::>-, 17"'; 

" "0 ( .f r:~.J ) 1'.:' \ ~ 7( h4 (jJ ,l..i3 71 68 83 - - - --
((>Ii' ) 1· 'I' " J''''()", 1 ()' ('J 1ilr(', JOO', 100'; 100", 100-, 100;:' 

21. Your present position and the Oil? y,;u 1;,1.' .. :I;r>~Jir~t u'tllrned, in what 
respects is it different? 
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22. 

My pre6ent job is better 
than the first job after 
return (205) 

My present job is worse than 
the first job after return (4) 

I changed froM private business, 
Industry, or profession to a 
Gov. posi tion (8) 

I changed from a Gov. position 
to private business, industry 
or professional practice (33) 

My present job is not in the 
field I was trained in (3) 

I changed to a cOMoletely 
different profession, 

33% 36% 

1 

1 

5 5 

1 

trade or skill from the 
one I was in (1) 0 

Changes within Gov't Non
Gov't or occupational 
fields 

Remain on same jobs 
(101) 16 45 
(263) 43 14 

3oY. 33;'. 34% 3~ 21% 

1 2 

1 5 4 

4 8 7 5 2 7 4 

1 1 

1 

12 11 23 12 19 20 29 
SO 36 37 49 49 34 41 

(61B) 100;;' 10()'-;' 100,-;' 100:, 100;'. 100;' 100';:' 10ox, lOre; 

NUlllber -
'P'UCent -

Technician: 

TOTAL 
!:!2. 

(618) 
lOot 

Field of Training 
Mil. Ind. Pub. 
~ ~ ~lin. Iran • .!:!:..!!!! ~ Adm. 2!!!.:. 

(22) (177) (144) (43) (59) (105) (44) (24) 
3"', 297. 23% 170 10.'~ 111 170 4% 

How much contact with Participant since his return? 

Never met 
Once or twice 
O..icasionallY 
Frequently 
Regularly 
Only social 

( 8) 
(14) 
( 82) 
( 49) 
( 46) 
...ll) 

7 
41 
24 
23 

(200) 100::;' 

8", 2't 
11 2 
47 42 
13 39 
21 15 

21 
29 
50 

Iti, 
31 
31 
15 

8 
7 

2 
47 
31 
20 

to 
41 
12 
41 

13;'. 
13 
31 
13 
30 

1007:. 100-;' 100-:' lOa" 100,~ 100:; 100"¥. 

23. How was the length of your Program? 

Too long 
About right 
Too short 

( 21) 
( 229) 
(~) 
(61B) 

3'''=, 3:"0 2 ~ 9:, 7:' 2'~ 5-') 

37 27 23 41 51 27 37 36 54 

~ ~ ~ . .22 ~ ~..21. 50 46 
lOa"" 1007. 100'~, lOa; lCH)·) 100;0, HlO-:' 100~ 100~, 

24. Did your training require you to do or see too many aiffe~ent thinBS? 
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Too lIIany things ( 107) In. .5'.t 21% 12'l. 28% 10% 18% 23% 17'x. 
Would .have liked more ( 262) 42 54 37 .50 26 .51 44 41 33 
All right as it was (~) ...i9 41 .£ 38 ~ 39 38 36 .2Q 

(618) 100;:" 10a~ 10~ lOot lOot lOot 100';{. lOot 10al 

25. How did ~ou find th .. level of XOUC 2r0t;ram7 

Too simple a level (78) 13t 1470 13% 12% In. 5% In. 2% 21;:' 
About right (522) 85 86 84 85 79 90 81 98 75 
Too advanced (15) 2 3 2 2 5 2 4 
Don't know 01' don't rCMcrn!>er (3) 1 0 1 2 --- - -- -

(618) lOa::. 100',';' 100::, 10070 100% 100% lOot l~ l~ 

26. Were l:0u entertained ill Ed va te homes? 

Yes ( 557) 90;;;' 957. 8670 92';0;, 95:b 97% 89% 86t 96% 
No i~)) 10 5 14 8 5 3 11 --!1 -.! --

(618) 10070 10()'7. 10070 100fo lOa;;' l()o;1. 100h. 100" lOQ'X, 

27. What was the most useful and valuable Eart of rour ex[!er ience 7 

Everything was useful and 
valuable ( 5) L; 2"'0 !" '. r:, 

Stuolell J.JI general, specific 
subjects studied spec. 
techniques or procedllres 
observed ( 230) 37 73 35 38 40 27 25 62 37 

Observation tours, visits 
to indo firms (Ill) 18 24 17 9 5 24 11 25 

On-the-joh training, 
prac clcal work ( 88) 14 9 17 ]1 28 12 5 2 17 

University attendance ( 83) 13 9 4 7 38 25 14 13 
High qual! tv instructors fl 

University - meeting 
professional countt'rparts - (18) 3 3 3 3 5 4 

AJ J other genl. ~ .. rlisc. 
aspects of t ra in i Ili: received (16) 3 9 2 3 2 3 1 2 4 

Orgn .• , dj sc iill ine, t ea:ll\Vork -
good facilities for 'V'Jr;;; N. 
study - nodern P[uccc.!',J"c's 

," CLluip,-cllt ( 31) 5 4 10 4 2 5 4 
Un.:ierstancill r; pt:)rlpJc ,tl. 

C.IS to:15 - ch,trartf"'rlstics 
of honesty, coopera t i l)r1, 

fdene] inC'ss, r,,:;pect for 
lal'or, hard \','t'lrk. 

(,llnC tua 1 j ty ill) 6 9 4 5 7 8 10 2 --
( 611l) 100-:' 100,';, 100-;' lOO~ 1001. 100'" 100-:' 100 ~ 10~ 



Field of Training 
TOTAL t-lil. Ind. Pub. 
~. r. Sup' t ~ ~ ~ !!:...!.!h ~ ~ Q.!!!:. 

Number 
Percent -

(618) 
100::' 

(22) (177) (144) (43) 
]X, 2910 23% 170 

( 59) 
lox, 

(lOS) (44) (24) 
11t 1'fo 1'fo 

28. \1ha t Participant found least valuable 

Nothing, the entire program 
was useful or valuah1e 

The entire program was not 
useful, notl valuable 

Visits to specific places 
My on-the-job training 
The Universlty t.r school 
that I attended the 
specific courses 

My orientation program 
Misc. parts of program 
nle discriminatory atH tudes 

towards various races or 
Nationali ty groups that I 
experienced, observed or 
read about 

Social, recreational & 
living conditions, strange 
attitudes, customs & 
practices 

Don't know or don't remember 

Supervisor: 

29. Utilization Score 

81 or higher 
20 - 80 
19 or lower 
rio total score 

Technician: 

30. Utilization Score 

75 or hi,::her 
18 - 74 
17 or lower 
~o total score 

(127) 20t 41% 21% 13% 21% 22% 20% 27% 291 

(5) 1 
(195) 31 

(55) 9 

(67) 11 
(24) 4 
(56) 9 

(10) 2 

27 
5 

5 
18 

1 
33 

8 

15 
6 
6 

2 

2 
30 
13 

6 
2 

13 

2 

32 
7 

7 
5 
9 

26 
15 

15 

7 

3 

1 
39 

1 

16 
5 
9 

2 

25 
11 

7 
5 
7 

4 
25 
13 

4 
4 

(76) 12 5 8 18 19 12 6 18 21 
-E,) 1 _ - 2 - - _1 _ _ 

(618) 100% lOOt 100% 100~ 100~ 100~ 100~ 100~ 1007> 

(205) 64% 50t 62; 7g]. 787. 65~ 48~ 5R~ 56~ 
(99) 30 43 35 20 22 32 37 34 25 

(3) 1 7 1 2 
(15) 5 - 2 - - 3 15 8 19 

(322) lOOt 1001 lOot 100~ 1007. lOot 100~ lOO~ 100% 

(94) 
( 76) 
(10) 
( 20) 

47;. 
38 

5 
10 

(200) 100;:' 
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49% 
43 

6 

2 

4670 
42 

6 

" 50 

621 

38 

42% 
44 

7 
7 

6S1o 
35 

S7X, 
31 

6 
6 

100r. lOO~ 100~ 100:~ 100;'. 1001. Iocr.. 



Year Particieant left for Trainin~ ProGram 
TOTAL 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 E.Q 

!!2. cr ,. 
Number - ( 618) (7) ( 21) (73 ) ( 60) ( 105) ( R9) ( 79) ( 79) ( 89) ( 16) 

'Pe'rCeil t - 100% 17, 3':'. 12% 101, 17;:' 141, 13~ 13% 141:. 3% 

31. Area of Residence at time of selection 

Capital City area ( 330) 53:'0 43% 9cr:. 521 52% 4n 66% 4f."X, 421, 60-:<. 63% 
Prov. Ci ty area (165) 27 43 10 37 27 35 19 24 36 15 12 
Rural place, 

ViI lage, Town (23) ..2Q ....!.1 __ - -1..! 21 22 ~ 28 22 -ll -ll -
(61B) 10070 10Q7. !Oar. 100% 10(J"1. 10a.t 10QX, 100% 100;: lOot 10~ 

32. Occuea tion or tn~e of eme10yer at time of selection 

Government (82) 29". - 24~ 30% 25% 28X, 3~ 28% 26~ 341. 50% 
Private business ( 40) 7 3 4 10 9 7 9 38 
Profession ( 180) 29 29 38 32 40 23 34 20 36 30 6 
Trade Union (34) 6 1 2 2 4 17 9 5 6 
Student (2) 0 1 1 
Nationalized indo (79) 29 71 38 33 33 43 20 25 21 22 
Other - not 

included above _lP --2 - - - 1 - --- - - - - - - -
(Ii 18) 100::' 100:' 100'(, 10(11. 100h 10~ 10C1.t 100% lOot 10C!X. 10C!X. 

33. Level of ~(lsi tion at tine of selection 

Policy J'latters -
2nd 1eve 1 and/o r 
Non-National iI~pact ( 29) 5';70 1~ 7% 5% 47'0 61. 3% 4'7'. 2% 19% 

Subordin. ~Igmt. - Line 
or Staff (220) 36 29 38 43 42 35 31 28 26 40 09 

Eng i nee r s ( 114) 18 14 10 12 23 19 17 30 15 20 
Professional 
vccupations ( 1114) 30 43 2R 29 23 27 30 28 40 33 12 

Sub.Profes. Occup. ( 47) 7 14 14 7 5 6 10 7 13 3 
Supervisors, 

inspectors, 
foreml? " (14) 2 2 8 3 1 1 

Artisans, Craftsmen (4) 1 1 1 2 1 
Occup. not else-

where c lassified ...£2) 1 - - 1 _1 3 2 - - - --- -
( (18) lOa'{, 10070 lOOt 100% 100!. 10Q,1, 100~'. 10()'.t 10(1\ 10C!X. 100~ 

TOTAL Year ParticiEant left for Trainins Prosram 
~. '%. 51 52 53 54 11 56 57 58 59 60 

~- (6'18) ( 7) ( 21) (73 ) ( (,O) ( 10~) ( 89) (79 ) (79) ( 89) (16) 
Percent - 10CJ~ 1'7" 3,'(, 12';;' lOt n%. 14% 131- 13~. 14!. 3~ 
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]·1. I~r.e i Il~~. __ ~!....!..~~~ C.Cl'J.C turc for training 

55 years Mid older \ o,'} l'~ .0 r; 4% 13'X, 
50 - 54 re.lrs un 5 10 4 2 6 6 1 4 8 19 
45 - 40 ye j r S ( S5) 9 5 6 7 7 14 5 13 8 31 
40 - 4·\ years ( 119) 19 19 17 20 25 18 27 9 21 12 
35 - 39 years ( 14]) 23 14 33 23 31 19 21 19 30 20 13 
30 - 34 years ( 146) 24 14 14 26 25 20 22 33 27 22 
25 - ,!{J years ( 100) 16 43 14 15 l.~ 22 16 11 15 16 12 
Under 25 years ill) 3 29 5 8 1 3 4 2 1 ---

(6H) lOG"" IOcr,;, 100; 100'~ 100-1, 100; 100:, 100·. lOot 100Y. 100J, 

35. ~ 

t: (5:--11) (' ,j; 100.; (:;6':) ~ 6-,~ 90-; 91}-k 98~ 9~ 90% 92% 81% 
!'eroa J e (37) 6 14 _4 10 1 2 5 -12 _8 19 - --

( 618) l00'~ !CIO;:' 100;', lOOZ, 100:::' lOOk 10oX. 100'f0 lOot lOot 100% 

36. Total }:ears of eQucation at tir1e of se1f'ction 

17 or :,ore ~·e,lrs ( 12 2) 21)"', ':3':, 14 ~, H'~ ZlJ, 2('l, 11';, 19~ 247'0 31~ 

13 16 years ( 42'1) t"-l) 10(1 - 1 7tl 78 69 56 73 71 66 63 ,. )u 

9 - 12 years ( 65) 10 5 7 12 10 15 14 10 9 6 
.5 - 8 years (4 ) 1 1 2 2 ---

(61E) lOO~; 10erYo 10Ct',_ 1007" 100::' 10 "l~ 100;:' 100Jo 10Ql. 100'''0 100l. 

37. \','ho selected i:0u ? 

Surervisor (505 ) 82'; I-I'::' 71 ~o 74", 83 '. ,:5::' f;~ 86-", 8St 791 56i~ 

Other ( 113) 10 86 29 26 17 15 .11 14 J1 21 44 - ~ -- -
( (, 18) 1 (1.l ~ 100-;' lo(t~, 100~ 100', 100;' lOa":. 100~ 1001, 100':", 100::' 

38. Before YOIl 1e f t home. did ~ou set enough information about the Program? 
( a5 WHAT }:Oll would be 1earnill~? ( b) WHERE i:0u would be going? (c) \~HEN 

}:ou would be going? (d) LEt;GTH of _. the i'rogral'l? (e) OTHER aspects of the 
Pro~ral'l? 

All 5 ·'lIe.sti.)lls .-

"yes" ( 178) 2 ct.-:' 43% 29-t .,'w 
u~'" 2 a;;, 29t 28t 29% 2St 3710 50::' 

.\ QlI~5:ion.s - "yt-S" ( lliO) 26 29 33 15 33 25 24 34 26 22 31 

.l ·...!It~S t i uns - "yes" ( 150) 24 14 30 35 2.7 25 24 19 20 6 
~ Questi(,lls "y<"s" (c,~) If, 14 19 27 8 10 20 l() 18 10 13 

«ULl_~ t ion - "yes" ( 3:!) 5 14 6 2 7 3 3 8 10 
t-:o ·,uestic)lI~ " Yf'S" -

:tIl :; IJes. .. liO " ( !).> .'i .2 1 --
(f'] il) ] I l( l~, 1 ') ~ T ') Inn', IO!)", 1 "n--:, 1'-,(1·, lUO-;' 100', InrI', 10,).', 10~. 

39. Did L2.~--"-::!. ent):.:~ _~.0::.'..!:::!.::.t.t.2!.!.~~'.!.~.J:':':~~~E~~~lL.2..:~ the Country of trJ.in~7 
(:}) ;!C).~ t" IIc,e rest'lllr,lnt .1!1(j_public f:~:.ilities? (h) Colloquial spe~~ 



idioms? (c) Iteligious practices? 
customs generally? 

All S ~uestio"s -
"yes" 

4 -..,!uestians - "yes" 
3 Questions - "yes" 
2 Questions "yes" 
1 QUf'stion - "yes" 
No ~uestions - "yes" 

all 5 l.ll'es. - "no" 

(307) SQ;; 
(129) 21 
(107) 17 
(47) 7 

(23) 4 

(5) 1 

14;:' 
57 

29 

(0) US~ of their money? (e) Manners and 

48'."'0 
19 
28 

5 

44~'{, 

26 
15 
10 

4 

1 

S8':~ 

15 
13 
12 

2 

50;i. 
18 
18 

8 
6 

51% 
23 
19 
3 
3 

1 

52% 
24 
14 

6 
4 

50-; 
11) 
18 

8 

_4 

4n 
20 
20 

8 
5 

(6 un 100; 1(10::' lOa'; IOCY':' 100'~ 10(}.~ 100'~ 100; 100;; IOc),", 100::' 

40, Superviso r: 

Before (Participant) left on his I'ro~ram, .!id this ("r'$anization haVE: plans as to 
how his training ".QuId be utilized? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know ()r tkJn' t 

remember 
Not applicable -

supervisor was not 
familiar with any 
aspects of partici-
pant!; Training 

( 216) 
(Ig) 

(6) 

67/. 100;:' l' ;,;~ 551 
6 10 

2 3 

7C::' 6z;'. 
11 2 

5 

7Z7. 
4 

2 

64% 
4 

71,", 68;~ 

2 13 
7 5 ~ 

Program before he (83) 25 
left 

32 19 31 22 32 27 17 25 

(322) 100:-:' 100'70 1()(f,'. 100'. 100~ 100:'0 100;:' 100~ IOcr. 100:' InO~ 

41. Primary Country of training 

Uni ted Sta tes 
Netherlands 
Vietnam 
Hong Kong 
Japan 
Phi lippines 
Thailand 

( 451) 
(1) 
(1) 

(2) 
(133 ) 

( 26) 
.J..1) 

7];:, 100~'" 100"'0 
o 
o 
o 

22 
4 
1 

11 17 

7Z'k 

,23 

5 

79% 

18 
3 

68'Y. 
2 

21 
5 
4 

61;l, 

2 

35 
2 

54:. 

2. 
33 
10 

6 
19 

(61R) 10(}7. 100."'0 10(},'(, l(l(Y. 10Ctl 100% 10(};:' 100X. 10070 100-'. 100". 

42. Total amount of time spent in training 

2 yrs. to just under 
3 yrs. (1) O,~ 2'Y. 

I yr. to just under 
2 yrs, (254) 41 71'70 71"'0 5S~ 6~ 3!i~; SL~ 31k 40 In 

6 mnths. to just 
under I year 

4 J1l11ths. to just 
6 months 

(22S) 37 

( 19) 3 
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2 months to just under 
4 months (64) 10% 29% 10'J, 7fo 14% 101 621:. 

1 month to just under 
2 months 

Less than one month 
6 
3 

5 6 5 
4 

R 
2 

13 
9 

19 
19 

(618) 100% lOOk 100% 1001 10~, lOOt 10~k 1001 100~ 100~ 100~ 

TOTAL 
" '" 

Year particinant left for TraininG ProRram 
51 52 53 54 55 56 57 5K 59 60' 

Number 
Percent -

(618) (7) (21) (73) (60) (lOS) (89) (79) (79) (89) (16) 

100% 1% 3'70 12% 10', 17~, 14'7J 13% 13')', 141 3:;' 

43. Pa~~icjpant ''''ent on an observation tour during his program 

(544) 
ill) 

88-:' 86/0 IH', 93 -;. ')2t 06% '071. 
12 1·\ 19 7 8 14 13 -------------

1)5j, ()L:, twt 'dB';' 

~ __ 9 12..E 

(618) 100:~ lOO':~ 100';; 100:, IOOZ. 100::' 10();~ lOO~ lOOt 100"{' 10ah 

44. Participant had on-the-job traininf: dllrinL' hi,; Pro:~ral11 

Yes 
No 

( 282) 
(336) 

-16% 
54 71 57 7J 37 

~~ i,") i )',~) .1Qi; 

~ ') ·l5 58 60 lOOT. 

45. Participant iltten~ed ,I Univer!.iit>.:. dllrin[l his I'ror:rilITl 

Yes 
No 

Yes 
No 

( 231) 

(E.Z) 

-Iti'; 43',~ 5T; 67~ nC', ,;,r-, '19'~, ·141, -16~;> 2~~', 

5,1 57 _:13 ~ ·10 ~ 21. ....1!!. .2:.!..2!.. WY', 

47. Vo you_ recdvc any \j.S. rrofe.s'sioll,ll IHlhlications',' 

YC5 
No 

Number 
~t_ 

20:'~ 2<:/., 
,,0 71 

'[ULU 

~. , 

12 " 
Hi' 

(613) (7) (?J) (7:;) ("r,) (In;) (.:") UO) !?") (W) (Jr) 

FlO: 1', -, -, I", 1 ,1 " 17', .l'~ U', \,1', H', :P, 
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48. What was the most useful and valuable [!art of ~ol1r e~erience? 

Bverything was useful 
and valuable (5) 1% 1 3 1 

Studies in gent., 
specific subjects 
studied specific 
techniques or pro-
cedures observed (230) 37 38 40 35 35 37 43 34 .• 1 31 

Observation tours, 
visits to indo 
firms ( 111) 18 14 5 11 18 15 17 21 23 22 25 

On-the-job training, 
prac tical I'K>rk ( 88) 14 14 10 7 20 21 16 14 11 14 

Uni v. attendance (83 ) 13 43 47 25 10 6 12 11 18 7 
Il1gh qual. instructors 

& univ. - meeting 
profes. counterparts (18) 3 14 4 5 2 2 3 4 

All other genl. & 

misc. aspects of 
training received (16) 3 1 7 5 3 6 

Organ. , discipline, 
teamwork - good 
faei 1 i ties for 10.0 rk 
& study - modern 
procedures & equip. (31) 5 14 5 3 7 2 4 4 9 6 

Understanding people 
& customs - charac-
teristics of honesty, 
cooperation, friend- ( 36) 6 7 9 6 6 3 6 3 31 
liness, respect for 
labor, hard work, 
punctuali ty - - - - -- -- - -- -- -- --

(618) 100% 100':b lOW, lOW; 100",(, 10Q-:b 100'k. 100% lOre 10m, 100% 

TOTAL Year Partieieant Ie ft for Trainins Program 
!!2. .!2.! 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 ~ 

~r (618) ( 7) ( 21) (73 ) ( 60) ( 105) ( 89) (79) ( 79) (89) (16) 
Percp.nt - 1()()% 11. 3% 12% lOt ITo 14% 13% 13% 14% 3% 

49. Your resent position and ~he one ou had when ou first returned in what 
reseec ts is it dif erent? 

My present job is 
l--etter than the first 
job after return (205) 33'70 291. 47,1', 45t 38'To 3<n 3610 38% 24% 17% 69'> 

~Iy pre~ent job is 
worse than the first 
job after return ( 4) 1 2 6 

I changed from private 
business, inct. , or 
profession to a Gov't 
position ( 8) 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 
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I changed from a Gov't 
I'l'.;i tion to private 
business. indo • or 
profes. practice (33) S;;, 42"k 141. 7Jo Sk 8% 6% 2% a 1~ to .. , 

My present job is 
.22! in the field I 
was trained in (3) 1 1 2 

I changed to a COIII-

p1etely different 
profes •• trade or 
skill fl:olll the one 
I was in when I first 
returned from training ( 1) 0 1 

Change within Gov't, 
non-gov't or 
occupational field ( 101) 16 10 25 22 27 13 15 14 6 

Remain on same job (~) 43 29 29 22 33 22 41 42 59 75 82 

618 100-;; 1007, 100~ 10070 100~ 10ah 1001 10070 100% 100% 1001 

50. Is there anrone with whom rOll work who has been trained abroad? Is that rour 
su,eervisor? 

Yes - Supervisor (226) 311 1470 24% 261. 3~ 4ah 37% 39% 48% 42% 13% 
Not supervisor, but 

someone else (191) 31 29 48 37 45 26 33 25 Z5 27 31 
No co-workers trained 

abroad (~.Q!) 32 17 2R 37 25 34 30 36 27 31 56 

( 618) lOO~, 100; 100;;' 100'0 100;;' 100-10 l~ 100% 1')01 100:", 10M 

51. Su,eervisor: 

Utilization Score 

81 or hiGher ( .~O5) f4.;' 6610 (;4'~ 51-:' 741:. 72~ 6Sio 66% 55% 55k 100;;' 
20 - 80 ( C)C) J 1 34 ]f. 3 :; 19 20 30 30 43 41 
19 or lower (3) 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 
No total score ill) 4 14 7 6 3 2 2 4 --

(322) 10()~ 100;;' 100j lOa" 100;;' lOot 10Q'X. lOot 10CJ% loot 100;; 

52. Technician; 

Utilization Score 

75 or hi:;!Jt'r ( C;4) 17~ 10o-~ 25~ 41'; f ~ .', 5210 441 4J70 4570 4~:;' 67~ 

18 - 74 (76) 3 .~ 63 47 28 28 34 41 35 46 33 
17 or lower (10) 5 6 8 6 4 10 3 
No total score (20) 10 12 6 5 12 16 14 -.!Q 6 --

( 20',) lOY, 1 (IC! '\ 10lr', 100'0 100~ 100·; 100~, 100.'0 100;:' 100' 100~ 
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A&e in rears at time of deEarture 
TOTAL Under 55 8& 

!!2. ! ~ ~ ~ 35-39 .i2::i.1 ~ 50-54 O~der 

~ - (618) (19) ( ICC) (146) (141) (119) (55) (31) (7) 

1~ 3% 16't 24't 23% 19% 9'X. S't 1't 

53. Total time in field of s2ecializa tion at time of selection 

"10. years or lIIore (196) 32't 5% 4% 30% 41't 43't 35% 55% SS'J. 
5 'to just under 10. years (263' 42 10. 42 50. 40. 42 51 26 14 
2 to just under 5 years ( 137) 22 54 48 18 16 13 14 16 14 
1 to just under 2 years (17) 3 21 6 1 1 2 3 14 

Less than 1 year (3) 1 5 2 
None .Jl) --2 ---1 - 1 - -- - - --

(618) 1Cm. 100% 100% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0'1 100% 100'110010 

$4. Level of Position at time of selection 

Policy makers - 2nd level 
and/or non-national impact (29) S'!o 1't 8't l6't :6' 14% 

Subordin. Mgmt. - line or 
staff (220.) 36 5 10. 18 48 53 53 61 57 

Bngineers ( 114) 18 10. 23 32 18 12 4 
Sub-profes. occupations ( 47) 7 37 21 8 4 1 2 
Supervisors, inspectors I 

foremen (14) 2 5 4 ? 2 3 
Artisans, craftsmen ( 4) 1 1 1 2 3 
Occupations not elsewhere 

classified ~) 1 16 3 - - - -- - - - - -
\018) low, 10.070 lOOt lCO~ 100:1. 100.';' lo.ar. 10ar. 1o.ar. 

55. Sex 

Male 
Pema1· 

(581) 941, 7770 937, (' It, 94"', 98% 94't lC()1, 86't 
ill) _6 ..11. -Z _9 _6 ~ _6 --= 2.1 

(618) 10.0,;, 100:1 ]001 lOC~ 10.0';' 100\ lOO:~ 10.0,;, l~Ot 

~6. Total rears of education at time of selection 

17 or more years 
13 - 16 years 

c; - 12 years 
5 - 8 years 

Number -
~t-

runL 
~:o •. 

( 122) 2 OJ. 4% 121 1Q:;' 23% 46% 59'1 
(427) 69 55 79 79 73 66 46 35 

( 65) 1(' 40. 17 S 7 10 8 6 
.1.1) 1 5 - 1 1 - - -

( 613) 11'0":, l'V);,~ lOO~ lOll", lOU::' 100'1 lOOt 10al. 

___ ~_in yf'ilrS .It time of departure 
lJnd(~ 

43't 
43 
14 

--
1CO't 

(613) (]O) (l'V) (J.l6) (1·11) (11 0 ) (5) (31) (7) 
10.01 3;, 167, 24 7, ~3;:' 1'7';' rfJ, 57. 1% 



57. ~Iari tal Status at time of selection 

Married (528) 8S1. 23% 61'; 86'" 92% 97% 96% 4~ 100% 
Not married ( 90) _11 77 39 14 8 3 4 3 -- -

(618) 1007. 100% 100l. 100~ 1001. 100l. 10ox. 10ox. 10OJ. 

58. Total amount of time sEent in trainins 

2 yrs. to just under 3 yrs. (1) O;t 0'1 ,. 
1 yr. to just un~er 2 yrs. (254) 41 53 45 44 48 35 41 13 
6 months to juit under 1 yr. (225) 37 22 36 44 34 49 22 20 
4 months to just under 

6 months (19) 3 2 3 2 6 13 29 
2 months to just under 

4 months ( 64) 10 14 5 8 6 15 35 57 
1 month to just under 

2 months (36) ,., 15 4 3 5 5 9 16 
Less than 1 month (1') 3 10 1 2 2 3 7 3 14 

( 618) 100~ l00r, 100;. loOt lOO;~ 1007'. 100-;;' 10070 100% 

59. Participant went on an observation tOllr ,~uring ilis rrogram 

Yes 
No 

( 544) 
Oil) 

SS:, 7CJ~ 

12 21 
8Z-:t 82'; 911 89;' 93'1, 90;\, lOot 
18 18 9 11 7 10 --

60. Participant had on-tile-job training during his program 

Yes ( 232) ,~6' 3T~ 5r, 53 -:, 48':- 49:;' 27~, 231. 29:' 
~o (336) 54 63 47 47 52 51 73 77 71 - -

((dR) l()O~ lOO;~ 100:;' 100::' 10();, 100::' 100'(, 100-:' IOcr. 

61. Participant attended a University during his Pro~raM 

Yes 
No 

Numl>er 
~t 

TOTAl. 

No. 

( 2;~l) .. to'; <17' .• , 

(337) 54 ."3 - -
( 618) 10rJ ~ ~(ln'\ 

~3-" 
,)7 

lrJ(I', " 

51 ; 
,!r: 

so', 38':;' 53":. 1 C1;~ 14'::. 

_ 'i() ~ .-i2 ~ ~ 
1",,-:, Ion:;' 10if, IJO-:' 100;;' 

___ ~r\.IO.ge:o.. in \'t~ ~r':- J.t tine ('If departure 
Undrr 55 & 

25 .2.;_2[, 30-," 3 '-.I'> 4'.\-44 ~ 50-54 Older 

(618) (19) ( )I'll) (I ~ r)) (1 ,j t) (11 S) (31) 
5;' 

( 7) 

100: 3', r·, 

62. Particinant attended a sp<'cial j,r"JfJr, 1I,.)t at a 1'111\'1'[',] ty. 

Yes 
No 

(.~ ~ 4) -' t) ~) -l -; "j \') .: ~ ~ J 1 ~ 11 () w) 3 1 .~ 

(Jc.\)....t2.:± -.2i: ~ ~ ~ ~ ..!:.:!.. 

22.5 

3.2-;' 29'':' 

~ ...2.! 



63. 1I0w \~as the 1en~th of }:our l'rosram? 

Too long. (21) 3"'0 4~ 3',t 470 4% 3% 
Abollt right (229) 37 25 27 38 311 45 42 39 29 
Too short ( 368) 60 75 69 5') 58 51 58 58 71 

(618) 100~ 1001 10070 10010 100:~ l()Cl;~ 1007, lOa;; 100% 

Too many things ( 1071 J~' . , 5,~ "')')" 
•• L,/O) 2/\1, 1 &~~ 13~~ 1.1", 201, 5770 

~otlld have liked :~ore ( ~i<~) 4J 70 40 44 ,I (, 31 52 ]5 43 
All right as it 1-/aS ( ?IO ,Ii ~ ? -.•. J 1'-, ., 3f, 31) if, 3~ ,IS il: 

(61S) 1 DO', InCl', 1\10 ~ Inn':. 1 \1(1 ~ lOOt, lOO~ InoY, 100'70 

65. How die' }:ou fir.d the level of }:oLlr I'roFra!'17 

Too sir'ple a lcve 1 ( ?;O) 131.> ' ("';:, JJ.'" 1 (J,",J ·Il}. I' u· .n 201, 6,:' 
A 1:>cu t right ( 5? ~) f\\ .~ ,', :~ ,) 81 ~' :> ~8 30 94 100 
Too a~vanced <1S) 2 5 5 3 4 
Don't know or con't rcmeniJer (3) 5 C -- -

(AI.') liK)", ] (V);' Inn;', JO'lj, J:',l1· 100/, 1OOJ, 100.::' 100;;' 

__ , ___ A.l2.J~.::.~2. ~tL:.c_ "I CC1.2.r::...ture __ _ 
1\ IT.\!. Cncer 55 & 

~:('\. ~ . : 5 ~ .l_ ., [ .) .• - ,'.q 'j ~l_ J S • ·j.l.4,l .~ .>_4G .lO.j4 Older 

Number (1 C) ( 1('" ., ( 1 ,', ) ( 1·1 1) ( 11 i:) ('is) (JIl ( 7) 

~t '-' j/- 10:, ? ' . 
-~ .) ~J -, 1 ('::' 9~1 '57, 1;;' 

66. Do ),011 think .t11af the progral'1 left j"U t inc ('>1' r '!)r pel·~..:"l1a I illterests? 

Too I'1l1ch til'>e ( J 1 ; .~ ,', 1 " n 1, - , 3 .~ ;>,. 
)/ . . , 

Enollfil tine (J]I) ).\ ,:1 ,~ 

),) ~: . 5f: 51 '10 48 29 
Too Ii t tIe t i: Ie (2 .... \ ) ·1·1 .\7 .IJ " 3J dt) )q 52 71 ., . 

(f. In IOI", ],-)(1'''1 lrH', 1 "Or, 1Xr~, ]\)0:' 10n'o 100 .~ 10~ 

67. Were t!lere enoll,'\1 soci,,1 activitit!:, :1l'U,TI':e::. for ynll? 

Too nany ac t ivi ties (23 ) ,1', 4", 3 ~ r, .,. , .. ) 7~ 0'7, 14% 
Abol,t ennllRh artivi ties <34,1 ) 5A 50 :5 ~J 51 1'5 55 5J 50 86 
1\0 t enClug;} artivities (2) J) 40 50 3i 43 3~ 43 d? .;0 ---

(618) 10(1 }( 0.', I (J;-f, toM 1 C)Cf- pC!"., 100i~ 10(17, 1(1)"t:, 



68. Any difficulty with Bng1isb? 

No difficulty at all 
Difficulty in being 

understood 
Difficulty in understanding 

others 
Both 

(214) 3.510 1<>" 2J1, 2.510 36" 31J. 56" 6S'l. 72'l. 

(85) 14 21 16 19 13 8 12 4 

(53) 25 21 ·25 27 25 33 20 4 
(71) 11 16 16 10 13 9 5 17 14 

Not applicable ~) 15 . 32 20 22 13 13 7 10....!i 

69. How important was your Program? 

Most important thing 
Waste of time 
In between 

TOTAL 
~. 1, 

(618) 100'l. 1001. 100'l. 100% 100' 100'J0 10<>" 100" 10Q'X, 

(583) 94" 9.3% 94% 961. 96" 92'J. 89'X. ?7'J. 100'l. 
(1) 0 1 

ill) ~ _5 ~ _3, ~ ~ -1.! 3-=-

(618) ,loOt 100'l. 1000; 100% 10or. 10O't 10O'Y. 100'l. lOrn. 

Age in years at time of departure 
Under 55 & 

25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 SO-54 Older --.- - -- - -- - ----
NUI1Iber 
~t-

(618) (9) (00) (46) (41) 
16% 247:. 23,'1, 

(19) (55) (31) , (7) 

S'l. 1% 1001, 3% 

70. What was the most useful and valuable part of your eXperience? 

Everything was useful and 
valuable 

Studies in genl., specific 
s~bjects stucied specific 
techniqlles or procedures 
observed 

Observation tours, visits 
to indllstrial firms 

On-the-job training, 
practical work 

University attendance 
;U,t;h 'lllal. instructors s~ 

univ. - JlleetirfS profes. 
counterparts - obtaininG 
Dee ree 

All other genl. ,Ii nisc. 
aspects of traininr, received 

Organizati0'1, 1iscip]ine, 
teamwork - ~ood facilities 
for work ~ study - modern 
procedures ,'l eCluipncnt 

Understanding people ~ 
custo~s - chararterj~tics 

of honesty, c(){)"eration, 
fri~ndlincs5, respect for 
lahar, hard work, 
punc til., J i. ty 

( 5) 

( 230') 

011) 

( 8'1) 

( 83) 

(16) 

( 31) 

17 

18 

14 
13 

3 

3 

5 

6 

26 

32 

11 
2':. 

5 

31 

17 

]5 
18 

4 

2 

3 

g, 

36 

13 

23 
15 

3 

1 

5 

3 

I'';' 

40 

18 

11 
11 

3 

3 

4 

9 

19% c:n. 

44 

17 

,\2 

7 

3. 

3 

7 

6 

35 

26 

11 
16 

3 

2 

5 

36 

19 

10 
13 

3 

7 

6 

6 

29 

43 

14 

14 

(6] 8) 10!Y~ 100'", 10'0'; 100,·, 100'1, 100:'. lOO'~ lO'(),;-:' 10ox, 
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Age in years at time of departure 
TOTAL 
~. ! 

Under 55 & 
2L ~ 30-34 ~ ~ .:!..5~ 50.54 ~ 

Ntunber -
~t-

( 618) 
100% 

(I9) 
3% 

(100) (146) (141) (119) 
16% 24% 23'4 19% 

( 55) 
rt/. 

71. Your present position and the one you had when you first returned, in what 
respects is it different? 

My present job is 'better than 
the first job after return (205) 33~ 3~ 

My present job is worse than 
the first job after return (4) 1 

I changed from private busi-
ness, ind., or profession 
to a Gov't position (8) .. 

I changed from a Gov't 
position to private business, 
ind., or profes. practice (33) 5 5 

My present job is not in the 
field I was train~in (3) 1 S 

I changed to a completely 
different profession, trade 
or skill from the one I was 
in when I first returned 
from training (1) 0 

Changes within Gov't non-r,ov't 
or occupational fields (101) 16 26 

Remain on same jobs (263) 43 32 

1 

2 

10 

1 

10 
29 

36% 36;(, 

2 2 

5 4 

1 1 

22 17 
34 -.-iQ 

30~ 9~ 23% 

3 

6 4 3 

15 11 16 
46 2!2 ~ 

14 
86 

(618) 10~ 100-:!. laO';. 1007.. 1001, 100'; 100~ 101)::' 100'X0 

72. Supervisor: 

Utilization Score 

81 or higher 
20 - 80 
19 or lower 
No total score 

73. Technician: 

Utilization Score 

75 or h.igher 
18 - 74 
17 or l0'0'ier 
No t(: tal score 

(205) 
( 99) 
(3) 

ill) 
~618) 

( 94) 
( 76) 
(IO) 

lli) 
(200) 

64:'0 80-::' 70~ 

31 20 23 
1 0 0 
4 a 2 

100"'. 100. 1001-

4n 7H 
38 100 21 

S 
10 - 6 -

100~ 100,~ IOU', 

228 

64'1, 4 ~~ ~1 ..,..,,' .<_., 75-; 331 67'~ 

30 4~ l~ 14 50 33 
0 (.' 4 4 0 0 
b J S 7 17 0 

lOO:' lCO', 1007, 100', 100;(, 10~ 

40'::' h..:!,~ 36% 30-:' 171. 
41 ~? ,; 55 --, 'L. 411 100 

8 <I 3 6 17 
11 1;. b 12 17 --

100':, lr)rn 101')7, 100;', Ion;; 100l'. 



74. 

75. 

Level of Position at time of selection (Q.5) 

Number 
~t-

TOTAL 

!!2. '"' 
(618) 

1;i6' 
~ .... 
It ........ 
.... :In 

.... '< 
CIt 
t+S 

~ =-
lr~ 
., C/I 
C/I • 

I tTl 
~ 

CIlI1l 
111 n 
n • 
o • 
:l 
o.f/I' 

( 29) 
5X, 

Level of Position at time of interview 

Policy ~akers, Exec., & Admini-
strators - 2nd level (36) 

SubcmHnate Mcmt., Program 
& Administrative (267) 

Engineers ( 85) 
Profes~ional Occupations ( 165) 
Sub-professional Occur. (34 ) 
Supervisors, Inspectors, 

Foremen (1C) 

Artisans, Craftsmen (1) 

Occupations not elsewhere 
classified (5) 

Inac ti ve ~) 

III CIl b:I "d 
:l C :l a o.g Qq .... ... >., tI " lte: 111 CIt 

111 C/I 
.... :l ., .... 
:l II> C/I 0 
.... t+ :l 
til 111 II> 
rt 
., 3: .... 
IIIQq 
rtEi ~ 
.... t+ n 
< • C " . 'tI 

III 
"d ... ., .... 
0 0 

Qq tI ., C/I 
; 

(220) (114) (184) 
36% 18% 301, 

(Q. E) 

6'" .. 8n 4\ 11-

43 11 88 30 
14 2 65 
27 3 4 3 

5 

3 1 
0 

1 
1 3 1 1 

CIl 
C 

?' 
'tI ., 
0 ... 
" C/I 
CIt ... 
0 
:l 
III .... 
0 
n 
n 
C 
'0 . 

( 47) 
rio 

27-

13 
1 

80 
2 

2 - , 

0 

, 
;J1fq 
~'li 
II 11 
It ~ 
tI ... 

lot 
0 ., 
C/I . 
... 
:l 
C/I 
'tI 
111 
n ... 
0 ., 
C/I . 

10 22 
9 7 
9 

61 7 

9 64 

2 --
( 618) IOcr, 100';\. 1007, 100,~ 1000. 100'; 100; 

Total amount of time sEent in trainins (Q. 39) 

2 years to just under 3 yrs. (1) 0; 0 
1 year to just under 2 yrs. (254) 41 7 36 45 56 30 14 
6 months to just under 1 yr. (225) 37 27 34 49 28 41 72 
4 months to just under 

{, nonths (19) 3 14 6 3 
2 months to just under 

4 months (64 ) 10 38 12 3 6 21 14 
1 month to just un~er 

2 months (36) 6 7 9 6 6 
Less than 1 month ill) 3 7 3 - 4 2 -- -

> 
11 ... .... 
CIt 

r; 
lot . 
0 ., 
II> ... 
t+ 
CIt 
EI 
It 
tI 

50 

25 
25 

--

a~ 
= a CIt'tl 
.... III . 

"'t+ 
..... ~I 

It 0 
o.tI 

CIt 

tI 
0 
t+ 

It .... 
CIt 

~ :r 

" ., 
It 

( 6) 
l'x, 

17 

83 

-
100~ 100l:. 

SO 
75 33 

2;'; 

- 17 -
( 618) 1007, 100''\' 100'!, 100'. 100~ lOOk 10Cf,'. lM~ lOot 
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Number 
Per'Cei1t -

TOTAL 
!!g. % 

( 618) 
100~ 

Sex 

( 581) 
94% 

(37) 
6'70 

76. Level of Position at time of i.ntervie\~ 

77. 

Policy makers, Executives &. Administrators -
Second level 

Subordinate Mgmt., Program & Administrative 
Off!:ia1s 

Engineers 
Professional Occupations 
Sub-prof essiona 1 Occ:upa Hons 
Supervisors, Inspectors, Foremen 
Artisans, Cr~ftsmcn 
Occupations not e1scwhere classified 
Inactive 

( 36) 

( 2(7) 
( 85) 

( 165) 
( 34) 
(19) 

0) 
(5 ) 

..J.£) 
( 618) 

6"(; 

43 
14 
27 
5 
3 
0 
1 
1 

lOCi, 

6% 

44 22 
15 
26 38 
4 32 
3 3 
0 
1 

_1 _5 

100); 10~ 

What Typc oi Employment do you have? 

Number 
Percen.! 

Cl - "0 ~ 7. ~ r+ en /. 

0 .., .., .., p 0 .., PI 
<: ,.. 0 p r+ :J PI 3 

" ~ ...., 0.. ... I ,..11) .., i!J " " ':) .... ::l 
::l ... til :J 0 ~. t.. • 
::J " til c: p n ::l 0 ,., ,.. :J ~ P OIl 0-
:J e) 0 .... .... ~ 

r+ c: :l :l " til 
~, :J r; Cl ,... . ,.. . ~ 0 :J 
:J <: n 

'" .... f':i ,., 
!II :J .., 
til 0. ::l 

.::; ::J 
til fl> ... :J .., ... 

TOTAL -< 

No. '70 

(618) (100) (55) ~76) (12) (101) (10) (264) 
100', 167, ~-; 121', 2i', 16'7, 21. "y~ 

UccuEation or t~Ee of eml21ol:er at time of ~e1ection 

Government (32) 2c);-~ 75~ 161, rnl 9"'. 40~ 30;~ 

Private !3usiness (40) 7 1 " ) R 1 10 '8 
Profession (80) 29 11 13 86 17 4 10 34 
Tude Union (34) 6 1 4 1 75 20 7 
Student ( 2) 0 1 1 
Nntionalized Indu3try ( 180) 2q 12 42 3 86 20 20 

( (18) lOO7o 100.'. 1001. 1007: 100,1, Hlef'" 100'7, 10Cflo 
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o 

GOVERNMENT 

PRIVATE BUSINESS 

PROFESSION 

TRADE UNION 

NATIONALIZED INDUSTRY 

EMPLOYMENT 

10 20 30 

I 

1111 .... 11111129% 
I 

PLATE nn: 



TOTAL 
!!2. % 

Attendance at a University Prior to ICA Trainins 
Did Not Attend University Attended University 

No. of Cases ( 618) 
100-1 

( 106) 
17% 

78. Attendance at a Special School Prior to Training 

Attended a Special School 
Did Not Attend a Special 

School 

( 108) 18<J. 

(510) .J!L 

(618) 1000, 10010 

(5 I?) 
83% 

3\ 

97 

100% 

TOTAL 
!!2. % 

What Was the First Step in That Training Progr~ 
Made Application Selected or Invited by Others 

No. of Cases ( 618) 
1000, 

(72) 
88% 

( 546) 
12% 

79. \'!as the First Job You Had after You Returned from the Training Pro'jraJ!l the SaJ!le as 
the Job You Had before You Left? 

Same 
Different 

(518) 84% 
(lOO) !L 
(618) 1000, 

SUPEfiVISOR QtJESTror-!NAllUl 

No. of Cases (322) 
loot 

7S'!o 
25 

100"', 

( 213) 
9;' 

80. Nho Actually Initiated (Participant's) Training Program •••• ? 

Participant (5) 2% 
Someone in This 

Organize ( 120) -:!7 21 
Mi~istry of Other 

lIol"le Government 
Official (50) 15 18 

UScY\ or ICA rersornel (60) 19 21 
Univ. nfr" irial, 

Professor, [)ept. 
HeCla, Stu-:ent 
Advis1'r, etc. ('.) 

Other (2 ) 1 
Don't k [lO'~ or Don't 

Rer.el"lber (1) 0 
Not ,\pplicable ~~ 40 

(322 )Iocr, lOO~ 

231 

85'\ 
15 

100-:' 

(294) 
9l~ 

2% 

39 

15 
18 

1 
1 

0 
24 

lOot 



B1. 

Did the Ministry That Sponsored You Give Yr,u Any In
formation about the Program Being Planned for You? 

TOTAL 
!!2. % ~ 

No. of Cases ( 618) (261) 
10010 42'1. 

When Your ProGram Was. Dein~ Planned. Did 
Give You Anr Information about It? 

Yes (450) 73% 527. 
No (168) ~ 48 

(618)10010 100;(, 

TOTAl, 
~.,t Yes 

No. of Cases (618) (32) 
100';" 5'1. 

Ministry Don't Know; 
No Was Bmp1o;ter Don't Remember 

( 168) ( 188) ( 1) 
27% 31% 010 

An:tone at Your Place of E!!!E1orment or School 

7rJ'k 97X. 
21 3 100 

1001. lOot 10ox, 

A t the Time You We re Se lee ted to Go Abroad, 
iVhere you Employed by USa.\ or in a Project 
Run jointly by usrlo! and Your Government? 

No 

(585) 

95% 

Don't Know; 
Don't Remember 

(1) 
0)'. 

82 ... Ihen Your Program Was De ins ? lanned. Di d Anyone a t Your Place of Bmp10:tment or School 
:i\:c You Anr Information Abollt It? 

Yes 
No 

(450) 73'X. 
(16in ~ 

(618)10(f,t 

84'1:. 
16 

n'lo 
28 

1004 

10010 

1 o OJ, 



Before You Left Home, Did You Get Enough Information 
about the Program? (a) What you would be learning? (b) 
\~here you would be going? (c) lfuen yOIl wOllld be ~()ing? 
(d) Length of the program? (e) Other aspec ts of the 

TOTAL 
~. % 

No. of Cases ( 618) 
lOot 

~rogram? 

'Z 
;J..O .... 
.... .0 

c: 
Vl~ 

en 
- rl-z ... · 

0 J 
; :I 

en 

><: 
f1I 
en; 

( 6) 

a 

0 
:::s 
~ 

:.0 
><: c: 
f1I f1I 
en en 

: rl-..... 
0 
:::s 

83. Total Years of Education at Time of Selection 
I 

17 or More Years 
13-16 Years 
9-12 Years 
5-8 Years 

( 122) 2~ 

(427) 69 
( 65) 10 

.-i1l 1 

(618) lOOt 

100 

100X. 

9''(, 

69 
22 

10m, 

~ 
0 

;.0 
><:c: 
~ f1I 
en en 
:rl-..... 

v 
:::s 
en 

( 92) 
15% 

25% 
59 
15 

1 

100;[, 

;I 
'"' ~ 

;~ 

><: 
f1I .0 
en c: 
:~ 

en 
rl-..... 
0 
:::s 
en 

( 150) 
24% 

13% 
74 
13 

100h 

"I1 
0 
c: 

'"' 
-<.0 
~ c: 
en ~ 

: VI 
~ ..... 
0 
:I 
en 

( 160) 
26% 

16% 
76 

7 
1 

1001, 

» 
~ -

:1II 
><: 
~.o 
;n c: 

: f1I 
en 
rl-..... 
0 
:::s 
en 

29~ 

63 
8 
o 

1001, 

84. When Your PrograPI ::las Being Planned, Did Anyone at Your Pla::e of Employment or School 
Give You Any Information about It? 

Yes 
No 

(450) 7)7., 

~22-
(618) 100':.. 

83'70 
17 

100; 

1j9':l, 

31 

100;,~ 

73';, 
27 

76~. 

24 

l()O~, 

67"'0 
33 

85. Did the Ministry That Sponsored You (Jive You Any Information a:)()ut the i'ro(: ram Udng 
Planned for You? 

Yes 
No 
Ministry Was 

Employer 

(261) 
( 168) 

(IR8) 31 
Don't Know or Don't 

Remember __ (_1_) _0_ 

(618) 10070 

17'k .50~ 46;' 37.~ 46"0 

50 25 20 32 22 

33 2.5 34 28 31 32 

1 

lOOk 100% 100% lOar, 100'0 1n07. 
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Before You Left Horne, Did You Get Enough Information 
about the PrograJ11? (a) What you I'IOU] c;i be 1carl1tng? (b) 
Where you wou Id be going? (c) ,vhen YOll \·iUII1.::' ~e going? 
(d) Length of the rrncram~ (e) Other aspects of the 
ero/;jrrun? 

z 0 "~ ;l '11 ~ 
~o :s " 0 ...... ... ~ ::> .., .... 
... .0 '" 

.., 
c :.0 :.0 : III : I.Jl 

VIlli ":c ...;;:: ..: ~~ ;;,: .0 (JI ~ ~ III 11> 
'" .0 11> C .... (JI (JI III III (/I C t,.1 rt> (/I ::: :z'! ... : ... : ... 

; " ; (/I ; III 
o 0 ... .... (/I r1' (/I 
: :s 0 0 ... ~. ... 

(JI :s :s ::> ..... 
til ::> til 

::> 
=' :s 

;: ", til 

TOTAL (JI 

!!2. % 

1\0. of Cases ( 618) (6) (32) ( 92) ( 150) ( 1(0) ( 178) 
100", H, 5" ., 1)', 2·r~ 26 .~ 29'":"0 

86. .Prirnarl:: Countrl:: of Trainins 

United S ta tcs ( 451) 73':i. 83% 66~ 72", 7310 73~ 741. 
Nether lands (1) 0 1 
Vietnam (1) 0 1 
Hongkong (2 ) 0 1 1 
Japan (133 ) 22 17 25 23 21 23 19 
Philippines (26 ) 4 9 4 5 4 2 
Thailand -lQ_1_ 1 - , -- -- -- -- '" 

(618)100t 1001. 100;:' 100", 100'~ 100-;' 100"'0 
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TOTAL 
~. % 

No. of Cut;es ( 618) 
1007, 

In Ad.di t ion to Information about the Program, 
Did You Get Enough Information about How to Get 
Along in the Country of Trainin~? (a) How to 
use restaurants & public facilities? (b) Col
loquial sPeech .~ idioms? (d Religious prac
tir.es? (d) Use of their money? (e) Manner & 
cuStOMS generally? . 

\J1f1> 
:n 

; rt 
7. ..... 
o 0 

: ::l 
en 

(5) 
1-:. 

o 
:J 
~ 

:.0 
~. -",' iii 
U'I 'J: 

; .... 
~. 

o 
::l 

( 23) 
4{, 

;? 
o 

;.0 
-< c: 

'" '" en en 
; rt 

(<17) 

7'10 

;l 
'"' II> 

; II> 
-< 
'" L en :: 

; rJ) 

en .... ,.... 
-0 
:J 
en 

(107) 
In. 

,: 
o 
c: 
'"' 

...:.0 
~ 
en rJ) 

; en .... ... 
o 
:J 
CJI 

( 129) 
21% 

;!> 
..... ..... 

:V\ 
-< 
II> .0 
CJI c: 

; III 
CJI .... 
;... 
o 
:J 
CJI 

(307) 
5C1t 

87. Total Years of Edllcatinnat Tim\:' 01 Selection 

17 or More ¥carE (122) 20t 
13-16 Years (427) 69 

9-12 Years (65) 10 
5-8 Years (I) 1 .-----

4a!, 
60 

4% 
65 
31 

IOcr,:, 

6''10 
72 
22 

lOaf, 

19% 
78 

2 
1 --,-

1001, 

18% 
71 
10 

-L 
100% 

24', 
65 
11 
o 

lOot 

88. When Your l'ro,:ram l'ias Heinf: P1anr~ccl. ~id ,\nyone at ¥nur Place of Employment or School 
Give You Anv InforMation ahout it? , 

Yes 
No 

(45Cl) 731, 

(16tl) 27 

(618) 1O(}7, 

~07v 

20 

lcOt 

7n 
23 

lOot 

69'70 
31 

100::' 

73'1, 
27 

100;{, 

;;9. Did the Ministry TIlat Sponsored You Gi'Je You Any [ntorto ati.1Cl about the Prografll Beins 
Planned for You? 

Yes 
No 
Ministrv ~i,l.', 

(2f,l) 42"~ 

( if;,) ,~7 

employer (188) 31 
Don't Know or Don't 

Remember _~ _0_ 

{(d8) 10a:t 

40.(, 
,10 

20 

235 

611 
17 

22 

100% 

38'1 
32 

30 

loot 

361, 
28 

36 

lOot 

51'10 
21 

28 

10~ 

4at 
29 

31 

o 
1Cl~ 



TOTAL 
... ! 

No. of Cases (618) 
lOO-~ 

In Addition to Information about the Prosram. 
Did You Get Enough Information about How to Get 
Along in the Country of Training? (a) How to use 
restaurants & public facilities? (b) Colloquial 
speech & idioms? (c) Religious practices? (d) 
Use 0 f thei r 11'('.ney? (e) Manlier I'.! customs genera1-

.~~ 

(5) 
l~ 

:;) 
::l 
~ 

:.0 
><~ 
/'I) I'll 

'" '" : ... 
,". 

o 
:l 

(23) 
4;". 

i.' 
0 

:.0 
><~ 
I'll /'I) 

'" til 
: r+ ..... 

0 
::l 
1/1 

--.-
(47) 

110 

;l 
1'1 
/'I) 

~I'II 
/'1).0 
III: ~ 

en 
r+ ... 
0 
::I 
1/1 

( 107) 
17% 

't1 
0 
C 
'1 

"':.:J 
/'I) 

il 1/1 
: til 

r+ .... 
0 
1:1 
fA 

( 129) 
21% 

» .... .... 
~I.n 
".0 en c 

:/'1) 
en 
r+ .... 
0 
::l 
en 

(307) 
S(1.{, 

.po. Before You Left HOllie Did You Get Enou h Infr,,-mation al'ot:t the Progralll? In Particular: 
a ',."hat you would be learn tnr; ? (h) Where 1:011 would be f,l'i.nl!? (c) rlhen you would be 

going? (d) Length of the progLarl (e) Other asneIE_~he pro,:;ral'l? 

All five ques-
tions "Yes" (17b) 29~ 

Pour questions 
"Yes" ( 160) 26 

Three questions 
"Yes" (150) 24 

1\~o questions 
"Yes" ( 92) 15 

One question 
·'·'esH (32) 5 

No questions 
"Yes," all 
five ques-
tions "No" __ (_6) 1 

( 6lS) 100'/" 

91. Primary Countrr of Tr~ 

United States (451) 73:~ 

Netherlands (1) 0 
Vietnam (1) 0 
Hont;kong (2 ) 0 
Japan (133 ) 2? 
Phi lippines ( 26) 4 
Thailand -ill_l_ 

( 6lR) lOOX, 

40 

20' 

40:. 

20 

20 
20 

._-
lO(ti, 

230 

26 

26 

3S 

13 

10m 

74:; 

22 
4 

IOO7. 

11 

32 

17 

21 

2 

1001 

72~. 

11 
15 

2 

100:;' 

21 

30 

20 

4 

4 

10070 

1J4'7. 

1 
7 
7 
1 

lOO~ 

30 

19 

19 

6 

77"10 

19 
3 

_1_ 

1Oar. 

370/, 

28 

24 

9 

2 

6 sr. 
0 

0 
32 

0 

---
IOcr', 



No. of Cases 

TOTAL 
No. % 

(61S) 

Do YOIl, Consider The Time Spent In These 
Orientation Sessions Valuable? 

< '1 'tl 
~ f1> '1 .... en f1> 
c .......; 
III f1> 
0' 0 ., .... ..... 
f1> .... 

'0 ,... 
... ::l 
0 f1> 

tI'l ... ..... 
~ 0 ... 

(351) (34) 

5770 6\ 

~ 8' 
3 ::l 
f1> .. 
:3 .... 
0' 
f1> l'1 
'1 ::l 

0 
~ .. 
0. 
0 
::l .. 
r+ 

z 
0 .... 
III 
VI 
fl 
f1> 
'1 .... 
III ,... 
::l 
f1> 
0. 

z 
0 .... 
III 
'0 
'0 .... .... 
fl 
:J 
'7 
~ 

/1) 

(231 ) 
37i. 

I 

92. Total Years of Education At time of Se1ectio~ 

93. 

17 or More Yea~~ 
13 - 16 Years 
9 - 12 Years 
5 - S Years 

No. of Cases 

( 123 ) 20;1 
(426) 69 

(65) 10 
~_1_ 

(618) 1001 

TOTAL 
No. :!' 

(<lIB) 
100% 

Where Did the Off ic i a 1 \'lho Manased Your 

At ICA (357) S8'70 
At a Government A!:ency 

Other Than lCA ( 148) 24 
At a University (10) 2 
At a Private Organi-

zation (1S) 3 
All Other Organization Not 

Included in the AbQve 
Categories (60) 10 

Don't Know or Don't 
Remember (1) 0 

Not Applicable ~-L 
(61S) lOot. 

20h 2670 100\ l'Slb 
76 71 ~ 100 S9 

4 3 21 

- - - 2 ------ --- ---
100% 10m, 10()1, 100':'0 100% 

Do 'You Think He (The PersQn Who Discussed 
Your Pro~ram wiL~ You) Gave Enough Atten
tion'or Gu~dance t, You During the Course 
of the' Program, or ,'Jut? 

Did Not ~~--------------
Iteceived 
Enough 

Attention 

(504 ) 
81'1" 

Iteceivc Von't Know 
Enough or Don't 

Attention Remember 

( 87) 
1H 

(3) 

II, 

Not' 
Appiicab1e 

(24) 
4'70 

Program'Work? 

59\ 6Rt 331 

2S 25 33 
2 34 

3 2 

1-1 5 

0 - ' 100 
---' 

1000. 1~ 100% 1000. 

23';' 



Cj4. 

9S. 

96. 

97. 

~ieant Went on an Observation Tour Durinfi Hi:! Pros:rnm 

Yes (544) 88% 89\ 85% lOOlo 79\ 
No ( 74) 12 11 15 21 

("6i85' 1 OCt.t 10Q'f. "i"'QCff;" J:OO% TciOr 

Particieant Had On-the-Job Trainins: Durins His Program 

Yes 
No 

Particieant Attended 

Yes 
No 

Particieant Attended 

Ves 
No 

No. of Cases 

(282) 46% 47t 43% 25% 
(336) S4 53 57 100 75 

'""'(6'i8) i"Qoj;"" To<Yr ""i'OOr 100% lOOl(, 

a Universit~ Durins: His Program 

(281) 4% 4S'X. Sl"f. 67t 42% 
(337) 55 SS 49 33 58 

"'"f6i8) "I'OOr" lOot lOot lQO'X, ~ 

a S2ecinl Grou2 Prosram Not at a University Durinfl llis Prosrnf11 

(224) 36% 
(394) 64 
( 6 18 ) "i'O'O:r" 

roTA", 
~. 10 

( 618) 
10Ct], 

36% 37% 42'1, 
64 63 100 58 

":iQ{jt 100);, 100", li)i)fo"" 

Did Your Training Require You To Do 
or See too Many Different TIlinGs? 
Too Many Would Have All Rieht 

Things Liked More As It ' .... as 

( 107) 
In 

(262) 
43'70 

98, Primary Country of Training 

United States (451) 73% 
Netherlands (1) 0 

" Vietnam (1) 0 
Hongkong (2) 0 
Japan (133 ) 22 
Philippines (26 ) 4 

Thailand (4) 1 
(618) 100-7, 

Yes ( , .J<; j \, ... , 

No ( 7 i,) 1. •.• 

( 61?,") -In(I"~"' 

Yes ( ~ " ;: 

No ( jj",1 j.l 

(6T8") Trio'!, 

238 

68"f. 

22 
9 

;.i<· 

1., 
1'00'0 

::; ":~<l 

63 
-l(,(),.~ 

7~ 

0 
0 

20 
4 
1 

"iOCYr 

8?:t 
13 

100%"" 

46:, 
S4 

lOOc{' 

73% 
0 

0 
23 

4 
-

Tcim""" 

88'" 
12 

100l. 

S01. 
50 

'i'OO'f" 



101. 

102. 

103. 

ParticiEant Attended a Univp.rsitr Durins His Prosram 

Yes (281) 461- 4"" 49" 42% 
No (337) 54 56 51 58 

"'""("6'i"85' 100% 10<n. TOOr" 100% 

ParticiEant Attended a Seecial GrouE Prosram Not at a UniYersitr DurinG His ProsrlUll 

Yes 
No 

No. of Cases 

(224) 36'1. 
(314) 64 

(6i"8') IOOr 

mTAL 
!!2. % 

( fl18) 
100'7. 

What Was the Most Useful and Valuable Part 

Bverything Was Useful 
and Valuable (5) 1% 

Studies in General Speci-
fic Subjects Studied 
Specific Techniques or 
Procedures Observed (230) 37 

Observation Tours, 
Visits to Industrial 
Pil"'ills ~ 111) 18 

On~the-job Training, 
Practical Work ( 88) 14 

University Attendance (83) 13 
High Quality Instructors & 

University-Meeting 
Professional Counter-
parts-Obtaining Degree (18) 3 

All O~her General & Mis-
cellaneous Aspects of 
Training Received (16) 3 

Organiza tion, Discipline, 
Teamwork - Good Fa-
ciliti~s for Work & 
Study - Modern Pro-
cedures & Equipment (J 1) 5 

Understanrl;ng People & 
Customs - Character-
istics of Honesty, 
Cooper a tion, Friend-
liness, Respect for 
Labor. liard '.~ork, 

Punctuality ( 36) 6 
(' 618) T05fo"" 

239 

of 

36% 
64 

roor 
311-
69 

10Cf%, 

40% 
60 

"i"OOr 

Did 'Your Training Require You To Do or 
See too Manr Different Things? 
Too Many \'Iould Have All Right 

Things Liked More As It Was 

( 107) 
In, 

(262) 
43'X. 

Your E~erience? 

1% n 

41 40 

19 17 

15 12 
10 13 

4 3 

2 3 

2 5 

6 6 
~ 100%'"" 

(269) 
4ct' 

32 

19 

16 
16 

2 

2 

7 

6 
roar 



How Did You Find the Level of Your Prolr .. ? 
Don't (now 

TOTAL Too Simple About Too or Don't 
!!2. 'J. A Level Right Advanced Remember 

No. of Cases ( 618) ( 73) (!22) (1S) (3 ) 
loot 13% 84% 2'J. 1'J. 

104. Total Time in Field of Sl2!!cializa tion at Time of Selection 

None ( 2) o-t o-x. " Less tnan I Year (3) 0 1 
1 to Just under 2 Years ( 17) 3 3 3 7 
2 to" Just under 5 Years (137) 22 25 22 13 33 
5 to Just under 10 Years(263) 43 45 42 40 34 
10 Years or More (196) 32 27 32 33 33 

( 618) "iCi'Or ~ ~ "i'OO%'"' ToOr 

105. Attendance at Universitr Prior to ICA Training 

Attended University ( 512) 83% 9OY. 82'1. 7S'fo 67:0 
Did Not Attend 

University (106) 17 10 18 25 33 
(618) IOor lOct%""" lO'Or ToOr TOOr 

106. Did You Have the ()c~ortllnitr to Take P?rt in the Planning of Your Program? 

Yes (37R) 6H Slet 6"" ~ . 6r~. 6n 
No ( 238) 3c) 4R 38 33 33 
Don't Know or Don't 

Remember (2) 0 1 0 
(61ii) ~ 10~v, ~ 1001, 100l, 

107. Pr i!I1arr Countrr of Trainins 

United States ( 451) 73"', 78, 72"'1, 6r. 67'J. 
Netherlands (1) 0 0 
Vietnam (J) 0 0 
'Hongkong (;~ .. 0 2 
Japan ( 133) 22 14 2? 33 33 
Phi.lip·pi nes (26) .4 5 4 
Thailand (4) 1 1 I 

(6"i3) 100,; TNi'; ~ "iOcir ~ 

108. Partici2ant 'Nent on an Observation Tour Durin5 Ilis ProEram 

Yes (544) 8il; 82-;' 1;9'~ 93; H'('\~ 
No ( 74) 12 18 11 7 

(618) 100::' ~ DO"o 100::' ~ 
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109. 

110. 

111. 

112. 

How Did You Find the Level of Your Pro~ram? 

TOTAL Too SiMple About Too 
!!2. 'J. A Level Right Advanced 

No. "f Cases (618) ( 78) (522) (IS) 
100'% l3~ 841 2% 

Particieant Had On-the-Job Trainin~ Durin~ His Pro~rall\ 

Yes (282) 46% 5 en, 45% 33;(,. 
No (336) 54 2.L .2L 67 

("6i8) "iOOi""" 100% lOot 100% 

I' articieo.nt Attended a Universit~ Durins His Prosram 

Yes ( 281) 46% 4n. 45% 61'!a 
No (337) 54 53 55 33 

(618) 100% lOot TQO;f" lOo'r 

Particiean~·Attended a Seecial Pro~ram Not at 0. Universit~ 

Yes (224) 36% 4ro, 36% 331. 
No (394) 64 60 64 67 

--may 100% '"i"O"Or "I6O'r "iOor 

Had You Been Told Anrthin6 about the Level of Your Prosram before You 

Yes 
No 

(200; 3Z70 
(418) 68 
(618) 100% 

35% In 
65 87 . 

"iOiYt 1Oci'r 

,Don't Know 
or Don't 
Remember 

(3 ) 
1% 

6'R> 
33 
~ 

61% 
33 

lOCYr 

33% 
67 

1OOf" 

Left Home? 

100 
~ 

113. If You Had Anr j)ifffculty at All with Your Bnglish During Your Program. Whnt Wns 
It? 

No Difficulty At All (214) 35% 35% 351.. 2'r\ 
Difficulty in Being 

Understand ( 85) 14 17 13 13 
Difficulty in Under-

standing Others ( 153) 25 27 24 20 67 
Both (71) 11 10 12 13 
Not ApplicllLlle (95) IS 11 16 27 33 

"'16.f8') 100% TOOr 'i"6()% 10Q1, ToOr 
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114. 

115. 

No. of Cases 

TOTAL 
!!2. Yo 

(618) 
100"t 

Did You Receive Any English Language In
struction in Preparation for Your Pro
Urll!ll? 
~ !!2 Not Applicable 

(124 ) 
20"0 

( 9S) 

1St.. 

If You Had An~ Difficult~ \~i th Your Enr: Jish lJurinc Your l'ro~rall1l '.~hat \'las It? 

No Difficulty at All ( 214) 35'/0 36'-:' Sa-;;, 
Difficul ty in 3eing 

Understand (85 ) 14 17 13 
Difficulty in Under-

standing Others (153 ) 25 37 6 
Both ( 71) 11 10 23 
Not Arplicable -

Progrll!ll Did Not 
Require Eng Ii sh ( ;5) 1~ - lOt]. ... 

('6'"i'8) 'i'QOr" 10D7, 'iCiOf'" -roo;-

Is Your Present rosi tion the Same As the 
TOT.<\L One You Had When You first Returned? 

No. ." Slme Different Not A~~licnb]e 

No. of Cases (618) (257) (355 ) (6 ) 
10~ 42'~ 5n g, 

Was the First Job You Had "fter You Returned from the Traininr- Program the same 
as the JOb You Had before You Left? 

Same (518) 84'7. 86; R~-; 10!Y1, '~ 
Different (100) 16 14 18 

Y6'18) ~ ~ "i'i)F, ~ 

Since You Return, Have You Had Any Con-
::'OTAL tact \~i th USo.~1 ? 

!!£. , Yes No 

No. of Cases (618) ( 430) ( 188) 
100-;' 70:t 30'(, 

116. Current Residence at Time of Interview 

Capital City Area 
Provincial City ~rea 
nural Place, Villa~e, Town 

(330) 53% 
(167) 27 
(121) 20 

('6'I8) 'i'Q('tf" 

54~ 

25 
21 

lOot 

5~ 

31 
17 

l00;!. 



: t. 4 of IT· 

I IJ .' •• • .: '.~1 r 

, • h,.....r 

I los t r;rltJo r
tant ThjnE! 

~:1ste of Tine 
In Be tween 

f" 

l. 

('iOS) II 
(113) 11 

-C(;T{i -lM~ 

(5;n 0., 
( 1) () 

(34) () 
-(618) T-'-, 

S PEItYISOR gUESTIONNAI R!:l 

No . of Cases 

le tt r off 
",' thout rt () 0-', 

otUs/:,[u (34) 11' 
Helpful hut N(lt 

VerI' !mfortanl (7~) .'..l 
Very [rpo:: t 1tlt ( 126) 
Bssenti31 (.7) ~7 

Don 't Know. 
Don't 11e-

('1' OJ 

'71 ' 

" I -=-w--

22 
40 
2S 

1 
~ 

\ ) 

1 

I' 

(5) 

2 0 

2f1 
2() 
o 

( J 

Gn n,., "n ',11is rrtillln,:; Irc>
J I ! (I ':('11 'l'h i nJ; "OIl 'lould 

.' J ~ 

t 

23 
41 
J; 

8 
1..'i 
- '1;-

91 . 

(13) 

4 

8', 

1"
I 

R3', 
17 

j():j~ 

HVY , 



TECHNICIAN gUESTIONNAIRE 

TOTAL 
~. % 

PARTICIpANT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Suppose You Had Not Gone on This Training 
Program. What Kind of Job Do 'You Think You 
liould Now Have? 

About 
the Same Better 

Not 
As Good 

Don't Not Applicable
Not Emplo'ted 

(200) (130) (3) 

2$ 
(55) 

27% 
( 11) 

.5% 100% 6S1. 

120. Contri bll tion of Trainin/;! to Participant's JOb Performance 

~hjor 

Minor 
No . .Impor taf)ce 
Reduced Usefulness 
Don't Know or 

Don't Remember 

No. of Cases 

TECHSICIAN gUESTIONNAIRE: 

( 95) 48% 43% 6n 601, 36% 10(};\ 
( 64) 32 32 33 28 55 
( 21) 10 13 :, 9 
(4) 2 2 2 

(16) 8 10 - 5 -
(200) ~ 1OQii""" 10m ~ "'i'Oo:t l'OOr" 

PARTICIPANT qUESTWI'NAIRE: 
Your Supervisor on Your Current Job - Does 
He Help You in Uti lizing That Training? 

.,.. z z z (I) < Z r; 0 r1I 0 0 111 0 
C/I .., ..... .... " 

.., .... .... .,.. r1I -< 
Z c: :r :( ~ 
::l ::s 'I> ;; :r :r: "0 

:r .., ~ III r1I . ." 
(I) r1I "0 .. ~ .... 

~ :r: ...... "0 ... 
"0 ~ (1) c :r: ...... n 
r1I ...... ~ .... r1I C 1'01 .., C '0 "'" ~ -:j 

< .... ...... "0 .... ... c ...... r1I 

TOTAL (II .... c 
0 .... 

!!2. % 
... -

(200) ( 5) (1(\) (14) (73 ) ( 91) (1) 

1M n 8% r.. 36:t. 45% 1'X. 

121. Utilization of Trainins b~: SUE!;rvisor 

S:ltisfied (163 ) 81% 8(r,'. an 64'1. 74% 89~ lOO~ 
Dissatisfied (34) 17 20 13 36 25 9 
Can't Rate (3) 2 - - - 1 2 

""("2'(5'5) 'j'Qc)%- lOO.'{. ~ 100r ~ "i'OO'r.' "iOof."" 
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TOTAL Not 

!!2. rl Never ~Iet Occa.c;i0rll : I'rt'cjllcn t !\~plicable I,' TECIiNICIAN QUESTIOl\'NAIR .. 

No. of Cases ( 2('10) (2) (35 ) ((,'3 ) ( 70) 
10Uo H 18~ 46 .~ 351. 

1:!2. How l-Iuch Contact with Participant Since Ilis ;!cturn'( 

I{egularly ( 46) 23 :. 14 .., 35,; 13 ., 

Frequently ( 49) 24 50 29 ~o 16 
Occasionally ( 82) 41 4R 30 "3 
Once or Twice (4) 7 50 ~ 3 11' 
l\ever Met ( 8) 4 2 

" 
0) 1 - - 1 -Only Social 

(200) 100;~ "i'Q(l%'"" if)!) :, ~ ~ 

TOTAL 
!!2. ~ 

No. of Cases (618) 

123. Major Field of Ac ti \'i t:z: in Which 

Direc t Mi Ii tary 
Support (22) 4'" ,0 

Agr 1. & Natural 
Resources ( 177) 29 

Industry & 
Mining ( 144) 23 

Transportation (43) 7 
Labor (2) 0 
Health ~ 

Sanitation ( 59) 9 
Education ( 105) 17 
Public 'Adminis-

tration ( 44) 7 
General & 

Miscellaneous (22) 4 
(618) 1~ 

110\01 Sat I ,,(:lC t 11'>" las That Tn._ir:i ng Progral1l? 
Very 1·lodcr:\ te J y Not too Not A t All 

Satisfact0ry Satisfactory Satisfactnry Satisfactory 

(217) 
3S';" 

(355) 
58";', 

Trainin6 Was Given 

S% 370 

31 27 

22 25 
6 6 
0 0 

9 11 
16 17 

8 7 

3 4 
TOOr IOOt 
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( 45) 
7'· 

7'"'" 

31 100:; 

20 
13 

5 

18 
4 



124. Level of Position at Time of Selectioa 

Policy Makers -
Second Level 
and/or Non-
National 1_. 
pact (29) SI. 6'.L 4'.L 

Subordinate M,.t • 
• Line or Staff·(22) 36 38 3.5 27 

Bngineers ( 114) 18 15 21 18 
Professional 

Occupation. (184) 30 28 30 33 100 
Sub-Profes. 

sional Occup. (47) 7 7 8 7 
Supervisors, In. 

spectors, 
Poremen (14) 2 .3 2 2 

Artisans, 
Craftsmen (4) 1 1 0 2 

Occupations Not 
Blsewhere 
Classified (6) 1 2 0 4 

""'("6"ffi TOor -roor- """i'OOf" IOOr" lO'Or" 

How SatisfactorI Was That Trainins Program? 
TarAL Very Moderately Not too Not At All 

No. '.L Satisfactory SatisfactorI SatisfactorI SatisfactorI 

No. of Cases (618) ( 217) (355) (45) (1) 
10O'.L 3.5% 58% 7% O'.L 

125. Ase in Years at Time of Del2arture for Trainins 

55 Years and 
Older ( 7) 1% zx. 1% 

50.54 Years (31) 5 5 5 4'.L 
45.49 Years (55) 9 7 9 13 
40-44 Years (119) 19 22 19 7 
35.39 Years (141) 23 27 22 13 
30.34 Years ( 146) 24 19 25 36 
25.29 Y~ars ( 100) 16 15 16 22 100 
Under 25 Years ~( 19) 3 3 3 5 

~ "i'OOr -roor """"IOO'r --roor l'OOr 

126. ~ 

Male (581) 94% 97% 91% 93'.L 10O'.L 
Pemale (37) 6 3 9 7 

("6i'8) roar "i'OOr" 10(}t ToOr" l'Oot 
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127. Total Years of Education at Time of Selection 

17 or More Years 
13-16 Ye,u s 
9-12 Years 
5-8 Years 

(122) 2()'Io 
(427) 69 

(65) 10 
(4) 1 

(618) ~ 

128. Ma~it~l Status at Time of Selection 

Married (528) 35"'0 
Not Married (00) IS 

(618) ~ 

23:" 
65 
11 

1 
1r)() ", 

In 
n 
10 

1 
1i5'5"r 

R5~ 

15 
~ 

21):~ 

67 
11 

2 
100~~ 

6!l'~ 

32 
10(),~ 

129. Did You Have the ()~portunit}' to Take l"Ht in the l'h/llling of lour Pro£r~? 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know or 

(378) 61~' 
(238) 39 

Don't Re~ember (2) 0 
(6"i8) 1 001 

6 "" U· 

32 
59'\, 
41 

477. 
53 

o 
TIi0r 

100 

130. r,efore You Left to Go Ahroad, How Satisfied ;~ere You With Your Training Program? 

,Iell satisfied 
Not Very ','/ell 

Satisfiej ( 73) 12 
Didn' t kllo'~ enotlgh, 

':ion't know, don't 
rernernber how 
satisfied I was(126) 20 

(618) 10070 

Number 
i'er cent 

TOTAL 
~o. .~ 

(61il ) 

85-7, 62'(, 

14 

24 
10(f,~ 

33"', 

29 

38 
To~ 

100 
10~ 

___ ~,-I<?':::....Sa!i:<;t.~c;tory \~as That Training Program? 
Vcrr ~!oderate1y Not too t\ot At All 

Satisfartory Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 

(355) 
5w:, 

(45) 
1'0 

131. Ye.u Participant Left for Traininr Program 

lC6') 
195(, 
1953 
F57 
F: 56 
1955 
1954 
1953 
1952 
r.il 

( 16) 3% 
(89) 14 
(79) 13 
( 79) 13 
(89) 14 

(105) 17 
(60) 10 
( 73) 12 
(21) 3 

(7) 1 
(618) 100;:' 

3;:' 

13 
11 
11 
14 
111 
1 i 

F' 
5 
1. 
~ 

31" 
14 
13 
14 
14 
17 

8 
13 
3 
1 

1001.1 

2% 
18 
20 
1] 

20 
11 

5 
11 

2 
100-% 

lor> 



How Satisfactot~ Waa That TraiDinl Prolr .. ? 
TOTAL Very Moderately Not too . Hot At 111 

!!2. 't Satisfactor~ Satisfactory Sati,'actory Sati.faetorr 

NUlIIber (618) ( 217) (355) (4.5) (1) 

Per cent 100r, 3S't 5Bfo 71 01 

132. Primar:r: Countr:r: of Trainins 

United St'.tes ( 451) 73% 7S'fo 72'4 73'- 100l 
Netherlar.ds (1) 0 0 
VietnaM (1) 0 0 
Hongkor.g ( 2) 0 0 2 
Japan (133 ) 22 21 22 20 
Phi lippines (26) 4 3 .5 .5 
Thailand (4) .1 I 1 

(718) 'lOot lOa; • 'loCi"" TOOr" T<hr 

J3. Total Amount of TiMe SEent in Trainins 

'!Wo Years to 
Just under 3 
Years (1) O~ ~ 

1 Year to Just 
under 2 Years (254) 41 44 41 27 100 

Six Months to Just 
under One Year (225) 37 37 36 38 

Four Months to 
Just under 6 
Months (19) 3 1 4 7 

Two Months to 
Just under 4 
Months (64) 10 11 9 15 

One Months to 
Just under 2 
Months (36) 6 5 6 11 

Less than One 
Month (19) 3 2 4 2 

('6I8) roor- 100r 'iOOr "iOOr 1Oor. 
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HOlt Satisfar.tor~ Was That Training Prog:rll/ll? 
TOTAL Very Moderately Not too Not At All 

No. Of Sa ti sf ac tor~ Satis(aC"tor~ Satisfactor~ Satisfactoq ,. 
Number ( 618) ( 217) (355) (45) (1) 

Fer cent 100;, 35';, 58". 170 01, 

1:1 ,t • h1len YOll Arrived in Country of Trainins. \~as Your ProEram Arransed in Detail? 

Progra.:Tl til Com-
plete Det ail ( 277) 4H 51', 40,~ 5070 100-1. 

l'\'o,;ra.m in 
i :11" t i.\l DeLlil L?KO) 45 43 48 35 

1) rC)~! r i.1.!~ ~'ot Sf"t 
llr .1 t all ( (1) 10 6 I? 15 

(618) 100-; 100;" 100\, J"'OOY," ""i"OO'r' 

135. Particin.lnt ./tf~nt ,In an ____ .....l _________ Obse r va tion Tour Durin<; Ilis Program 

Yes (544) 88'''0 1~9"'; 8~ 73% 10Cf". 
Nt) (74 ) 12 11 II 27 

T6ill 10()~ IOn--, lOnG, "I'i5iYr' 100'!. 

136. Putic ip:'nt ilad On-the-J ob Tralnin t 'Jur i ng Ilis i'rosram 

Yc::, (' Ii,~) 46 ; 48; 44-:' 47~ IOOl, 
(336) 54 52 51' 53 -
~ ~ 11)0 'r l(vY, 100-1, -rnor 

13 7. ~"~"a l.~c:..~ ~\(tflt .-'lttenr;C'l< " llni versiti' Durin.- Hi 5 PrOF r am 

YC', ( .2."' 1) 45', <I ')', 46~ 44% 100'<' 
:,'0 (~J7) ) ')5 54 56 -

(618) 100; lor) ; J,101, 100-:', ~ 

!3E. Partie iT"lllt Atten.j(,rj a Special Prot! r aJ1 r;o t at a I,' n i ve r sit ~ Uuring Ihs Program 

Yes (224 ) 36;' 42-"', 331. 33'; 10rt!, 
\'() (394 ) 64 58 A7 67 -W:...) 11)0"0 ~ 100 7, F)(f~ ~ 



139. Did You Receive a Degree or Diplo~? Which Degree Was That? 

Muter's Level: 
Master of Arts, 
Science, or any 
Speclal P~eld (23) 4% 

Doctorate Level: 
Doctor of Phi
losophy, 
Science, or any 
Special Pield (1) 0 

All Other A..:a
dellic Degree 
Not Inc'luded in 
the Above Cate-
gories (1) a 

Not Applicable (593) 96 
(ffi) 'ICiO% 

Number 
Per cent 

TOTAL 
No. ~ 

( 618) 
100% 

1 

94 
lOCi% 

3% 

o 
97 

.IOOr. 
100 

'100% 
100 
'i'OO% 

How Satisfactory Was That Training Program? 
Very Moderately Not too Not At All 

Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 

( 217) 
35% 

(355) 
58% 

( 45) 
1'!0 

140. Did You Follow Your Program As It \'las Originally Planned~ 

Followed Program 
As Originally 
Planned ( 542) 88% 89% 86% 

Important Changes 
Made (76) 12 11 14 

(6111) 10(5% lOO~, ~-

141. Were You Entertained in Private Homes? 

142. 

Yes 
No 

(557) 9/170 
(61) 10 

(6ffi 'iO'Or 

Do You Consider the Tillie Seent 

Valuable (351) 57% 
Prefer Time for 

Rest of Pro-
gram (3'0 6 

Don't Know or 
Don't Ro!-
menJber (1) 0 

Not Applicable ( 231) 37 
Not Ascertained (1) 0 

('6i'8) 1'OCYh 

90% 
10 

1OCf1o 

91% 
9 

IMr 

in Orientation Valuable? 

60"7J .<:6% 

5 6 

0 0 
35 38 

0 
IOOr 'iOO% 

250 

93" 

7 
TciOr 

84\ 
16 

100'7. 

100% 

'iOOr 

100~ 

42% 100% 

9 

49 



143. How "!ns the Len~th of Your l'ro(;r1l!!? 

Too Long 
About Right 

"Too Short 

(?J) 3:· 
(22~) 37 
(368) 60 
{6IB) 100% 

2% 
45 
53 
~ 

4% 
33 
63 

lOot 

% 
27 
64 
~ 

144. Did Your Training Require You to Do or See Too ~Iany Diff.~rent Thing~? 

To' ~lany TIlinf:s (107) 17';;' 
'!louIe:' Have liked 

~ore (2~2) 43 
A 11 R i gh t A sIt 

'tias 53 
"i'Oci'"" 

1,4<;. How Did You Find the Level of Your Program? 

Too Simple a 
Le"e 1 

About Right 
Too Advanced 
Don't Know or 

RCJTlcmber 

(78) 131, 

(522) 84 
(15) 2 

Don't 
(3) 1 

(618) 100;'0 

8'~ 

91 
1 

-
l'Q07;" 

16-':;, 

48 

36 
TciiYf" 

o 
~ 

24'r, 

58 

18 
'i'Oin 

146. Do You Think That the Program LP.ft You Til'le fC'r YOl •• Person!J,....!!~t!':!E~..t:? 

Too i·:uch Time , (11) 2'70 
Enough Ti~e (333) 54 
Too Little Tirle (274) 44 

C6i8)' ~ 

1: .... 
58 
41 

TOO:f" 

2 ., 

53 
45 

100 7• 

42 
55 

IOcr, ' 

Ion 

100 

100 

100 

How Satisf,!-ctory,'Ias That Trail'in.s....!:!.2£ram? 

NI11'1h,E'r 
Per cent 

roTA I. 
No. 

( 618) 

-
" 

10m 

V~'!:y I>'ocerately Not too Not At All 
Satisfacto~ Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 

( 217) 
35';l, 

(355) 
58% 

(45) 
7:0 

(1) 

070 

i47. \'iere There Enouph Social Activities Arranged for You? 

Too Many Activi-
ties (23) 4% 

About Enough 
Activities (344) 56 

Not Enouf.h 
Activi ties (251) 40 

("6i"8"5 "IOOr" 

2'1 
" 

66 

32 
~ 

251, 

51 

44 
10('7. 

38 100 



11 , You Had. ,.\uy Lli ff ieu 1 ty At All with Your English Dudll/; I',IUC l'ror,ranl, I~hat ,~as 
, -
~?' 

!-il) Di fficultr 
At All (214 ) .) j" 41\, JZ% n~ 

Ilifficulty in 
Bl.:ill~ lInder-
stood ( 8S) 14 14 14 J.3 

lJifficlil ty in 
lilldecstandill(: 
(\tlters ( 153) 25 21 27 22 ,.100 

Hoth ( 71) 11 9 '12 2~ 

Not Al'ldicable -
l'r()~;rwn Did 
Not Require 
KIl(l\~ ledge of 
Eng lish, or 
Don't Know or 
!JOII' t Remember 
Whether Pro-
bl"all1 Required 
EIII;1ish (95) 15 15 15 16 

(618) 100% ~ ~- 100% ""'"iOO'i 

).j ') • S ul'l~!;,t: YO,I Had Noi :ione on 1)li 5 Traillin!i PrOf-ram. What Kind of Job [)o You Think 
You l~()1I1d Now Have? 

About the Sarac (439) 71';:' n~; 69~~ 76'10 10m. 
lit! t tP.1" ( 8) 1 1 1 2 
No t /l.s Guod ( 13 1 ) 21 22 21 18 
J)Of!'t 1~llow (34 ) 6 ., 7 4 
Not Applicable -

Not Employed 
At 1'i.~e of 
IlIlr!I'ViCW (6) 1 - .! .. 

(iITiIT 1 not· lon% 'i'CiOr TciOr ~ 

J ,I). il:,'.'!! ':1~1,!i.:.'.!2..~ :v.!!2..!.:)IIC ProGram? 

Mu.~1 llliportilllt 
'11. i rr!~ (SIn) 94';~ 10m. 1)5~ 62',; lOO'X. 

\~"S I ~ of ,. lllJt! ()) '0 2 
III Bt twe~ II (:I., ) fr 0 5 36 

-«() If!) friar' "i"OrYr --'I-ci7rr. -i('iiiT -lOrYr 
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Ho· .... Satisfactor~ Was That Trainin& Program? 
TOTAL Very Moderately Not Too Not At All 

No. Of Satlsfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactor~ '" 
Number ( 018) (~17) (355) (45) (}) 

Per cent 100:; ~; 5% 58% 7"!0 ~ 

151. \'/hat Was The Most Useful And Valuable ; 'art Of Your Experience? 

Everything Was 
Useful and 
Valuable ( 5) 1% • l'I 1"(, 

Studies Specific 
Techniq1Jes or 
Procedures 
Observed ( 2~:O) 37 3:J 38 38 

Observation Tours, 
Visits to 
Indus trial 
Firms (111) 18 19 18 13 

On-the-job 
Training, 
Practical Work ( 88) 14 16 13 18 

University 
Attendance ( S3) 13 12 14 9 100 

High Quali ty 
Instructors 8, 
Uni versi ty-
Meeting Pro-
fessional 
Counterparts-
Obtaining 
Degree ( IS) 3 3 3 2 

All Other Genera] 
& Misce llanenlls 
Aspects of 
Traininr, Re-
ceived ( If,) 3 3 2 5 

Organiza t iO,n, 
Discipl ine, 
Team~lOrk -
Good Pacilities 
for \~ork Ilt 
Study - ~Iodern 

Procedures & 
Equipment ( 31) 5 4 5 13 

Understanding 
People & 
Customs -
Characteris tics 
of Honesty, 
Cooperation, 
Friendliness, 
Respect for 
Labor, Hard 
Work, Punctu-
ali ty (36) 6 6 6 2. 

('6f8'5 ToOr To<r -mr -rem- 'ItJtr 
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How Satisfactor~ Was That Trainins Proar .. ? 
TOTAL 

'!!2. % Very Moderate11 Not too Not At All 

Number (618) (217) (355) (45) (1) 

Per cent 100% 35% 58% 7"fo fffo 

1.52. Your Present Posi tion and the One You Had \~hen You firE' .'\e t ur ned I In What Re-
Sl2ects Is It Different? 

My Present Job Is 
Better than Is t 
Job After Return (205) 33% 35% 33% 29% 

Present Job Is 
Worse Than 1st 
Job After Return (4) 1 0 1 

I Changed from One 
Part of Gov't to 
Another (58) 9 10 9 7 

I Changed from One 
Non-Gov't Organi-
za tiOIl to Another ( 1.5) 2 1 3 5 

I Changed from Pri-
vate Ousiness, In-
dustry, or Profes-
sion to Gov't Posi-
tion ( 8) 1 1 1 

I Changed from Gov't 
Position to Private 
Business, Industry, 
or Professional 
Practice ( 33) 5 3 6 9 

Present Job Is in 
Pield J 'Nas Trained 
in, More Related to 
.'Iy Training ( 11) 2 3 1 2 

Plese"tJob Is Not 
in tile Field I ',~as 

Trained in (3) 1 1 2 
I Changed to a 
Different Job in 
the Same General 
Field (16) 3 2 3 2 

I Changed to a 
Completely Dif-
ferent Profession, 
Trade, or Skill 
from the One I 
'Nas in When I 
First Returned ( 1) 0 2 

Other Differenres 
Not Included in 
the Ahov: (J) 0 1 

Not ApI' lie able ( 263) 43 44 42 42 100 
('6-i8i' 100-:' 100-: l0(}; ~ 'IOOr 
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How Satisfactory I'las That TraininB Program? 
TOTAL 

!!2. ! Moderately Not too Not At All 

1 C'., 
_,JJ,. SUI!ervisor: 

Utilization Score 

81 or Higher ( 205) 64% 7Z'/> 58% 65'7. lOO't, 
20-80 ( 99) 31 25 3S 31 
19 or Lower (3) 1 2 
No Total Score (15) 4 3 5 4 

""'"'(3225' IOor "i'OOr" roor IOci-r TOOt' 

154. Technician : 

Utilization Score 

75 or Higher (94) 47% 5zx, 46;:' 23·; 10Cf.{, 
18-74 ( 76) 38 39 37 47 
17 or Lower (10) S 2 6 15 
No Total Score (20) 10 7 11 15 -'(200) TOO% 1000/. 'iO'1Y.r ~ 10("f.':-

Utilization Score 
TOTAl. 75 or No T(\tal 

No. % 50.74 Hisher Score 

Number (618) ( 160) (430) ( 2R) 
Per cent 100% 2670 7O'f. 4'70 

155. Current Residence at Time of Interview 

Capital Ci ty Area (330) 53% 56'!b 53" 39~ 
Provincial City Area ( 167) 27 26 27 39 
Rural Place, Village, Town (121) 20 18 20 ~2 

(6"i'8) 100"%' 1001. 'iOO% 1001 

156. Major Field of Activitl in Which Trainin~ Was Given 

Direct Military Support (2?) 4'1 4:'0 3'1 . , lP • 
Agri. and Natural Resources (177) 29 211 29 2<:: 
Industry and "lining (144 ) 23 20 23 14 
'l'ranspor ta tion (43 ) 7 9 6 3 
Labor ( 2) 0 1 0 
Health and Sanitation (59) 9 4 12 
Education ( 105) 17 l,) 17 32 
Public Administration (44) 7 10 6 8 
General & Miscellaneous (22) 4 3 4 3 

C6T8) "i"OcYr 10fl% 1 nor.. Iocr-
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157. Year Participant left for training program 

1960 ••.••••.•••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
1959 ••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
1958 ••••••...••.••••••••••.•••.••••• 
1957 ••••.•.••.....••.••••••.•••••••• 
1956 ••••.••••.•..•••••.••.•••••.•••.• 
1955 •.•••••...•••••••••••••••••••••• 
1954 •••••••••...••.••••..••••••••••• 
1953 .•••••.••..•••.••....•••••.•••.• 
1952 .••••••••...••.••••••••••••••.• 
1951 ••..••••..••..•••••••...••••••.• 

(16) 3' 
(89) 14 
(79) 13 
(79) 13 
(89) 14 

(105) 17 
(60) 10 
(73) 12 
(21) 3 
..i1) 1 

( 618) 100'1 

158. Total time in field of specialization at time of selection 

10 years or more 
5 to Just under 
2 to just under 
1 to just under 

Less than 1 ye.ar 
None 

10 years 
5 years 
2 years 

lIumber 
Pme'iit 

159. Level of position at time of selection 

Policy Makers - Second level and/or 
r,on-I\ational Impilct 

Subordinate Mgmt. - Line or Staff 
Engineers 
Professional OccutJations 
Sub-Professional Occu~ations 
Supervisors, I nspec tor s. Foremen 
Artisans, rraftsmen 
Occ:urations not elsewhere classified 

256 

(196) 
( 263) 
( 137) 

(17) 
(3) 

~) 

( 618) 

TOTAL 
!!2.. 

(618) 

... 
.0 

321. 
43 
22 

3 
o 

-.Q 

10~ 

10~ 

( 29) n 
( 2?-0) 35 
( 114) 18 
(184) 30 

( 47) 8 
(1.1) 2 

(4) 1 
~) 1 

( 618) lOl :, 

SJ, 2% 
14 15 11 

6 15 18 
1: 13 3 
11 16 11 
19 14 43 

9 11 
17 10 14 

4 3 
2 _1 -

~.001 

27'10 
48 
23 

2 

IOcr;:, 

34% 
42 
20 

3 
1 
o 

2~ 
22 
50 

3 
3 

100% 1 ()()% 1 o en, 

Utilization Score 
75 or No Total 

~ Higher Score 

(160) 
26% 

( 430) 
7C11o 

6% 4'; 
38 35 
21 18 
24 32 

7 8 
2 2 

1 
2 -2 

100;; 10m 

( 28) 
4% 

8% 
?S 
18 
35 

8 
3 

3 

100't 



160. Ace in years at time of departure for tr~ininl 

55 years and older 
SO - 54 years 
45 - 49 years 
40 - 44 years 
3S - 39 years 
30 - 34 years 
25 - Z9 years 
Urider 2S years 

(7) 
(31) 
(55) 

( 119) 
(141) 
(146) 
(100) 
ll2) 

(618) 

161. Total years of education a.t time of selection 

17 or mote· years 
13 - 16 years 

9 - 12 years 
5- 8 years 

162. Who selected you? 

Supervisor 
Other 

( 122) 
(427) 

(65) 

.~) 
(618) 

(505) 
(ill) 

l'H8) 

TOTAL 
!!2. 'f, 

(618) 

l' 5 
9 

19 
23 
24 
16 
3 

lOot 

20t 
69 
10 
1 

1~ 

82% 
18 

10 OJ, 

NU/llber 
~t 100% 

2"k 
6 
7 

22 
21 
18 
18 

~ 
100% 

19% 
68 
12 

_1 

lOOt 

1% 
S 
9 

18 
25 
25 
15 

2 

lOot 

20t 
70 
10 

....Q 

100%. 

8n 
17 

lOW. 

3 
11 
14 

8 
25 
28 

..!! 
10m;, 

14~ 
72 
14 

100% 

75i~ 

25 

10m. 

Utilization Score 
75 or No Total 

~ Highl.'r Score 

(160) (430) 
26% 7m. 

(28) 
4% 

163. Before you left to go abroad, how satisfied were you with your Training 
Program? (Q. 31) 

Well satisfied 
Not very well satisfied 
Didn't know enouffh, don't know, 

don't relllember how satisfied I WIlS 

(419) 
( 73) 

(ill) 

(618) 

68% 
12 

20 

l00'J, 

6~ 
12 

m 39% 
11 25 

2Z 36 

10aJ, l00'J, 

164. Did you have the opportunity to take part in the planning of your Program? (Q. 32) 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't remember 

257 

(378) 
(238) 
.Q) 

(618) 

61'£ 
3~ 

--2 
1~ 

s.5% 
45 

100J, 

3Z; 
65 
3 -

100l 



165. Before .LOu Ie Lt_.l!Qme , did you get enough information about the Progrlllll? 
(a) \."hat you ",'ot:ld be learr.ing? (b) Where you would be going? 
(e) ',."hen YOll "ollld~oing? (d) Length of the Program? 
(e) Other aspects of the Program? (Q. 37) 

A] ] '; questions - "Yes" ( 178) 29% 31% 281. 29% 
l'(,l!r qtles t i ,'n.' - IIYes" ( 160) 26 31 as 21 
Three qll(J~" t i"~n~ - "Yes" (150) 24 22 25 3a 
Two qtle~tl'''~:' .- "Yes" ( 92) 15 12 16 ,t1 
One qtle'l I'" -- "Yes" (32) 5 4 S 7 
No que s t t. ':1 S - "Yes" 

All five questions - "No" ~) 1 1 -- -
( 618) 1 (){)'l, 100% 10~ lOot 

166. Primary Countr~ of trainins (Q. 39) 

United St? tes ( 451) 73% 76% 73' 57% 
Netherlands (1) 0 1 
Vietnam (1) 0 0 
Hongk oI1 f; (2) 0 1 0 
Japan (133) 22 14 24 32 
Phili f'pines (26) 4 7 3 11 
Thailand .J..:l) 1 1 ---2 --

( 618) 100'1 H)()'1, 10C1t 100% 

167. In additill[1 t'~.i!ll'orl'1ation a_b2~_the Program, did you get en('ugh information 
about how to get aILIng in the Country of training? For instance: (a) How 
to use restaClrant ,lnd public facilities? (b) Colloquial speech and idioms? 
SC> Relicio'IS i'rar tices? (d) Use of their money? (e) Manners and 
Eustoms :;ener?]l,:? (.-;.,1(' (a) - ee) 

. All 5 (juesti\)IlS - "Yes" (j()7) 501, 48'\' 51'"'. 43t 
Four (j'I('S t i-ons - "Yes" ( 129) 21 26 19 14 
Three qllesti()!IS - "Yes" ( 107) 17 15 lR ~1 

Two (lucstinns - "Yes" ( 47) 7 7 7 18 
One question - "Yes" (~3 ) 4 3 4 4 
No questions - "Yes" 

All f;ve 'lllestions - "No" ( 5) 1 1 --
(61 R) 100-:' 10m 1000'. 100% 

TOTAL Utilization Score 
No. ar 75 or No Total 10 

50-74 Higher Score 

Number (61R) ( ] (0) (430) ( 28) 
PerCent 1007, 26;"0 701. 4% 
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168. Total amount of tillle ~pC!nt in trainilll: 

Two years to just under , years 
One year to just under 2 years 
Six months to just under 1 year 
Four months to just under 6 months 
Two months to just under 4 months 
One month to just under 2 months 
Less than one month 

0) 
( 2.54) 
(225) 
(9) 
( 64) 
(36) 
ill) 

( 618) 

~ 
41 
36 

3 
11 

6 
_3 

1001. 

38 
3J 

4 
16 

7 
4 

lOO'k 

o 
13 
39 

3 
8 
4 
3 

1001. 

25 
16. 

18 
18 

3 

100:t 

169. When you arrived in the country of training was your Program arranged in detail? 

Program in comolete detail 
Program in partial detail 
Program not set up at all 

( 277) 
(280) 
(~) 

( 618) 

<IS.;:' 
45 

....!.Q 
10~ 

170. ~arlicipant went on an observation tour during his Program 

Yes 
No 

(544) R8~ 

ill) 12 

(618) 100r, 

1'/1. Participant had on.the.job training during his Program 

Yes 
1110 

( 282) 
(ill) 

( 618) 

172. Participant attended a University during his I'rc·l.r."~ 

Yes 
No 

(281) 
(337) 

(618) 

<1670 

.2i 
10@ 

46% 
54 

100\ 

54% 
37 

9 

'10~ 

4~ 58% 
50 28 

10 ...!1 
IOcr:. 10CJl, 

86% 89% 7BL 
-11 11 22 

lO~ 10~ 10~ 

40~ 
60 

100i~ 

49% 
51 

100::' 

<19:' 
51 

lOa::' 

28'10 
72 

100-::' 

173. Par tici .. ~nt attended a Special Program not at a University during his I'ro~ra"1 

Yes 
r,o 

Number 
~t 

259 

(224) 
(~) 

( 618) 

TOTAL 

No. ... 

( 618) 

361, 

-2.1 
100\, 

100~ 

35', 
65 

lOO'~ 

Liti liz,1t 1"1' 
75 or 

50.74 ~ 
( 160) (4~) 

26 1, 7(\.; 

J( 'rc 

1((:', 

R2 

:0 Total 
SC0rc 

( 21\) 

4.~ 



174. 

175. 

176. 

177. 

Did you receive a Oeg ree or Diploma? Which Depree was that? 

Master's lev~ 1: .~!as t er of Arts, Scienr.e, 
or any special field CD) H J% 4% J% 

Doctorate leve 1: Doc tor of 
Philosophy, Science, or any special 
f i'e Id (I) 0 1 

All other ,\cadel'1ir li('r.;rees no t in-
cluded in the ahove c:ate:c,ries (]) 0 1 

Not applic<lble ( 5(3) 96 95 96 97 

(f; 18) lOO". 100J 100":0 100" 

Did you follow ~our rrO~'l111 as i t \~as ori~~inall~ 1'1 anncd? 

r lowed Program as originally !)J.arlned 
Important changes ma~e 

Number 
~t 

At the end of ZOllr t r.t illll!): r' r(lt~ r an did 

Yes 
No 

About how long have you bf'en back fr0rl 

Seven years or rI·)re 

Six years to just 1I111jpr c,ev~n .. l ~ r ; 

Five vear'l t,) j liS t Ir~Jt' r ; i ~-: \'I.II 

four years ttl just l1rhj~r ,- i v(' \' f' 1 ~ ~. 

Three years ttl jllst IInc,,!' f, )!~r \""1 r c 

Two years to ,iust IJn:er til ref' ve~rs 
One year to j tl.' t llTldf'r t ~ .. r \ ) ~~ar.s 

zou 

tha t 

.' 5 <-I ,!) 

( 76) 

(td :;) 

1\ITA!. 

!!£. 

(6113) 

attend 

(50) 
'it:\) 

f]ii) 

a 

l'ro!:ram7 

(113) 

( J. ''I) 
j, ·'15) 

(f"! ..." 

RR"~ 

12 
8r.:. 
13 

1007, 

86';, 
14 

10(fi, 

Utilizat~i~o~n~S~c~o~r~~ __ _ 
75 or No Total 

50-74 Higher Score 

( lnO) ( ~30) 
70~ 

spninar in COl'1!ldlllica tions? 

R;; 7"', gt 37. 
02 93 91 97 

lno':; 10cY. 10O'k lOot 

IS';, 26t Hi!. 147, 
J.l 13 13 21 
I ., 15 14 29 
I ) 12 16 8 
14 12 15 11 
17 11 20 14 

7 11 6 3 

HV)" 100~, 100; lOOk. 

178. Nas the first jCll, y"" hil! ,If ter )'011 retllrn"< ~!2~_'::.:.~'2''.._~'5_~iOb YOII :Iad hefore 
you left? 

Same 
Different 

260 

( 51-:) 
( ](10) 

( 61R) 

13,1-:' 
]6 

lOOi, 

>-)5 "J ,~J;J Rn 

-U 17 18 

lO(f, 10m, 100". 



179. \~as it (first job after return) the job you had expected to get on yOllr return? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not D.pplicabJe 

( 5H) 
( -11) 
(1) 

( 518) 

( 618) 

970 
7 
o 

R4 

180. Is there .. ilyone with whom you I~ork • ... he has been trainee abroad? 

Yes 
No 
f!ot applical'le' _ not employed a t tirn~ 

of intcrviel\' 

( 417) 
( 1C;S) 

~) 

(6 J 8) 

1 

1 Ocr'. 

J 1'1, 9% 31. 
4 7 14 

o 
85 ~ 83 

100-, 100'~ 10~ 

100~ 

7n 
27 

10~ 

25% 
53 

22 

1 o en. 

181. Is thE're anyone with whom you work who has be~11 trained abroad? Is that your 
Supervisor? 

Yes - Supervisor 
Cn-worker, not supervisor, trained 

ahroad 
No one else trainpd abroad 

( 226) 

( 11)1) 
( 201) 

( 618) 

31 
32 

100", 

29% 

31 
40 

32 7 
27 75 

10~ 1()()'\ 

182. Your Supervisor on your current job - Does he help you il utilizing that traini~g? 

Very helpful 
SOhlcwltat Itelpful 
Not helpful 
Nei titer helpful or unhelpfUl 
Has 110 supervisor 
1\nt appli<.al'le - not empluyed <It 

tine of intrrvicw 

( 249) 
( 226) 

(5J) 

(44) 

(42) 

~) 

( (18) 

40'. 
37 

8 
7 
7 

1 

183. Since },oqr rC't~'.n'_. '.''::'(! \'''11 hil..;' any contact wi tit USrt'? 

,34. 

Yes 
No 

j'rcqllent 
\'I("rar; i "11,\ 1 

r~f' v,'r f h' t 
.. ,f ,\I"! ! t ,. ". \ : . ~ f' 

.is ,I\".I i J ,ddr!, 
knoh' , r ,- '(" 

ava j '1 'I.' 

- 110 

,)1' 
.. ,,( 

( ,13 () 
( 188) 

lOO~ 

(l:sr~' Tf'chnirian) 

( 1:',,1) 1" " 
( III ) Ii') 

( 1,1) ,~ 

115\1·1 I'('Cili,ician 
i)artic i:"l.lt coc~, not 

()C'C) .50 r~rl~~f1lh(' r II C': 'c' j ;, 

( ',1 R) Inn; 

261 

31; 47/, 
40 37 

9 5 
10 6 
10 5 

IOO', 

f,3% 
37 

10or, 

26% 
15 

2 

57 

10(J:1, 

100.1. 

73~ 
27 

10(J:1 

32% 
20 

2 

~ 
10@. 

3 
50 
11 
14 

22 

100% 

5710 
43 

10~ 

18'-r. 
8 
8 

66 

1 o en. 



185. HC",/ ',';,IS th.:: 1.::, ... :. of :tour Program? 

1'00 long (2]) J1, 2%. 3~ 18'1 
.'bout right (229) 37 45 3S 18 
Too short (~) 60 53 62 ....M 

( 618) lOO~J lOO:~ IOC)". 100;1. 

186. Did .I.:2~ . t r;ti ill TIt; r erJlti re r ou to do or sec '00 manr different thinss? 

Too 1113.11)' thillG~ 
Vlou1.:! h,\\ (' liked more 
A.! 1 right as it was 

187. How did you find the level of jour PrograJII? 

Toe sivlplE a level 
About rif-ht 
Too advanced 
Don't know or don't l'emember 

Number 
~t 

(107) 17'.10 
( 202) 43 
(lli) ~ 
(618) 10o-X. 

( 78) In 
(522) 84 
(15) 2 
£) 1 

( 618) 100X. 

TOTAL 

!!2.. 'l. 

( 618) 
100/, 

21% 15'(, 21% 
40 43 54 
39 ~ 2i 

100"(, 1000, 10m, 

13J, 111 391> 
85 86 61 

1 3 
1 0 --

loot 10M 100~ 

Utilization Score 
75 or :-':0. Total 

~O-74 Iligher Score ----
( 160) ( 430) (28) 

26% 70;, 4% 

188. 1£ you had any difficulty at all Idth your Bnglish during your Program I what was it? 

189. 

No difficulty at all 
Difficulty in being understood 
Difficulty in understariding others 
30th 
Not applica!'le - Program did not require 

knowledge uf English, or don't know or 
don't remember whether PrograJII required 

(214) 
( 85) 

(153 ) 
( 71) 

35;{, 
14 
25 
11 

Bngl ish ill) 15 

( 618) 10M 

Your eresent ~si tion and the one :lOu had when r ou first 
res,eects is it different·, 

My present job is better than the 
first job after return ( 205) 33% 

My present job is worse than the 
first job arter return (4) 1 

I changed from private business, 
industry, ar profession to a 
Gov't posi tion ( 8) 1 

262 

3~ 

12 
II 
16 

11 

10c/x' 

returned l in 

J3~;' 

2 

2 

33':", 
15 
25 
10 

17 

3610 

25 
18 

21 

lOot 100% 

what 

34% ]~ 

1 



I changed from a Gov't position to 
private business, industry, or 
professional practice (3'3) n 

My present job is,~ in the field 
I was trained in (3) 1 1 0 

I changed to a completely different 
profession, trade, or skill from 
the one I was in when I first 
returned from training (1) O. 4 

Changes within Gov't, Non-Gov't or 
occupational fields (10] ) 16 19 16 14 

Remain on swme jobs (~) .-£ 36 ~ 21 
( 618) 100;(, 1~ 100~ 10~ 

190. :?!:!.P.2ose ~ou had not ~one on this ProGram, what kind of job do IOU think lOU 
would now have?' 

About the same (439) 71% 74% 71-::' 62% 
Better ( 8) 1 2 1 
Not as good ( 131) 21 1~ 23 3 
Don't know (34) 6 6 S 14 
Not applicable - not employed at 

time of interview .J2) _1 - - 2! . 
( 618) 100~ 10(1J, 100% .100l 

TOTAL Utilization Score 
~. % 75 or No Total 

12::1! Higher Score 

Number (618) (160) (430) (28) 
~t 10(1J,_ 26% 7C1t 4% 

191. How satisfactorl was lour Trainin~ ProGram? 

Very satisfactory (217) 35% 24% 41% 8% 
Moderately satisfactory (355) 58 69 53 64 
Not too satisfactory (45) 7 7 6 28 
Not sati~factory at all .J .. !> -.Q - 0 -

(618) 10Ql, 100% 100l. 10~ 

192. How imeor tan twas lour Prosram? 

Most important thing (583) 94% Q~ 97% 7'!fJ, 
i'laste of time (1) 0 0 
In between (34) 6 ..!Q 3 ~ 

(618) 100;(, 10cn. l00x, 10cn. 
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193. What was the most useful and valuable part of your experience? 

Everything was useful and valuable ( 5) 1% 11;, 3'~ 

Studie~ in general specific subjects 
studied specific techniques or 
procedures observed (230) 37 37 37 47 

Observation tours, visits to 
Ind. firms (111) 18 15 19 25 

On-the-Job training, 'practical werlt (88) 14 12 15 7 
University attendance ( 83) 13 14 14 3 
High quality instructors & University -

meeting professional counterparts -
obtaining Degree (18) 3 4 2 3 

All other general & miscellaneous 
aspects of training received (16) 3 3 3 

Organization, discipline, teamwork -
good facilities for work & study -
modern pIOcedures & equipment (31) 5 7 4 9 

Understanding people & customs -
characte~istics of honesty, coopera-
tion, friendliness, respect for 
labor, hard work, punctuali ty ill) 6 8 _5 3 

( 618) 100% 10ox. ' 100;:' 100,;' 

Utilization Scure 
TarA!. 75 or No Total 

SUPERVISJR QUESTIONNAIRB: !i2. "!. 50-74 Higher S("ore _.---
Number (322) (83 ) ( 232) (7) 

~t 10m, 261. 72';, ," ~, 

194. Did you recommend that (Participant) be sent on a Training Prohram? 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable - Participant did not 

"Ork for tltis supervisor before he 
left, or supervisor doesn't krow or 
doesn't remember whether participant 
worked for him before he left 

( 143) 
(53) 

( 126) 

(322) 

44% 
17 

39 

1000. 

41], 447, 
18 15 

35 41 

IOcr;, 100:~ 1 O(r,~ 

195. ~cfore O'articipallt) left on his program did this Organization h'\ve plans' a!; ',0 

how his training woulc be utilized? 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not applicahle - Supervisor was not 

familiar with any aspects of 
participant's train i.ng Program 
before he left 
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( 216) 
(18) 
(6) 

6770 
6 
2 

68% 6S~~ 

7 .5 
1 2 

24 25 
lOOr. 100 

...... 
'tJ ,l 

14 

<\3 
IOCr, 



196. Do 1:0u thillk this l'r<!.c.~I!.. was wort~ the cost and diffjr.u1t~ •••• ? 

Worth cost and difficulty (303) 94:b 9~ 9-" 100;:' 
Not worth cost ane difficulty ( 5) .. 1 2 .. 
Don't knol" 0 r don' t rCl'le~lbc r ill) 4 7 3 -

(322) 100~; 100% 100'1. 100'J, 

197. Ho~ i/~pv·rt"nt was (l'articil'nnt I s) trail1il'S? 

Essential ( 87) 2U, 23' 29' 14' 
Very important ( 126) 39 35 40 58 
lIelpful but not vcry important ( 72) 22 23 23 14 
Not useful (34) 11 18 8 
Better oCf withuul i1 (l) 0 . 14 
Don't kno\\' or con' 1 rcmel,:')er ..,g) --l -.! -2 --

(322) 100~ 100x, 100'J, l00J. 

lC;3. Utilization Scor~ 

81 or higher ( 2(5) 63t 54% 6'7Yo 72% 
20 .SO ( 99) 31 37 29 14 
H' or Lnller (3) 1 1 14 
No h'tal score <1.5) 5 9 3 -

(322) lOOX, 1007. lOOt 100% 

Utilization Score 
TOTAL 75 or No Total 

TECHNICIAN gu ES TJ ONNAI Illi : ~. ~ ~ Higher 2.£..o!L.. 
Nll/llber ( 6lll) ( 160) ( 430) ( 28) 
l'erct'n! )r)(f~ 26~. 7Cf.~ 4% 

1~9. Interference wi til r.nnt''5=.t...:..._ ::otl~iJ.1.f!.. i/·t~.!"!.?~. 

Checked ( 109) l8;~ 18'1 l8·:~ !lib 
t\ot checkec!. (2,22) 82 82 ~ ..!2. 

( 1l18) 10O,'" 100'';' 100:'0 100% 

NUl1he r (200) (47) ( 149) (4) 
I' e rc-c:r!.! lOOt. 241- 74 X, 210 

200. lIow ~)llch C()l]tiU"1. witb P"rtl '.: i.I·',III! ~iJlc(, his return? 

l{el:uJar J.y (.1(» 23':(, 38".1. HI'Z, 
J'"r,:t"ll.'1"+ 1\1 ( 4~) 24 26 24 2S 
lIcc;\sinJ1ally ( R2) 41 28 44 7S 
011(:(' nr tlv ice (14) 7 6 7 
!-:ever /!let g~ 4 2 5 
Only social c , .. ' .. + 1 - _1 - -( 200) 100/. 100"n lont 1007.. 
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201. Utiliaation Score 

202. 

75 or higher 
18 - 74 
17 or lower 
No total score 

NUllber 
Pe'"rC'eii't 

Is there .n~one with whom 
Supervisor? 

Yes, my Supervisor 
No, not pay Supe.rvisor. 

sOllleone else 
No one ·~rained abroad 

NU/1Iber 
PerC'e'iit 

(94) 471 361 511 5~ 
(76) 38 51 34 25 
(10) 5 2 5 25 
,S1Q) ...12 -!! -.!2 -

(200) 1001 10~ 1~ 1001 

Did you rccoa.end that (Participant) 
TOTAL be .ent OD a Trainini Proiram? 

!2. " ~ !!2 Not Applicable 

(322) ( 143) ( 53) (126) 
lOOJ. 44' ~ 471 

~ou work who ha. been trained abroad? Is that lour 

but 

(322) 
10(JJ, 

(145) 4~ 51'J. 36' 42% 

( 94) 29 25 40 29 
~) 26 ~ 24 ..l2. 

(322) 10(JJ, 10ox. 10ox. 1001 

Before (Participant) left on his Progra., 
did this Organization have plans aD to 
how his Training would be utilized ••••• ? 

Don't k:now 
or don't Not 

!!! No remetlber Ap2licable 

( 216) ( 18) (6) ( 82) 
671 6'J. 2% 2Sl, 

203. Is there an~one with whom you work who has been trained abroad? Is that your 
SU2ervisor? 

Yes, Supervisor trained abroad ( 145) 4s:t 48% 39% l1l, 40% 
No, someone else but not the 

Supervisor (94) 29 30 5 SO 32 
~o one trained abroad ~) 26 22 S6 33 28 

(322) 10ct".\. 10ox, 1 o ox. 10m lOrn, 
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NUII\bc!r 
~t 

T01AL 

~. % 

(322) 
100% 

How important was (Participant's) Training •• 7 

til 
1/1 
1/1 
111 
:3 
t+ 
f". 
1\1 ... 

(87) 

2'" 

< 
Ib 

~ 
~. 

'8 
11 
t+ 
Po a 

( 126) 
~9'J, 

:l: 
.: Ib 
Ib ... 

... " '( .... 
C 

f" .... 
9 
-g[ 
11 t+ 
t+ 

~ 8 
t+t+ 

( 72) 
23'J. 

Z 
0 
r+ 

C 
1/1 
I'D .... c ... 

(34) 

11" 

f". )i6l 
t+t+ 

t+ 
I'D 
11 

0 .... .... 
• ,.. 
t+ 
::2' 
0 
c 
t+ 

11 8 
~ : a 
i[ 
11 0 

C 
0 
11 

Il. 
0 
C 

t+ 

(2) 

1'10 

2(:4. Is there any wi ttl whOin you work who has been trained abroad? I s that your 
Supervisor? -

205. 

, 

Yea. Super visor 
Not Supervisor, but 

someone else 
No one trained abroad 

Number 
~t 

( 145) 4~ 

( 94) 29 
i£) 26 

(J22) 10m. 

TOTAL 
!!.2 'X. 

(322) 

100\ 

62'X. 

28 
.-!Q 

100;'1, 

19 or 
lower 

(3) 
l'~ 

36'1. 44.*' 41'1. 

32 24 3.5 
.B 32 ..l1 .!Q.Q lQQ 
luat lOa!:. 100"'. 10Q1, IOO:~ 

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
Utilization Score 

81 or No Total 
20-BO Higher Score 

9) ( 20.5) (IS) 
3C1X. 64% S'J, 

Your eresent ~osition and the one :t0u had when :tou first returned I in what 
reseer.ts is it different? 

My prp.sent joh is better than the firs t 
Job aftf'r retllrn ( 114) 35% 33'1. 28% 4at 20X, 

My prpscnt job is worse than the fi rst 
jolJ aftf'r return (1) 0 0 

I chnn~ed from private business, 
industry, or profession to a Gov't 
J'losi tion (2) 1 1 7 

I chan~ed froM a Gov't position to 
private business, Industry, or 
professional pract~ce ( 8) 3 33 2 2 7 

Other c:hanp;es (53) .\6 33 15 IS 46 
No chal1ge (.ill) 45 33 ~ ~ 2Q 

( 322) 100r. 100% 100% 100% 1 oat 
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206. Is there anyone with whom you work who has been trained abroad? 
Supervisor? 

Is thdt ~ 

Yes, Supervisor 
Someone, other than Supervisor, 

trained abroad 
No one trained ahroad 

Number 
~t 

TOTAL 

No. % 

(322) 
10070 

( 145) 

( 94) 
S1!l) 

45'::. 

29 
26 

(322) 100~ 

33% 

33 
33 

100'0 

451. 47t 20 .. 

24 31 33 
31 22 ..£ 
lOO~ 1 C)O'; 100'; 

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: 
HilS any of the inforI~ati011 (Parti,:irunt) 
acquired on his Progran heen c:onvl!yec1 to 
Others? 

Yes 

(311) 

97.& 

No 

( 7) 
2;;' 

-- - - -----,..---
Don't kriow or 
don't remember 

207. PARTICIPAI'lI' QUESTIOII'NAi RE: 

Have you been <!ble to convey any of what YOII iedrned in the Program to other 

~? 

Yes 
No 

Number 
Pe"rC"ent 

208. SUPER VISOR QUESTIONNA IRE: 

TOTAL 

No. 

(322) 
100~ 

(320) 
~) 

( 322) 

99(, 
1 

1('0':;' 

90" - , 

SUPERVISOR QUESTlt)i\l\A IRE: 

I O()~, J()a~ 

lC'n1 10(t{, 

Did you help in planninG (Participant's) 
..:t.,:;r.,;:;a.,:;i,:.;n..:.l;,;.no:.S _P;..;r:.o;:;JG;:.:r:.;a:;;.m;::7'---___________ _ 

Yes 

( 150) 
47", 

No ,':ot Applicable 

( 82) 
25'>; 

Did you recommend that (Participant> be sent nn a TrainiOit/ l'roiiran? 

Yes ( 143) 44~ B-2:'\, 23~. 

No (53 ) 17 11 40 
Not applicable (..£2.) 39 7 37 100;', 

(322) 100:-:' 1 ()(B 100~, 1001. 
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SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
Utilization Score 

TOTAL 19 or 81 or No Tota! 
!i2. % ~ ~ Higher Score 

Number (322) (3) (99) (20S) (1S) 
~t lOot 1% 3Ctt 64% ~ 

209. SUPERVISJR gUBSTIONNAlRE: 

Did l:0u recommend that ( Particieant) be sent on a TraininG Pro~ram7 

Yes ( 143) 44% 33% 46% 41t 
No (S3) 17 17 17 7 
Not applicable (E2.) 39 ..E. 37 36 ~ 

(322) lOot loot 100% 100% 10C1k 

210. Who actually initiated (ParHcipant's) Trainins ProsraIQ7 

Participani (S) 2% 2% lex, 
.Someone in this Organization ( 120) 37 37 41 
Ministry or other Home Gov't 

Off icial (SO) 15 16 17 
USGI or leA Personnel (60) 19 33 19 19 10 
Univ. Official, Professor, Dept. 

Head, Student Adviser, etc. (2) l 1 0 
Other (Not included in the 

above categories) (2) 1 1 0 
Don't know or don't rellleroner (1) 0 1 
Not applicable ~) ....ll 67 23 22 90 

(322) lOot loox, 100~ 100):, 100% 

211. Before (Particieant) left on his Prosraml did this Or~ani7.~tion have elans as to 
how his Traininf, would be utilized? 

Yes ( 216) 67%' 33% 7riTo 71~ 170 
No (18) 6 " S 7 
Don't know or d0n't remember (6) 2 1 2 
Not applicable l§.?) 25 67 23 22 86 

(322) lOot 100';' 10070 1001 10070 

212. Your Eresent ~sition and the one l:0u had when l:0ll first returned. in what 
reseects is it different? 

My present job is better than 
the first job after return ( 73) 36';" 5rik 29% 40''; 4a~ 

My present job is worse than 
the first job after return (1) 1 1 

I chaneec frof'l private busilless, 
industry, 0r profession to a 
Gov't pOSl • (4) 2 1 3 
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I changed from a Gov't position 
to private business, industry, 
or professional practice 

Changes within Gov' t. Non-Gov' t 
or occup. fields 

Remain on same jobs 

(7) 4 

(26) 13 
ill) 44 

(200) , 100% 

10 

10 
30 

100% 

3 4 

15 12 
-1.! ..i! 
100% 100% 

15 
45 

100J. 

213. Is there anyone with whom you work who has been trained abroad? Is that your, 
Supervisor? 

Yes (89) 44% 
No (70) 35 
No one trained abroad ill) 21 

(200) 100;:' 

TECHN IC IAN ~U ESTI0NNAIllE : 

Number (200) 
~t 100'~ 

214. How much contact with Particip~nt since his return? 

Rer,ularly 
Frequently 
Occasionally 
Once or twice 
Never met 
Only social 

(46) 4'70 
(49) 7 
( 82) 41 
( 14) 24 
(8) 23 

.J..!), 1 

(200) 1()(]% 

215. Rating: Educational qualifications (of Participant) 

Adequate 
Inadequate 
Can't rate 

216. Rating: Intel lieence (of Participant) 

Ac!equate 
Inadequate 

270 

(186) 93~ 
(5) 3 

.J.2.) 4 

(200) l()O~ 

(194) 

~) 
91'k 

3 

(200) 10tr'. 

30% 
30 
40 

10~ 

45% 
39 
16 

100.". 

.(10) (76) 
57. 38'70 

20 
40 
20 
20 

20':' 
21 
50 

5 
4 

4S:-t. 
33 
22 

10M 

50% 
30 

2.Q 
10c/x' 

(94) (20) 
47% 10% 

39% 
30 
21 

7 
3 

2Cflo 
15 
55 

5 

_5 

loot 100'70 1~ 10o:t 

9070 
10 

100;:' 

9(f,~ 95't 
10 _5 

9~ 
2 

1007. 

40 

100X, 

9st 
_5 

100'{. 100:1. 100:(, 100:'l:. 



217. Ratins:: Lans:u~~e"k"ow1ed&e (of Participant) 

Adequate ( 1711) 1·9 ; 100:;' IW;" ~g, c)5'/o 
Inadequate ( 20) 10 J" <; 5 
Can't rate 0) I - - -- - -" 

( 20:'\) lOOl~ 100, 100,~, I orr;;, 1 (l():~ 

TECllNICh;, lsrE':i'fJOI\~\l;tE 

Utilization ~rore 

TOCHNICIAN gUESTJONNAInE 'l'I rl'JU, 17 or 7"~ or 1\0 Total 
t\o. ,", ).('\:,'<:r w- 74 Higher Score '. 

Number (200) (10) ( 76) (94) (20) 
PerCerit 100"(, sx. 38~, 474 101. 

21.S. Ratins: Attitude (of Partici2ant) toward training: 

Adequate ( 178) 89; 20'7. sn 98% 90\ 
Inadequate (I9) 9 80 10 2 5 
Can't rate ...52.) 2 3 - 5 - -

(200) 100\ 100'10 100% lOot 100i. 

219. Ratins: Attitude (of Par ticiJl~nt) toward job 

Adequate ( 179) 8 cr.: 3ro. d4h 10at 9ox, 
Inadequate (20) 10 70 15 10 
Can't rate .J .. .!> 1 

""-- -l -- -
( 200) 10~ l00'"l. 1 o ox. lOrn. 10~ 

220. Ra ti ns:: Pre-departll r " prep<u:ation 

Satisfactory (32) 16~ 2(}:'. 12% 21'1. SO; 

Unsatisfactory (3) 2 3 
Ca,!l't ra'te ( It15) 32 80 88 76 ~ 

( 200) lOOt 1001 10~ 100', l('lO~ 

221. Ratins: T~Ee of Prosrii/o 

Satisfactory ( 168) 841. 7(fl, 911, C)Y, 251 
Unsatisfactory un 4 10 4 .. 
Can't rate (.~.1) ,..g 20 5 . .-1 75 

( ?OO) 1 ()()',t 10m 10(Jl. IOrrr. 100i:. 



)') ') ............. , n at i 11 Ll~_s~'.~l".(: l :.!:~~~_t.!!!..c 52.yC! r apc 

Sil tisf ilC tor), OM) 8n 6ert.. 8570 96"'- 25:~ 

Un~a ti 'irar tory (9) 5 30 7 1 
Call't rate (25) 12 10 8 3 75 

y--

(200) 100'70 lOOX, 100:~ 100"/, 10cr1 

223. Rating: Level (of Pro~ran) 

~atisfactory (1"1) RO'(, 7rJl, 84';". 9P. 251, 
Unsatisfactory ( 7) 4 10 4 3 
Can't rate ill) 16 20 l?- 6 75 

(200) 100-1 100(, IX)", lOU' lOr];;' 

.TECHNICIAN "lJ[~:TlOI\NArRE 

TOTAL Utilization Scnre 

!!2. % 
J7 or 75 No Total TECHNICIAN qUESTIONNAI RE: or 
Lower 18-74 ~~ Score 

NUfolt:-er (200) ( 10) (6) ( 94) (20) 
Percent lOre'. 51. 3R"1, 47'~ 10~ 

224. Hating ;._, Lel1gth (of Progrllm) 

Satisfactory ( 158) 79"f.. 7(fl, 84% 81t7. 20-~ 

Unsatisfactory (18) 9 10 11 9 5 
Can't rate. ill) 12 20 5 3 75 

( 200) 100';', 10(fl, 100~ 1001, lOot 

225,. Rating: COlJl'trr,-{:ountries· (of trainins) 

S" ti:;t ar tory (177) 81:r.t 8ctY. 46", 9?~ 2S~ 

Un51l.tisfactory (1) 1 1 
Can't rate ill) 11 20 3 3 7.5 

(200) lOot 10m 100h 100'7. Ion .... 

226. HatiClll: i~l'proJlriate ~Iaterialsl Techni!]ues (used ..!.!.!.~I.!.'::.:..I:~.~~!..:..'.~~) 

Sa tis far. to ry (158) 7()~ 70', F);!·~ R9"7. 2 5~, 
Unsatisfactory ( 15) R 10 9 R 
Can't rate gz) 13 20 c 3 75 

(200) 1001. lOrJ'~ 100,;' 100-:' 100;~ 
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2:.!7. 

228. 

229. 

230. 

Compare this participant with others: With respect to ilT'i'ortance of his Job 
to over-all Economic deve10ement of this Countr}: 

High ( 52) 26% 10/; 16'70 3110 20% 
Fairly High ( 72) 36 20 38 36 3S 
Average ( 63) 32 30 39 25 35 
Low (13) 6 '40 7 2 10 

( 20n) 100" 1001 100", 100'!0 100;~ 

Contacts before Trainins: He1Eed select him for training 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable 

Contacts before training: lIe1~ed ~lan 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable 

Coordinated his Prosr<ll'l ",i th eme10rer 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable 

TOTAL 

!!2, '/! 

TECHNICIAN gUBSTIONNtUI\E 

Number (200) 
~t ]l)n", 

(10) S·~·, 

(13 ) 7 
(.!2.Z) 83 

( ~OO) 100', 

hi s Prosr;un 

(12) u 'J 

( 11) 6 

(l.~~) Ril 

( ~on) ] 001, 

(}2) 6'10 
(II) 6 

( 177) 88 

( 200) 100'. 

10 
90 

100", 

10 
90 

1007, 

10 
90 

4"', R'l"', 

8 6 
88 Rf, 100 

100", 100 " lOOt, 

5'" . J 9' • 
7 5 

88 86 100 

100', 100-;' 10(}l, 

5 () 

7 
88 

100", 

5 
Sf:> 100 

TOCHNIC IA~; (~LJESTICNr-;AI RE 
Compa~e this Par ticipant ~'i n pther:s: ;Htl 
respect to his :\';ilitl to dn !>is J()~' with
out olltside hcll'_~' ~nll 

Fa.irly 
High High t\vpr ,\1;(, 

--------

(t-3) (66) 
3 n, 33", 

(50) 

JO~, 

J,,',,' 

(10) 
)" 

. 'c'll' t knnw 
or don': 
rfl'r1f'~ ~ :"r 

231. Rating: Pre-departure prepar~tion (Q. 1(9) 

Satisfactory ()2) 1 (,':, 16 ", ?-O:;, 14:~ lO;~ 

Unsatisfactory (3 ) 1 3 2 
Can't rate ( 165) 83 ill 7fl 86 90 100 

( ,~(\\) 100;' In(Y, 1(1) , 100', l()n" IN17, 
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232. Rating: Type of Program (Q.199) 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

233. Ratins: Level of Program (Q. 199) 

Satisfactory 
Vnsa ti sfactory 
Can't rate 

234. Rating: Length (of Program) 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

TarAL 
~. 'J, 

TECHt<;ICIAN gUBSTI~RB 

Number 
PerCe'iit 

(200) 
1000, 

( 16S) 
(8) 

(24) 

114'10 
4 

12 

7S'fo 88% 
B 1 

17 ..l.! 

9.~ 

2 
3 

501, 
10 
40 

(200) 1~ 100~ 10~ 10070 100~ lOOt 

( 161) 
(7) 

ill) 
(200) 

Bot 
4 

]6 

10~ 

(158) 7ft/. 
(IS) 9 
ill) 12 

(200) 1001, 

76% 78'% 92% 
523 

19 20 _5 

100% 10ax. 1001 

76t 
5 

19 

lOOt 

8?;t 
9 
9 

100;(, 

87\ 
10 
3 

1001 

TECHNIC IJ\N QUESTlCl-INAl RE 

500. 100"0 
10 
40 

10m. 

40'f. 
20 
40 

lOOt 

10cn, 

lOot 

Compare this Participant with Others: With 
respect to his ability to do h.l.s job with
out outside help 

( 63) 
31% 

Fairly 

~ Average 

( 59) 
3O't 

(10) 
SL 

Don't know 
or don't 
remember 

( 2) 
1~ 

~35. Rating: Coantry/Countries of Training 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 

BB~. 

1 
11 10 

91% 

9 

Q.ff. 
2 
3 40 

10m. 

(200) 100~ 100~ 10~ 100~ 100~ JOcn, 

~16. Hating: AppropriatE' Materials, Techniqlles used in Trainil'g Program 

Sa Usf ac tory 
Unsatisfac tory 
Can't rate 

( 158) 
(IS) 

l?2) 
( 2no) 
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7Q', 

8 
13 

10()i, 

731. 82% 86~ 

8 4 10 
19 14 _4 

100~ 10ar. 100l. 

501 lOot 
10 
40 

lOot l~ 



237. 

TOTAL 
No. % 

NUMber (09)* 
~t 10C1%. 

SUP.EJ{VI SOR gUESTIONNAIH.E: 

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: Contribution of train~ 
ing to'~articipant's job performance (Q. 197) 

Don't. knotof 
or don't 

Major Minor Importance Usefulness remember 

( 57) (31) (10) (3) (8) 
52'), 291, 9% 3% 1'10 

As a gua1ification for his present Job, how important was (Participant's) 
Trainin~ Prosram (Q. 189)7 

Essential (30) 28% 26% 36% 10% 331. 25% 
Very important ( 46) 42 46 39 50 33 25 
Helpful but not very important ( 20) 18 18 19 20 34 12 
Not useful (12) 11 10 3 20 38 
Don't know or don't remember ...i!) 1 - 3 - - - -

(109) 10~ lOOt 100'70 loot 100~ 100% 

* Note: CT-237 & 238 show supervisor & technician data on 109 participants. 

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRB 
Utilization Score 

TOTAL 17 or 75 or No Total 
No. '7. ~ ~ Higher Score 

Nll1!1her ( 109) ( 7) (37) (55) (10) 
Pe"r"Ceiit 10070 610 34% 51% 9% 

238. SUPERVISOH (~UESTICN:\AIRE: 

Utilization Score 

81 or l1i,~ller 

20 - 80 
No total score 

:2.75 

(70) 
(33) 

( 6) 

(10C ) 

64';;' 57'7. 62:~ 6~ SO% 
30 29 30 27 50 

6 14 8 ~ -
100;-, 1Octr. 10C1%. 10ox. 100% 



3. METIiODOLOOICAL APPENDIX: Detailed descriptions of procedures 
used in: 

a. SAMPLING 

Sources of Information 

Personal background and current job inf0rmation on all 
1529 participants returned from overseas technical assistance 
training prograi . ..3 before June 30, 1960 was taken from factual 
data sheets in the AID training office. Current whereabouts 
and em~loyment were verifi~d on all but one percent (1%) by 
direct mailing and personal inqui~y among former employers 
and associates. This was done by the survey staff during 
the period of interviewing from November 1961 to April 1962. 
The main body of data was derived from an ext~nsiVf~ interview" 
using a pre-tested questionnaire of 146 items, c.onducted by 
professionally trained interviewers for a random sample of 
618 participants which comprised 40% of the total population. 
Two hundred and three immediate supervisors and 36 AID tech
n1C1ans were also interviewed regarding sub-samples of 332 
and 200 of these participants, respectively. 

Sampling Procedure 

A stratified, random sam~le was drawn from the file of 
all 1529 participants who had returned from training abroad 
during the period of the training program from 1951 through 
June 30, 1960. This arbitrary cut-off date was set in order 
to evaluate employment following the training period. It is 
also the cut-off date reconunended by AID-i'lash ington to provide 
uniformity of data collection from various cOllntries partici
pating in the world-wide survey. Factual data sheets. with 
information regarding each participant at time of. selection 
for training, were first grouped by the ten major areas of 
training, then sub-grouped by flscal year ill which partici
pants returned from training. Withir each sllb-group, names 
were arranged alphabetically according to romanized spelling. 
Starting at a purely chance point, 714 names were drawn from 
t~e entire file by a consistent skip pattern so as to derive 
approximately 600 names of participants who would be avai lable 
for interview (Table A). After extensive .;earching it was 
determined that OV4!!r 12% of those whose names \'Jere dralvn were 
either permanently or temporarily out of the country on 
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private or government affair£ and so were unavailable for in-
terview. All others were interviewed except one percent (1%) 
who were deceased, infirm, in detention or difficult to 
contar. t. 

Sample Accurately Represents Total Population 

Reference to the following Tables reveals the same, or 
nearly the same, percentage distribution in the total popula
tion and in the interview sample for all the following 
population characteristir~: 

Table 2. Area )f Residence 

A. Avai labi Ii ty for interviews 
C. Residence when interviewed 
D. Age , . ..,hen interviewed 
E. Level of posi t ion at time of interview 
c; . Partici pant s[lonsorship 
H. Number of training programs 
I. Calendar vea r left 
K. Training fields of activity 
L. Func t ional fielts of training 
M. Primary cOlIn try of training 
,<. Pa tterns l t rhanee 
5. Position Level \~hen selected 
8. Sex 

It may be aSSl.lmf'0 frol1\ the close similarity of these find
ings, that the extensive interview data obtained from the 
sample truly characterizes the entire population of 1529 
participants. To the extnnt that selection, training and 
follow-up procedures \~ere .. ut m~rkedJ.y altered fo.',lowing June 
30, JS~O, most ()[ the findings from t:lis sample may be extra
polated with reasonable caution to describe the utilization of 
training for !Jar ti cipants returned from trair.ing a year or two 
later. 

Reference to Questions U, V, and i~ shows the comparative. 
distributions of field of train ing, vear retqrned, and age of 
the study sample and the two sub-samr1es, of 332 and 200 
participants each, about whom the supervisors and AID 

technicians reported. 111e s1.1b-sarn!)les are sufficiently 
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large 4nd proportionately distributed to provide representative 
data. 

Out-of-country Participants 

The 141 participants reported out-of-country in 1961 are 
known to inc lude SOl,le who were away temporaril y on business for 
their firms or on government missions. Nevertheless, they 
could not be i~cluded among those available for inter~iew. 
Since they account for 12% of the random sample of names drawn 
for the study, it is well to know what bias, if any, is shown 
in the distribution of the group. Question K shows no signi
ficant bias in the distribution of the out-of-country group by 
the ten major areas of training. Question J, distribution by 
time period returned from training, shows that 32% of the out
of-country group returned from training before July 1954, 
whereas only 13% of the sample returned in that period of time. 
This is a highly significant difference aoo indicates a slight 
decrement in representation fo{' this gl.."OUP from those who might 
otherwise have been available for interview. There is an even 
more marked differelJce, in the oprosi te direction, for the most 
.recent year covered in the study (1959-60), thereby leaving a 
somewhat larger proportion of partie ipants aVailalble for inter-
view from this group. The extent of this bias can be 
demonstra~ed by pointing aut that if 25 more participants had 
been out-of-country for the 1 Q59-60 pe ri~nd 25 less. for the 
period before July J 954, then the c istribution wou1d1i'ave been 
the same as that of the total ropu1ation and the 40% drawn for 
the sample studied would have bee/1 altered by adding 10 to tre 
early period and subtractinG 10 from the recent period. 
Question M shows the distribution of the total population, tre 
sample and the out-of-country groups by c:ountry of training. 
There is a significantly greater proportion of the out-of
country group from thore who had training in the U.S •. Had 
these been proportionally distributed tl~ re would have been 
eight more participants interviewed from the U.S. trai~ed 

group and eight less from the non-U.S. trained group. Con-
clusions drawn r~lative to annual trends or country of .. 
training should take into account any possible effect of this 
samp·ling bias. 

b. TRANSLATING - INTERVIEiVIl\G - CODING 

The questionnaire '''as first tralls1ated into Mandarin by 
the Taiwan Translation Service, then back-translated into 
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English by Mr. K.P. Yen a translation specialist of AID,IC. 
Finally, these translations were examined in detail by the 
interviewers and research consultant to insure that each con
cept preserved the intended objective of the inquiry when 
rendered in a verbal interview. Since about 15% of the 
interviews contained a large mixture of Japanese and about 30% 
a mixture of Taiwanese, these idioms' were Care fully \'.reighed .in 
determining the final form of Mandarin most sui tible to serVe 
as a base. A few concepts, stich as a five point rating scale, 
for instance, were found difficult to render in Mandarin wi th 
labels similar to those used in English. Agreement was reached 
after repeated trials and back-translations achieved optimal 
results. 

Interviewing and coding was done by a local staff of eight, 
four from the Mainland and four from Taiwan, selected for their 
training and experience in social science, their proficiency in 
at least two idioms of Mandarin, Taiwanese and Japanese plus 
Engiish, and their freedom to concentrate their time. and . 
attention on the deroands of the survey. They were employed by 
the Joint Technical Assistance Committee of CUSA, JCRR and 
AID,.t: and worked under the immediate instruction and supervision 
of the research consultant made available by AID/Washington. 

Participants were invited for interviews away from their 
places of employment to specially prepared rooms with inform~l 
lounging' furniture and pleasant surroundings where a rel~~ed and 
friendly atmosphere was encouraged. Interviews usually re
quired from Ii to 2! hours. All participants had been well 
informed about the nature and purpose of the interviews and so 
were very cooperative. This was accomplished through news 
releases, articles published in the participant association 
(SATCA) newsletter, talks to regional association meetings, 
letters from the Division Chief of CUSA and from the research 
director. 

c • MACHINE PROCESSING 

The Data Processing Center, Council ior U.S. Aid, Taipei, 
Taiwan, punched, verified and processed the data on 5111 II3M 
cards with IBM Card Punch Machine Number 024 Card Verifier 056, 
Sorter 082-083, Tabulator 421 and 407, and Collator 077. A 
complete recheck was made of all coding and card punchins, thus 
achieving a degree of reliability very close to 100%. 
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4. A Occupational Categories - List I 

Category 1 Top Policy Makers, Exe~utives ~nd Administrato!!. 
National level and(or National impact. 

Category 2 Policy Makers I Executives and Administrators. second 
level and/or non-national impact. 

Category 3 Suborqinate Management I Program and Administrative 
Officials, Line or Staff. 

Category 4 Engineers. Professional - Operating and Research and 
and Development other than program and administrative 
officials. 

Category 5 Professional Occupations - (~erating and Research and 
Developmer;t otter than program and administrative 
officials and engineers. 

Category 6 J~b-professional Occ~Eations - Operating and Research 
~nd Development. 

Category 7 Supervisors. Inspectors. Foremen - Operations or Shoe 
Occupations. 

Category 8 Artisans, Craftsmen. 

Category 9 Occupations not elsewhere classified. 
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4. A 

Division 

A 

B 

C 

D 

B 

p 

G 

H 

Classification of Economic Activities - Jist II 

Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 

Mining and Quarrying 

Manufacturing, Maintenance and Repair 

Engineering and Construction 

Electricity, Water, Gas and Sanitary Services 

Transport, Storage and Communication Services 

Commerce, Banking and Insurance 

Services, Other - (Government and non-governmen~ 
including educatiohal, public 
safety; medical, legal and 
specialized government services) 
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4. B Question 16. Major Pield of University Study Prior ..!2 
Training 

AGRICULTIJRB 

10. Agricultural Chemistry 

11. Agricultural Economics 

12 .. Agricul tural Engineering 

13. Agronomy' 

14. Hor ticulture 

15. Forestr;" 

16. Veterinary & Animal 
Husbandry 

17. Home Economics 

18. Agr iculturR J Science 

19. Agricultural Miscellaneous 

ENGINEERING 

21. Chemical Engineering 

22. Me~hanical Engineering 

23. Electrical Engineering 

24. Civil Er.ginceril13 

25. Aeron~utical Engineeling 

26. Mining Engineering 

~7. Railway Administration 

~8. Architecture 

29. Engineering Miscellaneous 

BUSINESS AI}.IIl'\I STRATI ON 

31. Accounting & Financing 

32. Currency and Ranking 

33. Administration of nusiness 
&. Industry 

34. Foreign Trade 

28? 

MEDICAL 

41. Medicine 

42. Dentistry 

43" Pharmacy 

44. Nursing 

45. Public Health 

LAW 

51. Law 

52. Politics & Public 
Adminis tra ti'on 

LIBERAL ART 

61. EJucation 

62. Foreign Literature 
Language 

63. History 

64. Chinese Li teratur(! 

and 

65. Liberal Art Miscellaneous 

SCIEN:E 

71. Physics 

72. Chemistry 

73. Zoology 

SOCIAL SCIENCE 

81. Economics 

82. Sociology & Penology 

83. Social Work' 

84. Geot'rarhy 

OTIJEH 

90. !,iisce11ane\llls Tech;, i c ,1 J 
Cnllrses 



4. C Extracts of Technicians' ,responses in Eval \Iation of General 
Training Program 

Following are extracts of replies Made by 311 USC'l>: technicians 
in reS[1onse to five qllestions ref-arding tile over-all particir'ant 
training program. The fi vequestions were: 

1. Now ,I have a few questions on the program in general. 
For this question 1 would like to have your opinions 
about the effectiveness of the participant trainillg 
program in your field. Do you have some strong 
feelings about either its strong or ~eak points that 
you NOU ld c are to talk about? 

2. In what \oJays are YOll satisfied with what USa! has done 
in this country to make for good utilization of the 
participant's training? 

3. In what ways are you dissatisfied with what USOM has 
done in this country to make for good utilization of 
the participant's training? 

4. Are there any techniques or methods of follow-up that 
you think are particularly good to use? 

5. In what ways could the host government and the l' .S. 
derive greater benefits from the training trogra:n? 

In order to preserve anonymity of respondents, most identifying 
information has been avoided, alit an effort has been made to present 
extracts of all or nearly all of the cOMMents relevant to the 
evaluation. No effort is made here to indicate hOft! n13.ny times a 
given comment or similar comment has been made. Tl)at may be found 
by reference to the tabular analysis of coded COMments in the final 
report of the evaluation. 

The classification of extracts under headings is arbitrary and 
not always entirely fitting. It is hoped the breakdown may help 
the reader. 

SELECTION 

Not sending any participants this year - sent several eood 
men - that's enough - difficulty finding others qualified 
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fot: training. 

Due to large nllT'lber already trainee. li ttle need for 
adc'i,tional training. Previous participants well qualified, 
well trained and well utiJized~ 

We have trainee so many - should be less need for additional 
training and more use of those already trained. We are 
using them in training prograrns - c0l11d he Ilsed !'lore. 

Selection ShOllld be based on required te r hnical develop::ent 
of· China ref:J.rdless of popularity of suggested candidate. 

t-Iore careflll selection needed - still room for improvement. 

Technicians should get acquainted wi th organization, 
supervisor and prospective candidates for training before 
selection is mace - Pre-selection process I"ould circumvent 
the favoritism. 

USOM should engage more actively in initial selection of 
candidates. Advisor should be allm'led to contribute to 
initial selection. Technician can assist in utilization 
if more i.nvolved in selection. 

Easier to train younger person than older. Older men need 
to be "de-trained" in S()me old concepts. Training younC 
men '.,.oulc be simpler and more effective. On the other 
hand, some leaders have to be lIsed in immediate present -
hence training would have to be lonRer for these men. 

Selection shnuld be on basis of desire tn contrihute - thus 
rewarding righ t attitudes and behavior - instead of nepotism 
and political service. 

Initially we sent well selected men for trai.ning in •.....•.. 
More recently we have sent too many. One top management 
man would be better than several young men who fail to get 
what they need and cannot be adequately used. 

Since so !'lany people have been trained for •.......... " I 
now disapprove artditional training - except for new fields 
of training. 

We are urged to try to fill quota-arbitrarily-quantity is 
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emphasized. USCM has little to say about placement and 
utilization. Local officials can be threatened but not 
very effectively - participants often selected as "reward" 
for services - Technicians often tend to "ride along" just 
to get work off their desks. 

Extremely difficult to get new slots assigned for training -
too long lead time required to get committment tor slot from 
USOM - too much politics in selection of participants. 
Technicians confronted with "take it or leave it" on small 
number of candidates. Too many persons involved in 
selection decisions. 

Sometimes we yield to pressures and send participants for 
training who in final analysis may not be utilized -
Sometimes technician is to blame - sometimes technician is 
not supported in his judgment on selection. 

Need better selection for projects as well as better 
definition of areas of training -"Spending budget takes 
precedence over good selection - Many Americans are ihtimi
dated by poli tical pOI'ler - Fee I they hetter be sure to 
spend money than make proper assignments. 

Mainlanders often favored over local Taiwanese, regardless 
of capabilities. 

Training in t:. S. usee as po Ii tical plum to favor friends 
because per diem is so !ligh they can demand "pay-offs" and 
still the participant can save enough money to pay for 
return trip to U.S. after :2 years obligation. We should 
pay only actual expenses. 

Require that previously trailled participant be used before 
sending new participant in t!1eir place. 

China should insure selecti0n of suitable participant and 
on return encollra(""c ther:] to train others - thus reducing 
need fClr training others in {I.S. 

One way rro~raI'l COt1'c.~" bp benefitted grt"'ltly 'floulct be 
elimination of favoritism - but since U.S. is guest in a 
host country, in some in"t;mccs 'lOSt country forces us to 
take participants Who are not ~elJ ~ualified. 
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Observe specific jobs where well trained man could be 
placed and evaluate entire list of past trainees for 
possible placement • 

.ENGLISH LAf\'GUAGE 

Frequently best technical selectee is eHminate~ due to poor 
En~lish - Often those sent are handicapped in language 
capabili ties. 

Perhaps longer English language training is needed • 

.English examination anc training should be more related to 
field of technical training. FAA Academy for international 
training at Oklahoma City would provide glossary of terms 
and ideas. Even if participant's basic English is not so 
good - his knowledge of technical tems should be of 
unquestioned value. 

Inadequate preliminary method of evaluating language quali
fication for broad field of competition, ' .... !tere both language 
and specialized technical skill are required. 

Should administer languare exam periodically and draw 
candidates from these exams. 

Langllar:e School and Training Off ice are satisfactory. 

Loca t culture demands tha t "top man" be sent - often he 
cannot pass English test - difficult to send best man 
because of this. 

Need longer time for preparing selectees for training - in 
language - Sometimes alternates, with languaF,e ability, may 
not be the best. 

English language requirement is a handicap in .••.•••••• 
field. If Jaoanese is fluent, send to Japan. 

Strengthen English training program. 

PIA\"NING AND COORDINATION TRAINING 

Make training more appropriate to local needs. 
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Technic ian, wi til kllo\"lecge of unic]lle denands of l0cal 
situation, should. contribute to ~llallning of training and 
later util izatioll. Training supervisors in America should 
know something abollt local needs and training to follo\" 
sugr:estions of [;SOM technicians. 

Greater planning of and fTllltlnl IInderstandirl!; and (l'reement 
of just what [larticipant is expectec' tCI do on his return -
that ilis trair.inr:: ';h'Jllld t'e IJseJ for economic development
shollld he elclt'l)' .lJI'._ furna1ly :;tlted to participant by 
host t:;overrH"cnt officials before sE'lecLir)n is completed. 

Plannin~ n( training pro,;rarl should encompass governIp.ent 
offic:ia]s, c:oml'any rJJ.llar:;ers ane supervisors and L'Sl1l-1 
technicians - b) :ir,slIre h,tter uTlcerstanding of value of 
traini ng and a:~re[';'ent tn .1110\<.' participant to contribute 
benefits nf tLlir'i!:!; ()Il his return. 

In ............ alth-:r;1J Ilti]ization is often satisfact(lry, 
there art' Plany C;ll)C\')le rt'till-ned i'articipant nl)t [lcrmitted 
to rractice '.'/hat they Je:Hned becallse slJrervisors have not 
had trail1ji'l~ - /\15\), ';21 1 'lIlalific(i returned r:lrtici[lants 
are by-passed ,111\; blp [""itinns a .... filled hy men ~"ho have 
not had trJ. i ni II.£;. 

Shollld use qllalified returned rarticil'ant in higher echelon 
jobs and pay them better for aS~;llmi ng responsibi 1 ity - now 
they r,et only statlls anei P0t salary. 

More recognitioll Sil\Julc 11(' Given to il1portance of training 
as cri tical aspect C)t nvrraJ 1 ilssi st;"lllr(, [Jrogram. 

Cnns'J1t an::' ;l:'vi';t, ',;itb le<lc:C'rs l"Pglrding"perifications of 
jl)bs bcfor~ ~;" Il'cling f1lf~r, til t reti 11. ~1i\y req~,j re moving 
present cncl.Im[!f'nt::; ()ut of 1)()·"iti"Il~; - this vlill necessitate 
careflll position ilfl,Llysis to ;1eet ['roject ,1CI'U/l(~S. Set up 
priL)ritics of jlliJ re'i"lrcnerlts <lrld then fit selection anc 
trainin:; pri0riti,..'s t I tlli" rC(:':irement. 

Choice nf C,1I:.~i,;.1t(~ ,;11()lIlc; 110 prec:eccd lw o():~er\'ation of 
man's \'Jort. if I "is '>hlll> te' kn(wl \"lJat man is needing to know 
and can '1tilize. 

US(~I has -:lIl\e \'h'11 i'; tyinf~ tr;1inirl;~ l'l'Orrar te' artual 
needs - sf'lcrtillg pr",'cr nell ani trainillf, them - Cltipese 
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Ministry of Personnel also has cooperated well. 

Host government should exercise greater integrity in 
nomination and use of candidates, and U.S. should constantly 
remind them of potential long range benefits to be derived 
by adhering to objectives of program. 

We should exercise greater coordination in follOW up and use 
of trained people between Participant Training Program _ 
Fullbright and Leadership Specialization of U.S. Embassy. 

USO'i has planned programs and then trained partic ipants for 
these programs. In •••.•.... all training was pr oject 
related. 

Present trend toward academic and theClretic tra.i rd.ng is, not 
project related. 

Training in general is fairly ef fective. Se lect ion of 
trainees and training su~jects cou l d be improved by better 
coordination as training in land and water resources has in 
$ome cases ov~r past years been s pCln sored by numeroqs 
government a~erc ies involved in varying de grees of land and 
water resource development through dif fe rent channe ls of 
application and through several branches of"U.S. and U.N. 
aid. 

Host government could submit all reque sts of variollS gClver n
ment agencies at different levels for training f r om UN, 
A.I.D. and others in various activities through one high 
level responsible government authorit y for pll rpCl se of review, 
screening and coordination with national needs. 

Overall traininG should be planned ill l ong ran~ e terms for 
•........ , .u:ea. . Training is g ood but more is ncedee. 

WI" ie l~ .t that '.'/ashjngt n clrt IIgeo It..ss than fully effective 
prflgrrun in U.S. for •.. ••. ... - '.~e sometimes write di r ec t ty 
to U.S. companies regardi ng training, bu.t rla s hi ng t on J ikes 
to do a 1.1 plann ~ng \-,1 i.ch c.. ft e n was less than what we con
sidered hest . 

We were ge tt i ng in to a ru t of plac ' ng tr ainee" in th e sare 
government, .. . ,. ,' pro ject s (TVA, etc . ) causing too mudl 
innreediJ1g . We need to get p iva' i n lIs try i n U. S , to 
participate more ill trt inil1g. 
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)'le would like for ~yashington to giv~ r10re attention to 
recommellcations for training in spec ific AMerican insti
tlltil)ns made by American technician on the local post. 

- :,'t'ashington, D.C. hC'.s been lax in scheduling trainins for 
too short period - in too many places - Cooks tour too 
fast. 

- Washington training office is understaffed to accompli~h 
planning needed to make training most appropriate. There 
should be wider contacts. 

- In the ••••••... industry Washington should require visits 
to trade schools at vocational and university levels to 
ret training with demonstration equipment. 

- Too few people in i'lashington to judge what ought to be 
most effective training program 1n .••.••...•••• for 
participant from China. A strong U.S. agency is less 
likely to expose participant to his clients - only weak
est agency would engage participant - School training 
too theoretical - 1.'Ihat they need is practical common 
sense training in this field. 

- i~e give advice rcg·ardin(>" training - hilt they are turned 
over to the Bureau of •....... ' ........ in the U.S. and 
often they do not get the kind of traininf we advise. 
ProhleM is to get good instructors. Should s~ow parti
cipant m~th()cis comparable to their own country - Private 
organiza tions often better than public for sui table train
ing. 

- In general, I think training pro~raIT1 shouJ,~ l'e longer. 
I'm against "Cooks Travel Tour" - cover too !111ci1 in too 
short time - see too many tllirgs - can not 3.!~preciate 

fundamentals. (ImDortant thing note~ by one very com
petent participant on such a hurried tour \'Jas a sign 
'",hich l'e c()riec and llsed on 'lis return - "Keep Door 
Closed" on refrigerator). 

Three-fol1rths of traininr tinle should hI' j n concer.tr'l.ted 
area. 

- Discontinue sendin[: participant on visiting tours anc 
insist on stlldy pro,r::rams. Many sent on year's trip to 
see different plants. They en:j UfJ sepin:: so rJitny tlley 
can IT!ak~ little LIse of "II;at they see. 
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I know of a partici.pant sent to stlJdy eIel'1entary princi
ples he had already learned 12 years ~arlier. Class 
schedules avail able ill !\f,1eLi Ca should determine timing 
for sending participant instead of hav~ng lIil'1 take what
ever is given ,,,hen" he 8rrives ''':lether of benefit or not. 
Technician in field should set trainir1l' reqllirernents and 
have them follo\oJed. 

- Pl'/lce more emphasis on acacerIJic degree training in future. 

- In ••••••••••••••• there should be one or two persons 
int'ensivelY trained with complete Ilniversi ty training. 
Country needs foundation for long range pI anning for local 
training in this fie Ie rather than senc ing large nlllT11:-er of 
people to U.S. for too sho rt time, I have been traininr 
one man here for this job but he should have more univer
sity training. 

- Orientation should stress tlse to he r'ace of training. 

- In medicine training a man for full qualification requires 
3 or more years to meet U.S. and international st~ndards. 
Men from here who have haa complete training of 3 years or 
more (financed otherwise than U. So) are far super ior in 
knowledge, experience, judgment and teaching ability. 

- Should have more practical on-the-job field I',oork training. 
First hand contact with American operations, particularly 
"where these are such as can be satisfactorily used in lo
cal situations. 

- So many sent for trainin~ they get only a visitor's tour 
of observation .0 don't ge t a cll ance to ,."ork wi th jobs and 
see how things are coordinated from nne phase of con
struction to another. 

I think construction tr,lining call 11')1" be f,iven better right 
here under the American contractors. 

On-the-job training \lJith fl)ll participation is best. 

Training should includt ~Uld'; 'lLientation in proper appli
~ation of skills to local nepds. 
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- Men are sent to too many oifferent places - too short a 
time - crave].l il1~~ <li.i over - back and forth-week here and 
d. \veek there - enti rel y unnecessary - often unre la ted t('l 
JOU. 

r· Entire T.A. pro(;ram could he strengthened if U .. S. govern
l!lent could allow the participant to "get his hands dirty" 
by doing rather than mere.1y looking. 

- Training is ot l:ell idealistic - no t specific to needs in 
host country. In ..•......•..• processing they should 
know actual l'lachinery. Training programs Ilave been good 
except for oppo rtuni ty to learn ordinary housekeeplIIg 
and sanitation with practical demonstrations - should at-
tend ............... conventions where equipment is de-
monstrated. 

- Should be greater use of third country trai.ning f('lr tech
I11cal skills. 

- Participant often frllst:ated b' !lot having available 
materials and equipment with which they were trained in 
U.S. Thlls 3rd country !!':tining may be more aooropriate 
to local potential. 

- University training often too advanced - not fundamental
serious planning in relating training to actual ~ would 
be more valuaDle - training in ........•••..•••. should be 
in Japan. 

- We should send locals to 3rrl country training in many 
cases where they can fie t the pract 1.caJ tra' nj ng.. The hi gh
ly technical equipment in the U.S. is l.l',,)o::;~~i:>le for them 
to have here - so one person brought in on contract to 
train in local needs is far bet':er. 

- Need for Us way of thinking not needed as much as before
need for US training will ~iminish and ~rd country train
ing increase. 

POll-Ot'I-UP RECORDS AND PROCEDURES 

Returned participant should give 3. to 5 lectures at National 
faiwan University or Taichung University - Take pictures of 
training tour to use as audio-visual aides in teaching. 
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.. Bven prior guarantees tend to be less than effective .. 
Some retu~ned participants are unable to get into job 
inunediately • 

.. As participants return an~ prove their ability to work 
unassisted, the American technician should be transferred. 
This is not being done in a11 instances • 

.. I~forMation on past participants in file not sufficiently 
identified - similarity of names, etc. 

- Through SATCA a periodic survey of returned participant 
to make note of increased earnings, responsibilities and 
promotions • 

.. SATCA is a good idea. 

USOM failS to hold sufficient seminars to explain to key 
men, foremp.i1 and supervisors the use of returned partici
pants • 

.. No trade journals in some fields .. Should have information 
in areas of trainirig published in bulletins for specific 
users. 

- US(l.1 has done OK, but could do more on follow up by Some 
system for participants to make annual report encouraging 
them to prp.3ent ideas and plans about use of their train
ing. 

- Periodic check of sponsor to see use made of returned 
participant • 

.. Participants with lots of good ideas which seem to threaten 
supervisor could be helped by periodic contact permitting 
him to speak of his ideas • 

.. No matter how hard we work at it we lose track of some 
participant .. after 2 years obligation period we fail to 
maintain incentive for continued service • 

.. Inadequate information channeled from technician to his 
successor regarding background of participant. 
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- Organize local professional group to provide research add 
service. Chinese Institute of Mining and Metallurgical 
Engineers is organized for this purpose to assist all 
participants and' others. 

- SATCA organization activities and publications are good 
way to maintain identification of participants with their 
training. 

- Local project management should be responsible to see that 
participant's ability is used regardless of boss' suspi
cion of threat. 

- There are numerous examples of trainees doing outstanding 
job due to technical encouragement and intervention in 
placement. 

- More benefit if they keep participant in slot for which 
trained - period of 2 years with institution or agency 
should be extended. 

- Make frequent contacts with participants .• observe what 
they are doing - learn how appropriate their training 
was - determine if more beneficial use could be made of 
their training. 

- Training office should be staffed with responsible local 
employees to follow-up all returned participants.as full 
time job. We protect our major investments in othe~ 
fields, why not in training. 

Call several participants together in same field for 
group meeting. 

- Audio-visual center sends publications at regular inter
vals to all deans of extension and instruction and others. 

There is inadequate info7"lTlation on background of 'parti
cipant from technician to his successor. 

- Some technicians too involved in cllrrent activities to 
keep up with participants trained earlier. 

- Technician's time too limited for adequate follow up. 
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_ Personal cont&;ct by technician in field is most desirahle -
with adequate and easily accessible records on earlier 
participants from fo oner American technician - shC'ulcl go on 
~s long as Americ~n technicians are here to follow-up. 

- Should ~aintain file of current information on all returned 
participants. 

- As posi Hons are available - or ne''I projec: ts are developed 
- USOM should have a roster of manpower resources already 
trained and available. 

- Participant and supervisor SilOUld he rcqllired to report on 
job pro~ress every 6 months for a minimu~ of 2 years, or 
for whatever time they are working on the iob or a related 
job. 

The initial report of returned participant should F-i ve a 
detailed description of products, raw materials, processes 
and e~ll/ipment studied - especially in processinp, slIrplus 
products from America. 

US(\'.l should enr.ourage associations in srecial fields _ 
semin~rs and conventions to keep abreast of mode~n deve
lopments - coordinate with American associations - this 
is being done in ••..•.•. field. 

- Semi-annual meetings of SA1r.A should be continued and en
couJi,ageo. 

Technician Sl10uld require participant to come to his 
office periodically to discuss his job - away from his 
boss. 

- Having lU!1ch t07,eeler an.:' r:()iIW on field trips with par
ticipant occasionally is best I-Jay to exchange information. 

- I Hke the ','lay usa1 interviews returned puticipant to 
get renorts anj rlans - sllch as in CPTC. 

- Have conpletc list ~f I1RC't tr,d'lC'('S to give tecbnicians 
wher they visit projects - :).51, tCI ('heck on tiler'. 

Particip:l.l1 t tra ir:: 11~ pro~rClm not c:1f1sicered to be pr inary 
objective of technician in (iFId. 
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- JTAC foliow up evaluation. is questionable, probably in
adequate - paper repOrts from'sponsors probably "white 
washed." 

- I'm dissatisfied with our inability to check into use of 
participant without offendin~ sponsor. 

- Technician should not confine himself only to those pa~
ticipants he has chosen and sent but also to those who 
have gone before. 

- Recommend continuing Newslett~r issued by JTAC - send to 
each returned participant as reminder to them of their 
training and purpose to improve functions in their nation 
and sponsoring agency. This could be done through SATCA. 

- Technician must·make ~ffort to meet and maintain contact 
by both individual and group meetings - keep ,listing of 
current locator file for reference. 

- Technician's time is often a big problem. 

- Bach section in JCRR keeps close touch with those trained 
- insist on 2 year contract agreement. 

- We can not dictate who will b~ used where - merely urge 
and encourage and pueh for whom shall be used for what. 

- PerioMc reports should be called for from spnnsors rather 
than participants. 

- Add more strings on project to force host government to 
use participants. 'fhis woulJ· make them unhappy but is 
only way I know. 

- Good for technician to interview returned !larticipant 
carefully - evaluate U.S. training, then folloloJ through 
with supervisor and heads of agencies to. insure trainee 
is utilized in appropriate position. 

- No continuity in USOM-Direc tor and technicians do not 
care to follow-up what former inC:l1mhents did. 

- Discontinuance of programs an:! projects withdraws follow
up support. 
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· trrILIZATION OF TRAmING - "MULTIPLIER EFFEC~' 

- Ho·st government ~Ofjle timp..., not able to use partic:ipant as 
well as should have been, bitt USCM has done best it could 
under cir~umstances. 

- Tragedy is tha·t host government Ila.s tlot made better use 
of returned pa Eticipant - A few have been able to pract ice 
what they learned - Many have not. 

- Participants are well utilized in •.....• field without 
pressure from USO/.!. 

- Country not capitalizing on all trained participants but 
I don't. know what IJSOM can do about it. 

- I know of many instances where Plen are in '!Iork they were 
trained for - many more are in relatec work and doin~ well. 
This is consistent wi th US~I pol iry. 

- Qui te a number are not in relate0 work - don't know if 
USOM could exert influence on host government to do better 

- I have feeling only about 40~ are properly utilized -
another 207'3 partly. Lack of adequate f('I110\'l liP - atti tllde 
of business man not sympathetic to using returnee:! part ici
pant in accordance Wi~l training potentials - participant 
has no opportunity for advancement. 

USr.t.\ has done OK in uti liza tion effort, but sponsor inG 
agency has not in some instances - S/\TC.\ is lIseful - pu
blicity and meetings tie i.n with lTSOl>I. 

- Chinese governr.1ent could .gr .il more from training of par
ticipant by ac~epting their ideas and leadership. 

- Utilization has been good - SATCA is a fine means of 
stimulating utilization. Most sponsors do try to profit 
from participant training in a cooperative manner. 

- SATCA should have building to use for meetinrs of special 
interest groups~ 
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- Ifl ••••••.••• participants do stay in field of training 
without any particular effort from USOM - partly due to 
pr0fe~sional organization and proper initial selection. 

- Use of training should not be encumbered by too strict 
interpretation of 2 year contract, if opportunity for. 
better use in some other company opens. 

U.S. shou}~' continually emphasize "multiplier effect" in 
sharing knowledge. 

- Add one month additional training in methods of training 
other.s for "multiplier effect." 

- Partici.pant should be used in seminar training of othex:s 
as we do. 0rovide audio-visual aids to keep training 
llIethocs and materials current. We have found this very 
f'fCcctive. 

- China now in position to train others from other coun
tries. lYe have done ··;ell in training them for multiplier 
effect. 

l'Sl)~1 has not e:11pilasized "l'I1ultiplier. effect" in getting 
participant tn spread his lwowledge to others who Couldn't 
take i:raining. 

- Technician have not huntt'd out returned participant and 
gi I:en them encourav,eTilen t to teach. 

- Should encourage more local refresher training using re
turned participant as te~chers. 

- Maintain contacts via meetings .. ret1lrn/~d participants 
share tllf'ir training experiences and develop fraternal 
relations in areas of special interest ~nd skills. 

- Encourage Chinese governrit-'nt to estahlish hasic training 
courses and use part icipant as instructors - as ••••••••• 
has done _. also to train 3rd coulltry pClrticipant e 

- Should h:tv(: :;('ll('rjl;le:~ t(lIJf.i [-or group l'It':c,tin,:s and de
monstrations in factories in fields of special training -
r\rranr,c sllell l~eeti\1';s :;0 rartir.ipants will be able to Come 
an(~ pre:;,cnt iC;"'l.'3 from their training - Avoid traditional 
hoarding of jnf0rmation. 
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_ 1\11 returned partic:i.pants should be used to teach others -
as we have done with all our participants. 

_ Returnee participants should train others. I can bring 
i.n an expert teacher to train many people here for the 
price of sendin~ one man away for training. 

- Each American technician is here to work himself out of 
a job. Participant should be heJped to aSSume responsi
bi Ji t y for t r a i n i w! 0 t 11 E' r S • 

- I'rC),'ress ill uttJization has bee.., C]tlite satisfactory -
p'-trti.cll1arJy in past 5 years. E3.rJier SOne sponsors pro
l-loSt"d participilnts l)e Sf'nt as training - but ]CHR has 
changed thCl.t very much. 

CUt TlJ!{i\L HIS [ON (i;: "n!.])" Id:J "NB,!," _ It\T,\I\GIDLE BENEFITS 

- Many benefitc; are intaneihJe ew' iliVisi:)le - one parti
cipant said his main bene(i t ":<lS lC;lrlllng the concept of 
freeco~ - \vl~a t J i V il1~ ill a f feF: COllllt r y is like. 

- Latent t)cnefits we have not discovered. 

- Parti.cipants are well utiJized in ................. Some 
are nOl'/ on leave of ahsence as instrllcters to Congo, making 
acvanced and significant use of training. USOM provided 
equipment, spare parts, ane' training aids, so they could 
make best use of training received. 

- Satisfied wi til many tilines US()l.f is doing - best is way 
tlley ha11l4 1e trainees in creatinp; goodwill and respect for 
America and Anerican industry. 

- Exce.llen t training prugral'l - it does as Much as any pro
~ram tn ce~ent good relations. 

- Miss] on has provided many oppor tun i ties for use of train
illg. ('>oodly Durtion of trai:llng has nenefitted island. 
U.S. trainini~ funds have grf'atly benefitted the economy 
in al~azi!}g In;1lll1er in s!!.) I t li"w. 

- Benefits f3.r outweigh shoriconings. 
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- Taiwan power has benefitted immensely from training pro
gram - not only technical and administrative details of 
training but even'more the incentives and motivations to 
contribute to project is a very importint result of train
ingo 

- We ought to emphasize U.S. rather than 3rd country train
ing because trainees gain an appreciation and understand
ing of American ideas and bring back friendship for U.S. 
and turn out to be good boosters for the American way of 
life, as contrasted to 3rd country training where U.S. 
does not receive this extra bonus. 

- ~n principle we are committed to the idea that the modern
ization of underdeveloped countries should leap-frog over 
centuries of exploratery effort already covered by advanced 
countries, but this 'can not be effectively accomplished 
wi thout a clear undp.rstanding of the peoples' deeply roo,ted 
habits of thought and work. Ingenui ty and diplomacy must 
be carefully exercised to initiate modern equipment along 
with the continued extensiv~ use of labor resources so th~t 
new devices may be recognized as beneficial tools rather 
than as intruding monsters. 

USOM unable to interfere in utilization of returned par
ticipant who are treated with suspicion for some years so 
they do not upset social and economic patterns. 

- Training should make men capable of changing things, hut 
local Chinese, especially "old timers," usually do not 
want change. 

- Mnny participants are dissatisfied because of what they 
have seen in the U.S. and cannot have here. Difficult 
for American technician to tell a local man that a practi
cal program :I.S better fOT him than the research \'Iork he 
sees in the U.S. 

- Many participants intrigued by "gadgets" they see in the 
U.S. - They want to get all these gadgets -, the very best 
and latest - without regard to their utility ip the local 
sl tuation. 

- Horizons have been broadened by this training - Someday 
it should payoff when the total economy is able to 
support modern technology. 
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- At prescllt it would be best not 10 frtlstritte participant 
by trailling them to expect to 11:,C c</liil"'I'lel1t ,Hit' techniques 
for which no budget is available. Or I if sllrh training is 
needed now then be sure to f1lacc rctl1rllet:~ participant 
where he will be adequately SI1I1I't'l'tl'l.' l\y Ill"~,,:et. 

- Try to relate trainins to current prohleills ill work -
stress relation of initiative aile' imagination in using 
training to solve local problems - do this l'lo2forc de
parture and on return -

- "Special i!1terest" pressures (loral politics, etc.) often 
prevail due to a.nnual administrative demallds to "fill up" 
t~e year's quota. This consllmes Sf) mllch tine for rOlltine 
operations that little inr.clltive rcm:lins to perforl'l the 
tactful, diplomatic functions of coordinatin~ careful 
selection and screening with local Incivijuals i}nd ilf,en
c ies. 

- Overcome tendency to hoard kno',·i1(',~'L. :(ecognlze bt~ll«itC. 

of sharing. 

Best for China and usnM to keep attention fo.-usee on majo;
goals of training and economiC' pror,rc;,s ,u,d Tlot rer'1i t 
narrow prejudicial, legalistic interpretations to block 
the way of progress. 

Lack of good faith in host Rovernmcnt ~rpncie3 reRarding 
use to be made of traininG opportunj tics is partly due to 
lack of understanding of local si ttl'ltion by technician. 
Takes time for technician to know thf''<;l' '! ,"','" 

- Care mllst be shown to avoid too !1uch f?:i.l, ,',c' !!WfJt nn locnj 
scene - They have lost sOllie sense (,I ,,,,"":: i,i:iity in m~nr 
ways already and cannot face iLly molt' t' :,)1', overcontrC'l in 
traininG proGram. 

CONTINUING EVALUrlT ION 

Need continued scientific eV~\\;.:J.<)tl : 
grarrls - not just participant :rillnjn~ 

il!l :,5ion ')ro-

- Make survey to see if all training originally authorized 
is still needed for current purposes. 
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- AID has responsibility to set up periodic checks - Mail
ing questionnaires is useless - Interviews, private and 
confidential, by USOM is best - by a specialist rather 
than the area technician. 

- We need a periodic sampling of the entire trained group 
like this survey. Analyze educational needs in terms of 
industrial development by competent group of analysts. 
We tend to get ingrown. 
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BPILOGUE 

There are vo~ces, many voices, speaking between the lines 
and·columns of numbers presented here. Most of them are plain
tive, patient and polite expressions of sincere desire to und~r
stand and be understood. Occasionally frustration is built up 
from being told what to do and denied an adequate explanati~n 
of how and why in relation to local country circumstances. 
Voices then burst forth in bitter criticism or constructive sug
gestion. All of these voices must be heard, not ·alone through 
columns of coded numbers, but directly and in the native language 
that carries more of the meaning required for understanding. Pm;· 
we achieve peace· wi til freedom by understanding not only the tool s 
with which our neighbor molds natural resources to his liting, 
but also through knowledge of his tools of self expression where
by he reveals his search for truth and beauty. 

Never before has so much depended on a spirit of neighborly 
understanding and cooperation between peoples of varied background. 
The fusion of many "old-country" peoples from Europe, Africa and 
Asia into the American community is but one example of this ever 
growing experiment in sharing freedom of opportunity among people 
of diverse cultural backgrounds. If we are interested in contri
buting to the kind of world in which our grandchildren shall live, 
we must assess our long range goals and the means of attaining 
them in the same spirit which prompted the early American leaders. 
The most encouraging findings from this study are the many record
ed instances in which Anlerican and local country technicians have 
patientJy worked through the trial and error process of adapting 
technical knowledge to local resources in such a manner that the 
major impact of lasting value was the new courage borne of ac
complishment and the realistic aspl. ration i-nspired toward con-

~ 

tinued achievements. 
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