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This is the third in a series of four reports on 

the preliminary findings of the evaluation oi returned 

USAID Egyptian participants. The emphasis in this 

report will be on how aspects of the training prcgrams 
were evaluated by different types of participants. 

Also included in this report is a discussion of factors 

related-to the extent to which participants succeeded 

in meeting their trajning objectives, as well as the 

overall evaluations of the program and of the partici- 

pants' U.S. experiences. 



SECTION I 

:ALUATiON OF TECHNICAL ASPECTS 

k d e s c r i p t i v e  eva lua t i cn  of techni-cal  a s p e c t s  

of t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  Egyptian p a r t i c i p a n t s  was 

presented i n  Report Number One. The presen t  r e p o r t ,  

however, inves t iga te ' s  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  may e x i s t  
among sub-samples of p a r t i c i p a n t s  c l a s s i f i e d  accord- 

ing to  t h e i r  predepar ture  ( inc luding socio-demographic) 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and according t o  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs. The technic21 program a s p e c t s  

~ o n s i d e r e d  he re  inc lude:  (1.1 re ievance and. focus  of 

t r a i n i n g  programs ; ( 2 )  soph i s t i c a t i on  of programs; ( 3 )  

l e v e l ;  ( 4 )  l eng th ;  (5) pace; ( 6 )  amount of m a t e r i a l  

covered; and ( 7 )  v a r i e t y  of t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l .  

An index sumnlari zing t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' eva lua t i ons  

of t h e  abovementioned t e c h n i c a l  program a s p e c t s  was 

cons t ruc ted  and i s  used i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  t o  s u b s t i t u t e  

f o r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  program aspec t s .  This  is  how t h e  

index of program eva lua t ion  is const ructed  of seven 

s p e c i f i c  v a r i a b l e s  eva lua t i ng  t h e  program a s p e c t s  men- 

t ioned above. P a r t i c i p a n t s  were given a  s c o r e  of two 

.if t h e i r  eva lua t i on  of a  s p e c i f i c  program aspec t  was 
very p o s i t i v e ,  and a  score  of one i f  t h e i r  eva lua t i on  

was n o t  very  p o s i t i v e .  The p a r t i c i p a n t s f  s c o r e s  i n  

a l l  of t h e  seven v a r i a b l e s  were then added up and 

averaged t o  a r r i v e  a t  t h e  p resen t  index, which c l a s -  

s i f i e s  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  according t o  t h e i r  average score, 

i n t o  t h r e e  groups t h a t  had an o v e r a l l  low, medium, o r  

high eva lua t i on  of t h e i r  program aspec t s .  - 
It should be pointed o u t  t h a t  while t h i s  index 

i s  a good measure of eva lua t ion  of program aspec t s ,  

it may no t  be s e n s i t i v e  t o  s p e c i f i c  reasons p a r t i c i -  

pan t s  had for nega t ive  eva lua t ions ,  s i nce  i n  theory ,  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  g iv ing  negat ive  o r  c r i t i c a l  responses 

t o  program.asp,ects may do s o  f o r  more than one reason. 



For  example, t h o s e  who d i d  n o t  e v a l u a t e  program soph i s -  

t i c a t i o n ,  ve ry  p o s i t i v e l y  may have thought  t h a t  the  pro-  

-1 gram w a s  t o o  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  or t h a t  it was n o t  s o p h i s t i -  

*rJ c a t e d  enough. 

Having s a i d  t h a t ,  it appea r s  t h a t  t h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  

. ,-- J of t h e  c r i t i c a l  respondents  sha red  t h e  same reason  f o r  

making a  n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  of  each program aspect. 

From t h i s  w e  conclude t h a t  t h e  index  is f a i r l y  r e p r e -  

s e n t a t i v e  f o r  n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n s .  The p a t t e r n  o f  

r easons  f o r  n e g a t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  does n o t  show enough 

p o l . a r i z a t i o n  t o  make t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  c o n f l i c t i n g  

'-7 'negat ive r e a s o n s  i n  impor tan t  weakness. Thus 86 per- ;*rJ * 
c e n t  who d i d  n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e i r  program s o p h i s t i c a t i o n  

-L.l w a s  very  good were of the '  common opin ion  t h a t  t h o s e  pro- 

- rJ grams were n o t  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  enough. Likewise,  94  per- 

. .L, c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  c r i t i c a l  of  program d u r a t i o n s  he- 
.- .4 

1 . l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e i r  programs were t o o  s h o r t ,  85 p e r c e n t  of 

.-I, p a r t i c i p a n t s  c r i t i c a l  of program pace though t  t h a t  i t  

2 was t o o  f a s t ,  and 79 p e r c e n t  of  c r i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
1-. 

thought  t h a t  amount of t r a i n i n g  material was t o o  l i t t l e  

and d i d  n o t  have enough v a r i e t y .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  who rank 

l o w  on t h i s  scale, t h e r e f o r e ,  a r e  mostly p a r t i c i p a n t s  

who b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e i r  programs were n o t  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  
i 

enough, t h a t  d u r a t i o n  was t o o  shor; and pace  t o o  f a s t ,  

and t h a t  amount of t r a i n i n g  material was t o o  l i t t l e  and 

d i d  n o t  have enough v a r i e t y .  

-L To de termine  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  sha red  by respon- 

-- ,-j d e n t s  w i t h  similar s c o r e s  on  t h e  index ,  w e  examined a l l  

t h e  p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t s  on t h e  index t h a t  might b e  r e l a t e d  

to socio-demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

t r a i n i n g  f i e l d s  and s p e c i a l i z a t i o n s ,  d a t e s  of  t h e  t r a i n -  

i n g  programs, Engl i sh  language s k i l l s ,  involvement i n  

program i n i t i a t i o n  and p lann ing ,  program d u r a t i o n ,  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and methods of  t r a i n i n g .  



I 

To o u r  s u r p r i s e ,  t h e  o v e r a l l  e v a l u a t i o n  of program 
I 

a s p e c t s  d i d  n o t  seem t o  b e  i n f l u e n c e d  by c h a r a c t e r i s -  

t i c s  of t h o s e  progrzms. I n  o t h e r  words,  t h e r e  were 

no d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  program e v a l u a t i o n  t h a t  could  b e  

a t t r i b u t e d  t o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  program d u r a t i o n ,  c l a s s i -  

f i c a t i o n  of program a s  academic or non-academic, or t o  
. . whether t h e  main t r a i n i n g  method used  w a s  l e c t u r e s ,  

p r a c t i c a l  t r a i n i n g  or f i e l d  o b s e r v a t i o n s .  Also,  t h e r e  

were n o  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of program a s -  

p e c t s  t h a t  could  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a g e ,  s e x ,  e d u c a t i o n a l  

o r  o c c u p a t i o n a l  l e v e l s ,  o r  t o  when t h e  t r a i n i n g  program 

took place. 

However, t h e r e  are f o u r  major f a c t o r s  t h a t  asso-  

c i a t e  w i t h  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n ' o f  program a s p e c t s .  These 

f o u r  f a c t o r s  are: (1) p r e d e p a r t u r e  knowledge of t r a i n -  ---.------ 
i n g  p l a n s  and of  l i f e  i n  t h e  U.S. ; ( 2 )  accomniodation -. I- - 
problems - f a c e d  d u r i n g  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program; (3) t h e  
,------ 
d e s j  re f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  'and c u l t u r a l  a a i y i t i g s  and --- _-___._--- -- - -  I----- --  

v i s i t s  and f o r  t h e  development of s o c i a l  c o n t a c t s ;  and 

( 4 )  E n g l i s h  l e v e l  i n  r e a d i n g ,  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  l e c t u r e s  - I--- -.--..- ---.-- --.--. 
and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s .  Each o f  t h e s e  f o u r  

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i s  analyzed  below. 

A. E v a l u a t i o n  o f  Program Aspec t s  and Predepar tu re  
Knowledge and O r i e n t a t i o n  

p r e d e p a r t u r e  knowledge and p r e p a r a t i o n  of p a r t i -  ' 

c i p a n t s  a r e  s t r o n g l y  ' r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  of 

t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs. A s  shown i n  T a b l e  1 fo l lowing ,  

t h e r e  i s  a s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

e v a l u a t i o n s  of t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  pro- 

grams on t h e  one hand; and t h e i r  l e v e l s  o f  p r e d e p a r t u r e  

involvement i n  p l a n n i n g  t h e i r  programs, t h e  e x i s t e n c e  

of u n c i e a r  program a s p e c t s ,  p r i o r  knowledge of t r a i n -  

i n g  p l a n s ,  and p r i o r  knowledge of  t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  on 

t h e  o t h e r  hand. 



TABLE 1 

TEE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EVALUATION 02' PROGWi 
ASPECTS AND PREDEPARTURE ORIENYATIONS 

AND KNOWLEDGE * 

Predepa'rture 
Orientation 
and Knowledge 

Level of pre- 
departure .- 
involvement in 
planning pro- 
arams. 1 

Low 
High 

unclear pro- 
gram aspects. 2 

No 
Yes 

Prior knowl- 
edae of train- a - 
ing plans. 3 

Low 
High 

prior knowl- 
edue of the 

Low 
High 

Evaluation of Program Aspects 
Low Medium High 

* Differences are significant at the 0.01 level. 
1. Contingency Coefficient = 0.23 
2. Contingency Coefficient = 0 . 2 2 .  
3. Contingency Coefficient = 0.19 
4. Contingency Coefficient = 0.16 



Table 1 r e v e a l s  the, fo l lowing  s p e c i f i c  f i n d i n g s :  

1. There i s  a  s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  e v a l -  

u a t i o n  o f  program a s p e c t s  end t h e  l e v e l  of  p r e -  

d e p a r t u r e  involvement i n  program planning .  

Thus, w h i l e  o n l y  1 3  p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

were h i g h l y  involved  i n  p lanning  t h e i r  programs 

e v a l u a t e d  t h e i r  program a s p e c t s  a s  low, t h i s  

pe rcen tage  i s  t r i p l e d  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who had 

low l e v e l s  of involvement i n  program planning .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, o n l y  2 9  pe rcen t  of p a r t i c i -  

p a n t s  w i t h  low l e v e l s  of involvement i n  program 

planning  h i g h l y  e v a l u a t e d  a s p e c t s  of  t h e i r  

t r a i n i n g  programs, as opposed t o  50 p e r c e n t  o f  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  who were more involved i n  p lann ing  

t h e i r  programs. 

2 .  P r e d e p a r t u r e  knowledge of t h e  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s  

h a s  t h e  same kind of r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  eva lua-  

t i o n  of program a s p e c t s  a s  l e v e l  of involvement.  

Thus, p a r t i c i p a n t s  who e v a l u a t e d  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  

programs h i g h l y  were more l i k e l y  t o  have had 

b e t t e r  knowledge of t h e  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s  p r i o r  

t o  t h e i r  d e p a r t u r e  t o  t h e  U.S. P a r t i c i p a n t s  

who h i g h l y  eva lua ted  t h e i r  program a s p e c t s  were 
a l s o  more l i k e l y  t o  have been clearer p r i o r  t o  

t h e i r  d e p a r t u r e  as t o  what t h e  a s p e c t s  of  t h e i r  

t r a i n i n g  programs were. The same type  of  r e l a -  

t i o n s h i p  e x i s t s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  l e v e l  of prede-  

p a r t u r e  knowledge of  t h e  United S t a t e s .  P a r t i c i -  

p a n t s  who knew more abou t  t h e  U.S. p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  

d e p a r t u r e  from Egypt were more l i k e l y  t o  e v a l u a t e  

t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs more p o s i t i v e l y .  



B. Evaluation of 'program Aspects and Index of 
Accomodztion Prabl~ms 

A little over one-half of all participants did not 

have any problems with housing, food, transportation, 
etc. However, about 30 percent had some problems, and 

17 percent had a greater number of problems related to 

acconmodation. When cross-tabulated with evaluation 

aspects, the index or' accommodation problems found 

to be strongly related, as shown in Table 2 below. 

TABLE 2 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EVALUATION OF PROGwl ' 

ASPECTS AND THE INDEX OF ACCOMMODATION PROBLEMS * 

Evaluation of 
Program Aspects I Total 

Total (631). 
100.0 

Low 
Medium 
Xigh 

- 
Index of 

Accommodation Problems - 
None Some Several 

* Differences are significant at the 0.01 level, 
contingency coefficient = 0.20. 

As illustrated .in Table 2 above, only 22 percent 

of participants who,did not have acconmodation problems 

rated their training programs negatively, as compared 

to 45 percent of participants who had several accommo- 

dation problems. On the other hand, 40 percent of 

those who had no accommodation problems rated their 

programs highly, compared to only 19 percent of par- 

ticipants who had several zccommodation problems. 

It is clear, therefore, that whether or not the 

participant faces problems with housing, food and 

transportation is quite related to the participantss 



o v e r a l l  e v a l u a t i o n  of even t h e  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of 

t h e  t r a i n i n g  program. 

C. Program E v a l u a t i o n  and Desire f o r  R e c r e a t i o n a l  
A c t i v i t i e s  

A s  i l l u s t r a t e d ,  e v a l u a t i o n  of program a s p e c t s  is 

r e l a t e d  t o  index of r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  d e s i r e d .  

The main f i n d i n g  h e r e  i s  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who wanted 

more o u t  of  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs than  j u s t  t e c h n i c a l  

t r a i n i n g  were more l i k e l y  t o  h a v e ' a  somewhat n e g a t i v e  

e v a l u a t i o n  of  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  programs. 

TABLE 3 

THS RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN,WANTING RECREATIONAL 
ACTIVITIES  AND EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ASPECTS * 

T a t a l  

Evalua t ion  of 
Program Aspects  

Low 
Medium 
'High 

* D i f f e r e n c e s  are s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  0.01 l e v e l ,  
Contingency c o e f f i c i e n t  = 0.19. 

T o t a l  

Table  3 shows t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  s t r o n g  p o s i t i v e  rela- 

t i o n s h i p  between t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of program a s p e c t s  and 

t h e  d e s i r e  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  Thus, we  n o t i c e  

t h a t  of t h o s e  who d i d  n o t  want e x t r a - c u r r i c u l a r  a c t i v -  

i t i es ,  17  p e r c e n t  e v a l u a t e d  t h e  program as low and 5 1  

pe rcen t  e v a l u a t e d  it h i g h l y .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, of 

R e c r e a t i o n a l  A c t i v i t i e s  
Low Medium High 

t h o s e  who wanted a l o t  of  a d d i t i o n a l  e x t r a - c u r r i c u l a r  

a c t i v i t i e s  35 p e r c e n t  had a low e v a l u a t i o n  of  t h e i r  pro- 

grams, and on ly  26 p e r c e n t  had high e v a l u a t i o n s .  I t  

should be mentioned that " r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t e s "  h e r e  



i n c l u d e  t o u r s ,  c u l t u r a l  and s o c i a l  v i s i t s  and c c n t a c t s ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  p e r s o n a l  v i s i t s  and a c t i v i t i e s  such as 

shopping. 

D. E n q l i s h  P r o f i c i e n c y  and Eva lua t ion  of  Program 
Aspects 

The index  of Eng l i sh  p r o f i c i e n c y  i s  a l s o  s t r o n g l y  

r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of program a s p e c t s ,  as shown 

i n  Table  4 below. 

TABLE 4 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 
AND THE EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ASPECTS * 

T o t a l  

Eva lua t ion  of  
Program Aspec t s  

Low 
Medium . 
High 

T o t a l  
Engl i sh  P r o f i c i e n c y  
Low High 

* D i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  0.01 l e v e l ,  
Contingency c o e f f i c i e n t  = 0.17. 

T a b l e  4 shows t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose E n g l i s h  l e v e l s  

were low a l s o  had low e v a l u a t i o n s  of t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  

of t h e i r  programs, and t h e  o p p o s i t e  i s  t r u e .  P a r t i c i -  

p a n t s '  E n g l i s h  problems d u r i n g  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program 

i t s e l f ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a b i l i t y  t o  r ead  and under s t and  

w r i t t e n  t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l ,  l i s t e n  t o  and unders tand  lec- 

t u r e s ,  and  a b i l i t y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  d i s c u s s i o n s  c o n s t i -  

t u t e  t h i s  index  of Engl i sh  p r o f i c i e n c y  which is a sum- 

mary of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  problems i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  a s p e c t s .  

Thus,  w e  f i n d  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose l e v e l s  of  

Engl i sh  p r o f i c i e n c y  were low were less l i k e l y  t o  have 

h i g h ' e v a l u a t i c n s  of program, a s p e c t s ,  a s  opposed to  



p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose English prof ic iency was h igh and 

weremore l ike ly  t o  h igh ly  eva lua te  t h e i r  program 
aspects .  

F i n a l l y ,  it s h o i l d  be emphasized here t h a t  inde- 
pendent v a r i a b l e s  which c o r r e l a t e  wi th  t h e  index of 
evaluat ion of program aspec t s  a l s o  c o r r e l a t e  with t h e  

. . 
eva lua t ions  of s p e c i f i c  program aspects .    ow ever, t h e r e  

a r e  of course  some i n s t a n c e s  where e i t h e r  n o t  a l l  t h e  
independent v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f i e d  above r e l a t e  t o  a 
s p e c i f i c  program a s p e c t ,  o r  where some independent 
va r i ab l e s  o t h e r  than t h e  ones d iscussed above are found 
t o  r e l a t e  t o  a s p e c i f i c  program aspec t .  Following i s  a 
b r i z f  d i scuss ion  of  such ins tances .  

Evaluat ion of program.relevance i s  a l s o  found t o  
be a s soc i a t ed  wi th  some socio-demographic f a c t o r s ,  espe- 
c i a l l y  occupation and sex,  where programs were more l i k e -  
l y  t o  be eva lua ted  as very r e l evan t  by u n i v e r s i t y  profes-  
s o r s ,  while  profess . ionals  tended t o  be t h e  group most 
c r i t i c a l  of program relevance.  Bureaucrats  were mid-way 
between those  two occupat ional  groups, As f o r  sex d i f -  
f e rences ,  males were more l i k e l y  than females t o  mention 
t h a t  t h e i r  programs were very re levan t .  Programs were 
a l s o  evaluated  as more soph i s t i c a t ed  by u n i v e r s i t y  pro- 

f e s s o r s ,  wi th  h ighe r  percentages of p ro fe s s iona l s  and 
bureaucra ts  saying t h a t  t h e i r  programs were n o t  sophis-  

t i c a t e d  enough. 
On t h e  o t h e r  hand, while predepar ture  l e v e l s  of 

knowledge of t r a i n i n g  p lans  and of l i f e  i n  t h e  U.S . ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  l e v e l s  of English,  proved t o  r e l a t e  t o  p a r t i -  
c i p a n t s '  eva lua t i ons  of any and a l l  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  
of t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs, accommodation problems and 

d e s i r e  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  were p a r t i c u l a r l y  

r e l a t e d  t o  eva lua t i onso fp rog ram pace and dura t ion.  
For example, it was found t h a t  more p a r t i c i p a n t s  c r i t i -  
c i z e  t h e i r  programs as too  s h o r t  i f  they had des i r ed  



t more r e c r e a t i o n a l  and c u l t u r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  du r inq  t h e i r  
U. S . programs. 

I n  t h e  beginning  of t h i s  r e p o r t  it was mentioned 

t h a t  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  index  used was r a t h e r  i n s e n s i t i v e  

t o  r e a s o n s  p a r t i c i p a n t s  had f o r  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  

s p e c i f i c  program a s p e c t s .  There fo re ,  w e  i n v e s t i g a t e d  
. . 

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  index might  have cve r looked  

any s i g n i f i c a n t  f i n d i n g s .  Our a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  

t h e r e  a r e  s t r o n g  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  E n g l i s h  l e v e l s  between 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  who b e l i e v e d  t h e i r  programs were t o o  s o p h i s -  

. t i c a t e d  and t h o s e  who s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  were n o t  s o p h i s t i -  

c a t e d  enough. Also r e l a t e d  i s  o u r  f i n d i n g  t h a t  p a r t i c i -  

p a n t s  who encountered  problems w i t h  l o g i s t i c s  and abcommo- 

d a t i o n  i n  t h e  U.S. were more l i k e l y  to  c r i t i c i z e  program 

d u r a t i o n s  on grounds t h a t  t h e i r  programs were t o o  l o n g ,  

t h a t  is ,  t h e y  were more anx ious  t o  see t h e  end of t h e i r  

t r a i n i n g  programs sooner .    ow ever, it shou ld  a l s o  be 

noted  t h a t  even t h b s e  who s a i d  t h a t  t h e i r  programs were 
too s h o r t  were a l s o  more l i k e l y  t o  have had more accommo- 

d a t i o n  problems than  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who were s a t i s f i e d  

wi th  t h e i r  program d u r a t i o n s .  



SECTION I1 
1 

FACTORS INFLUENCJNG KEETXNG THE PARTICIPANTS' 
OBJECTIVES 

The importance of program aspec t s  d i scussed  above 

i n c r e a s e s  markedly i f  i t  t u r n s  ou t  t h a t  t he se  a s p e c t s  

in f luence  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which p a r t i c i p a n t s  meet t h e i r  

t r a i n i n g  ob j ec t i ve s .  In o t h e r  words, i f  t h e r e  is a re- 
l a t i o n s h i p ,  f o r  example, between program pace and t h e  

ex t en t  t o  which p a r t i c i p a n t s  m e t  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s  when 

a t t end ing  t h e  program, then t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  eva lua t ion  

of program pace should be s e r i o u s i y  considered,  s i n c e  it 

i s  more than j u s t  a complaint  on t h e  p a r t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, i f  program a s p e c t s  do n o t  seem t o  

a f f e c t  t h e  achievement of program o b j e c t i v e s ,  then  per- 

haps no s e r i o u s  cons ide ra t i on  of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

eva lua t ions  of t hose  a s p e c t s  i s  required .  

A s  i l l u s t r a t e d  below, p a r t i c i p a n t s  who had  ccm- 
p l a i n t s  about  program a s p e c t s  were much less l i k e l y  t o  

achieve t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  they had s e t  f o r  themselves when 

a t t end ing  t h e i r  programs. When asked t o  c l a s s i f y  each 

of t h e  e i g h t  d i f f e r e n t  o b j e c t i v e s  they had a s  major o r  

secondary o b j e c t i v e s ,  o r  as  ob j ec t i ve s  they d i d  no t  

have, p a r t i c i p a n t s  ranked gaining of t e chn ica l  infoxma- 

t i o n ,  acqu i r ing  of t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s  and exchange of pro- 

f e s s i o n a l  i d e a s  and informat ion a s  t h e  most important  

t h r e e  ob j ec t i ve s .  (For more information,  s ee  Report 

Number One, pp. 13-14.) Other r e l a t i v e l y  important  

ob j ec t i ve s  were see ing  t h e  U.S., making p ro fe s s iona l  

and personal  c o n t a c t s  and inproving English. 

P a r t i c i p a n t s  who considered any cf t he se  p o s s i b i e  

ob j ec t i ve s  a major o r  secondary ob j ec t i ve  were then 
asked whether t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  was f u l l y  achieved, p a r t l y  

achieve,  o r  if it was no t  achieved a t  a l l .  The follow- 

i ng  t a b l e  provides  information on t h e  ex t en t  t o  which 

. each of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  o b j e c t i v e s  was achieved. 



TABLE 5 

MEETING OF PARTICIPANTS'. OBJECTIVES 

Objec t ive  

Gaining 
t e c h n i c a l  
informat ion  

Making pro- 
f e s s i o n a l  
c o n t a c t s  

Making per-  
s o n a l  
c o n t a c t s  

Gaining 
Technica l  
s k i l l s  

Exchange 
i d e a s  

See United 
S t a t e s  

Improve 
Engl i sh  

S t rengthen  
Egypt-U.S. 
t ies  

T o t a l  Meeting o f  O b j e c t i v e s  
Not m e t  P a r t l y  m e t  F u l l y  m e t  

2.0 43.0 55.0 

4.0 50. 0 46.0 

2.0 48.0 50.0 

.1.0 39.0 60.0  

Tab le  5 shows t h a t  t h e  pe rcen tages  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

who d i d  n o t  meet t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s  were r a t h e r  small, 

ranging between one and t e n  pe rcen t .  The rest of  pa r -  

t i c i p a n t s  were a lmos t  s p l i t ,  on t h e  average ,  between 

achieving  t h e i r  o b j x t i v e s  f u l l y  o r  p a r t i a l l y .  

A t  t h i s  p o i n t  one wonders whether o r  n o t  t h e r e  

were any program a s p e c t s  t h a t  had any s i g n i f i c a n t  bea r -  \ 
i n g  on t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which p a r t i c i p a n t s  met t h e i r  t r a i n -  I 

i n g  o b j e c t i v e s .  Our a n a l y s i s  shows t h a t  the e x t e n t  t o  



which any of t h e  s p e c i f i e d  e i g h t  o b j e c t i v e s  was m e t  is 

a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  a l l  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e  t r a i n i n g  

programs. T h a t  i s ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  

any of t h e  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  were n e g a t i v e  were more 

l i k e l y  n o t  t o  have m e t  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s  o r  t o  have o n l y  

p a r t l y  m e t  them. T h i s  f i n d i n g  a p p l i e s  t o  a l l . t e c h n i c a 1  

a s p e c t s  and t o  a l l  t r a i n i n g  o b j e c t i v e s  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

T h a t  is, i f  w e  p u t  t h e  s i x  t e c h n i c a l  program a s p e c t s  

h o r i z o n t a l l y ,  and t h e  e i g h t  o b j e c t i v e s  v e r t i c a l l y ,  w e  
w i l l  see a s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  each ce l l  ' ~ f  t h e  

r e s u l t i n g  t a b l e .  It would b e  bo th  redundant  and p o i n t -  

less, however, t o  show each  of  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  h e r e .  

There fo re ,  t h e  summary index  of t e c h n i c a l  program a s p e c t s  

w i l l  b e  used as a s u b s t i t u t e .  The t h r e e  s t r o n g e s t  and  

most impor tan t  of  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  are shown i n  T a b l e  

6 below. 

Table  6 c l e a r l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  v e r y  s t r o n g  rela- 
t i o n s h i p  between t e c h n c i a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e  program, ( i .e . ,  
s o p h i s t i c z t i o n ,  l e v e l ,  d u r a t i o n ,  pace,  m a t e r i a l  covered  

and v a r i e t y )  on t h e  one hand, and each  of t h e  t h r e e  

p a r t i c i p a n t s '  g o a l s :  t o  g a i n  t e c h n i c a l  in fo rmat ion ,  t o  

a c q u i r e  s k i l l  and t o  deve lop  p r o f e s s i o n a l  c o n t a c t s ,  on 

t h e  o t h e r  hand. For  a l l  o f  t h e  t h r e e  g o a l s ,  t h e  same 
p a t t e r n  o f  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of  t h e i r  

program e x i s t s .  P a r t i c i p a n t s  who n e g a t i v e l y  e v a l u a t e d  

t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of  t h e i r  programs were much more l i k e -  

l y  n o t  t o  have m e t  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s ,  o r  t o  have met theL\ 

o n l y  p a r t l y  a t  most. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

p o s i t i v e l y  e v a l u a t e d  t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  

programs were more l i k e l y  t o  have m e t  t h e i r  g o a l s .  I n  

fac t ,  every p a r t i c i p a n t  who h i g h l y  e v a l u t e d  t e c h n i c a l  

a s p e c t s  of h i s  or  h e r  program managed t o  meet, e i t h e r  

p a r t l y  or f u l l y ,  t h e  g o a l  t o  g a i n  t e c h n i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  
and on ly  two p e r c e n t  of t h e s e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who h i g h l y  

e v a l u a t e d  t h e i r  program a s p e c t s  d i d  n o t  meet t h e  g o a l  t o  
a c q u i r e  t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s .  



Table ( 6  ): THE RELATIOFSHIP BETWEEN EVALUATION OF PROGRAM ASPECTS AND ACHIEVING PARTICZPA!G3' GOALS * 

Efj4LUATION OF 
7 XHNICAL PROGRAM 
ASPECTS 

Total 
d 

w 

Low 

Medi urn 

High 

- -- 
* Differences are significant a t  the 0.01 level.  Contingency coef f ic ien ts  are, respectively, 5.38, 0.41, and 0.26. 

TOTAL 

- 100.0 

28.0 

37 .O 

35.0 

GAIN TECHNICAL INFO. 
Not Par t l y  I-"] IY 
met met -  met 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(15) (289) (324) 

80.0 41.0 14.0 

20.0 40.0 35.0 

00.0 19.0 51,O 

ACQUIRE TECHNICAL SKILL 
Not Par t ly  Fu7 IY 
met met met 

- 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
(44) (280) (279) 

75.0 39.0 11 .O 

-- 
DEVELOP PROFESS. CONTACTS 
Not  Part ly Full4 
met met met 

-- 
100.0 100.0 . 100.0 
(54) (272) (201 

41.0 34.0 15.0 

23 .0  38.0 41.0 36.0 36 .O 

2.0 23.0 "" 51 .O 18.0 30.0 49.0 



I n  c o n t r e s t ,  of those  who negat ively  eva lua ted  

t h e  t echn ica l  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  programs, a s  many a s ,  
80 percent  s a i d  t h a t  they d id  no t  meet t h e  o b j e c t i v e  
of gaining t e c h n i c a l  informat ion,  75 percent  d i d  n o t  

nega t ive ly  evaluated  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  a spec t s  of t h e i r  

i meet t h e i r  goal  t o  a c q u i r e  t e chn ica l  s k i l l  and 41 pe  

cen t  d id  no t  meet t h e i r  g o a l  t o  develop p r o f e s s i o ~ ~ a i  

con tac t s .  I t  should be recaLled t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

t r a j n i n g  programs were t h e  ones who repor ted  t h a t  t h e i r  
programs were n o t  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  enough, t h e  d u r a t i o n  

was t o o  s h o r t ,  t h e  program pace . t oo  f a s t  and t h e  amount 

of matez ia l  covered no t  adequate and had t o o  l i t t l e  

va r i e ty .  



SECTION 111 

GENERAL EVALUATION OF THE TRAINING EXPERIENCE 

This  l a s t  s e c t i o n  r e p o r t s  on t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

eva lua t ions  of t h r e e  genera l  f a c e t s  of t h e i r  U.S. ex- 

perience.  F i r s t ,  we w i l l  i n v e s t i g a t e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  r e l a t e  

t o  enjoying t h e  exper ience  of a t t end ing  t r a i n i n g  programs . C 

i n  t h e  U.S., r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  success of t h e  program 

i tself .  Second, w e  w i l l  a t tempt  t o  uncover f a c t o r s  which 

make it  more p o s s i b l e  f o r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  t o  make f r i e n d s  

i n  t h e  U.S. F i n a l l y ,  w e  w i l l  desc r ibe  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s -  . . 
t i c s  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who were more l i k e l y  e i t h e r  t o  l i k e  

o r  d i s l i k e  t h i n g s  about  t h e  U.S. dur ing t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  

there .  

A. Enjoying t h e  Tra in ing  Experience 

A l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  t h i s  s tudy were asked t h i s  

quest ion:  "Regardless of how success fu l  you f e e l  your 

t r a i n i n g  program was, d i d  you enjoy t h e  exper ience  of 

joining t h a t  program?" On a s c a l e  from one t o  f o u r ,  t h e  

l a r g e  major i ty  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  84  p s r ccn t ,  s a i d  t h a t  

they enjoyed t h e i r  programs a g r e a t  dea l .  The remain- 

ing 16 percen t  ranged between somewhat enjoying t h e i r  

programs and en joy ing  them only a l i t t l e .  When examined 

more c l o s e l y ,  however, we f i n d  t h a t  t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

i s  influenced by c e r t a i n  c h a r a s t e r i s t i c s  of p a r t i c i -  

pants .  Before w e  d e t a i l  those  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  w c  
should emphasize t h a t  none of them was socio-demographic. 

That is, p a r t i c i p a n t s '  educat ional  o r  occ p a t i o n a l  l e v e l s ,  & 
age, sex o r  geographical  res idence  d i d  no t$ny  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p  with how much they enjoyed t h e i r  U.S. t r a i n i n g  

experiences.  

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, f a c t o r s  sach as  p r i o r  knowledge 

of the t r a i n i n g  programs, e x t e n t  t o  which p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

ob j ec t i ve s  i n  a t t e n d i n g  t r a i n i r g  program were m e t ,  e x t e n t  

t o  which p a r t i c i p a n t s  encountered problems with food, 



housing and o t h e r  d a i l y  problems, and t h e  degree  of  

program re levance  t o  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  backgrounds and 

s p e c i a l i z a t i o n s  are a l l  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  
which p a r t i c i p a n t s  enjoyed t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  exper i ences .  

Table  7 shows t h a t  a s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  e x i s t s  
between t h e  e x t e n t  of en joy ing  t h e  t r a i n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e  

i n  t h e  U.S. ant2 f a c t o r s  most ly  o p e r a t i n g  d u r i n g  t h e  

t r a i n i n g  s t a g e  itself. We know t h a t  16 p e r c e n t  o f  o u r  

sample d i d  n o t  answex v e r y  p o s i t i v e l y  when asked  how 

much they  enjoyed t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  exper i ences .  Tab le  7 

shows t h a t  t h i s  p e r c e n t a g e  rises t o  2 1  p e r c e n t  of  par-  

t i c i p a n t s  who d i d  n o t  have adequate  p r i o r  knowledge of  

t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s ,  t o  23 p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

p a r t l y  m e t  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s  and t o  4 4  p e r c e n t  of t h o s e  

p a r t i c i p a t n s  who cou ld  n o t  meet t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e s  ( r e p r e -  

s e n t e d  by t h e  o b j e c t i v e  t o  g a i n  t e c h n i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ) .  

Furthermore,  between 20 and 2 3  p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  

who encountered problems w i t h  t h e i r  accomodation i n  t h e  

S t a t e s  d i d  n o t  have a ve ry  p o s i t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  of t h e i r  

. t r a i n i n g  exper i ences .  F i n a l l y ,  when t r a i n i n g  programs 

were n o t  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  f i e l d s ,  

t h e  percentage  of  t h o s e  who d i d  n o t  en joy  t h e i r  U . S .  

exper i ences  r o s e  t o  27 p e r c e n t  among p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose 

programs were moderately r e l a t e d  and t o  4 1  p e r c e n t  o f  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose programs were poor ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e i r  

f i e l d s  of s p e c i a l i z a t i o n .  



Table. (7)  : FACTORS RELATED TO ENJOYING THE U. S. TRAINING EXPERIENCE * 

Enjoying the 
Experience 

Total 
t; 

Low 

High 

Prior Knowl- Meeting Objective Accommodation Program 
T o t a l  edqe of Plan , . t o  Gain Technical Problems , Rclcvance 

.Information 

Low High' Not Partly Fully None Some Many Low Medium High 
met met net 

* Differences are significant a t  the 0 .O1 level. Values c f  contingency coefficients: are, respectively, 0. '1 1, 
0 .24,  0 .13,  and 0 .23 .  



B. P a r t i c i p a n t s  Nho Made F r i e n d s  i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  

A s  mentioned i n  t h e  f i rs t  r e p o r t  of t h i s  series, 

roughly one-half  of a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  our  sample c la imed 

to  have made Arnerican.fr iends d u r i n g  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  i n  

t h e  United S t a t e s .  Our a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  f a c -  

t o r s  most impor tan t ly  r e l a t e d  to  making f r i e n d s  i n  t h e  

U.S. are t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  pr ior  knowledge of ' t h e  U.S. 

and of t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s ,  t h e i r  Engl i sh  l e v e l s  and 

t h e i r  s u b s c r i p t i o n s  t o  j o u r n a l s  and  t o  p r o f e s s i o n a l  as- 

s o c i a t i o n s .  Apparent ly ,  i t  seems t h a t  t h e  term ' i f r iends"  

h e r e  was understood by i n t e r v i e w e e s  t o  mean both  p e r s o n a l  

a s  w e l l  a s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  developed w i t h  

Americans. The number of  programs a t t e n d e d  was also 

found t o  be a n  impor tan t  f a c t o r  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

making such  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  F i n a l l y ,  ou r  a n a l y s i s  i n d i -  

cates t h a t  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s 8  l e v e l s  i n  r ead ing  and speak- 

i n g  Eng l i sh  i s  perhaps t h e  s t r o n g e s t  f a c t o r  r e l a t e d  to  
p o t e n t i a l  f o r  making f r i e n d s  i n  t h e  U . S .  Table  8 i l l u s -  

t r a t e s  some of t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  

Not shown i n  Table  8 a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between making f i e n d s  i n  t h e  U . S .  on t h e  one hand, and 

f a c t o r s  such a s  s u b s c r i p t i o n  t o  j o u r n a l s  and j o i n i n g  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s  on t h e  o t h e r  hand. A t  any 

rate,  t h e  t a b l e  shows t h a t  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of p a r t i c i -  

p a n t s  c l a iming  t o  have made American f r i e n d s  dur ing  t h e i r  

t r a i n i n g  i n  t h e  U . S .  rises t o  53 p e r c e n t  among those  w i t h  

b e t t e r  knowledge of p l a n s  f o r  t h e i r  programs p r i o r  t o  

d e p a r t u r e ,  t o  55 pe rcen t  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who encountered  

no Eng l i sh  language d i f f i c u l t i e s  w h i l e  a t t e n d i n g  t h e i r  

programs, and t o  6 3  pe rcen t  of  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who have 

a t t e n d e d  more than  one t r a i n i n g  program. On t h e  o t h e r  

hand, t h e  pe rcen tage  f a l l s  from t h e  o v e r a l l  average  o f  

4 8  p e r c e n t  t o  39 pe rcen t  among t h o s e  who had low prede-  

p a r t u r e  knowledge of t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s ,  and to  on ly  33 

percen t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  whose E n g l i s h  comprehension of 
program material and d i s c u s s i o n  w a s  n o t  very  good. 
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. O v e r a l i  Impression of t h e  United S t a t e s  

As shown i n  Report  Number One, o u r  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

a t t i t u d e s  towards t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s  were overwhelmingly 

p o s i t i v e .  When asked  whether  they  g e n e r a l l y  l i k e d  o r  

d i s l i k e d  t h e  U . S . ,  85 p e r c e n t  s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e y  l i k e d  

it very much. The remaining 15 p e r c e n t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e y  

l i k e d  t h e  U.S. t o  some e x t e n t .  This,overwhelming p o s i -  

t i v e  impress ion ,  however, w a s  i n f l u e n c e d  by c e r t a i n  f a c -  

t o r s  t o  be  ana lyzed  i n  t h i s  f i n a l  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  r e p o r t .  

It should be  s t a t e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t  t h a t  l i k i n g  o r  . 
d i s l i k i n g  t h e  U.S .  is n o t  found . to '  be a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

any of t h e  socio-demographic v a r i a b l e s  cons ide red  i n  

t h i s  s tudy .  These v a r i a b l e s  i n c l u d e  age ,  sex, occupa t ion ,  

e d u c a t i o n a l  and o c c u p a t i o n a l  l e v e l ,  as  w e l l  as geographi-  

c a l  r e s idence .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, o u r  a n a l y s i s  shows 

moderately s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between degree  of l i k i n g  

t h e  U . S .  and f a c t o r s  t h a t  be long t o  e i t h e r  p r e d e p a r t u r e  

p r e p a r a t i o n  and knowledge, o r  t o  problems encountered  

dur ing  t h e  program. These i s  a lso a s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between e x t e n t  of l i k i n g  t h e  .U.S. and e x t e n t  to which 

p a r t i c i p a n t s '  g o a l s  were m e t .  Tha t  i s ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

f u l l y  achieved  t h e i r  g o a l s  d u r i n g  t h e i r  programs had t h e  

most p o s i t i v e  impress ions  o f  t h e  U . S . ,  and t h e  o p p o s i t e  

i s  t r u e .  These r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  shown i n  Table  9 below. 

Table  9 c l e a r l y  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  importance of  bo th  

p r e d e p a r t u r e  v a r i a b l e s  and problems enconntered by pa r -  

t i c i p a n t s .  Bearing i n  mind tha t .  1 5  pe rcen t  of  a l l  p a r t i -  

c i p a n t s  d i d  n o t  have v e r y  p o s i t i v e  impress ions  of t h e  U.S., 

t h i s  percentage  i n c r e a s e s  t o  a s  much 2s 25 f o r  c e r t a i n  

sub-groups of p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Thus, t h e  percef,:.age of 

t h o s e  who d i d  n o t  l i k e  t h e  U.S. very  much rises from t h e  

o v e r a l l  of 1 5  p e r c e n t  t o  1 8  p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who 

had low l e v e l s  of p r e d e p a r t u r e  knowledge of t h e  U . S . ,  t o  
1 9  p e r c e n t  f o r  whom t h e  t r a i n i n g  p l a n s  were n o t  very  

c l e a r i  t o  21 p e r c e n t  who a c i e v e d  t h e i r  g o a l s  o n l y  p a r t i a l l y  

t o  25 p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who d i d  n o t  meet t h e i r  g o a l s .  
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The pe rcen tage  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who d i d  n o t  l i k e  

t h e  U . S .  very  much a l s o  i n c r e a s e s  t o  2 3  p e r c e n t  of pa r -  

t i c i p a n t s  whose Eng l i sh  was n o t  adequate ,  and t o  25 

pe rcen t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who encountered  problems w i t h  

housing, food,  money and o t h e r  accommodation a r range-  

ments. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t h e  pe rcen tage  of p a r t i c i -  

p a n t s  who s t a t e d  very  s t r o n g  l i k i n g  for t h e  UIS. r o s e  

from 85 p e r c e n t ,  t h e  average  f o r  a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t o  

90 p e r c e n t  oP t h o s e  who were ve ry  c l e a r  about  t h e i r  

program p l a n s ,  t h o s e  who knew more in fo rmat ion  abou t  

American l i f e ,  and of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who succeeded i n  

m e e t i n g , t h e i r  g o a l s  f u l l y .  T h i s  pe rcen tage  a l s o  i n -  

c r e a s e s  t o  88 p e r c e n t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  who had no 

Engl ish problems or encountered no problems w i t h  accom- 

modation arrangements.  

O f  t h e  f i v e  f a c t o r s  shown above to  be  r e l a t e d  t o  

p a r t i c i p a n t s '  l i k i n g  of t h e  U.S., i t  is e v i d z n t  t h a t  

t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a p a r t i c i p a n t  meets h i s  o r  h e r  g o a l s  

h a s  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  r e i a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  of l i k i n g  

t h e  U . S .  P a r t i c i p a n t s '  g o a l s  are r e p r e s e n t e d  t o  T a b l e  

9 by t h e  g o a l  t o  a c q u i r e  t e c h n i c a l  informat ion .  The 

e x t e n t  t o  which o t h e r  g o a l s  were m e t  also h a s  a powerful  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  of l i k i n g  t h e  U.S. T h i s  

f i n d i n ?  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  importance of t a k i n g  p a r z i c i p n c t s '  

e x ~ e c t a t i o n s  and g o a l s  s e r i o u s l y ,  and t h e  importance of 

fac t0r . s  found t o  a f f e c t  t h e  acievement of chese y o a i s ,  

a s  discusseci i : l  a p rev ious  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  report. 



SECTION IV 

AND CONCLUSICNS 

P a r t i c i p a n t s '  e v a l u a t i o n s  of t h q i r  program a s p e c t s  

were n c t  t o t a l l y  p o s i t i v e .  S i g n i f i c a n t  numbers of par -  

t i c i p a n t s  b e l i e v e d  t h a t  t h e i r  programs were n o t  sophis -  

t i c a t e d  enough, t h e i r  l e v e l s  were n o t  v e r y  zdequate ,  

p rogramdura t ionwas  t o o  s h o r t ,  pace was t o o  f a s t  and 

t h e  amoung of t r a i n i n g  material covered was n o t  very  

' adequate  and d i d  n o t  have enough v a r i e t y ,  

These problems w i t h  program a s p e c t s  d i d  n o t  f a c e  

a l l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  e q u a l l y .  I n s t e a a ,  they  were much more 

l i k e l y  t o  b e  c i t e d  by p a r t i c i p a n t s  who were inadequa te ly  

invo lved  i n  t h e  p lann ing  o f  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  programs and 

by p a r t i c i p a n t s  who l a c k e d  enough in fo rmat ion  on t h e  de- 

t a i l s  of  t h e s e  programs. Furthermore,  problems wi th  

t e c h n i c a l  a s p e c t s  of t h e  t r a i n i n g  programs were encoun- 

t e r e d  more o f t e n  by p a r t i c i p a n t s  who d i d  n o t  have s u f f i -  

c i e n t  E n g l i s h  s k i l l s  and consequent ly  found i t  t o  be 

more d i f f i c u l t  t o  b e n e f i t  from t h e i r  programs, given 

t h e i r  f i x e d  d u r a t i o n s ,  pace, .  etc. However, p a r - t i c j p a n t s  

whose Engl ish  wzs n o t  v e r y  adequate  were less l i k e l y  t o  

agree with the m a j o r i t y  oi c r i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ahcut 

t h e  l e v e l  and s o p h i s t i c a t i c n  of these p r c q r a z s .  That 

15, participants m o s s  Cnpllsn was noc goo6 enoucr l  ;:cri 

more l i ke l : , ?  t o  criticize tne sopr? i sc l ca l lon  or ievej : - 

c n c l r  pro7ran.s on  grounas tnzt criesc rrosrsrns w e r e  rc. 

s o p r i i s t l c a c e ~  . 
knotner c n a r a c t e r j - s t l c  cf p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i w  werL 

c r i t i c a l  of technical aspects of t h e i x  p r o ~ r a m s  was t h e  

e x r e n t  of  problems t h e y  encountered  wi th  accommodations 

and l o g i s t i c s .  An a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r  which was found t o  

be related t o  program e v a l u a t i o n  was t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  

d e s i r e  f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a c t i v i t i e s  whi le  i n  t h e  U . S .  

Most p a r t i c i p a n t s  wanted t o  have inc ludsd  i n  t h e i r  

programs a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  c u l t u r c l  v i s i t s ,  s p a r e  



'. 

t i m e  and t i m e  f o r  s h o p p i ~ g ,  r e c r e a t i o n a l  t r i p s ,  etc. 

The more t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  were d e s i r e d  by p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

t h e  more c r i t i c a l  t h e y  were when e v a l u a t i n g  a s p e c t s  o f  
t h e i r  programs.  

While w e  are n o t  a b o u t  t o  recommend t h a t  t r a i n i n g  

programs t u r n  i n t o  shopping  t r i p s  or  be h a n d l e d  by t o u r  

a g e n c i e s ,  it seems wor th  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h a t  more c u l t u r a l  

and r e c r e a t i o n a l  e l e m e n t s  be i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  

programs,  or a t  l ezs t  a l l o w i n g  more t i m e  i n  t h e  p a r t i -  \. 

c i p a n t ' s  s c h e d u l e  f o r  such  a c t i v i t i e s .  It would a l so  

be b e t t e r  i f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  c o u l d  g e t  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  

t h e y  need  i n  t h i s  regard. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand ,  t h e  impor tance  of p r e d e p a r t u r e  

s c r e e n i n g  and p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  k e e p  s u r f a c i n g  

once and  a g a i n .  Thorough and  c a r e f u l  screening and 

o r i e n t a t i o n  shou ld  e n s u r e  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  p o s s e s s  

l e v e l s  o f  E n g l i s h  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  a d e q u a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  t h e i r  progrants.  O r i e n t a t i o n s  s h o u l d  p r e p a r e  t h e  

selected p a r t i c i p a n t s  a d e q u a t e l y ,  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  a l l  

a s p e c t s  of t h e  proarlm they wlll be a t t e n d i n g ,  what i s  

expected 02 them and what t h e y  s h o u l d  expect botn ~ r c n  

t h e i r  programs a n d  f ron the s o c i e t y  and 

r e s z r a i n q  aspczcs  ox c n e x  t r a m m u  oroarams w c u ~ u  cy.? 

=ore we-lqnz 11 IC t u r n e a  o u ~  m a r  m e r e  wz.s a r e l t : ' i ~  

Inq program; naa DeeZ a c i u e v e d .  Sow r n a t  sucn  a re&-- 

t l o n s h i p  has m e n  establisfie~, serlous consiaeratior: 

should  be g iven  t o  program c n a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Our pre- 

l i m i n a r y  a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  g o a l  

achievement  a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  a s p e c t s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

o f  t r a i n i n g  programs,  i n d e p e n d e n t l y  o f  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  

background and p r e d e p a r t u r e  f a c t o r s ,  which s u g g e s t s  
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,.hot a c o n p r e h e n s i v e  r ev i ew  and e v a l u a t i o n  02 program 

, $ h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  may be i n  o r d e r .  F o r  example,  a re  
/ t h e s e  programs r e a l l y  n o t  s o p h i s t i c a t e d  enough,  a re  i 

' t h e  d u r a t i o n s  n o t  a d e q u a t e  and  t h e  pace  t o o  fas t?  Is 
< 

+ t h e  t r a i n i n g  material s u f f i c i e n t  and  does  i t  have  enough 
, v a r i e t y ?  These  are q u e s t i o n s  t h a t  need a more t ho rough  . * 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n  i n  an e f f o r t  t o  improve t h e  q u a l i t y  of 

t r a i n i n g  programs and t h e i r  impac t s  on t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t  

t r a i n e e s ,  a t  l e a s t  a s  c o n c e r n s  t h e  ach ievement  of t r a i n -  

i n g  g o a l s  e n v i s i o n e d  by.  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  . . 


