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FROM : OIT/PPES, John F, Lippmaé}é‘\/ \/ ‘

suBJECT: DETRI's Status Report 2 on Participant Assessment of A I D Training

Programs..

Attached is a copy of Status Report 2, dated January 1971, on Participant:
Assessment of A,I.D. Training Programs, It was prepared by the Development
Education and Training Research Institute (DETRI) of American University
under Contract No. AID/csd-2865.

The data contained in this report were gathered in the same manner as that
in Status Report 1, dated December 1970. This Status Report 2 cempares the
data gathered from participants who were interviewed ocetween July 1, 1970
and October 31, 1970 with information about the two groupings of partici-
pants (FY 1969 and FY 1970) which were included in Status Report 1., This
and future status reports will cover A-month periods and will compare data
collected during those pericds with the responses of A.I.D. participants
from previous periods. Subsequent reports will provide information on par-
ticipants intervieved as recently as two months prior to the issuance ol
the reports.

The most significant positive and negztive changes during the four months
covered by this report are listed under "Change Highlights." The change
here is the difference between what these participants reported and what
earlier participants repcrted on the same ilein during their exit interviews.

Your comments on this report are solicited. Also any recommendations you
may have for the types of data which would be useful to you and which you
would like to have included in future reports will be much appreciated.

_ Attachment a/s

Bu U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the I’dyroll.favmg




INTRODUCTION

This 2nd Status Report fo]]ows hard on the heels . of.
the ]st Status Report of - December 1970 The Ist Status
Report conta1ned f1nd1ngs ‘of a]] A I.D. part1c1pants g1ven RN
exit interviews in the entire Fiscal Year 1970. It resemb]ed fg;}f
the 1st and 2nd Annual Reports of May 1969 and July ]970 in j}"””{
the respect that an entire FY group was reported on at Qnevﬂ‘
time even though the format and presentation of data wereffg[
somewhat different from the Annual Report to the Status "'J |
Report. This 2nd Status Report contains data on those'pak-fffﬂ°&‘
ticipants interviewed in the first four months of FY 1971,

The most recent and up-to-date information ava11ab1e is, S
therefore, furnished. Further, this 2nd Status Report 1ntro-vv,:'
duces another new departure. Data from three FY groups are 5
presented side-by-side for purposes of comparison. If trends

are evident they now become noticeable. .

Both of these advantages — faster reporting and the R
opportunity of making comparisons with the past — stem. from :]e’f
the use of DETRI's computerized data bank. The advantages_ BN
of using this modern management tool are lost, however, if
managers themselves fail to take action on the informatibn
supplied. The DETRI Status Reports provide "feed-back" to
management so that any improvements to the program may be
made if necessary. . |

In this regard, it is of interest to note that many of
the positiVe changes in the "Cﬁange Highlights" deal with S
items (e.g., per diem, USAID br1ef1ngs, English language v
'fac111ty, relevance and ut111ty of observation visits) on _
wh1ch OIT took de11berate steps to correct earlier def1c1enc1es

Lt V)

RoHert E. Mattesonfw‘w“f“ |
Director B e
0ff1ce of Internat1ona1 Tra1n1ng

Janua.ry1971 o



. PREFACE

The. DETRI status reportu_nriesl1s 1ntended pr1mar11y forgsj}“?
use by AID/Wash1ngton The purpose of these status reports fﬁ7fu
is to prov1de reliable and va11d 1nformat1on on . tr _ ff”* 7
exper1ences as perceived and eva]uated by the part1c1pants,ati'r'
and to monitor changes and trends 1n part1c1pant : t
Other types of reports ("prof11es" and specia] reports) w111
be 1ssued from time to time and w111 be of greater 1nterest
to other readers such as USAIDs, part1c1pat1ng agenc1es and
major training institutions. - e LRl 5 ,

Status reports will be prepared every - 4 months and w111 jthT
appear in April, August,. and December The reports wi]] preJJHc'
sent responses of part1c1pants for the 4- month period be1ng o
covered on selected 1tems from the exit interview question-
naires, individual 1nterv1ews, and observation training team
1nterV1ews These responses will be compared with the
responses of A.1.D. part1c1pants from previous DETRI reports A~

The data in these status reports were collected in the
same manner as the data presented in the 1st and 2nd Annua1
Reports from DETRI to A.I.D. (May 1969, Ju1y 1970) and in.
the 1st Status Report (December 1970) Academic and Special'
program participants fill out a pr1nted, standardized, struc-?
tured. quest1onna1re under the supervision of a person tra1nedv
in its adm1n1strat1on They also receive an ora], unstruc-
tured 1nterv1ew conducted by cu]tura] commun1cat1on spec1a11sts
on a private, anonymous bas1s A standard1zed,,structured
quest1onna1re is adm1n1stered ora11y to members of. observat1on
tra1n1ng teams  as a group. (Def1n1tions of categor1es of
part1c1pant trainees are given in- the G]ossary ) More deta11ed
information on the instruments and procedures used to co]]ect
the ex1t interview data are 1nc1uded in the F1na1 Report on_f”
the A. I D. Participant ira1n1ng Ex1t Interview Deve1opment ‘
Study, December 1967, and the Gu1de for Users of the DETRI




~ Exit Interview, November 1970, S

) T « mp]e evidence that these data are’ both relia-
nd - va]ld‘for the part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed Tests,of.
he,ynterna] consistency of participant responses to
'ﬁestfohnaire, (2) interviewers' estimates of the va11d1ty

.”h“}of partic1pants responses, and (3) comparisons with resu]ts
"’ﬂof other studies show the data to be technically acceptab]e

- (For more detailed information see the First Annual Report,
7“*May 1969, pages iv-v.)

It is vital that the reader remember that the data pre-
sented in these reports come from participants who passed

':*‘through Washington, D.C., on their return to their home

countries, and who appeared at the DETRI exit interview.
u‘Participants who depart from Miami, New Orleans, and San

- Francisco account for losses in data, especially in the case
‘L.of‘Latin American participants. Therefore, the 1nformat1on

- ,‘1n these reports does not represent all of the A.I. D. par-
f‘vt1c1pant trainees who departed from the Un1ted States.;v .
ij:Further, while the sample studied is not ent1re]y representa-

"'"tlve, it is the most nearly representative samp]e stud1ed,

}'hand its parameters are known. The magnitude and- d1rect1on
Cof errors, therefore, can be estimated. f : ‘**f- :
‘ "’_A presentatlon of all the 1nformatlon gathered by DETRI

i?f;Lfrom the participants would be encyc]oped1c.. For: these
yfiffstatus reports, the authors have se]ected some. of the 1tems
f73?fwh1ch made up the criteria yardsticks (outcomes) or the
 fV}5factors (determinants) which were s1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated
l f‘rw1th the criteria yardsticks in the First and Second Annual
© Analytic Reports to A.I.D. A few items in these reports
“f:fwere”chosen'because of their importance for monitoring on-
7°ﬁhgoihgrA.I.D. programs for participants, even though they

- 'were not outcome or determinant items in the 2 analytie -

tf}reports.A In the choice of all items, emphasis has been

'r;placed on se]ect1ng factors over which A.I.D. has some measure

it




of adm1n1strat1ve control. : :
Th1s 2nd status report contains data on 3354 Academ1c
and Spec1a] part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed from November ]968
4through October 1970, and. 174 Observation Tra1n1ng Teams
'1nterv1ewed from September 1968 through October ]970
JThe data in-the report are presented for 3 d1fferent group-
| 1ngs of part1c1pants S i .ggr. A
'~:The FY '69 group includes" part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed from ’
September through June 1969. These" F1sca] 1969 data come
from 975 Academic and Special part1c1pant° and from 379
part1c1pants in 62 Observation Tra1n1ng Teams

T;The FY '70 group includes part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed from
;,dJu1y 1969 through June 1970. These ‘data come from ‘
,;Z1713 Academic and Special part1c1pants and from 595
”h{part1c1pants in 84 0bservat1on Tra1n1ng Teams.

- ;The FY '71 group includes part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed from
'f'Ju]y 1970 through October 1970. ‘These data come from
{,_666 Academic and Spec1a1 part1c1pants and from 211 par-
‘”;t1c1pants in 28 0bservat1on Tra1n1ng Teams |

. Th1s status report has been prepared 1n 3 parts. Part
;;1 presents aggregate data on the descr1pt1ve characterist1cs
- of -all Academic and Special program part1c1pants and their
=fovera]1 reactions. ~ Part 11 1nc1ues aggregate data for these
;mpart1c1pants on items which were considered to be determ1n-:
'ants of their overa]] react1ons Part III 1nc1udes aggre- 0
}gate data for the 0bservation Tra1n1ng Team members, 1nc1ud1ng ‘
their descriptive character1st1cs, overall reactions,‘and
1tems cons1dered to be determinants of the1r overa]] react1ons.
‘ N1th1n each part of this report, there is a narrative.
;Qdescr1pt1on of the information given by part1c1pants inter-
va1ewed 1n F1sca1 1971 [1]. Whenever the aggregate data

| Th1s FV '71 group will be des1gnated as F1sca1 1971 [1]
throughout the report S oL w‘,~
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given by these participants differ s1gnificant1y from the
aggregate data given by the participants interviewed in
gFiseald]969,and/or Fiscal 1970 on the same items, the dif-
ferences'will‘be‘discussed If there is no statistical]y‘
”significant difference, no mention w111 be made of the infor-»'
'mation gathered from participants interviewed in Fiscal ]969
1or Fisca] 1970. For ease of access, the percentages of
””responses given by part1c1pants to each of the items dis?f-
cussed in the report will be presented in consecutiveiy o
numbered tab]es at the end of each sub section of the report
~This’ report was prepared by Paul R. Kimme1 William A.
| Lybrand, and William C. Ockey of the American University,
‘DETRI,Vunder contract AID/csd-2865. The authors were ably
assisted by Mary Ann Edsall, Ann Fenderson,'and RomapVaswani,
also of the DETRI staff. F ) R T o

plf“Significantly" means statistically significant. The test
“used was one at the "5% level of confidence. This means
- that the differences between the data from participants in

- any 2 Fiscal Year groups could have occurred by chance alone .

less .than 5 out of 100 times. It is unlikely that such
obtained differences are a result of chance alone. It is
probable (95 out of 100 times) that the differences obTained
are attributable to causal factors--although the causes may
not be known.
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Academ1c program part1c{pant"'a student wholhad

~ grants an academic degree, whether or hot a degree 1sf:'”
the objective and whether or not courses are aud1ted
. or taken for credit. |

Special program participant: a participant whose training
included one or more of the following types of training:
(1) courses, seminars, or other organized programs in
a specialized field which may result in the award of
a certificate or diploma; (2) intensive briefings and
instruction on a specific job or group of related jobs
_;with*an:opportunity for close observation of the work
| 5;act1V1t1es, actual work experience, or both; (3) br1ef
hg[fV1s1ts to off1ces, businesses, factories, government
'ffagenc1es, or other organizations to observe work pro-v,
;jffcesses and activities. | | !

Observatlon training team participants: trainees who havefi
,u,tra1n1ng programs of short duration, who usually. are
higher level people, and who learn primarily through
v'iobservat'on at a number of facilities usually 1n a
‘g,number of c1t1es or other geographic areas.

ii
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o Un1ted States (Table 63)

C.;'Spec1a1 program part1c1pants'1\
1971 [1] T

"L]’h=M°re Often were rated by DETRH,1nterv1ewers as
,{t}ﬁ:seeing their' PrinC1pa1 tra1n1ng institutions s
.iaf&"exce“e"t" or "good" (and 1ess often as'"poo
o or “terrible") (Table 67) g
,,fZ.reLess often had prob]ems w1th the1r coursegvor
;a~“_sentat1ons be1ng too simp]e (Tab]e 73)

D;émObservatlon Tra1n1ng Team members 1nterv1ewe
| ff1971 [1] S e

“”found all subJect matter in these presentatlons

, :Q[frelated to their tra1n1ng 1nterests (Tables 96 and 97)

”fﬂ3;f_More often felt that they had had. the r1ght number “a'
':ff[eof observat1on v1s1ts 1n3the7t1me ava11ab1e and

X1



f(Tab]e 102) e |

fLess often: exper1enced d1ff1cu1t1esjwit

fhous1ng accommodatlons (Tab]e 94)

’ }fﬁMorr often found the1r per d1em to be
| "'v‘(Ta'n]e 95) L

Negat1ve Changes

A

: “]J?fbecom1ng more pos1t1ve toward the Un1ted States as
"\ﬁfa society and toward the' Amer1can people dur1ng |
g ifthe1r sojourns, (Were more often rated as having the
ffffﬁsame feelings toward the United States as a society
.7 and toward the Amer1can peop]e when they were ]eav1ng
ifj the United States.as: when ‘they arrived) (Tables 8 and 9)
hfZQLess often were’ rated by the DETRI interviewers
- as seeing A. 1. D. as “exce11ent " (Were more often
. rated as see1ng A L.D. as "adequate“) (Table ]O)

T”bservat1on Tra1n1ng Team-members 1nterv1ewed 1n F1sca1v
BZIyH]:-“ L R : . B R

f“More often gave 1ower ratlngs of sat1sfact1on with"
ffﬂ”the1r persona] and . social experiences (Tab]e 84)" £
. More often gave lower ratings to the utility ofthe
ﬂfV*Wash1ngton International Center or1entat1on (Tab]e 91)
d?f,Less often felt that they had had adequate t1me to
Vﬁwy;make pre-departure arrangements (Table 85), e
‘fLess often indicated that they had had an opportun1ty '
: "fto offer suggest1ons concern1ng the1r Qrogose
’t”fftna1n1ng program (Table 88). : |
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PART I

;'CHARACTERISTICS AND OVERALL_REACTIONS o"
“*ACADEMIC AND SPECIAL PAR”

QVeAQZ Part1cipant Character1st1cs

o Near]y 40% of the Academic and Spec1a1 part1c1pants 1nter-
”73v1ewed in Fiscal 1971 [1] (July through October 1970) camef’

“a;from the Far East region. This is an increase in the propor-:

: et1on of participants from the Far East since Fiscal 1970.

~ About 1 out of 8 participants came from Latin America, while
. e48% of the participants interviewed at DETRI in Fiscal
- .-1971 [1] were from the Near East South Asia and Africa

- (Table 1). '
. " Almost 60% of the 1nd1v1dua1 A I .D. participants 1nter-
“viewed at DETRi in Fiscal 1971 [1],were in Special training.

" -programs (Table 2). This is an increase in the proportiod_off

.Spec1a1 program participants since Fiscal 1970. About 1 out. 'a
of 4 of these participants studied in the field of agrlcul-"‘

|  ‘ture, while another 23.3% were in the field of 1abor Th1s

. in the percentage of participants studying in the f1e1d ofv

”‘1s a substantial increase from Fiscal 1969 and F1sca1 1970

labor. About 1 out of 5 participants in F1sca1 1971 [1] weref

:”fin the field of health and sanitation, while about 1 out of

"7 part1c1pants studied education. This is a decrease s1nce_

" Fiscal 1970 in both of these fields of training (Table 3)}7'f'
_ ~ Not quite 40% of the individual participants Were proev"
- grammed only by A.I.D. The Department of Agriculture pro-
grammed the next highest percentage of participants, about

1 out of 5, while the Public Health Service programmed
approximately 1 out of 7 individual participants. This repre-
sents a decrease in the percentage of participants programmed
by A.I,D; and an increase in the percentage programmed by ‘
the Public Health Service sinceeFiscaJ 1970 (Table 4).



Q. What regions.of th

ReGION | FY s Y 2700 Jul-0ct

29.2 283 28.9 485
Far East oo ]32.9 319 33.1 567

Near East-South Asia = -  29;2
| 9 . |
Latin America fff_jﬁlif‘» 11¥4“f?J* ;;3“

3 40.5 270
59.5 396

“Academic
Special

| ToTALS

0.0 666




|an|e 3

1d the part1c1pants recefve: N

.‘Agr1cu1ture v
Industry & M1n1ng‘f
~Transportation

Labor S S
‘ ‘Health & San1tat1on' V
 ?1iEducat1on~f~ | i

TOTALS

programs?

A. I D
A9V1cu1ture |
_0ff1ce of Educat10n

Other

.Pub11c Hea]th SerV1ceK”? *'

ToTALsgn,JJ

'w;fiiiéfﬁ;ibﬁfﬁﬂfgéss




B. Overa]] Reactions

Nearly 30% of the Academ1c and Spec1a1 part1c1pants fe]t ,
~that their total exper1ence as: A I D part1c1pants "cou]d not :
'have been better," the h1ghest rat1ng on a 7 po1nt sca]e e
Seven percent of the part1c1pants 1nd1cated that they were
not well satisfied as' A.T1.D. part1c1pants by rat1ng the1r
‘ tota] experience at or be]ow the m1d po1nt on th1s rating
scale (Table 5). ‘ : L

‘Twenty-seven and a ha]f percent of the Fiscal 1971 [1]
part1c1pants were "extremely satisfied" with their techn1ca1
tra1n1ng programs, 1nd1cat1ng that they "could not have been
better. About 1 out of 9 participants showed much more
negative feelings in rating their technical tra1n1ng program
at or below the mid-point on this satisfaction sca]e (Table 6)

Nearly 40% of the individual participants said they were :

extreme]y we]come, always felt accepted" in the Un1ted States
About 1 out of 8 rated their welcome and acceptance in the
‘United States at or below the mid-point on th1s rat1ng scale,'
indicating less pos1t1ve fee11ngs in this area (Table 7).

On the bas1s of their conversat1ons, the DETRI 1nter-
v1ewers rated the Academ1c and Spec1a1 part1c1pants fee11ngs;
about (1) ‘the Un1ted States as a soc1ety, and (2) the
Amer1can peop]e " These rat1ngs are interviewer Judgments as
to whether participants' fee11ngs ‘had (a) become more B '
pos1t1ve, (b) stayed the same, or (c) become more negat1ve
from the beginning to the end of the1r U.S. sojourns. On.,
each of these ratings the 1nterv1ewers judged the F1sca1
1971 [1) participants to more often have "stayed the same"
in their fee]ings and less often to have "become more positive"
about the United States as a society and the American people
than they did the F1sca1 1969 and 1970 participants. (Tables 8
and 9) Less: than 40% of the part1c1pants were rated as
becom1ng more p051t1ve about the Un1ted States as a soc1ety




in F1sca1 1971 [1], while 49% were rated as. becoming more
. pos1t1ve about the Amer1can peop]e ,/3*7".-‘,1 S

The DETRI 1nterv1ewers rate the part1c1pants
‘of A I D., using the categor1es (a) exce]]ent ‘
”(c) adequate, (d) poor and (e)’ terr1b1e About 1'out of 10
participants were rated as evaluating A.I. D xcellant
whereas 36% were rated as evaluating A. I. D
These percentages show a decrease from F1sca1 1970 1n the
proportion rated as evaluating A.I.D. as "exce]]ent"'and an
increase in the proportion eva]uat1ng A.1.D. “adequate 0o
The proportions in the other. rat1ng categor1es remained
approximately the same from- F1sca1 1970 to Fiscal 1971 [1]
(Table 10). : -

The interviewers also rate the apprec1at1on of the indi-
- vidual participants they ta]k w1th, in regard to their persona]
~ social, and technical experiences 1n the United States. The
categories used are: (a) more apprec1at1ve than unappreciatiVe;
(b) about‘equally appreciative and not appreciative; (c) more
'unapprec1at1ve than appreciative; and (d) rating not relevant

evaluation

_‘ffor par+1c1pant Nearly 60% of the participants in Fiscal

*'197] [1] were rated as being more appreciative than unappre-
e7ciatiVe of their personal-social experiences, while 68% were
"rated as be1ng more apprec1at1ve than unapprec1at1ve of the1r
techn1ca1 exper1ences (Tab]es 11 and 12) v



Q. How Sat‘Sf‘Ed were the participants w1th the1r tota””""'”;‘
as. A 1:D. Part1c1pants? (Item 162) -

FY"71
Ju] Oct

SATISFACTION RATING . [ FY '69. ~ =

(Extremely satisfi

\IO\'U'I-th—l

atisfied)

(Notlat -al

| TQT{AFS’?

?d; How{sat1sf1ed were thewpart1c1pants{w1thfthe1
o program? (Item A84 & 581)

| SATISFACTION RATING . S R

183
e
1150
a5
3 22

443 27,

(Extreme]y
Gt 683 38,

Satistien) | 200 239 26,
o 23.e 221 21,
4 33 .2,

.
2"
lig bl
e
I
6
7

(Not at a]] sat1sf Ad)

oo W e ooy o




NELCOME/ACCEPTED
‘ RATING L

1 (Extreme]y‘welcome)

TOTALS

----------

the U.S. soc1ety?

FEELINGS ABOUT
U.S. SOCIETY

R

69

FY '71

Became more positive
Stayed the same
Became more negative

TOTALS

oo

58,8?
23.9
 ]7i31

398
162
a7

7

.;416 9

 {1QQ?Q;7

206
214
iJOQ

38 ;. 9 . ‘~_':.::’
140‘593
ngESﬁ'

723
416Jﬁ

52.7
30.4.




Tab]e 9

Q. How did the . 1nterv1ewers ratefthe part1c1‘ants
about the Amer1can people?“” & '

LRV

oy N

FEELINGS ABOUT
AMERICAN PEOPLE

Became more positive | 66, 1ﬁff513ff' 5g;iﬂgfb§3"“ 49.0 272
Stayed the same |21, 4;{51§§;g,f23;1;:‘403 37.7 209
Became more negative | 2, 55;5197ujf113;2! fT89 13 3 74

ufj;’Table 10

,of A I D ?

‘Excellent . | 13,7 87  15.4 231 10.2 59

CGood ' |38.4 244 39,3 589  41.1 239
Adequate . | 3108 202  28.4 425  36.0 209
Poor o L1450 92 141 211 10.5 6]
Terrible . | 16 10 2.7 41 2.2 13

CTOTALS. - ] 100.0 635 100.0 1497° 100.0 . 581




 ”)f;ffor their technical experiences?

s Tab]e "

. How d1dhthe 7nterv1ewers rate the paf“1c1pants abnréciation3 o
for ‘their’ persona] and soc1a1 exper1ences? e

PERSONAL/SOCIAL |~
 APPRECIATION |

More appreciative than e L e e ]
, unappreciative , 52?4 5 939f*7"58?3¢ 345 |
About equally appreciative | .0 ool
and not appreciative. = | .26.8

More unappreciative than I
appreciative P

Not relevant

TOTALS

Table 12

. How did the 1nterv1ewers rate the part1c1pan i

 TECHNICAL FY '70 ol Oct ‘ 
_APPRECIATION R A R '

* More appreciativé‘than , LI R B
~ unappreciative = 65.5--.1038: - 63.0 406 |-
About equally appreciative [ .~ . . .o
~and not appreciative | 25,9 . 411 = 22.6° 135

“More unapprec1at1ve than ;jjagg~»_f~‘
apprec1at1ve Lt

Not re]evant.

TOTALS -~




. 'CONTRIBUTING OUTCOMES AND DETERMINANTS

sA.gﬁAéédemic‘ahd Special Participants’

1. Planning and Orientation S
About 1 out of 4 of the 1971 [1] participants indicated

they were "extremely satisfied" with the planning of their

training programs in their home countries. Approximately the

same proportion gave "2" and "3" ratings on this scale. Almost

23% gave low ratings of satiSfaction with home country planning

(at or below the mid-point on this satisfaction scale) (Table 13
About 60% of the 1971 [1] participants gave high ratings

of satisfaction to the planning of their training programs in

the'United States ("1" or "2" ratings on this satisfaction

' sca]e). Less than 15% rated their satisfaction at or below

the mid-point on this scale (Table 14). Just under 30% of

‘the,participants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 [1] indicated that

' théy disagreed with or were unclear about aspects of either

~their proposed or their final training plan (Tables 15 and 16)

:' Just over 50% of the participants rated the orientations

- they had had in their home country at one of the top 2 positions

'"ion ‘this satisfaction scale. Just over 60% gave ratings this

‘;€h1gh to the orientations they had had.in the United States.

;!prprox1mate]y 1 out of 4 of the 1971 []] participants were

‘ffmuch 1ess satisfied with the1r home country orientation,
f rat1ng it at or below the m1d point on’ th1s scale, wh11e ‘
'f'about 15% gave ratings this low to the1r U S ‘or1entat1onsf"
4’(Tab1es 17 and 18). . , PN S

' 0f the. 1971 [1] part1c1pants, 57 ]% were rated by the

3 DETRI interviewers as. hav1ng no pos1t1ve or negat1ve feelings

about a U.S. academic degree. About 30% were rated as having
"pos1t1ve fee11ngs and 13% as hav1ng negat1ve feelings about a

-10-



degree These percentages are very s1m11ar to those from
Fiscal 1970 (Table 19). About 1 out of 5 of the 1971 [1]
| part1c1pants said that changes they had requested in their fﬁ]
“training program after reaching the1r f1rst tra1n1ng site had
not been made (Tab]e 20) o 2 R

Table 13

Q. How satisfied were the participants w1th the p]ann1n ‘ofﬂtheiri
training programs in their home countr1es? (Item 49? R

' 4”3,T51ﬁ5i3f}t’“7;E”FYC'7T
SATISFACTION RATING FYy ‘69 . FY-'70 .- . . Jul-Oct

N 3N g N

339 26.8 145
0 127

145
67

37

(Extremely satisfied) 20.6 179  24.3
28.3 246  25.8 360 . 23.
24.0 209  22.0 307 . 26.
13.0 113 14.7 204 . 2.
1
6

12

B T = ) TR & ) B N % T 0N I
O N e S oo ®

(Not at all sat1sf1ed) i} 3;0@ -26

TOTALS  |[100.0 869 100.0 1394 100.0 541

-11-



Q.

Tab]e 14

How sat1sf1ed were the participants with' the planniha,_.,,”
tra1n1ng programs in the United States?

(Item 49)

(Extrenely ss

- Oy O P W) -

(Not at‘all sa

TOTALS T

.2 167

any aspects of their
were unc]ear? (Ltemm

S Yes o

('”?*TOTALs

“12-



Table 16

they disagreed with or were unclear?

Were there any aspects of the part1c1p?nts' final p]an that
Item L

RESPONSE

Yes

TOTALS

30 4 418}
69 6 1187

100 o 1704

Q. How sat1sf1ed,were”the part1c1pants

w1thhthe or1entat{onsgthey
had 1n the1r home.. country?”“(Item 51) & S

SATISFACTION RATING |

— FY '71 .
IY"70 Jul-Oct

(Extremely satisfied)

N OO O RAWw NN~

TOTALS = - '

C-13-



Table 18

Q. How sat1sf1ed wereﬂthe part1c1pants w1th”the'oriéntat1on$¥they
had in.th United tates? (Item 51) :

SATISFACTION. R/

1 (Extremely sa
) Rt
3 ~
4

5

6 e

7 (Not'aftqff

TOTALS ~

atistiea) |

Table 19 T

Q. How d1d the 1nterv1ewers rate the partic1pants
a U. S degree? SR S :

W ‘.;m.‘:“i ?ﬁ;{£Ju1 Oct
°”~#¥7f%ﬁi*&fth fV§ﬁ%€"ﬂ"'fN

FEELINGS ABOUT
U.S. DEGREE

No feelings ,j ;f,%ff?1,f§ffA‘fV;ff>7‘58 3999 57 1 380
Positive feelings- = | - - = 29.8 " 511;v2‘3o 2 201
Negative feelings .- | 6.8 ~ 66 11;9,‘_2031Bf 12; 7 .85

18-



Tab]e 40

Q. After the participants reached theih‘
they request any changes in. thetr*t i
not made? (Item A81 and S75)

REQUESTED  CHAHGES LRy e
DENIED EOR IR ) cvrs

2 Adm1n1strat1ve Arrangements

| About half of the Academic and Spec1a1 part1cipants con-"f
tinue to say they were "extremely sat1sf1ed" w1th the commun1ﬁ'
cation between themselves and the U.S. government off1c1a1
responsible for their training. About 1 out of 9 part1c1pants ’
in Fiscal 1971 [1] indicated that they were much less satis-
fied with this communication, rating it from "4" to YA
(Table 21). As in Fiscal 1969 and Fiscal 1970 8 out of 9
part1c1pants said they had no d1ff1cu1ty in commun1cat1ng
with th1s government off1c1a1 during their tra1n1ng programs
(Tab]e 22) o ‘ L ,

A]most 3 out of 4 of the 1971 [1] part1c1pants rated ﬁg;ﬁf

their sat1sfact1on with thP1r trave] arrangements in the -
United States either "1" o“~"2" " Less than 10% of these par-
ticipants rated their trave] arrangements in this country at"
or below the mid- po1nt on the scale (Table 23). Approx1mate1y
5 out of 6 of the part1c1pants said they had no prob]ems
with 1nadequate advance trave] arrangements 1n the United

L5 fk :



States (Tab]e 24) SR N
One out of . 4 of the part1c1pants sa1d they were "extreme]y
,sat1sf1ed" w1th the1r hous1ng in the United States. About

18% were much less sat1sf1ed, rating their housing arrange-t
ments at or below the mid-point on this satisfaction scale

(Table 25). The percentage of participants saying they had
some problem with housing being too far from the training
facility was 22.7%; 32.8% said they had some problem with o
poor public transportation services where they lived; 17.7%
said they had some problem with living in an undesirable
neighborhood; and 24.4% said they had some problem with
inadequate facilities and equipment in their housing (Tab]es o
26-29). IR
Only 37.2% of the 1971 [1] participants felt the daily -

| living allowance at the training location where they stayed

the longest was "adequate." About 1 out of 5 participants
indicated that this living allowance was "not adequate,"

while 2 out of 5 said it was "barely adequate" (Table 30).
More than 60% of the participants said that their a]]owancev'
for books and training materials was e1ther "bare]y“ or,"hqtfle
adequate" (Table 31). R

-16-



Table 21

Q. How satisfied were the participants with their commun1cation
during their sojourn with the government official in Nash1ngton
responsible for their training? (Item 57) ,

| ITRE
SATISFACTION RATING FY '69  FY'700  dul-Oct
U % No% N % N
1 (Extremely satisfied) 46.6 450 ~ 50.1 852 52,4 347
2 R 29,5 285  26.0 443  27.8 184
3 12.8 123 .9 8.8 ‘
4 6.4 62 .8 5.4
5 2.6 25 1 1.6
6 e 1.1 1 s 2.6
7 (Not at all'satisfied) 1.0 10 1.6 B Y S
ToTALS 100.0 966  100.0"

Table 22

Q. Did the participants experience any difficulties, during their
training, in communicating with the U.S. government official
in Washington responsible for their training? (Item 55)

| . FY '71
] ] ¥
s N % N % N
No L g7.8 851  88.8 1517  88.3 586
Yes | | ' 12.2 118 1.2 192 11.7 78
ToTALS -~ |100.0 969 100.0 1709 100.0 664

-17-



Tab]e 23

Q. How sa,fgfied Were the part1c1pants with the1r traveTﬁffﬁi: e-.
ments -in the Un1ted States? (Item 145) R A A

SATISFACTION RATING . -| . FY '69

209 347

(Extremely safigfféafﬂff ?36.

N oo o s 0N
O N, O NN 9O
; SN : B
—_ WO WO
o e ,.";. w
—
(=)
0]
—
e
N

f\Tab]e'24

Q. D1d the part1c1pants have a prob]em w1th 1nadequate
arrangements for trave11ng?sn(1tem 144d)‘ o

PROBLEM WITH

INADEQUATE ADVANCE | oFYey
TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS [~ .~

None | B0 s eas 1419 s3s o sss
Much . . . 3.4 w'ifif7}f.f 61 26 17

TOTALS ”ﬁ% r;ﬂ1pq}0fﬁQ5§{;Vf1oo o 1699 100.0 662

-18-




o Table2zs

Q., How sat1sf1ed were'the 'a”t‘°1pantg*“*';" i
“the United 'States? . (Item 112):

FY '71 ,
_Ju] Oct

70
232
4

248 27.
3 317 30.7 526
22.5 214  21.9 376

1 0 3 467 25,
2 3 7 |
| R R e : 5 9
o4 o o | 10.50 100 11.6 198 11,
(e R s . e
6 5 7
7 9 8

(Extreme]y satisf1ed) ',26.
DR e 33,

_" (Not at a11<sat1sf1ed) ; §i€l ?

7f{f5tho;_ 52" "100.0 1713 100.0 665

-Q, D1d the part1c1pants have a problem w1th the1r hous1ng be1ng
S too far from their tra1n1ng fac111ty? (Item 111a)

| prosLEM wITH "?; L L
~ HOUSING TOO FAR FROM |- FY '69 - . FY 70 Jul-Oct
TRAINING FACILITY - “‘ T v = n d -

| Nene | 7500 726 77.2 1319 77.3 512
| some 17.8 172 15.6 267  16.0 106
foMeen o 00 7.2 123 6.7 M

s e s oo e

-19-




Q. Did the participants have a'problem with p

PROBLEM WITH 4; &
POOR PUBLIC =

TRANSPORTATION -

Some '520;3"'3473 jij}3;'
Much 17.8 303 14,5 96

TOTALS . -1900.0" 96

 iah1é;2éf fl3?5f:“T

Q. Did the participants have a problem with Tiving in an’undesir-
able neighborhood? (Item;ﬂ}]d)f S SRR S

"PROBLEM WITH Av,fvj‘ ‘,ﬂFY'fGQifjﬁﬁﬂ'iFY,’70s”; - dul-0ct
UNDESIRABLE NEIGHBORHOOD f——— —

None s 17 sa1 1436 823 54
Some [ 10400 12,20 206 - 12.4 82
- e e A O

TOTALsﬁlfgﬁgjfff;ﬁﬁafjﬂfmfw, 0.0

-20-




Tab]e 29

participants have a problem withfjnadequaJ ,§§fiiﬁi§é7;ﬁﬁ

Q. -n
and equipment w1th the1r hous1ng? (Item

PROBLEM WITH |
INADEQUATE FACILITIES
AND EQUIPMENT

None
Some

Much

‘”T‘ Jab]e 30

Q. How adequate were the part1c1pants da11y v
at the tra1ning 10cat1on where they stayedﬁ
(Item 148) T 4 i

ADEQUACY OF
LIVING ALLOWANCE

Adequate
Barely adequate
Not adequate

TOTALS

-21-



Tab]e 31

Q. How adequate wa thehmoney prov1ded for books,
materials, and: other 1nc1denta1 techn1¢a i
expenses? (Item 15] A

ADEQUACY OF
TRAINING ALLONANCE

Adequate k
Barely adequate
Not adequate

TOTALS

'3 Personal and Social. Act1v1t1es

As in Fiscal 1969 and Fiscal ]970, over 3 out of 4 of
the Academ1c and Special participants interviewed in Fiscal
1971 [1] rated the importance of their American friendships
. '"to their total experience in the United States at one of the
fiftop 2 positions on this rating scale. Less than 1% of these
‘iffpart1c1pants rated their friendships below "4" on this scale
| (Table 32). There was a decrease in the proportion of par-
t1c1pants who said they had shared their living quarters
‘ with fellow countrymen at the training location where they
stayed the ‘longest. Less than 40% of the 1971 [1] part1c1pants
~ had lived with fellow countrymen. This continues the trend
: 1'from Fiscal 1969 and Fiscal 1970 (Tab]e 33) On the other
;tbhand less than 1 out of 7 of the 1971 [11 part1c1pants said
"fthey shared their 11V1ng quarters w1th U S c1t1zens (Tab]e 34).
‘ Just over ha]f of the 1971 [1] part1c1pants fe1t that

-22-



the1r v1s1ts to American homes were "extreme]y enjoyab1e.
could not have been better L Only 5. 4% showed“much 1ess s
enjoyment of these v1s1ts, rat1ng them at ohibeTow the m1d-h*:‘
point on this. scale (Tab1e 35)  About 1 out of 9 of the ‘fjvgf
part1c1pants sa1d they had no visits with- Amer1can fam111eSi:{f
in the United States Approximately 2 out of 3 of the . paraf}”“
ticipants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 [1] said they v1s1ted‘? 
3 or more American families. About 3 out of 4 of these
part1c1pants said they made 3 or more visits to Amer1can
homes in the United States (Tables 36-37). =~

Almost 40% of the participants 1nterv1ewed in F1sca1
1971 [1] found their informal social act1v1t1es "extreme1y
enjoyable." Only 6% expressed more negattye feelings rating
their informal activities "4" to "7" (Table 38). About 1
out of 10 of the 1971 [1]'participants“said they went to
most informal activities alone. About 1 out of 5 partici-
pants usually went to these activities with American citizens,
whereas 1 out of 3 went with mixed groups of Americans, home
countrymen and other foreign nationals (Table 39). About
57% of the participants said they made some kind of presen-'
tation about their home country or culture to an Amer1can ‘t
audience (Table 40).

When asked}about general social problems they had had.
in the United States, 49.6% of the 1971 [1] participants said
they had some problem with insufficient time.for social
activities, 25.2% said they had some problem with'too'little
information about U.S. social customs, and 65.4% said they'y
had some problem with feeling homesick in the United States
(Tables 41-43). On the basis of their conversations, the
DETRI interviewers rated about 1 out of 9 participants as
being dfscrimihated against during their U.S. sojourns in .
Fiscal 1971 [1]. This is a decrease in the proportion rated
as be1ng d1scr1m1nated aga1nst from Fiscal 1970 and con-“”
t1nues the downward trend from F1sca1 1969 (Tab]e 44)

-23-



Tab]e 32

Q. How 1mportant}were personal fr1endsh1ps;withEAmer1can‘/
part1c1pants ota]yexper1ence 1n_the ni

IMPORTANCE OF |  py vgo -
FRIENDSHIPS it

396 45,
299 31.
139 16.

(Exfreme]y important) | a4.
| - 33.
15.

254 . 15.8

\10\01 H W N -
o

GO W w == 0w o
o
o

e e . .

SO O WO - 00 Oh
~
~
o

NLO o1 N 00~y —
N
o

A—'ow

*-f (Not at a11 1mportant)

Tab]e 33

fd} D1d the part1c1pants, where they 11ved the 1ongest, share the1r
S ]1v1ng quarters w1th fellow countrymen7 (Item 110b) o hpEER

P | ] | e T
~ LIVED WITH | FY '6% - FY '70  Jul-Oct
FELLOW COUNTRYMEN - — —

Yes | a8 837 a6 M3 37.2 248
Noo ~55;2‘$}538e¥*i5§?4*¥1000*~1 62.8 418

“ffoTALsﬁ ﬁ;‘g,V€”’~ f;pfloo 0 666
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Q. D1d the part1c1pant§;.
11v1ng quarters w1th

'fWOngest, shdre*the1r’37
tem 110c) R

LIVED WITH
U.S. CITIZENS e

Yes
No

TOTALS

| 23,9

233 "15g4_7’254ffj¥j*;
76.1 742 84;6 ‘1449jj;;_ )

100.0 975 ,100 o 1713

(Item 123)

How enJoyable were the part1c1pant5-

Tab]e 35

w”si}i‘at‘s.r?t o American homes?

ENJOYMENT ‘RATING

,; Y '71
Ju] Oct

N oY OV BWw N —

(Ethéméﬁyvéhjbyabié)i;} 0. 4
ot e ;;;35;41;' 5
{142 96 14
S w s e
3 3
0 3

(Not‘at a]] enaoyablg)ﬁ*lH ;;"'iéf,95‘: . ;f”

301
183

795 s0.
.5 449 30,

305 s0.4
240 28.5
96 - 14.1

a5

w5 ' ' . . .
O NN O oY N
)

o

-25-
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~Table 36

Q. Approx1mate]y how many d1fferent Americanifam1]1es*d1d‘the
partlcipants vis1t? Item ]20) e o

NUMBER OF FAMI

TOTALS

Q. Approximately how many V]S1tsvtét‘i
ticipants make? (Item ]2])

None
B
2
1,56 or. more;g;;[:; "” 

 T°TALS oo 00 7

| -26-



Tab]e 38

Q. How. enaoyab]egwf¥e the informal activitles the part1c1pants
‘ 1 te

'Vx'gxngjjlfnf" "%‘ CON fv'%f*'f€:N ?}€

ENJOYMENT RATIN

650  38.3 252 |
588 . 36.8 242 |
311 18.9 124 |

| (Extreme]y engoyab]e) j‘35}

—
w
H
—
}': B . m
;e . . . .
I~ N W N W

o.po.0 0 e w ||

]
2
T B
e
&
6
7

:fnv (Not atvaJ ‘enjoyable)

:ﬁ7;¥;TQTAFS¥;i"V

S W1th whom did the part1c1pant§imos
' act1v1t1es? (Item 125) : !

- O P (e CFY '71
PERSON MOST OFTEN .|~ FY '69 .  FY '70 . . = Jul-Oct
| WENT WITH = S ;

No one, went a]one | 1s.0
Amer1cans v ;_ ‘” -] .25.3 241
Home countrymen ﬂﬁ.f[u “{gff°jfn':wﬁ 1
Other foreign nat1onals;“ﬁ
Mixed groups ’ :

ToTALs‘n;jn_gﬁfj
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Q.

presentation about their

i gp;éhdience?ii(lpgm”]29) '",‘3?

Ry

"lfJ;Ji;% {ﬁl‘t]:::LN jﬁ»i '{:%;;;iyfﬁif:;Nf:

39.5 375" 42.3 717

- 56,9

Q. Did the p

for social and recreational activi

Table 4f

articipants have a problem

ti

with lacking suf:

A clent time
es? (Itemulgzk)j»:gwg el

PROBLEM WITH
INSUFFICIENT TIME FOR
SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

ﬁfFYl?7T

NN

None
Some

CTOTALS -

504
7

. 50.4 33
37.6 247
12.0 .79

37.5° 635

95 100.0 657
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Tab]e 42

Q. D1d the part1c*pants have a prob]em with hav1ng too tuie:
information about U.S. social customs? (Item 1429)

 PROBLEM WITH

TOO LITTLE INFORMATION FY '69

ABOUT SOCIAL CUSTOMS

Some - 57&55fﬁ 22 8 220 24.8 . 422 22.6 150 |
Much L el 4 3 4 3.9 66 2.6 17|

TOTALsr;ag?ii‘”“‘”*‘“"’:éﬁnoogo;}v964~’“”

Q. Did the Dart1c1pants have a prob]em Wfthﬁfee11n  homes i ck
(Ttem 142d) R f

PROBLEM WITH 5fJu1 oct

FEELING HOMESICK

None | as 335>f‘,37f1;5553§fj;f34;6fgf229
Some R N A G 48 6 /459 ~ 47.2 805 " 48.7 323

TOTALS . 1100.0 964 100.0 1706 100.0 663
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Q. Did the 1nterv1ewe ’°e

Tab]e 44
1 the part1c1pavtsf“ﬁwwmﬁ;ﬂwwfﬁ~ﬁﬁﬁﬁmmizw‘

aga1nst? _5
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST. | 1 - F
VR % N %N % N
No 80.7 593 84.0 1390  88.5 583
Yes 19.2- 142° . 16.0 265 11,5 76
TOTALS | 100.0 735 100.0 1655 100.0 659

4, Communication Sem1nar and Ex1t Interv1ew

About 1 out of 5 of the Academic and Special part1c1pants
who attended a Special Communication Seminar felt that the

ideas they learned there
using their training whe
did not feel that these
ratings at or below the

would be "extremely helpful" in

n they returned home. About 30%
jdeas would be so helpful, giving
mid-point on this scale (Table 45).

Over 40% of the 1971 [1] participants rated the usefu1~"

ness: of the Ex1t Intervi
the h1ghest scale positi

ew in getting their evaluations at
on, whereas about 8% rated its ut111ty

Tow, g1v1ng "4" to "7" ratings (Table 46). Just over half

of the participants felt that the Exit Interview was "very"“
pleasant."” One part1c1pant out of 20 who received an Exit
Interview gave a low rating to its pleasantness (at or be]ow
the mid-point on th1s sca]e) (Table 47). S

~-30-



' Tab]e 45

Q. How he]pful did the participants think the ideas they got from
the Special Communication Seminar will be in us1ng the1r~x A
tra1n1ng when they return home? (Item 103) B :

' o FY '71
FY '69~’ FY '70 Ju] Oct

HELPFULNESS RATING

e
108 |
104 |

1. (Extremely helpful) | 24.4 146  22.4 236  20.
2 . | 29,0 174 27.8 294  25.
3 o |e2ss 13 2207 _240;‘f.24.
e e e s
6
7

roraLs - |100.0 599 100 o 1955':fi96}ogj 426

Tab]e 46

Q. How usefu] did the: part1c1pants think the Ex1t Interv1ew was
for getting the1r evaluat1ons of the1r A I D tra1n1ng proqram?

REES TG S ‘:;FY"71
?FY"7Q«'”/Q#v%j"i.' Jul-0ct

USEFULNESS RATING L

266

824 a1,
235

(Extremely useful) e 1:44, 5
- 33.4 624 36.7

8.3 1000 6.2 40
B 1.2
5
2

7o e

NN OY OB W N
e T N
el e - A‘
- W O WIS —
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Q.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

TOTALs,r19‘

987 52,
o233 o,

|- 83.
1.29.
2.

(Very pleasant

(Not at a11 pleasant)

B. Academic Program Part1c1pants Only

“,f 1 Tra1n1ng Programs

, About 1 out of 4 of the Academ1 part1c1pants 1nter'hfﬂ?ﬁ
V1ewed in Fiscal 1971 [1] felt that their technical training

*program was. extreme]y su1tab1e" to their home country con-7%w”

d1t1ons  About 1 out of 5 participants did not feel that- 1t

was: so su1tab1e to the1r home country conditions, rat1ng the1r

'techn1ca1 ‘training program at or below the mid-point on th1s
sca]e (Tab]e 48). About 30% of the Academic part1c1pants
felt that the1r techn1ca1 training programs were "extremely ‘ﬁ

"su1tab1e" to the1r tra1n1ng and experience, and’ to the1r

persona] career p]ans - 0On both of these sca]es,lless than
15% of the Academ1c part1c1pants rated the su1tab111ty 'f“

32-



.the1r techn1ca1 tra1ning;pro§”em7at or be]ow the m1d po1nt
'(Tables 49 and 50). . w
The DETRI 1nterv1ewers‘rated;about&ljout:of;”;
: Academ1c participants as ~viewing the1r pr1nc1pa1;t‘}
1nst1tut1on as "exce]]ent "and 55% as "good U Abou Tou
i'of 8 of these participants were rated as v1ew1ng the1r insti
tut1on as being "adequate," while lass than 7% were rate
as viewing their training 1nst1tut1ons as e1ther "poor“
"terrible" (Table 51). o : S ‘w" 7_,
Of the 1971 [1] Academic part1*1pants who rece1ved
on-the-job training, about 1 out of 3 fe]t that 1t was.
"extremely useful" to the obJect1ves of the1r techn1ca]
training program. About 17% of these part1c1pants expressed
much more negative op1n1ons, rat1ng the ut111ty of their
on-the-job training from "4" to "7 (Tab]e 52). O0f the Aca-
demic participants who rece1ved observat1on training, 35.8%
found it "extremely useful," while 13.5% rated their obser-
vation training at or below the mid-point of the utility
scale (Table 53). About 30% of the Academic participants
found the courses at their principal training institution
to be "extremely useful," while about 1 out of‘9 of these f.
participants gave much lower ratings'("4“'toﬂﬂ7ﬁ)‘to:thee(j
utility of their courses (Table 54). DR ;.hl s
Courses that were tco simple were a"probTem for 24.4%
of the 1971 [1] Academic participants; 26. 7% had some prob-
1em with too many courses being unre]ated to their major
f1e1d 26.4% had some problem with too much dup11cat1on of
subject matter in different courses; and 34, 9% had some prob]em
with understanding the1r teachers or superv1sors speech
(Tables 55- 58) B ' UM

or -
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Tab]e 48

Q. How su1tab1e d1d thé Academ1c part1cipants feel their techn1ca1
tra1n1ng*program was_tolthe1r home country cond1t1ons? Item*83b)

93
24

(Extremely suitable) 23.
T | 31.
26.

~ o o W N -
O e o o™

(Not at a]] su1tab1e)

Tab]e 49

Q. How su1tab1e did- the Academ1c part1c1pants feel their technical
training program was ‘to. their training and exper1ence7 (Item 83a)

, - ] | | | FY '71
SUITABILITY RATING | . FY '69 R e

123 35.5 285 31,
168 38.1 306  39.
63  16.7 134 17.
2 6.2 50 5.
1220 17 e

84
107
48
16
13
2

0

(Extreme]y su1tab1e) Ufﬁbﬁ
e | n.

(Not at a]] subta 1) |

: ~ ‘?‘ ;‘-’T? -bwm '".‘. T
_:.‘- L] A»‘.' ',‘ L) . ; .
R R T~ ST — FERSC PR Y- SO Fa N
nN
e}
o
nN
(3]
o
T | B
O 0 WV o &=
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Q. How su1tab1e d1d‘the*A¢a

i Tab]e 50

demjc

var£1t1pants fee] their}f“"”*’”"'w

SUITABILITY RATING =

(Extremely suitab1e)7::

Mo N oo o | <

TOTALS

 Table 51

How did the. 1nterv1ewers

about their pr1nc1pa1 training institution?

féé11ngs

rate the Academic participants

TRAINING INSTITUTION
RATING

| R
FY '69 FY '70 Jul-0Oct

% N

Excellent
Good
Adequate
Poor ;;_‘,____
Terrible . -

TOTALS

253
352 85,
105 -2,

26 . 70
- 147
32
= ’i;;‘.] 7

o

267

143
24”154:_

32,

ST SR R O
w0y
sepO O M
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labie 24

Q. How useful to the objectives of their technical training pro-
grams did the Academic participants find the on-the-job. tra1n1ng-
they received? (Item 73)

‘ ;}.'ngj~{q93‘“ T o
CFY '69° - FY '70 Jul-Oct
% _Nfﬂat'1% ﬁf;~,N f? *‘% N

USEFULNESS RATING

26
28

04 34.
64 37.
29 0.

(Extréméiy,uéefu1) 42,

~N Oy O W N —
e e e
ONTNTO o W o~
© NN W oL

(Not at all useful)

TOTALS

Tab]e 53

'Q. How usefu] to the obJect1ves of the1r techn1ca1 tra1n1ng pro-'
grams did the Academic participants f1nd the "se vatlon
training they received? (Item 76) ‘ : ‘ A

SRR - | e Ry
USEFULNESS RATING [ FY '69 ~FY 700 0 Jul-Oct

% Noo% N % N

53
42

j;f157° 35,
S 21 zs.

(Extreme]y usefu]) 33. f86;‘ 137;

94 28,

\‘ m Ol B W N -
o o
o el o el . Ly
—
~3
MO0 N O N w ]
e LT e 0,°' P
OO T
—
N

(Not‘at aT f“”"

"'VTOTALs;~&'J*”ff[’*?”fT”l" 100.0 258 100.0 421 100.0 148
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Table 54

Q. How useful to the objectives of their technical training pro- E
grams did the Academic participants find the courses:at their. IR
principal institution? (Item 70) . \ S

Fres R 'o o duieget |

USEFULNESS RATING

1
2
3
4
5
6 BT TP SUETRERNS It B S
7 (Not at all useful) | .2 .

- Table 55

Q. Did3£ﬁéfAbadémit'partfcipants havetpfdhjéméfw*fﬁf@éufSﬁé;ﬁéiﬁg
too simple?. (Item 68q)‘ : e T e e T

. Jdul-Oct

PROBLEM WITH
COURSES TOO SIMPLE

 75.6 204
6 21.5 58

0 100.0 270

None
Some
Much

TOTALS = o




M.Table 56

sﬁhave prob]ems w1th too‘many»5v577“f‘f'

Q. :
to their major f1e1d? (Item 68k)

courses Unrelate°

PROBLEM NITH ‘_ﬁ
UNRELATED COURSES‘:b

None
Some
Much

Tab]e 57

ldﬁ« D1d the Academ1c part1c1pants have a prob]em W1th too much
dup11cat1on of subject matter in d1fferent courses? (Item 681)

R PROBLEM WITH | FY '69 FY '70 . ‘Jul-Oct
| TOO MUCH DUPLICATION —
1o | | 1,f%{::;7;N{,ﬁxn;%;,;¢;§N}*f,3,% N

,]”573;6 198
Uﬂf”f{f3}3 9

,’"}a;Neﬁe S 5fEe 70 3 épigifa:ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁhﬁkE
: o L ;3 ]. ;13fw3;p';"
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"?ﬁ Table 58

Q. bid the Academ1c part1c1pants have problems w1th underst""d‘d'“'
teachers or superv1sors speech? (Item 17e) :

PROBLEM WITH - FY '69 Ry '70 . Jul-Oct

TEACHERS ' SPEECH — _—

o % N % N % N

None Al 64.8 280  66.7 540  65.1 175
Some R 31.3 135 30.7 248  32.7 88
Much PR 3.9 17 2.6 21 2.2 6
TOTALS | 100.0 432 100.0 809 100.0 269

2. Special Programs

About half of the Academic participants who attended
Leadership Training Programs in Fiscal 1971 [1] gave one of
the top 2 satisfaction ratings to these programs. About 1
out of 4 of these participants indicated that they were not
well satisfied with their. Leadersh1p Training Programs, _
rat1ng them at or below the m1d point on this sat1sfact1on ;f
scale (Table 59). L

About 1 out of 6 of the Academic part1c1pants who
attended a Pre Academic Workshop felt that it was "extreme]y‘
useful" in preparing them for their technical training pro-
gram. Over 40% of these participants rated the utility of

their Pre-Academic Workshops at or below the mid- po1nt on
this scale (Table 60).

About 1 out of 4 of the Academic part1c1pants who had
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; (Tab]e 61). Forty-one and a half percent of the Academ1

had Eng11sh 1anguage tra1n1ng 1n the Un1ted States rated N |
it as ' ‘extremely usefu1'"' About the same proport1on ex-é}ffﬂyV*'“
pressed more negative op1n1ons, rating ut111ty of the1r”ff
U.S. language training from “4"'to "7“'on this: sca]e )

: part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed in Fiscal 197] [1] sa1d they?,_
some problem in mak1ng themselves understood 1n English
in the United States (Table 62). The percentage of Academ1c o
participants indicating they had some prob]em in read1ng -
English continued to decrease in Fiscal 1971 [1]. Fourteen
and a half percent of these participants indicated some 'ffffff
problem with reading English as compared with 17% in F1sca]“?‘
1970 and 22.5% in Fiscal 1969 (Tab]e 63). L

| Table 59 |
‘How satisfied were the Academic part1c1pants with the;;sm‘__ ‘f
~Training Program(s) they attended? (Item 98) T i e

~ SATISFACTION RATING

—  wow

'TOTALS

||

(Extreme]y sat1sf1ed) {iﬁjig;tf;~
| S ] 35.4 0 97

S IR
N
o

(Not at a]l satlsf1ed) ?tfiﬂ??t”fjddfidg.ﬁ‘,w__rh
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,PreéAcademic,WOrkshopﬂingbhépéh{nﬁﬁfhé1Ac3;foQ  

| ining programs? - . .. ..

R lable by
Q. How useful was the Pre
demic-participants for their technical tr

o dul=Qet

A7

USEFULNESS  RATING

N

1'(Eth§ﬁéiy
3
4
5
:
7

(Not at all:

TOTALS

16.
18.
25.

42 7.

22 - 10,

Jons 0w ;0 O

17

20

27
19

o Table 61

Q. How’ﬁ§éfﬁ1«did‘the‘Academit participants find the.EﬁgliSHgiafjl
language training they received in the United States? (Item 16)

USEFULNESS RATING

UYL

. Jul-Oct

N

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

(Not at a1l

TOTALS .+

o9

43
26
23




"'T5b1e”62““i*""

Q. D1d the Academ1c part1c1pants have dfprob]em w1th makin
se]ves understood 1n Eng]1sh?_ (Item 17f) it

PROBLEM WITH
SPEAKING ENGLISH

w~f~1V~ﬂ‘i?E?¥58 5 158
;AQ;Afifﬁingﬂx36 7 ,jgg

TOTALS s27°

None
Some
Much

D1d the Academic part1c1pants’have,a“pf
Eng]1sh7 (Item 17h) A , e

= | PROBLEM WITH - | FY '69
‘| READING ENGLISH ;;:w,

o Neme | 77.5 331 83.0 671  85.1 228
| some . .. oo 1199 8  16.0 129 14.5 39
Much B Y 111";giyq?**”TBQTL‘»’44‘ ‘

\a'_vTOTALS | 100.0 427 100 100 ° 268
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C.. Spec1a1 Program Part1c1pants 0__1

f~,xﬂ»1 Tra1ning Programs

’ Just over 30% of the Spec1a1 part1c1 v,nterv1ewedw‘}
fgf1n F1sca1 1971 [1] felt that their techn1ca1 tra1n1ng pro-_f
‘7fgram was extreme]y suitahle" to the1r home country con--_ ,
:ajd1t1ons, wh11e 17% rated their training program's su1ta-‘;,&’
fhfbl]lty at’ or below the mid- -point on this scale (Table 64) S
v':About 3 out ‘of 4 of the Special participants rated thev*'Q?T*
- suitability of their technical tralnlng programs to their
'tralnlng and experience at one of the top 2 sca]e pc s1t1ons,
while less than 10% rated 1t at or be]ow "4“ on this suit- " |
ability scale (Table 65). About 2 out of 3 Special part1c1?l
pants gave a “1" or "2" rating to- the su1tab111ty of the1r
~technical training program to. their personal career p]ans,
~while about 1 out of 7 rated the su1tab111ty ]ower on thlS
sca]e ("4" to “7") (Table 66). i '.
‘ A~ trend was found in the DETRI 1nterv1ewers ratlngs
'of_the_Spec1a1 participants' feelings about the1r pr1nc1pal
"trainfng institutions. Elghty and-a half percent of the
'kpart1c1pants were rated as. seeing their tra1n1ng institu-
‘tions as "excellent" or "good“ in Flsca] 1971 [1], as com-'7

v, pared with 72.7% in Flsca] 1970 and 65 5% in Flsca] 1969.

Converse]y, 5.8% were rated as see1ng the1r tra1n1ng 1nst1-f
tutions as "poor" or “terr1b1e" 1n F1sca1 1971 [1], as |
- compared with 9. 8% 1n Flscal 1970 and ]6 1% 1n F1sca]
1969 (Tab]e 67). ““g"-~‘ ST I e o
' One out of 3 of the ]971 []J Spec1a1 part1c1pants who
received on-the- JOb tra1n1ng rated ‘this training as "extreme]y
useful" to the obJectlves of their technical training program
 About 1 out of 7 of these part1c1pants rated their on-the-
’JOb tra1n1ng as much less useful (at or below the m1d -point
on this ut111ty sca]e) (Tab]e 68). About 1 out of 3 of
the Spec1a1 part1c1pants who made observat1on v151ts rated
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them as "extreme]y usefu] Only about 1 out_of 9 of“‘”,
"".these part1c1pants gave 1ow rat1ngs to the ut111ty of;the1r
‘observation visits (at or be]ow the m1d po1nt : ,:' ”iv-”"f
‘ut111ty scale) (Table 69). About 40% of the“Spec1a1 par-ewt
ticipants making observat1on v1s1ts sa1d they had some " f”
_problem with act1v1t1es at the p]aces v1s1ted being too _?ﬁj
- similar, while 22.6% said ‘they had some problem with
 “observing insignificant and/or 1nappropr1ate act1v1t1es
- (Tables 70 and 71) g |
, One out of 3 Spec1a1 part1c1pants who received c]ass-:;
room tra1n1ng in Fiscal 1971 [1] rated it as “extremely
usefu] " while about 1 out of 11 expressed more negative
e opinions by rat1ng their classroom training from “4" to
wygu on this ut111ty scale (Table 72). About 1 out of 4
"of these participants indicated that they had had some
problem with their courses or presentations being too
simple. This is a smaller percentage of participants
“having this problem than in Fiscal 1970 which ‘continues
‘the trend from Fiscal 1969 (Table 73). About 1 out of. 4
of these part(c1pants had. some problem with tvo: ]1tt1e
discussion during their classroom tra1n1ng, wh11e jus ”“
. ”over 30% had some problem with too much. duplicatio
- subject matter (Tables 74 and 75). i
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Table 64

‘Q.4 How suitable d1d the Spec1a1§pﬁrt1c1pants fee] the1r techn1cal 5
o tra1n1ng program W?a t jthe1r home country cond1t1ons? (Item 80b)5j

R L=vo';;__f-%ifg,kxﬂi’.~fa7“7“ Sm R 2R
| surtasrirty raTiNg | FY 69 Ry '70 n g oct ,
e %N%N B v

.3 207 315 24 |
7 278 26.6 105
| 24, |

t‘] (Extremelyﬁsdftebﬁe)7
N e
3
4
5
 : 6,'7.’ :
7

(Not at al] su1tab1e)

: Tab]e 65 R
Q. How su1tab1e did the Spec1a1 part1c1pants feel the1r techn1ca1
training program was to their training and exper1ence? (Item 80a)

SUITABILITY RATING .. | FY '69 FYr779~aVa,,€ aul- °°t

(extremely suttaste) | 2.

16 35.4 139

~NOY O B W N —

1

e O o

(thzet;el suitable) [ 1.

TOTALS . 10000
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Tab]e 66

:Q How su1tab1e d1d the Spec1a1 part1c1pants fee] the1r techn1ca1

tra1n1ng program was to the1r personal career plans?

(Item 80c) 

| surTAsILrTy maTING |

i: ’Q mm N ‘w",m _. 1

(Not at a]lisu1tab1e)

(Extreme]y suitab]e)ii,y;f [§ffﬁ;jﬁbfj1 :y;‘w . e

5Qﬁ How d1d the 1nterv1ewers rate the Spec1a1 part1¢1pants ‘
R 'about the1r pr1nc1pa1 tra1n1ng 1nst1tut1on?

Tab]e 67

4f*TRALN1NG INSTITUTION
" RATING

. FY '69

*un"LFY ‘71
o dul-0ct

.Excellentv
so0d : ‘
Adequate - .
Terrible .

TOTALS o

s,

| es.
42,

5 60
0 107
4

3

226 - 27.7 91
266 52.8 173
118 -13.7 45
'{..afsg 16

9

5 100.0 328
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Tab]e 68

Q. How useful to the object1ves of the1r techn1ca1 tra1n1ng program*li
was the on-the-job: tra1n1ng ‘the" Spec1a1 ‘partici ants‘- ejved: :
at their pr1nc1pa1 tra1n “fac111ty? (Item 66? o '

USEFULNESSVkAfiNGE;iéT._.w

(Extremely usefh1jj;;”“

~NOY O BWN

(Not at all useful) = | 1.7

TOTALS ",,‘:fjfzflfiiw,ﬁ 00.0 505 © 100.0 264

Tab]e 69 f R R

Q. How usefu] were. the observat1on v1s1ts the SﬁééiajfﬁarttEipeﬁts
made? (Item ) I 7 XN S

e Rt

USEFULNESS RATING | | »
B 5 N ,j;%p;%j;EN'~;fﬁa%ﬁj?ﬁﬁ;n

(Extremely useful) 26.5 127 2.3110




Q. Did: Specia] arti
p]aces v1s1tedj:¥

PROBLEM WITH
REPETITIOUS

OBSERVATION VISITS -

TOTALST;;?Ei;f ﬁ}x~

102
f35’

"5,5£JO 3 ‘

7 o s

Table 71

Q. Did Special participants have a prob]em W1th observing 1ns1g-f

nificant or inappropriate activities?

(Item 70d)

PROBLEM WITH

FY '69

INAPPROPRIATE ACTIVITIES

None
Some
Much

TOTALS =

67.9 317  73.5 546  77.4 264
26.3 123 211 157
5.8 27 5.4 40 2.7 9
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v Table 72
Q. How usefu] to the obJect1ves of their techn1ca1 tra1n1ng programs

was the classroom and related training the Special part1c1pants
rece1ved at the1r pr1nc1pa1 1nst1tut1on? (Item 62) St

USEFULNESS RATING. -

RPN
139 34,

(Extkémé1y u§éfﬁj)ffTZf,M 27.
90 19,

1
+.238 5 35,6,
dﬁgiisjf&k;;22;5;§? ;72
,{4*u.'t1”gd;:ﬁ
2

N OO O BN
LR Y . . . -
O e N O WO
QLIS RN N~ SRt N ST 0L

(Not at a1l useful) |

TOTALS

Tab]e 73;_

Q. Did the Spec1a1 part1C1Pants have & prob]emfwithﬁf"‘;
or presentat1ons ‘too S1mp1e? (Item 61a)

PROBLEM NITH s 0   fn' -, “?;:.:nE3i ¢ fv¢ fj ?ﬁﬁ Y. 17
PRESENTATIONS T0O SIMPLE | FY ‘69 - - FY.'70 o Jul-Oct
, “?f%fi;;ﬁ Nfi: j'% ”';: Nfif‘iﬁ%AQf:VfN

None ".5f,if7i?5fff5565337?3?§§f1fi70l4"1485_5;’72 3 5230
Some . -l 27,0 M6 24.2 167 79
Much o | 7.7 33 5.4 37 9

TOTALS = 100.0 429 100.0° 689 - 1000 318
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Q.

d1scuss1on dur1ng the1r

Tab]e 74

D1d the Spec1a1 part1c1pants have a prob]em w1th too 11tt1e
classroom training?

(Item 61f)

PROBLEM WITH .
TOO LITTLE DISCUSSION

FY '69 FY ‘70

None
Some
Much

TOTALs;te;:i;)?,e_,,,

3183',;73.5 506
17.9 760 19.2 132
_7‘1,__”vo;f 7.3 50

e o o e e e e e e o o e e e e e =

75 0

1000

424 100.0 688 100.0

(Item 61h)

Did the Special part1c1pants have p ;
duplication in subJect matter dur1nq the1ﬁ

PROBLEM WITH

Fy '71
Jul-0ct

TOO MUCH DUPLICATION |— " [

% N

None
Some

TOTALS

';V 66 9

69.4
- 264

218
83

283

314

2 1000
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o ”fva1scussion 0: MTra1n1ng Program
,“_,,“VOVer 60% of the,4_eo1a1 part1c1pants 1nterV1ewedsf,frﬁMh‘
';,1n;51s¢a1 1971 [1] fe]t that the1r persona] part1c1pation
"1n the p1ann1ng of the1r proposed tra1n1ng programs was,5*»7i“
' adequate.“, About 1 out of 9 of the Spec1a1 part1c1pants
'ffe]t that they had "very 1nadequate“ parti“fpatlon 1n the
‘planning of their proposed tra1n1ng program (Table 76)
Only 3.8% of the. Spec1a1 participants 1nterv1ewed
in Fiscal 1971 [1] said they had not had a persona] meet1ng
with the government off1c1a1 ‘in wash1ngton respons1b1e for

their tra1n1ng program (Tab]e 77)

Tab]e 76

N. How adequate was the Spec1a1"part c1pants' persona] part1c1pe5

tion in the planning of the1r Erogose ‘technical t
programs? (Item 24? e o T , ra1n1ng

ADEQUACY OF R e i
PARTICIPATION SRR B  RE G - Ju1-Oct

Very 1nadequate |21 se a8 133 1.
Somewhat ‘"adequate . “29.3. ﬁélyiﬁvg_:,.,l :
Adequate : ‘ : R

45
101
249




Tab]e 77

Before the1r technical training program began,,d1dythei5pec1a1 1

participants have a personal meeting, or meetings, with the’
?overnment off1c1a1 1n washington respons1b1e for their‘train1ng?

Item 30)

CFY- '71

'*.;fY;gydi?f ~Jul-0Oct

HAD MEETING =

No
Yes

TOTALS




'“h PART 111

DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS OUTFOME, ANDQ
iQ DETERMINANT ITEMS FOR' : {
OBSERVATION TRAINING TEAM MEMBERSJ,,¢¢

A;  Team CharaCteristics | ) -
Two out of 3 observation tra1n1ng teams 1n F1sca1 ]97]'f"
[1] came from Latin America (Tab]e 78) Th1s was a ]arger
percentage than in Fiscal. ]970 The percentage of teams ‘
from the Near East-South As1a rema1ned ‘quite constant. Noigf
teams came from Africa or" the Far East in the f1rst 4 months,
in Fiscal 1971. RN Sy
A1l but 2 teams in F1sca] ]97] [1] ‘had programs in the o

fields of Labor, Agr1cu]ture, Pub]1c Adm1n1strat1on, and”s*vh _

Education (Table 79). The percentage of teams in Pub11c?]f[j
Administration rose sharply to s]ight]y less than 30% dfg[ﬁff'
the total. Percentages in the other 3 fields were aboutffff;
the same as in Fiscal 1970. "n?hw
Approximately 2 out of 3 teams in F1sca1 1971 []], wereﬂﬂt
programmed by the Department of Labor, Department of Agr1-ﬂg5
cilture, Office of Education, and the Interna] Revenue m_f
Service (Table 80). ‘ ' S l“’
About 3 out of 5 teams in Fiscal 1971 []] were com- o
posed of 6 or fewer members (Tab]e 81). However, the per-/fﬁ
centage of teams composed of 1 to 3 members continued to A;
decline, and comprised less than 18% of the total in Fiscalfﬂfi
1971 [1] compared with 23% in Fiscal 1970 and 37% in F1sca] ff‘
1969, . ~

* The exit interview format for Observation Training Teams
was revised during Fiscal 1969. Consequent]y, the number of
Fiscal 1969 team members in some tables is less than the
total of 379 because not all members were asked all of the
questions.
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Q. what reg1onsﬁbrffh ‘

from? '

servation training teams

REGION -

FY ‘71

t  ,Ju1-0ct' 

9 Teams

Africa
Far East e ’
Latin Amer1ca T i

Multi- Reg1on

TOTALS

Near East- South As1a}':E,:’_'i;;vé‘:""g‘"t

(=} ]
SN =
e el e ‘_o'«‘; PLIETEE N .

= - T RN R S
>
o

28 6

67 8

Q. In, what fields of tra1nfng

have their tra1n1ng?”‘f

_.A_Ji FY

FIELD OF TRAINING = = - =

Teams

@Q:ﬁszf;Téams

Labor
Agr1cu1ture
Public Adm1nlstrat1onfj
Education S
Industry & Mining
Health & San1tat1on
Transportation
Other

e - - wm------

TOTALS .~

21,

22.

6.

B -, I I S

14

13

. 32
16

. L] LI .
O N M W00 NN

e
- 28,

o w-o o o]
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Tab]e 80

_Qf what:government agenc1e53part1c1pated 1n the trainfng'”‘”

ffﬁLabor
7f[Agr1cu1ture g
_0ff1ce of- Education 1 16
_Internal Revenue Serv1ce,'; 8.
“,bub1ib Health Service 6.4
'-:u . Geo]og1ca1 Survey | 3.2°
v Other

TOTALS

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS:

TOTALS

0 28
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B. 0vera1] Reactions

Observation tra1n1ng team members 1n F1sca] ]971 [J]
,expressed relat1ve1y high sat1sfact1on with the1r total :
exper1ence as A.I.D. part1c1pants (Table 82). Two out"(

‘rated their satisfact1on at "4" or lTower. SRR
 About’ one -half (53%) of the team members in Fiscal AR
_]971 [1] gave rat1ngs of "1" or "2" to express their satis-"m
'faction w1th their technical tra1ning program (Tab]e 8o) |
"ﬁTh1s percentage was somewhat lower than in Fiscal 1970.
' About 18% gave ratings at or below the mid-point on this :
~scale, about the same percentage as in Fiscal 1970. Team
~ members in Fiscal 1971 [1], on the average, expressed about
 the same degree of satisfaction with their techn1ca] tra1n1n§
"~ program as those in Fiscal 1970, R A
' The ratings given by team members in Fiscal 1971 [1]
to indicate their satisfaction with the1r personal and
e‘soc1a] experiences showed wide dispersion (Table 84) e
About 3 out of 5 (58%) were very satisfied and gave rat1ngs
5_of “1% or "2." About 31%, however, gave- 1ow ratings. at‘or
~ below the mid- po1nt on this scale., - The average rat1ngsgof
Lteam members 1n F1sca1 1971 [1] were lower5than 1n“F ca]
4_1970 : RS ‘

~RE_



 Table sz

| sATISFACTION RATIN

(Extreme]y sat1SfTed)

1

2
s
1s

6

7

(Nbffatfall3satiéfiéQng

GTALS )

}fQ;' How satisfied were the¢part1c1pants w1t:':@d::”
P programs’ T FanA

| sATisFacTIoN RaTING - f PV

(Extreme]n-ﬁﬁiigfféﬁ)  {320 39 26,

W e e e D
OO N A oo
N
~J




Q. How' satisff :
soc1a1}exper1ence

* SATISFACTION RATING

(Extremely satisfied) | 24.0

v”Téﬁ ‘Contributing Outcomes and Determ1nants'.7f"

'e'j,;]. Planning and- 0r1entat1on

L Two out of 5 observat1on training team members in Fis-
. _e;ffcal 1971 [1] indicated that they had had adequate t1me in
l‘lfffwh1ch to make all necessary pre-departure arrangements (Tab]e
| “\et85) Th1s was a much lower percentage than in F1sca1 1970
, ;;;More than one- ha]f of the team members 1n F1sca1 1971 [1]
;’3ejfwere sat1sf1ed w1th the t1me at wh1ch the1r USAID br1ef1ng
“BV.ifoccurred (Tab]e 86) A >~»‘;»;5l S
_:n ~ About 38% of the team members 1n F1sca1f1971'[1] guve
n"}rat1ngs of "1" “2" to the ut111ty of the1r USAID br1ef1ng
j'-jcompared to 43% 1n F1sca1 1970 (Table 87)*fjHowever, the
" 'proport1on g1v1ng rat1ngs of "4“ and be]ow was considerably

584




ﬁpxograms (Tab]e 88)
fFisca] 1970. | SN
3 “Two out of 3 team membersIThaFtsca1-1971,[]] ratedga. ,
:the1r satisfaction ‘with the d1scuss1on ‘of the final plan =
7of their tra1n1ng program at e1ther the'"l“ or "2v posi-
t1on,on the scale (Table 89). About 20% gave ratings of

“4" and lower. The majority (59%) of the team members
in Fis¢a1'1971 [1] indicated that they had had an oppor-
-tunity to offer suggestions about the final plan of their:
‘training program (Table 90).

, Nearly 60% of the team members in Fiscal 1971 [1]"

rated the utility of their briefing at the Washington Inter-
'natlonal Center at either "1" or "2" (Table 91).  Fewer -

than 1 out of 5 gave rat1ngs of. "4"'or lower. The average
ratings, however, were somewhat lTower than in Fiscal 1970.

Tab]e}85

’ Q D1d the part1c1pants have adeq Jte't1me togmake departure :

arrangements? 3;¥,,

T e e FY '71
o FY'70 0 0 Jul-Oct

| wAo avequate TIME | PV

| 34.4 ~;32{7f252 6 308 4.7 88
65.6 ;,,51_‘§;37_4‘ 184 58,3 123

100.0 . 93 2 100.0  2m

TOTALS
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http:opportunity.to

Tab]e‘86

Q. Were the;part1cipant,fff'f7ﬁﬁf ¥:;ffufff5 ii
br1ef1ngs?

TOTALS . o

Q

| useruness mate [

(Extreme]y usefu])

TOTALS -
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Q. W;to 01 fefgsuggestions

about’"

,152“0PP0RTUNITY.TOTOFFERJuj  7 R
| SUGGESTIONS ... . - [T

fes ﬁ'i;fijigiif;w'* 23.5 89 3.6 212 237 50
N o |7e.5 2000 64.4 383 76.3 161

TOTALS .~ -  |100.0 379 100.0 - 595  100.0 211

Tab1e 89

Q. How sat1sf1ed were the part1c1pants w1th their d1scus$1on{of
the f1na1 plan of the1r tra1n1ng programs? o L

SATISFACTION RATING | FY '69 FY 70 *dul-oct
By % N. .-%**_N_d' % N

(Extréﬁéiy sa;i§%iéh)§* 59. 8 70 41,

‘\noi,m.pwm_.
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‘ Tab]e 90

Q. Did: the part1c1pants have an" opportun1ty to. offer suggestionsf
' about the f1na1 plan of their tra1n1ng programs? R

OPPORTUNITY T0 OFFER“
SUGGESTIONS o

Yes ’"'fffjfff”" | s5.9 212 61.7 367 s8.8 120
No ] s 167 "38,3_,{228;}*_§j}25f,[87

e e 0w _e .-~ - --—-------------—-,-----'---1------------—---

o Tablegn ~
“Q‘ How usefu] d1d the part1c1pants f1nd the wash1ngtbn Internat1ona1
Center 0r1entation7 : T R

| ‘ﬂ}w‘ D O b
FY '69 FY"7O 7;,>JU] -0ct

| uSEFuLNESs RATING

141 27,
115 30.

39

(Extreme]y usefu1) | 28.9 26  38.
: 43

42.2 38  31.

NS W oy o o~
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Adm1n1strat1ve Arrangements

Observatlon tra1n1ng team members in F1sca] ]97] [1],_
_whose teams were accompanied by an escort officer (Team ;
'fManager, Technical Leader, Team Coordinator), generally ' R
'Qfound tiie help provided by their escort to be very usefulvu”fﬁ
Jh(Tab]e 92) Nine out of 10 rated the usefulness of the
help they had received at either "1" or "2" on the scale. -
The quality of 1nterpret1ng‘1n the exit interviews
was rated by the interviewers on a 5-point scale with
pos1t1ons designated "Exceptional," "Above Average,"
"Average," "Below Average," and "Unsatisfactory." The
interpreting of 50% of the interpreters taking part in
the exit interviews in Fiscal 1971 [1] was rated in the.
first 2 positions (Table 93). This was about the same . o
percentage as in Fiscal 1970. The proportion Judged to o
be "Below Average" in Fiscal ]971 [1], however, was much~t
less than in Fiscal 1970.‘; '
Fewer than 2 out of 5 team members in Fiscal 1971”[1]
reported having exper1enced some difficulties with the ,fx
housing accommodations provided during their stay 1n the
United States (Table 94). This was a much 1ower percentage
than in Fiscal 1970. " S o
Team members in Fiscal 1971 [1] more frequently found
their per diem to be "adequate" than did members in either
of . the'2 previous years (Table 95). About 55% descr1bed“
their per diem as "Adequate" compared to 40% in Fisca]
1970 and 30% in Fiscal 1969. o

-f3-




Q. How usefu]TWa the
escort officerS'”

USEFULNESS RATING

(Extremely useful)

xit interviews?

CUURY '
Jul-0ct

W %

- | QUALITY OF INTERPRETING

| Exceptional
| Above average
'5f_;Average

 °Be1ow 8verage
Unsat1sfactory

TOTALS
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Q. Did;the},

HAD HOUSING ‘DIFFICULTY

TOTALS .

Q. How adequate was the part

ADEQUACY OF PER DIEM. = | FY:

»A;ﬂljiquj?0ct

Adequate

Not adequate

TOTALS

Barely adequate  ”””‘1*~v

37 54.5 115
201 26,1 55
L1904 &
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‘l.presentations at e1ther the “]“ or “2" pos1t10n on the

Tra1n1ng Program o

| _,;H_,ObserVat1on
.jfor the most par

, wash1ngton, D. C.,,do_be a@usefu] part of the1r tra1n1n ERTR
" programs. More than 2 out of 3 rated the ut111ty of these~

rating scale (Tab]e 96) Ratings g1ven in th1s f.sca] o
period were slightly h1gher than those glven by team mem-”_7
bers in Fiscal 1970 IR SR

~ More than 9 out of 10 team members in F1sca] 1971 []]
. felt that all of the'subJect matter in the wash1ngton, D.C.,

'~‘presentat1ons was re]ated to their training 1nterests

(Table 97). .This was a higher percentage than in the pre-

" ceding fiscal year.

o S]1ght1y less than one-half (47%) of the team members
'_Q1n F1sca1 1971 [1] rated the usefulness of the oral presen-

f['&u'tat1ons given in the field portion of their programs either

';s7iﬁ“1“ r "2“ on this rat1ng scale (Tab]e 98) Nearly 1 out

‘f?ffof 5 gave ratings of "4" ‘and 1ower.r Approx1mate]y 1 out of
”*f53 team members felt that not a]] of the subject matter in

N -f?(Tab]e 99).

h'fthese presentatlons was re]evant to the1r training 1nterests

- ... The majority of observat1on tra1n1ng team members 1n
'F1sca1 1971 [1] be11eved that the1r observat1on V1s1ts had
;been very useful in ach1ev1ng the1r program obJectlves. About

-*1‘2 out of 3 rated the usefu]ness of th1s part of: the1r pro-

“gram at either’"l" or: 2" on the rat1ng scale. . Less ‘than

- V,IS% gave rat1ngs of "4" and ]ower (Tab]e 100) : Rat1ngs given
’;55‘g1n this per1od averaged somewhat h1gher than in- F1sca] 1970.

’f‘Near1y 3 out of 5 team members in Fiscal 1971 [1] felt

”an_rthat:they had had about the r1ght number of observat1on
" visits in the time. ava11ab]e for the1r tra1n1ng programs

, p*f(Tab]e 101) Th1s 1s a1so a h1gher percentage than in
?fFisca] H970L W T e e
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How useful ‘were
in Washington,"

| USEFULNESS RATING

(Extreme1yvu$efp1)7fgff{

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

TOTALS

, ﬁrf“f~t“¥ 34‘
R PR A

(Not at a1l useful) | .

e e e e e s e e e r oS " - ----

1? }55? f?é5i
'vhﬁ3éf.,_32.
28,
S 2.

1.

- BT BTy S ¥ . B o B
zoic>ﬂg;u;g»>c>so. B N
= BT R S O S B I (B

" Table 97

Did the pakticipants find a11‘thé subject matter in their Wash-
ington, D.C., presentations-re1ated to their training interests?

SUBJECT MATTER

FY '70

FY '
__JUIfOCt

RELATED TO TRAINING

e N

| rorais:

32 80.5 293
195N

9. 100.0 364

91.9 91
,8,11 8

S100.0 09
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Q.

R
70 - Jul Oct

USEFULNESS: RATIN

N "4f%lfny'N

22.4 89 21.2 36
30.7 122 25.9. 44
BSIL
14

(Extreme]y usefuT

t all useful)

f;fTbTATSf,;g;@;‘<*i“

;” Did'the part1c1pants find all the. ubJect‘matter‘1nﬂ
presentaﬁjons re]ated to‘tra1n1ng 1nterests?f

CUFY T
Jul-Oct

NN

o SUBJECT MATTER
ﬁ], RELATED T0 TRAINING

5. 659 2
2. 34,1 58

<170
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Table 100

Q. How usefu] djq;the£participants find their observation visits?‘ 1i-*

USEFULNESS RATING

(EXtreme]y u§éfny

NOY O B W N

pants- made?

ADEQUACY OF

OBSERVATION VISITS -

Right number 8 |
32 26 5 14757 2

| Too many
| Not enough .

211

CTOTALS 100.0°
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/'°i§ Social Activities

S jMembers of observation training teans in Fiscal 1971 []]
j7~W”'e afforded considerable opportunity to visit American
:=families in their homes. Over 4 out of 5 team members had
n2 or more home visits (Tab]e 102) Thirty percent indicated ~
tthat they had had 6 or more v151ts, a much larger proportion
than in Fiscal 1970. '
- Team members in Fiscal 1971 [l] more Ttrequently felt
that they had engaged in a sufficient amount of personal
and social activities during their stay in the United
States than members in Fiscal 1970, About 35% in Fiscal
1971 [1] indicated that they had engaged in all of the
personal and social activities they desired, compared to j“l
28% 1n Fiscal 1970 (Table 103) TS

did the p rticipant§fmake?

Q. How many.visits to American homes.

NUMBER OF VISITS

S 127 700 155 30
8 .19.5 107 14.9 29
69 530 201 . 39,7 77
20 148 81 20,9 58

1
3-8 o 0
6 or more

TOTALS 0.0 .. 194




0.

TO0K PART N el
SUFFICIENT ACTIVITIES _

- 64.9 137

TOTALS
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