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INTRODUCTION

This report fulfills our original intent to experiment with reporting on

the status of participant training at intervals of four months. Since it

contains the data on those participant trainees interviewed during the last four *

months of FY 71, contrasts their results with those interviewed during the first

eight months of FY 71, and aggregates results for all exit interviews in FY 71,
this report is similar ‘to an Annual Report. In addition, it compares the
results of the Ff 71 barticipant trainees with those interviewed in FY 70
(Status 1). |

We are continuing to emphasize better communications and management tech- |
niques that facilitate more personal attention to each participant's experiences;
and in spite of certain negative changes for this group over earlier groups
(noted in the report),‘our participant trainees continue to express a high levei ;
of satisfaction with the U. S. training being provided under AID auspices.,

The DETRI Exit Questionnaire and the interview itself are currently |
undergoing a major revision. We. anticipate that many of the items will be ‘lﬁdirﬁl

dropped and a few new ones added Many still useful questions will‘be

modified. Our format for futur*hieports,jtherefore, may be altered accordingly j?f

Deputy Director
Office of International Training
Agency for International Deveiopment

October 1971 -
Washington, D.C.



| The DETRI Status Report ser1es is intended primari]y
/ﬁfor government off1c1a1s in Washington who need re]iab]e »
tand valid information to monitor general changes and trends o
Cin A.I.D. participants' perceptions and evaluations of
their training experiences. The information in these
reports is presented for all participants who received exit
}interviews during specified time periods. The only sub-
division of this information is on the basis of type of
training program (Academic, Special or Team). Other types
of reports ("Profiles" and Special Reports) present other
subdivisions of the data which will be of greater relevance
to other audiences, such as USAIDs, participating agencies,
and major training institutions. ‘
Status Reports have been prepared every 4 months,
appearing in April, August, and December. Status Report 4.2"
will be the last of this particular series. It has been'i
found that the number of participants being interviewed on
an annua] basis, and user demands for information do not :
‘ warrant the production of 3 reports each year. Status Report
4'¢ontains the same questionnaire and interview items in )
the same tabular format as Status Report 3 (Aprii 1971).
Status Report 5 will initiate a semi-annual series that will
appear in February and August. It is expected that both
the items presented and the tabular formats will be differ-
ent in Status Report 5. =
" The items presented in'the Status Reports are those .
- that were found to be 1mportant measures of participants'
, sat1sfact1on or wh1ch were found to be assoc1ated with th1s



"st and Second Annua] Ana]yt1c |
”‘T}U‘lelfor choos1ng these 1tems |

. ,‘ The u1t1mate;goa1,of part1c1pant tra1n1ng 1s the
‘yut111zat1on of sk1lls and know]edge on- return to Tome
COuntrv ”,i T e AN : nf .
| F{-~}2, It 1s not possib]e at th1s t1me to measur
-ut111zat1on 1n the home countr1es, v,,hv :Z
o 3 Pr1or stud1es have shown that ut111zat1onﬁ,hrf”;_
c]ose]y assoc1ated with part1c1pant sat1sfact1on'w1th A I D
vexper1ences,», v BRI '
_ ’;,4 Part1c1pant satisfaction w*th A.l. D exper1ences
 1s be1ng re11ab1y measured by the DETRI exit interview;
e 5 DETRI analyses have shown that general satisfac-
;t1ons of part1c1pants (overall reactions) are highly :
arelated to certain events that take place dur1ng the train-
:Jng program and evaluations of these events (contr1but1ng
.factors) ' S '_ SR
h - In choos1ng from the tota] 11st of quest1onna1re and
,,1nterv1ew items: wh1ch measure these overall react1ons, con-
h‘tr1but1ng factors,'and assoc1ated events, the authors have
*:selected those over which A I.D. has some measure of admin-
-_1strat1ve control. In add1t1on, a few items were chosen
B because of their obvious importance for mon1tor1ng on going
- A.1.D. programs for participants, such as the M1dw1nter
’Leadersh1p Programs and the MSU Communications Workshops.
: The 1nformat10n in the Status Reports is presented by

e:w73 t1me periods to indicate whether there has been positive
o or negative change on these items. The assumption is that

',if'participant satisfactions are increasing (positive change)
. _home country utilization of knowledge and skills will be
i enhanced, 1f part1c1pant satisfactions are decreas1ng

ii



o(negat1ve change) ut111zat1on will be hampered The maJor
. changes - from F1sca1 1971 (Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar Jun)

' "are summarized in. Part VI, "Change Highlights".

Status Report 4 contains information from 3413 Academic{ﬂ
and Spec1a1 part1c1pants interviewed from July 1969 through_j]
ﬂJune 1971 " The data in the report are presented for 3 - E
‘d1fferent time periods R J R

o The FY 70 group includes part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed fromff
July 1969 through June 1970. These data come from 1713~ .
Academic and Special participants. S -~~~i**ﬂ~i“vf‘ff

The FY '71 (Jul-Feb) group includes part1c1pants 1nter-f“
viewed from July 1970 through February 1971. These data o
come from 1140 Academic and Special participants. SR

The FY '71 (Mar-Jdun) group includes part1c1pants inter-gf
viewed from March 1971 through June 1971. These data come
from 560 Academic and Special participants.

This report does not include any information from
Observation Training Teams. Between March 1971 and June 1971,
only 14 Teams with a total of 92 A.I.D. participants received
exit interviews at DETRI. This number is not large enough
to permit reliable compar1sons with data from the other
time periods. LT ’ 4

In this report the emphasis will be on the 1nformation L
prov1ded by the most recent group of part1c1pants (F1sca1
'71 Mar- Jun) whenever the 1nformat1on g1ven by these par-
t1c1pants d1ffers s1gn1f1cant1y from the 1nformat1on g1ven

* -

,"S1gn1f1cant1y" means statistically s1gn1f1cant The test

used was one at the "5% level of confidence. This means

that the differences between the data from participants in

the two groups that were compared 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. It

is probable (95 out of 100 times) that the differences obtained
are attributable to causal factors--although the causes are

not directiy measured.

iii



”ff‘articipants 1nterv1ewed in Fiscal- 1971 (JuI Feb)

;; ame 1tems, these di fferences W1II be discussed and
_ﬁ1nterpret1ve statements from part1c1pants will be presented .
.to illustrate and epra1n the statistical information. i
‘7Many of these statements are based on comments made by a

number of participants during their individual*interviews
with DETRI Cultural Communication Specialists. Not all
~participants would agree with any one of these statements,
‘but they do illustrate points of view heId by a sufficient
number of participants to epra1n major changes in the find-
ings from Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) to FiscaI 1971 (Mar-dun).
Where appropriate, findings and. recommendat1ons from ear11er-
'reports are cited to support epranations of findings in

th14 Status Report , ‘ S i o :f :*

’ This Status Report has been organ1zed into 6 parts

Part 1 presents information on the character1st1cs of the
part1c1pants This information is. necessary S0 that the
reader will have a picture of the backgrounds of the parti-
c1pants giving the 1nformat1on in the other parts of the .
report Part II presents 1nformat1on from measures of the
part1c1pants general satisfaction (overall reactions)

Part III includes information from measures of contributing

“factors and associated events that have been found to be

Rrelated to general satisfaction for aII individual (Academic

}1ﬁa_depec1aI) participants. Part IV 1ncIudes information
‘”ﬁffrom measuras of contributing factors and ‘events that are:
;]xonly related to general satisfact1on for part1c1pants in

The 1dent1ty of the partic1pants who are quoted wiII not
- be revealed, to protect the conf1dent1a11ty of the 1nd1vidua1

' kj' 1nterv1ew data

iv



Academic tralning programs. Part V includes analogous
‘1nformat1on for participants who were in non-academic
»tra1n1ng programs. Part VI summarizes the change highlights.
| For ease of access, the percentages of responses

g1ven by part1c1pants to each of the items discussed in

the report are presented in consecutively numbered tables

at’ the end of each subsection of the report.

o This report was prepared by Paul R. Kimmel of The
Amer1can University, Development Education and Training
Research Institute, under contract AID/csd-2865. The
author was ably assisted by William C. Ockey, Herman -
Sander,'Anh,Fenderson, Richard Seabrook, Robert McCarthy,
and Pamela Nash, also of the DETRI staff. E
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| PART I
CdARACTERISTICS OF ACADEMIC AND SPECIAL PARTICIPANTS

The”first 6 tab]es of this reportzpresent descriptive

’ﬂ»data on the 560 Academic and Spec1a1 part1c1pants who were

f1nterv1ewed at The American Un1versity DETRI between March

’5:and June 1971. These data will give ‘the reader a picture

of the group of participants who provided the most recent
ﬁinformat1on presented in the other ‘tables 1in this report.
It is crucial that the reader keep in mind differences
between this group of participants and the participants
interviewed at DETRI between July 1970 and February 1971,
It is possible that some of the significant differences in
the information provided by these7two groups of partici-
sants can best be explained by differences in their back-
grounds and experiences, as seen in Tables 1 through 6.
For instance, proportionate1y more of the partici- B
pants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) were from the =
Far East while fewer were from the Near East-South Asia
than of the participants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Jul- =
Feb) (Table 1). Also, a higher percentage of the individ-
ual A.I.D. participants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-
pJun) were in Academic tra1n1ng programs than in Fiscal

‘f1971 (Ju1 Feb) (Table 2). This is to be expected, of

course. s1nce proport1onate1y more Academic participants

‘ rece1ve Ex1t Interviews. in June than any other month.*

, ' A 1arger proportion of the participants 1nterv1ewed A
:‘1n F1sca1 1971 (Mar-Jun) were studying education, 1ndustryﬂ~
.fand m1n1ng, or public administration, while more of the

_r;part1c1pants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Jul- Feb) were .~~

'"'study1ng agriculture or health and sanitation (Tab]e 3).

S1gn1f1cant1y fewer of the F1sca1 1971 (Mar- Jun) group

were programmed by the Department of Agr1cu1ture, while

significantly more were programmed by the”OffiCe of Educa-
tion or A.I.D. (Table 4). These findings are in line with

N



; the part1c1pants fie]ds of tra1n1ng (see Table 3).

L : ft ffthe Academic part1c1pants in the F1sca1 1971
(Mar Jun) group had programs runn1ng from 66 to 104 weeksf‘
'(15 to 24 months) while more of the Fiscal 1971 (Ju] Feb)f
Academ1cs had train1ng programs which 1asted from 27 to [ga\
| ”65 weeks (6 to 15 months) (Table 5). R ',n h;_

: Proport1onate1y more of the Spec1a1 part1c1pants 1n jij
the. Fiscal 1971 (Mar- Jun) group had tra1n1ng programs of R
17 weeks or less, while more of the Fiscal 1971 (Jul- Feb)ﬂ}‘
Special participants had sojourns that lasted from 27 tofffm
65 weeks (6 to 15 months) (Table 6). e ‘ &

In summary, then, the reader should remember that .
the participants to be described in the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-h»
Jun) group are more likely to be from the Far East (espe-‘
cially Vietnam), to be in Academic training programs, to be
studying in the fields of education, industry and mining
or public administration, to be programmed by the Office of'
Education or A.I.D., and to have had longer Academ1c tra1n-
ing programs, or shorter Special training programs, than
the participants they w111 be compared w1th in the F1sca1
1971 (Jul-Feb) group. ‘ -

Ana]yses in DETRI's First and Second Annual Reports
show that participants in Academic training programs are
usually more critical of their A.I.D. exper1ences -both tech-
nical and non-technical-than participants in non-academic pro-
grams. This fact should be kept in mind in evaluating nega-
tive changes in information from the Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb)
group which had proportionately less Academic participants
to the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) group which had proportionately
more Academic partfcipants.



Q. what;féﬁfo_ hé;paﬁticfbgﬁt§f%ﬁﬁﬁii>g;ﬁf.

REGION -

Near East-South As1af;}7ﬁffffﬁf iif:JJ;  fP'f: 1337 It
Far East 17331 se7 37.00 422j}vrj41 7 233,
Latin America 141 241 s 1 4 79)
Africa 408 21,9 249 19.0 - 108

oo;o 1139?ff'1oo.o 559

TOTALS

Tab]e 2

5

Q. How many of the part1c1pants had Academic training

Prbgrams andﬁ7
how many had Special training programs? e e

TYPE OF PROGRAM =

Academic
Special

TOTALS




Q. . In which. fields did
and tra1n1ng?

FIELD{OF_TRAINING¢;7a:7“"'_ m, CoTT o Jul-Febi i
Lo N jN,_~fo%ﬁ;g;}jN$f5”ﬁi%aqﬂffNN;

Agriculture | 2509 393 285

Industry and Mining | 7.7 116 7.4
Transportation . |-59 ‘90 &1
Health and Sanitation 1 12.3 186
Education 26.7 404
Public Adm1nistration, | 215 327

TOTALS ~~ |100.0 1516 100.0 10

AGENCY , r?fgngx,779 © . .dul-Feb - Mar Jun

N %~tiﬁ":N1j[;[t%i};,  N

A.I.D. o - 'ffysng 890‘ 3933' ‘443575ﬂ43}8ng245
Agriculture 17.60 301 23.8 271 6.4
0ff1cé °f Education 7 3 ]25; 8. 2. ,943L9:Th?]""‘ 7s
~ Public Hea]th Service ,'“>5;9;:310j3f_: 9 5 ]09§;§;:*K.

' Adm1nistrat1on “ﬂxﬁ.??9wyf150jf 4 5 5]Vﬁ}dfv;
~ Other - 'T?14;3 75246ng;l4 6 16727 o

| totas ‘  ,;jﬂ¥g§j;ffff1dd}d}jTZT3fffiqp?og“1140' 100.0 560

e



Q. How long

sojourns in the United
States? e

i F FY '71
jJu]-Feb Mar-Jdun

(weeks)
T -

TOTALS

Q. How long were the Spec1a1 participants
States? (Item 182) o

LENGTH OF SOJOURN
(weeks) o

J”4§“é 132?“5
| 28,2 '364]ﬁ
by ik 21 5,.f°5i?ﬁ
66 - 104 oa ol
105 hd ! » '”:,(;;1;13u;.filﬁ

aiar
18 - 2¢

TOTALS

;'“*fggq?




JVERAL REACTIONS‘OF
ZLHACADEMIC AND SPECIAL PARTICIPANTS =

In this section of the report there are 8 ratings
_‘which represent the Exit Interview S most extens1ve measures
of Academic and Special part1c1pants sat1sfact10n with out-
«1comes of their A.I.D. experiences. A]] of these ratings
'are used as "yardstick" criterion measures in DETRI's ana]y-
gses of the Exit Interview data. Three of these ratings
f(Tab]es 7- 9) are made by the participants themselves (in
the' DETRI questionnaire). The other 5 (Tables 10- 14) are
,fmade by the DETRI interviewers after their individual con-
;[versations with the participants. _ ~ .
Participants satisfaction with their total exper1ence
(!as A 1.D. participants (Table 7) and with their technical
?jtrainfng programs remained high. from Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb)
f’to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) (Table 8). About 2 out of 3 parti-
tcipants checked one of the top two scale positions on both
ﬂ,of these outcomes of their A.I.D. experience.* ‘
There has been a s1gn1f1cant change in their feelings
f;of welcome and acceptance in the United States, however.

= Past results of DETRI studies show that AID partici-
'pants much more often use the top three positions on the 7-
point evaluation scales than they do "4" through "7". Thus,
1in ‘interpreting these ratings, "1" and "2" are considered
"high evaluations, "3" medium, and "4" to "7" low evalua-
tions of what is being rated. : ’



) f_wﬂparticipants sa1d
that they were "extremely we]come, always felt accepted" in
the United States, as compared with- about 42% oF the Fiscal
1971 (Jul-Feb) group (Table 9). o "', :

. This downward shift in the part1c1pants‘ fee]ings of
:welcome and acceptance 1s para]]eled by tht continuing down-
ward trends in the DETRI 1nterv1ewers ratings of their-
fee]ings about: the U. S. society (Tab]e 10), the Amer1can\
people (Table 11), and the1r personal and social experi-
ences (Tab]e 13) ~In a11 3 of these tables, the inter-
viewers more often rated the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) group
as becoming "more - negat1ve" than the Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb)
.group, and less often as staying "the same" or being "equa11y
appreciative and not appreciative." (The percentages who "
"became more positive" or "more appreciative" did not .
change from Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-dun).)

There has not been any major change in the interviewers"
ratings of the participants' appreciation for their techhi#[
cal experiences (Table 14), but there has been abbut a 5%
decrease in the percentage of part1c1pants seen as evaluat—
ing A.I.D. as "exce]lent" and a 4% increase ‘in the percen—‘
tage rated as evaluating A.I.D. as "adequate" from Fiscal
1971 (Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-dun). : f'f S

The evidence cited by many of the DETRI 1nterv1ewers
in making these more negative ratings of.partic1pants,_
feelings usually concerns the resentment participants have
run into from Americans regarding their status as A.I.D.
trainees or as foreign visitors. Some have specifically
stated that Americans told them that the money allocated
for A.I.D. training programs could better be spent on
~U.S. domestic problems. Others have said that they'have had
unpleasant encounters with Americans who opposed the politi-
cal situations in their home countries (13% of the Fiscal

-7 -



1971 (Mar Jun) group were from Vietnam). .
tf?, Participants have sometimes mentioned that they did

.xhot request or accept host family visits or wear their A.I.D.
tfpins because of the anxiety they felt concerning the reac-
» t1ons they would get from Americans. To quote one partici-

: pant} "Immediately you become an‘enemy when they [ Americans]
ﬁt]earn you are an A.I.D. participant . . . I soon learned to
,;say I was here at the expense of my own government .Ag“‘érﬂ
‘;always said "no“ to host fam11y 1nvitat10ns.?_ : i




" Table 7

Q. How satisfied were the participants with their tota] experience ,

as A.I.D. participants?

(Item ]62)

Y170,

TR
Jul-Feb

Mar-Jdun

SATlsFAcTroNiRATiucfjgf*t7’

NOY O W

(Not at al] satisfied)

TOTAsz,e{'”

(Extremeiy*Satisfied)ﬂff}f

480
756 4
e

1713

137
. 252
120
36

Tab]e 8

Q. How satisfied were the p
(Items A84 & SB])

programs?

ar 'IC

ipants with'their tedhnica] training

 SATISFACTION RATING

Fyorzo o FY T

- Jul-Feb

FY '71
Mar-Jdun

% N

(Extremely satisfied)

\‘l_m.‘mp‘wm—-

(Not at a]] satisfied)

443

364
123

683

134
233
114




“United States?

Q. How we]come and accepted d1d the partici an
(Item 143) e

Table 9

WEL COME /ACCEPTED

“khﬁ?FYf,7]
”~;Mar-dun

RATING

(Extreme1yfheie

N Ul B W N =

TOTALS

(Netfetaﬁlifwejepmeﬁ

3005
il16.6

700
520
284

”TFLIQQ:Ohf

M. © 34.5 193
31.7 360 32,3 181
169 21.4 120

1136

Q. How d1d the,interviewers rate the partici

the U S.ksociety?

about

FEELINGS ABOUT
U.S. SOCIETY

Became more positive
Stayed the same -~

TOTALS .~

Became more negative B I




Q. How'did:the 1Jhwﬁ”“".%

the“American peop]e

FEELINGS ABOUT
AMERICAN PEOPLE

Became more positiveff?-

Stayed the same .

Became more negative'“

3511

205

30.9 124

3 18 0. 72

TOTALS

,Qwiﬁygdl

Tab]é

Q. How d1d the 1nterv1ewers‘rate§;,:w

A. I D ?

EVALUATION OF A.1.D. . |

Excellent
Good ER
Adequate = .
Poor , | T e
Terrible .~

;"'.I]"




Tab]e 13

Q. Howld1d;the 1nterv1ewers rate; “Ma ﬁf; cip

PERSONAL/SOCIAL -
APPRECIATION -

More appreciative than
unappreciative
About equaily apprecia-

tive and not apprecia-
tive

More unappreciative
than appreciative

jut @t 40 =) GD G0 TR SR AR AR BN D L G TR D G GF S0 40 G5 4 A G S0 N a0 W .

TOTALS

Table 14

Q. How d1d the 1nterv1ewers rate the partici
for their technical experiences? :

TECHNICAL APPRECIATION L i

More appreciative than |
unappreciative - e

About equally appregia- | . -
tive and not apprec1a_:ﬁ G
tive B

More unappreciative
than appreciative

TOTALS




PART 111 | »
RIBULING. rACTORS AND ASSOCIATED EVENTS
FOR CADEMic AND SPECIAL PARTTCIPANTS

rhe 35 tab1es 1nc1uded in this part of the report
Npresent 1nformat10n on events that are associated with
*[the criterion "yardsticks" presented in Part II. The
part1c1pants ratings of satisfaction with these events
‘have been found to be directly related to their over-
" all reactions, and are therefore considered “contri-
:buting factors", The other items represent experiences
 that have been found to affect these ratings or are
included because of their obvious importance for moni-
'toring on-going OIT programs for participants.

This part of the report is divided into four sections:
planning and orientation; administrative arrangements; per-
sonal and social activities; and communication seminar and
‘ex1t interview.

A. Planning and Orientation S
~ While there was no appreciab]e change 1n the partici-

_pants ratings of their planning and orientation experiences
~in the United States (Tables 16, 18, 20-22), there was a
significant decrease in their satisfaction with both the
planning of their training programs (Table 15) and their
~orientations (Table 19) in their home countries. =

’ In Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) about 27% of the partici-A
‘pants indicated they were "extremely satisfied" with the
_p]énning of their training programs in their home countries,
In Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) only about 19% of the partici-
pants made this evaluation. About 19% of the Fiscal. 1971

- 13 -



”l) participants gave "1" ratings to home country
or entations. ‘Wwhile about 26% of the Fisca1 1971 (Jul-
\lFeb) participants gave this high a rating (Table 19).

- These data suggest that while participants' evalua-
tions of planning and orientations in the United States
are remaining relatively constant, their feelings about
these activities in their home countries are becoming
‘more negative. Such feelings are often the result of
Clittle participant involvement in program planning,

short notice of departure, and cursory USAID briefings.
As previous DETRI analyses have shown (First and Second
Annual Reports, May 1969 and July 1970), detailed dis-
cussions of training program plans and guidance on 1iying
in the United States are closely associated with increased
participant satisfaction. In some cases, participants
(especially in Acawemic training programs) would appre-
ciate information on subjects to review before leaving
‘their home countries. .

- It is possible that cutbacks in overseas personnel
and increases in participant call-forwards which occurred
when many of the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) particicants were
being selected may be related to this decrease in satis-
faction. If this is so, it places an increased responsi-
bi1ity upon program personnel in AID/Washington and at
the participants' training sites, Whenever possible,
}"teChnicaI program objectives and tentative program out-
lines ‘should be forwarded to partic1pants and their super-

"1v1sors in advance of their USAID briefings to allow them

‘f{to be understood and discussed more meaningfu11y“ (Page
fﬂgx First Annual Report, May 1969.) If advanced information
s not being provided by USAID personnel in some coun-
f’*tries, more time and effort need to be devoted to p]anning
. fmeetings in the United States. , ' ‘

SR P REEI




| Table 15

Q. How sat1sf1ed were the part1c1pants with the planning of their
training programs 1n their home countries? (Item 49) '

FY '71 ;;--FY '71

FY '70 “f/ Jul- Eeb‘ ~ Mar-dJdun

SATISFACTION ‘RATING - | |
o T 5 N % N % N

339 26.7 247 18.6 v485t”7
360 24,6 228 21.7 99 |
307 25.7 238 24.7 M3 |
204 12,2 113 19.9 91 |-

(Extremely satisfied) 24,

N OO -
. —
. . . . L) .
O~ 01 NN O 00w

(Not at all satisfied) | 2.6

e e o v o e i e e e o o e e i o i e e o e e e o 0 e 8 e o o B0 e o e e e e e e oo e

Table 16

<

Q. How satisf1ed were the part1c1pants ‘with the planning”o thetr
tra1n1ng programs 1n the Un1ted States? (Item 49)

el I FY FY '71 te'fﬁi EYF{71
SATISFACTION RATING e Jul-Feb; © Mar-Jdun

% N % N % N

70

124
174
121
.
91129(21
1

295 23
4J€354 .32'
222 22,
93 13,
79§?485*?f75)
el

1

412 27,
567  33.
;331f 21.
184
S 77

29

22

(Extremely satisfied) | 25.

N oUW N —
——
R I
T A TN OV 01 e

ene®

(Not at all satisfied) |

L ] L ] . . ‘. . . N
P e N weso s ]

TOTALS = -

| 100.0 1622 100.0 1059 - 100.0. 536 |




Q. At thé}ﬁiméifheqpafticipahts.Iéftgﬁﬁéjffﬁome country were there
any aspects of their proposed plan'that they disagreed with or
were Uncleart(f(ltem‘gﬁi e e ' :

LRI FY '71
. Jul-Feb Mar-Jun

DISAGREED WITH [+ ~FY'7
PROPOSED PLAN S R

Yes

TOTALS

Q. At the time the final plan was discussed in the Unite

were thersz any aSpects that the participants disagr
were unclear? (Item 37) P o

DISAGREED WITH o TR Jul-Feb o Mar-dun
FINAL PLAN L —

31.8 178

Yes ; B ;qu;; f? ?f"' v‘3054“ 151b;fﬂ5C'1“Tv”‘.j 
S 3 68.2 381

No 69.6 1186 69,

| 100.0 170
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Table 19

Q. How satisfied were the participants with the orientations they

had in their home country?

(Item 51)

SATISFACTION RATING -

FY '70

FY. ‘71

Jui-Feb'

$ N

(Extremely satisfied)

23.0 312
24,7 336
22.4 305
16.1 218

7.7 105

100.0 1359

25.9 234
26.9 243
20.4. 184 .
14.3 wﬁizgz

fﬂig 4 89
©25.7 118

20.9 96

“f14 6 67

9.8 45

459

Tabie 20

How satisfied were the partic1pants with the“_
had in" the United States? S

(Item 5])

rientations

SATISFACTION RATING

FY 170

FY 71

Jul-Feb

'-eiﬁﬁiii7]
- Mar-dun

S

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

TOTALS

(Extremely satisfied)

(Not at all satisfied) |

£ 100.0 1037 - 1

25.5 403
33.0 521

22,7 359
12.7 200

" 22.2 115

34.8 181

22,5 117




o Table2l

Q. Hondfdffhé iﬁﬁéfVﬁﬁWEfﬁd}gféfihefpafticipants“:cbmmehts about

‘recefving o not: receivin

“U.S. degree?

COMMENTS ABOUT

FY '71 FY '71
Jul-Feb Mar-Jdun

U-S{?DEGREEf’  ,

% N % N

S sais s

No comments e L
©-29.8 511

Positive comments
Negative comments ~

TOTALS

1109 203

] 10000 1713 100,

1.7

61.0 695 57.7 323
27.3 312  30.9 173
v]33w1u:11f4‘ 64

560

Table 22

Q. After the participants reached their first‘training site;'
did they request any changes in their training programs that

were not made? (Items A81 & S75)

REQUESTED CHANGES
DENIED

FY '70

FY '71
“Mar-Jun

L

5 N % N

No | 718.2 1323
Yes . |21.8 369

76.7 867. - 75.5 414
‘ 63 24.5 134

100.0 548

- 18 -



B. Administrative Arrangements ‘

While the participants' feelings regarding their
housing arrangements stayed relatively constant from
Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) (Tables
27-31), their satisfaction with their communication with
A.I1.D. Development Training Specialists and participating
agency Program Officers, and with their travel arrangements
in the United States have noticeably decreased during this
t1me per1od

The percentage of part1c1pants who sa1d that they were
"extremely satisfied" w1th their commun1cat1on during their
sejourn with the government official'in Washington respdn-
sible for their training decreased from about 54% in Fiscal
1971 (Jul-Feb) to 46% in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) (Table 23).
This increase in-dissatisfaction does not seem to be asso-
ciated with any increase in difficulties in actually reach-
ing the U.S. government official (Table 24). Data from
the individual interviews suggest that participant satis-
faction depends much more on the way things are'said (or
not said) to the'participant, than on what is finally decided.
Participants sometimes feel that they are numbers being:
processed rather than individuals represeﬁting‘their coun-
tries. To quote one participant, "I had a 5 minute talk
with my PDO . . . he showed no personal interest .« . he
was my PDO as part of his business and that was all .
it was a cold shower, I assure you."

- Other participants have complained of peremptory or
‘patrohizing treatment by their Development Training Specia14v,
'1st or Program Officer coupled with a lack of of exp]anat1od-3
for ‘major decisions. As several participants have said, B
"If they [the Program 0ff1cers] would give the reasons, we ,
wou]d be satisfied. They should have a know]edge of how to'{ejﬁ
motivate the participant and how to communicate with h1m S

- 19 -



. It would be very beneficia],if they would attend the
~"Spec1a1 Communicat“'f} eminar at Msu." | |

.. Based on th1s ev1dence, a recommendation made in the
Second Annual Report is worth re1terat1ng (July 1970,,
. page v11) "Program 0fficers whomgpart1c1pantsAperce1ve :
as meeting with them and exp1a1n1ng training plans so that
they understand and agree with them, respecting their
requests, and attending to their background and problems
tend to have satisfied participants. It is realized that
the. var1ety of programs and participants make it difficuit
,for Program Officers to treat each. part1c1pant as individu-
'a]]y as they would like. However, such treatment is vita]
'to the success of the average participant's tra1ning program.
There 1s no substitute for a Program O0fficer whom the parti-
vc1pant regards as his friend rather than his nemesis."

Wh11e nearly 40% of the participants in Fiscal 1971

‘(Jul Feb) said they were "extremely satisfied" with their
:trave] arrangements, only about 31% of the Fiscal 1971
(Marﬁdun) participants gave this response (Table 25).
Part:of +his dissatisfaction can be related to the signifi-
cant 1ncrease in the percentage of participants who said
they had d1ff1cu1t1es with inadequate advance travel arrange-
‘¢ments (Table 26). Many of these kinds of d1ff1cu1t1es are
'rexper1enced by part1c1pants in Spec1a1 tra1n1ng programs who
. ,spend much of their sojourn trave]ing from one tra1n1ng
Ljs1te to another. : U S A
.-; ‘Another problem may. be 1nf1uenc1ng the 1ower rat1ngs
”}Lg1ven to travel arrangements by part1c1pants in Academic
;ﬁftra1n1ng programs. The DETRI interviewers have reported
~an increasing number of participants who fee] handicapped
by the lack of an automob11e on U.S. co]]ege campuses.

‘Many of these: part1c1pants feel that th1s lack of a car
p]us poor pub11c transportat1on causes them to 1mpose upon

- 20 -



a‘fduring vacat1on per1ods T
. at the schoo] wanted to take ‘us: t

,nthe1r friends and to be soc1a11y”1solated, especia]]y

te one ‘participant, "Nobody
see” cu1tura1 activities.

e but ‘we did not have

.hWe had to do everything on. our\0wn
the transportat1on to do things eﬁf‘”-« - o
' It is Tikely that an 1ncreas1ng number of American ffVﬂ
-students now have both the Univers1ty s permission and the
financia] ‘resources to dr1ve If so, the A.I.D. part1c1-l a5
pants' lack of automobiles wi]] become a more acute prob-
lem as more American students leave the campuses for week-
',ends ‘and holiday periods, leaving the foreign visitors

alone < "The campus is like a ghost town. In vacation yoUw;
don t haVe a restaurant to eat. When the students go,
they c]ose " -

‘A maJor1ty of participants are still dissatisfied o
vw1th their 1iving allowances and book allowances. Howeven;T
the increased daily living allowances which were put into f
effect in Fiscal 1970 continue to be adequate for 41% of
the participants (Table 32). By contrast, there has been,;
no change in the percentage of participants who find the
money provided for books, training materials, and other =
technical training program expenses "adequate." About 1 bf
out of 3 participants feel that this allowance is "barelytd'
'adequate,“ while another third say it is "not adequate." =
These figures have remained constant over the last 3 fisca]f
years (Table 33). This finding is "not surprising, since: 'dx"
‘there has not been a change in this allowance for some.at7ﬁf
time,'although the cost of books has risen. As one’panti-:?
'c1pant said, "The allowance for training materials and
books wou]d have to be increased by at least 50% to keep
up w1th the 1ncreas1ng cost of techn1ca1 books. ‘

- 21 -



Table 23
Q. Hdwfséti§fied‘wérefthe_partfdipants with.their,tommgﬁiﬁatfoh~
during their sojourn with the government official in Washington
responsible for their training? (Item 57) . =~ - ‘

SATISFACTION RATING'v’ , Jul-Feb Qj;gMathUn

254
- 149

.8 609 45,
9. 293 26,
4107 1

(Extremely satisfied) | 8 8
o R 9 9
9. .0
4.7 53 5.9 33
2.0 2
6 6
6 6

1
2
3
4
5 23 3.2
. LSS

7

(ot at all

170 555

TOTALs-j"jf;g;fg f;3}_5§1

 Table 24
Q. Did the participanfs experience any djfficd]tiés, during their

training, in communicating with the U.S. government official
in Washington responsible for their training? (Item 55)

| Y 170 RV 'TT FY T
©| HAD DIFFICULTY » S . Jul-Feb .. = Mar-Jun

v ] s 1517 8.8 999 86.3 479
Yes o 2 ez 13T 76

| rotaLs | 100.0 1700

a2l




Tab]e 25

Q. How satisfied Were: the oarticipantsfwit their travel arrange-
ments in the United States? (Item* 45

STISFACTION RATING

(Extremely satisfied) ;i;

N OO O AW N e

Table. 26

Q. Did the participants have a problem w1th in dequa,efu
arrangements for traveling? (Item 144d)“*‘

PROBLEM WITH R0 Sure Febi
INADEQUATE ADVANCE TS M
TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS I R NP

Some w”f;‘.fn 7 132ff1*fyfﬂ:f?“

TOTALS

| 100.0 1699 100.0 1130




'f Tab]e 27

Q. How satisfied were the part1c1pants'w h.t
United States? (Item 112) :

SATISFACTION RATING

(Extremely satisfied) |

TOTAszjf{f];jlj{7f}?i;gﬁigigd,d‘ 1713 - 100.0 1139 .1

Tab1e 28

Q; Did the part1c1pants have a- prob]em with their,housing being
R too far from the1r training faci]ity? (Item 111a)

1 Pros T P T
| PROBLEM WITH N R A

“HOUSING TOO FAR FROM | =~ . Jul-Feb - Mar-dun
TRAINING FACILITY " . -

None | 7702 1319 78,0 886  78.9 447
‘Some | 15,6 267 15.7 178 15.6 87
Much . .. 7.2 123 6.3 72 5.5 31

SR Y SR




Tab]e 29

Q. Did the part1c1pants%have'a prob]em with poor pu
‘tation serv1ces from where they 1ived? (Item 111c

PROBLEM WITH j‘fﬂ; ;;"?Y.{7Q§x§ "'ﬁlrlﬁln

POOR PUBLIC

TRANSPORTATION N8 N

345
95
117

f
CE X N R W ] - amme - -

{01133 1000 557

Tab]e 30,.1_\.

Q. Did the participants have a prob]em Qith 1"'1':':"&";4"r f,pfﬁhdeéirab]e

neighborhood? (Item llld)

o S D A A B )
PROBLEM WITH. - | o FP 20 o gu1-Feb Mar-dJun

UNDESIRABLE. NEIGHBORHOOD f —— .
ek N % N % N

436 84.6 958  84.9 474
"£~f5;11;0 125 ~ 12.2 68
44 49 2.9 15

None

' ;"jiﬁobff 01706 100.0 1132 100.0 558
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Tabte 31

Q. Did.the participants hay
and'equipment: with: theix hous

PROBLEM WITH '
INADEQUATE FACILITIES | .~~~ - dul-Feb .
AND EQUIPMENT - [ ¢ v & N 2 N

TOTALS:

111owances
st? (Item 148)

Q. 'Hdeaaequate WerelthefpéffiCipahtéfjdéiﬁyﬁji&jhhg
at the training location where they stayed:-the lc

o | = CFYC'TY O FY '
‘| " ADEQUACY OF 0 Jui-Re Mar-dun

-| LIVING ALLOWANCE

_ Adequate 33.5 491  41.0. 39 41.6 204
Barely Adequate | 44.4 652  41.1 392  42.5 211
*,fNot-Adeqhétem-jjﬂai ; f";¢ﬂ22ﬁ1¢ f3é4}  ,]7.9 1700 16.5 82

| totais 0.0 953  100.0 497




"? Q‘ How adequate was: th*wmoney provid
~and other 1nc1denta1&techn1ca1

(Item 151)

| ADEQuAcY oF - .
| TRAINING ALLONANCE»*

FY '71 - FY ‘T
Jul-Feb ' Mar-Jun

% N % N

'e“ijdequate | R
_};“Barely Adequate
"Not Adequate o

| TotALs

658 37.9 429 36.9 206

503 29,0 328 31,9 178

.0 1704 100.0. 1132 100.0 558
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“”Personal and Social Activities by e
- ; is.a decrease of approximately 7% in 'the per-
g“”centage_offbeftic1pants who rated their friendships‘with;i
f“AmeriCans as "extremely important" to their tota] exper-
[‘/ience in the United States from Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) to
Fiscal 1971v(Mar Jun) (Table 34). This lessening of the
importance of friendships can be directly related to the
participants’ lower ratings of feeling welcome and
accepted in the United States (Table 9), as can the de-f
~crease of about 9% in those who rated their yisits to'_l¢
‘American homes as "extremely enjoyable" (Table 37), andff
of about 6% in those who found their informal activities
“extreme]y enjoyable" (Table 40). » ‘

' If participants are meeting fewer Americans and are
'1ess often talking about their home countries to Americans,
‘as the decreases in the number of American families visited
and in the number of presentations made from Fiscal 1971
(Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) in Tables 38 and 42
~suggest, they are becoming more insulated from important
sources of ‘companionship and information. Such insulation
~may reduce some participants' anxiety about being criti-
cized by Americans for their participation in the A.I.D.
training programs and/or their home country political
situations, e.g. "I didn't request a host family. I don't
Tike to confront someone discussing politics." However,
it simultaneously cuts down on their opportunities to
‘gain experience that would be he]pfu] in accommodating to
our society.

The substantial 1ncrease in the percentage of partici-

‘fgfpants who reported difficulties with too 1{ttle information
about U,S. social customs (Tab]e 44) suggests that this may

~ be’ the case. It is likely -that these participants have
spent more of their time in embarrassing activities and

" quests for information than they would have had to, had

they become better acquainted with American families,
- 28 -



'Q}1n for someth1ng to eat he expecfs you to pay your

“'?share of the bil1."

s “There is no apprec1ab1e change from Fiscal 1971
i;,_(Ju] Feb)to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) in the nationality

of the participants' roommates (Tables 35 and 36) or

 §qp1a1 companions (Table 41). These data suggest that,

in spite of the decreases in satisfaction or enjoyment
‘wifh informal activities, home hospitality, and Ameri-
"éah7fr1endsh1ps, the proportion of participants choosing

lén‘?enclave" lifestyle has not increased. Should this

 occur, the possibilities of communicating with and

' ﬂJéérn1ng from Americans would be further hampered.

.o The percentages of participants reporting difficulties

with lack of time for social activities (Table 43), home-
 s1ckness (Table 45) or rated as being discriminated against
‘(Table 46) have also remained relatively stable,

59



Q.

How 1mportant were persona]

part1c1pants' tota] experiencetin the United States?

riendships w1th American

to the

(Item 133)

 IMPORTANCE OF
FRIENDSHIPS

thfir
Jul-Feb

FY“‘?T

. Mar-dun

%

(Extremely important)

N OO O B W N

TOTALS

45.6
31.8
16.1

| a9

46.6
32.5
15.5

a5

481
336 .
160

1578 1

39.8
33.6

- 19.3
6.1

I T TN N Wy Py

.0 522

208
175
101
- 32

'Tabl

e 35

(Item 1]0b)

Did the part1c1pants, where they lived the longest, share their
Tiving quarters with fellow countrymen? FR

LIVED WITH
FELLOW COUNTRYMEN

FY '71

FY 170 Jul-Feb

CFY
~Mar-dun

171

| ToTALs - y

41

58.

100 ;

6 713
4 1000  60.
11000

0 ms

1140
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Q.

living QUarters with U S ';«

hey lived: the.Tongest, share their
(Item 110c) e

LIVED WITH = 0 -
U.S. CITIZENS

L FY '71
Jul-Feb

FY '
Mar-Jdun

% N

Yes

TOTALS

1 15.4

264 15.4 176
84.6 1449 84.6 964

1713 100.0

1140 100:

(Item 123)

How enaoyab]e were the;pﬂ

e visits to Ane

FY '71
Mar-Jdun

FY '71
Ju1 Feb .

ENJOYMENT RATING .

9 N % N

(Extremely enjoyable) |

795
449
223

52.9
291
12,9

552
303
1%

44.1
31.2
15.3

222
- 157
77

100 0

1576 100 o 1o4iw.;f fi 

-3 -




;;;Tabié{és?,~

Q. Approx1mate1y how manyid fferent Am ; Q@ﬂif@@ili?Sididffhe

part1c1pants visit? “(Item

NuMgﬁRiOF,FAMfEiESngjpn;_,y‘_n;,ﬁ_“,

12.0 67

100.0 560

Q. Approximate]y how many times d1d th‘;f"”“*°”’ myi_;American

homes? (Item 121)

R N AR
NUMBER OF vIsITS - . | =~ ~ = - Feb _ Mar-Jun

None . 110.3 176 9.8 112 11.4 64

' R T IR R B 20
42
161
273

560




. Q,

t.in?: “(It

Table 40 i

Howkenjoyab1e were;th?zzgforma1&adt1v1t1es the participants

FY ‘71
~Mar-Jdun

o

5?11ﬁﬁN46YMENT“kAf1NG]jx?~:»~n.‘1‘

(Extremely enaoyable)

| ToTaLs

454 34,2
416 38.7
186

.9 659
588
Cm

188
212

*tact1v1t1es?

(Item“]25)

.| PERSON MOST OFTEN -
CMENT WITH

No one, went a1one:"
Americans f“]"‘__t
- Home countrymen' i
Other foreign nat10na1s,
M1xed groups ‘}Q;; '

'ToTALs




: T§516342“

Q. Didifﬁélparticibénfs!hﬁkeiéh&”kind of presentatioh“abOUt‘theif,'
home country or CultufE}tpfaanmeriCan audience?  (Item 129)

gy FY '7n1 - FY'?Te
MADE PRESENTATION =~ - ' ' = “Jul-Feb Mar-dun-
R e T PN %N

Yes 7 980

No

56,3

a2

TOTALS

Table 43

Q. Did the participants have a problem with lacking sufficient
time for social and recreational activities?. (Itemil42k)

ORI R '
o “Jul=Feb .~ Mar-Jun

PROBLEM WITH

INSUFFICIENT TIME FOR
SOCIAL ACTIVITIES

None
Some

72 5406 615 49.8 278
5. .34.3. 387  37.5 209

SO s 2

TOTALS . ' 100.0 558

.'.311_



Tab]e 44

Q. Did the participants have a prob]em w1th hav1ng too 11tt1e }
1nformat10n about U.S. social customs? (Item 1429) '

PROBLEM WITH Py '70  FYSTLo o oRYITR
TOO LITTLE INFORMATION ~ Jul-Feb - . Mar-dun:
ABOUT SOCIAL CUSTOMS ' —

None
Some
Much

Tab]e 45

Q. D1d the part1c1pants have
(Item 142d)

PROBLEM WITH f.A, . Jul-Feb - Mar-dun
FEELING HOMESICK SN AR et ,
RN N

None
Some

TOTALS

- 35 -



as showing discrimi

No
Yes




D Communications Workshop and Exit Interview
e There ‘have been no major changes in the Academic and
Specia] part1c1pants ratings from Fiscal 1971 (Ju] Feb)
to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) regarding their Communications
| workshops (44% gave "1" or "2" ratings) (Table 47)

- There have, however, been appreciable decreases in
the‘percentages of Academic and Special participants giving
s ratings to the usefulness and pleasantness of the DETRI
Exit_Interview (Tables 48-49). Additional analyses of the
DETRI Evaluation Forms of participants who gave ratings of
"3" or below on these scales show that these participants
more often said that the printed questionnaire was too long,
that DETRI's location was inconvenient, and that they
were under time pressures from other appointments and pre-
paratfons for going home. It is possible that not enough-
time was allowed for these participants to devote the sti-
pulated half-day to the Exit Interview and still have
enough time afterwards for pre-departure arrangements.

To quote one participant, "The Exit Interview takes too long
to complete when participants are busy with‘preparations to
go home., It is suggested to have the Exit Interview at a
proper moment."
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Table 47

Q. How helpful did the participants think the ideas they got from

when they return home?

the Communications Workshop will be- 1n using their tra1n1ng

(Item 103)

HELPFULNESS RATING

FY '70

CFY '71

Jul- Feb' f

% N

N OO OV W -

(Not at all helpful)

|22.4 236
|27.8 294
22,7 240

R LR L

7100;0 1056

24.6 177 f'V}f1'
24.5 176 2]
22.4 161 24
13.9 - 100,9=“’

Table 48

How useful did the participants think the Exit Interview was

for getting the1f evaluations of their A.I.D. training program?

USEFULNESS. RATING

FY '70

FY '71
Jul-Feb

'71
Mar Jun

% N

N

(Extremely useful)

488
371
145

209
190
104

31

=T R SO S N NP
o - ™

LR e




Q.  How pleasant di;

PLEASANTNESS RATING = . = Jul-Fe

(Extremelyr'p‘];e'a'sa"‘r‘it)-  53.4 98757] 5]5 48.4 25‘8'-»'4;

1
2
3
4
5
7 (Not at al

TOTALS 533




'EVENTS

LVCONTRIBUTING,FACTORSWAND SSOCIATED
S FOR ACADEMIC PARTICIPANTS

The 16 tab]es 1n this part of the report 1nc1ude“~
information that has been found to be related to ovnr-'
all reactions for participants in Academic training
programs only. (Part V will include analogous infor-.
mation for participants in non-academic training prq-Qf
grams.) This part is divided into two sections:
Training Progfams and Special Programs.

A, Training Programs -
‘  if7There is a continuation of the trend of more Aca-
demic participants having difficulties with their
courses being "too simple." In Fiscal 1970, about 20%
of the participants mentioned this as a problem; in the
first 8 months of Fiscal 1971, about 23% mentioned this
as a problem; and from March through June of Fiscalefj
1971, about 29% stated that some of their courses were
'teo simple (Table 57). This trend may indicate that
Academic participants are becoming better qualified for
their training programs. In some cases participants
state that they are be1ng required to repeat courses
they have had at home, B |

On all of the other measures of training program
experiences and problems, the relatively high ratings
given by previous Academic participants are maintained
by the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) group. The only seale on
which less than 60% of the Academic participants are
highly satisfied or have no problems, is the one

- 40 -



f*measur1n9 the suitability of the training prOgram to“the

‘participants' home country conditions (54% of the partic-,
fpants gave "It op Wgn ratings) (Tab]e 50) T o
" While it may - be difficult to p]an programs”that par-{
ticipants feel are ‘suitable to their home country condi-,;
tions, when such planning and programing occur, partici-ﬁ«
pants tend to be particularly satisfied with their exper-
iences. For exampie, African participants who studied
economics ‘through case histories set in Africa, found
‘their tfaihihg program to be extremely suitable and satis-
faCtory 0ften such programing is best done by someone -
who has been to the participant's home country. To quote
an Indonesian participant, "I was so fortunate that my
major professor had been to Indonesia. He understood and -
supoOrted me fully.," =~ '
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Table 50

Q. How”sﬁ{tab]é,did;the,Acadéﬁiéfpétficjpants feel their technical
training program was to their home country conditions? (Item 83b)

SUITABILITY RATING  ~_ ~--- = .~ Jdul-Feb = ‘Mar-dun
R L T N

228 29,0 134  22.0 64
251 29.7 137  32.4 94
188 22.5 104  26.1 76
/8 49 12,0 35

(Extremely suitable) 28,
R A AR : ;
5
10087 g%
5.0 23. 41 12 o
3

SNOO OV W N
(T=]

W

-

| b

(Vo]

(Not at all suitable)

TOTALS - 100.0 800 ' 100.0  462. 100.0 291

Table 51

Q. How suitable did the Academic participants feel their technical
%raining grogram was to their previous training and experience?
Item 83a ,

FY '71 FY '71

FY 70 Ju]—Feb : Mar-Jdun

SUITABILITY RATING
SR % N % N % N

(Extremely suitable)  35.5 285 34,7 161  28.1 82
PR 1 306 ° 36.4 169 37.3 109

7 134 17,7 82 Lo

.2 . 50 5.6 26

-

4

0

17 4.1 19

vrff?ﬁﬁ100;qﬂ»;3°37J;prEQf.?464?52fm,fff}; f.¥~§;




’ﬁt‘participa"ts feel their technical

Q.
: (Item 83c)‘

: Fy”!71'.;v_'u FY '71

SULTABILITY. RATIN _ul-Feb - Mar-uun

.:ﬁ% ‘”ff.Nc"“”

‘35,1 281 34,0 158 31.4 92
3.8 279 35,9 167 37.3 109
. 16.4 131+ 16.3 76 .. .16.0
7086 6.9 32
NL@}453{{4}”"

(Extremely suitab

N OY OB WNY -

(Not”&ff@}lﬁ#ﬁTﬁEﬂié)ﬂ’

TOTALS .0 465 100.0 293

ITaBTé'S3‘T

Q. How did the interviewers rate the Academ1c participantﬁ‘ifeelings
about their principal training institution? : e

FY '71 . FY 'T1
FY-{70 . JuJ-Feb . Mar-Jun

TRAINING INSTITUTION IR
| % N % N % N

RATING

,jsﬁExcellent 0 . v32.8 253 28,9 132  27.8 80
. Good f~,,ﬁgf,'fggl.g;_r45 7;5{356; 51.2 233 47.6 137
;N’¢5Adequate.~s;p:<;,» L 136 T0s 13.8 63 . 15.3
S Poor
7"Térribléf;ujffog

et
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Table 54

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

FY ' TRy T
Jul-Feb Mar-Jun

%N % N % N

USEFULNESS RATING L ,

1 (Extremely useful)  46.2 104 37.8 51 42,0 34
; e S 28.4 64 35.6 48  23.5 19
4 , '*"'5-8; 13 8.9 .']2 f7;3h Viiﬁw‘f“
5 ho 9 zz 3 12 1
7 (et at.al) vsery) 09 2 00 0 0.0 0

TOTALS  100.0 225

Table 55

Q. How usefui to the obJectives of thei,,technicai training programs,fﬂ
did the Academic participants find the observation training they
received? (Item 76) AN o ;

.,.i;gfﬁj~fu' g »‘w',N*", % N

USEFULNESS RATING

1 (Extremely useful) - 37.2 157  39.0 100 36.
2 BT 28.7 121 26.6 68  27.
3 RS 20.0 84 20.7 . 53 24,
4 R 1007 45 7.4 19

; s S 3-3129;!~:a8f7;<3 9;g/,10;'".,
7 (Not at all useful) + 0.5 2 0. 4 e

TOTALs:.T;Q§F;a§,,;;i?f;jFQiOO;ofﬂfdiiﬁfiddqufﬁéésﬁfyf”’"f““”““'“"'

o —w o

el e o, .

OO N S BN
—]
—




‘Table 56

Q. How - useful to the objectives of their technica] training programs
did the Academic participants f1nd the courses at their princi-
pal" 1nst1tution? (I1tem 70) T

Sy gy RV 7T FY '70
USEFULNESS RATING - FY 270 0 guiifep . Mar-dun

.9 312 38,2 177 40.6 120
6 141 16.8 78  23.1 68
60 7.3 34 6. 18

(Extrenely use

TOTALS 100.0 295

- ”  Tab1e 57

Q. Did the Academic participants have prob1ems
too simple? (Item 68a) R

R
“Mar-dun

N %N % N

. PROBLEM WITH o R0
COURSES 'T00 SIMPLE




Table 58

Q. Did. the Academic participants ‘have prob]ems with too many
courses unrelated to their major field? (Item 68k) S

PROBLEM WITH 2 0 Jul-Feb i Marsdun
UNRELATED COURSES R T i 5 A N e
A N N w N

"rabre”sgff;

Q. Did the Academic part1c1pants have a prob1em Wi th too much
duplication of subject matter in different courses?» (Item 681)

ey t70 FY T CFY. '
PROBLEM WITH LA Jul-Feb Mar=Jdun
TOO MUCH DUPLICATION AR .
4 N . % N % N

None - 71.1 568 - 73.2 339 67.3 194
some 241 193 231 T07 27,1 78

TOTALS 288
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Table 60

Q. Did the Academic participants have problems with understanding
teachers' or sunervisors' speech? (Item 17e)

FY '70 FY '71 FY '71
PROBLEM WITH S ~Jul-Feb Mar-.lun

TEACHERS' SPEECH

None - . 9 61.0 180

Some A 37.3 110
Much 1

TOTALS 295




B' Special Programs . _ £ :

There were no appreciab]e changes 1n the ratings g1ven
by ‘the Academic participants to their Leadership Training
Programs (44% gave "1" or "2" ratings) (Table 61), their
Pre-Academic Workshops (32% gave "1" or "2" ratings) (Table
62), or their English language training in the United States -
(40% gave "1" or "2" pratings) (Table 63) from F1s&a1 1971
(Jul-Feb) to Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun). » ,

It is interesting to note that although more of the
Academic participants in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-dun) are from the |
Far East where difficulties with Eng]ish 1anguage are usua]]y
greater (see First and Second Annual Reports), there 1s no |
major increase in reported difficulties w1th speak1ng or
read1ng English (Table 64 and 65). TR )
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Q. '3L§§der5hjp

TOTALS . 100.0 484" 100.0 283 1000 189

 Table 62

Q. How useful was the Phe-ACademfc NoFkShop in}prepaving the Acadeni
particioants for their technical training programs? (Item 93)

 _ ;|;'¥ 170

FY ' FY '
Jul-Feb ~Mar-dJun

% N % N % | \

~ USEFULNESS RATING

V\J?(EXtreme1y useful) 16.7 44 16,2 271;__;9f6
2 23.1 61 203 34 21,9
3. 25.8 68 24,5 41  23.3
B B n | 15.9 . 42 16,2 27  17.8 13
5 o | 8.3 22 1.4 19 11.0
7 (Not at all useful) 4,9 2

TOTALS 100.0 264

Y BRI R T



0, How usefu]fdid the ‘Academic- pabficfpants f1nd the Enqlish&
language tra1n1navthey%receivednin'the*U' ‘ vv(Ite

xﬁ |7]( ”iw'bj
“,-;'JU] Feb S

,‘ﬂfT?Nfﬁ,EZ@:e@

(ExtréﬁéT&'USefd]) e w;gg;éﬁigj525 ' 32;0~ : 66f‘f
RN "_’ ]52??3;3§,901~_ 22 3 %6 2 s
‘Lf ;; 16'4;¥?‘54‘  ,]8;4 ' >38j:¥y€f ¥;' .30
ee 2 w3 7 s
. g R v  6;4 ?f?::?- R SRRt
(Not at all useful) =« 3.9° 13

NOY O W N

TOTALS

0.0 133

Tab]e 64

Q. Did the Academ1c part1c1pants have d prob]em'wit
selves’ understood 1n Eng]ish? (Item 17f)x

PROBLEF: WITH

SPEAKING ENGLISH e

e Ju1 Feb ' MarﬁJun
E N % N B

Some | g ‘ ."‘ T_ 1;i39 dxé{éié;‘ ;40;§w;tj§§yjf:4T€g;id]21g;;
Much ké 1 ;¢ ;t§;bFf} _?? 4 z,;:j3Q;L ,£4:s  " w.1V BT T

T
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Q. D1d the‘Academic ar;1c1pan‘
' English? (Item 17h)'

FY '

PROBLEM NITH Mar-Jun

READING ENGLISH‘“

% N

None . 83.1 670  83.0 384 77.6 229

Some 15.9 128 16.6 77 21.4 63

Much

TOTALS - . 100,07 806 100.0 463 ©100.0 295
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The 14 tab]es in this part of the report present
A‘1nformat1on that has been found to be significantly asso-
c1ated w1th overa]] reactions for participants in non- "J
academ1c training programs. (Analogous items for Academicf}
participants were presented in Part IV.) This part of ,~f f
the report is divided into 2 sections: Training Programijj
~and Discussion of Training Programs. | R

A. Train1ng Programs

L1ke the part1c1pants in Academ1c tra1n1ng programs, -
the Spec1a1 participants gave re1at1ve1y fewer high rat1ngs‘
to . the suitability of their. tra1n1ng program to their home
‘country conditions (58% gave "1" or "2" ratings) (Table 66)
than}they did on other measures of their training program
exbérﬁéhces and problems. Other measures of observation,
‘classroom, and on-the-job training show between 63% and 77%[
of the Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun) Special participants as be1ng '
highly satisfied or having no problems. :

Aga1n, participants who could see the relevance of theil
tra1n1ng experiénces to their home country conditions, such
as the Nepalese medical personnel who observed the use of ’
paramed1ca1 personnel in a visit to the Frontier Nurs1ng
Service, are most 11ke1y to find the1r training programs,};z:
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;gsafiSfactOry A part1c1pant who gave a]] "1"‘ratings to
'her training program had: (l)gréce1ved -a general p]an of
the training program in her home country, (2) been informed
‘ about the location of her tra1n1ng institution and the type
v»of course she would have there, we]] in advance of her depar-
ture; (3) discussed her training program in detail with a
“Program Specialist in_a‘partiCipating agency in Washington,
D.C.; (4) had many of her suggestions for the training pro-
gfam made before and during her U.S. sojourn accepted; and
(5) found her courses and site visits interesting and appli-
cab]e»to_her home couhtry‘situation.
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' Tab]e 66

Q. How. su1tab1e did the Spec1a1 part1c1pant¢ fee] the1r techn1ca1
tra1n1ng pvogram was to the1r home,country cond1t1ons? (Item 80b)

Y3'71 Ry '71

P70 Jut-Feb Mar-dun S

SUITABILITY RATING . | Mar-
- I

207 25,1 66
176  32.7 86
178 . 25.1 66
66 10.3 27
23 4.9 13
17 10 ! 3
6 0. 8 2

247 30.
278 26.
216 26.
98 .
38
15
11

(Extremely suitable) —  27.

1

2

3 | |

4 ' 1
5

6

7

RIT- TS R ST I N =S

L3 . . - . .
TN W O
e .. . .

(Not at all suitable)

TOTALS 100.Q'v-903"?idog@f’”673*:=Jdd;bgﬂf?§3iffﬁ

Tab]e 67

Q. How suitable d1d the Spec1a1 part1c1pants feel the1r techn1ca1 e
training program was to their previous.trai 1ng and exper1ence? o
(Item 80a) TR R

Y71 ?fFY&{71$iQi5 
Jul-Feb  Mar-Jun

SUITABILITY RATING } .
5 N 5 Ni_” N

85

' 248‘f 32. R
108

237 41,
114 1
41
.16
4

(Extremely suitable) 35.1 317 37.
4 327 35.
7 150 1

.6 68
119
3 12
8

R .
© — == nowl]
——t
w

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

IEPOTRIE

(Not at all suitable)

O N oY N ‘

TOTALS . 100.0 900 100.0 671 . 100.0° 263 . -

- 54 -



Table 68

Q.A How suitable did the Special part1c1pants feel their technical
tra1n1ng program was to their personal career plans? (Item 80c)

FY.'71 ‘ FY '71
Jul-Feb ~ Mar-Jdun

%N % N % N

'SUITABILITY RATING

87
94
48
25

(Extremely suitable) 35,9 321  35.2 235  33.
| 32,0 286 31.7 211 35,

18.2 163  16.8 112 18

Y5 Y AR
g ]

N OO O BRWN e
. . . .
=~ e T 0T N OY O

(Not"af;aJT sﬁfﬁab]e)

TOTALS - . 100.0 - 895 .0 665 264

Tab]e 69

feeling

Q. How d1d the 1nterv1ewers rate the Specia] participan si
about their- pr1nc1pa1 tra1n1ng 1nst1tution?v Sl

,"TRAINING INSTITUTION 5 IR ~ Jul-Feb Mar-dJdun
7 RATING e '
Sy N g N g N

| 'sxgarleht]f we 7?*1‘5314 226  30.6 169  28.9 63
 Good 39.3 266  47.6 262  49.5 108
fAdequate | - 17,5 118 13.2 73 7.0 37
5i,TPoor &0 s 7.2 a0 4.6 10
.Terr1b1e‘ .3A’r,{?g,'i“;: }fifé_ {'12f,ia\ 1 ?°;; “Efﬁfi0.0 0

TOTALS ‘_r,wfﬁffﬁ;,,ﬂd ‘;;j;lbo,o 218




Table 70

'Q., How usefu] to the objectives of their technical training program
~was- the on-the-job training the Special participants received
dt their principa] training facility? (Item 669

FY '71 Fy '71

‘,FY,'7°, Jul-Feb Mar-Jun

 USEFULNESS RATING SN .
R T ¥ N % N

:146fv[[31ié 43
118 - 34.7 48

167
160
104 21,

(I
o

'(Ethéme1yfhsefu]); 7”' 33}

nN
oo

(Not at a]] usefu])

i ------------------_..-----------------'—.‘.-’-‘---....H....-_--.... .................

TOTALS 100.0 505 100.0 415 100.0 138

Table 71

Q. How useful were the observation visits the Spec1a1 participants
' made? (Item 71) < AR

- FY *71 FY '71
FYy '70 ‘Jul-Feb Mar-Jdun

% N % N % N

USEFULNESS RATING

] (Extremely useful) 31.0 233 32,
32.6 246 35,
22.4 169  20.

72

2.8 21

186 24.9 57
202 38.5 88
120 24.0 55

'\ldx"_m-hwm—-
©
o

o TOTALS . 100.0 753 100.0 577 (100.0 229




Q. Did Specia] participants have;a rob]em with activities at
p]aces vi51ted too simi]ar,“ ozmuch repetition? (Item 70b)

'1:ﬁ1'FY*‘7T*f'j ‘aiFY"7]
~ Jul-Feb - Mar-Jun

% N '% N

PROBLEM HITH '»f L
OBSERVATION VISITS = .
REPETITIOUS R

Nora .o s6.2 420  62.1 358 59.2 135
0303 226 28.2 "1533i; 33.8 77
Much o135 100 9.7 . 56 . 70 16

Some

TOTALs,ﬁ‘,xjsfffjffj‘.,,“flddtdﬁ]f°‘ 10 228

| Tab]e 73 e
Q. Did Specia] participants have a problem with observing in51gnif1-
cant or inappropriate activities? (Item 70d) S

Y
. Mar-Jdun

< FY 171
 PROBLEM WITH -~ FY 70 Jul-Feb .
“INAPPROPRIATE ACTIVITIES ——— —
e RN <;:%ﬁ+$;*hﬂﬁ“;ﬁﬂ“%. N

Nome 735 547 77.0 445 71.6 164
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Table 74

k:Q.’ How useful to the objectives of their technical training programs
was the classroom and related training the Special participants
received at their principal institution? (Item 62)

- : . FY '70 FY '71 FY *'71
N USEFULNESS RATING - » et Jul-Feb Mar'-‘Jvun;_‘}li
o ‘ ' ‘ ﬁ%,i'; N % N %v‘.i \Ngﬁ***

(Extremely useful)  31.3 216  33.4 171 27.9 60
'34.4 238 34,7 178  36.7 79
19.8 137  20.5 105 24.7 53 .

‘ TOTALS

Tab]e 75

TQil Did the Specia] participants have a. prob]em%with theirmeourseS'% 
G or presentations too simp]e? (Item 61a) e

"FYffii;[‘fT“f b
Jul-Feb Mar Jun oy

‘z‘je'",N.‘ 5 N }ﬁxgigfﬁ}NQL,gﬁ

PROBLEM WITH

: FY '70
PRESENTATIONS TOO SIMPLE

None 70.4 485  75.2 385  71.6 154
~ some | 24.2 167 21,1 108 25.1 . 54

'ToiALSIJ?%;ﬁffi

-w53,§f



‘ave“avproblem w1f

Q. ] '
lassroom train1ng? (Item 61f)

PROBLEM]NITH

TOTALS -

Tab]e 77

Q. Did the Special part1c1pants have a prob]em with too much
??p11ca¥;§n in subject matter dur1ng their c]assroom tra1n1ng?
tem 6 ERLEOS LR

COUUEYTTY O FY T
~Jul-Feb - Mar-Jun

% CON %N

PROBLEM WITH
TOO MUCH DUPLICATION

151
54

214




,,,‘B?,l Discussion of Training Programs

S ~There was a ‘substantial decrease in the percentage
i[@ of Specia] participants who found the1r personal partici-

ib,_pation‘in the planning of their proposed technical training

5 programs to be "adequate". In Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Feb) 59%

:jgof the participants said their part1c1pat1on was "adequate,

'::wh11e only 49% said this in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jdun) (Table
'f78) It is possible that this change in feelings about

involvement in program planning will have both immediate
and long-range effects on participants®' satisfactions. It
is likely that this perceived decrease in participation is
directly related to the participants' decrease in ratings
of satisfaction with their home country planning and orien-
_tat1ons (Tablhs 15 and 19), as participants who feel they

“{are not consulted about their proposed train1ng programs ar
: ‘usually less satisfied than those who feel they are involvec

‘,RTo,quote one Special participant who gave low ratings to
"bOthjhome country planning and orientations and personal
f; paFticipation, "I was not consulted, just put in a spot.
15 My'program was arranged by a home country representative
~_and the USAID mission, which emphasized tra1n1ng for every-
‘;fone and discouraged individual interests".,
-~ The DETRI Annual Reports (May 1969 and July 1970) and
" 'the BSSR World Wide Study of A.I.D. ‘participant training
5  programs (1966) show that the participants' sense of per-

;’_SOnal involvement in the»p]ahning of their technical

‘training programs is also highly associated with their

_ satisfaction with their overall A.I.D. experience. This'

.assoc1at1on was strongest for participants in Special
training programs. As yet, this relationship has not _1.fv
appeared in the most recent data. However, if SpeCial.
 part1c1pants continue to feel that their suggestions about
their proposed training programs are.not welcomed and given
careful consideration, it is likely that there will be»mpre
general dissatisfaction expressed by participants 1n‘thek-

future.
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Table 78

Q. How adequate was the Special part1C1pahts?ipéfgdﬁéi@ﬁ?fiidipaFif‘3
tion in the planning of their proposed ‘technical training: -
programs? (Item 24? T A ,

ADEQUACY OF S T  JulsFeb ~ Mar-dun
PARTICIPATION -~ =

, 45
. 33.6 88
L 49.2 129

100,00 262

TOTALS

~ Table 79

Q. Before their technical training program began, did the Special
participants have a personal meeting, or meetings, with the
government official in Washington responsible for their
training? (Item 30) o S

RV Y
Jul-Feb i Mar-dun

HAD MEETING .
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PART VI

ok CHANGE HIGHLIGHTS FROM

FISCAL 1971 (Ju] Feb) T0: FISCAL 1971 (Mar-Jun)

4 Positive Changes

gat1ve Changes :
A.

None

Academic and Spec1a1 parogf
in Fiscal 1971 (Mar-Jun):

1.

. .More often were rated by DETRI 1nterv1ewers as’see- g
fpsing A.1.D. as "adequate" (and less often as'"exce:, .
ffklent") (Tab]e 12) T R AR O
" More often were rated vy DETRI 1nterv1ewers as bein@j

~personal and social experiences in the Un1ted_

- the planning of their training programs 1n
‘home countries (Table 15). o
;j;More often gave lower ratings of satisfact1o‘j
‘-ior1entat1ons they received in the1r home countries
ﬂ}@(Table 19). S '
i,;More often gave lower ratings of sat1sfact1on to
’ffthe1r communication with the washington government
*'off1c1a1 responsible for their training (Table 23).
;;;More often gave lower ratings of satisfaction to
" their travel arrangements in the United States

participants intervieved

More often gave lower rat1ngs to their we]come
acceptance in. the United States (Table 9)

“more unappreciative than appreciative" for their

States (Table 13). o s
More often gave lower ratings of sat1sfact1on to AT

(Table 25).

.- More often had d1ff1cu1t1es with inadequate advance'
 travel arrangements in the United States (Table 26).
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fMore often gave lower ratings to the 1mportance of
'the1r frlendships with Americans (Tab]e 34)
;_ore often gave 1ower rat1ngs to enjoyment of the1r
-vysjts to American homes (Table 37). ST
V{sited fewer d1fferent American fam111es (Tab]e 38)
_ More often gave lower ratings of enjoyment to their
’557“g1nforma1 act1v1t1es in the United States (Tab]e 40).
‘tQﬂLess often made presentations about their home
ﬁgggtcountr1es to Anmericans (Table 42). g
4. More often had difficulties with too littJi,m
-%{;mat1on about U.S. social customs (Table- 44)3&"
,ﬂ;}jMore often gave lower rat1ngs of ut111ty to the
" DETRI exit interview (Table 48). [u,.
'ff]]BlffMore often gave lower ratings of p]easantness to
“"%_jthe DETRI exit 1nterv1ew (Tab]e 49)

‘B ;Academ1c program part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed 1n Fiscal

'*»'-';';.f:,‘fi1971 (Mar-dun): S T g

e f] More often had diff1cu1t1es w1th‘course‘
" too s1mp1e (Tab]e 57) '

7C}hf$pec1a1 program part1c1pants 1nterV1ewed -in Fiscal

_Tfn.1971 (Mar-Jun): J““ VL L

;§7731Qa More often fe]t that the1r persona] part1c1pat1on
"~ in the p]ann1ng of the1r proposed:techn1ca] train-

1ng programs was "i‘adequate" (T'b]ei h;gvaa
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APPENDIX I

DETRI PROCEDURES AND RELIABILITY 0F DATA

oviiThe. data in ‘the status reports were collected in- the
v’sam {manner as. the data presented in- the F1rst and Second
ﬁAnnua] Reports from DETRI to A.I.D. (May 1969 and: Ju]y 1970 )
3Academ1c ‘and Special program part1c1pants fi11 out a printed,ﬂ
fstandardized, structured questionnaire under the supervision o
“of a person tra1ned in its administration. They a’so receive - .
'anvorai, unstructured interview conducted by cultural communi- ,f
”cation specialists on a private, anonymous basis. (Defini-
tions of categories of participant trainees are given in the
Giossary ) More detailed information on the instruments and
procedures used to collect the exit interview data are
1nc1uded in the Final Report on A.I.D. Participant Tra1n1ng 4
Exit Interv1ew Developmant Study, December 1967, and the Guide
for Users’ of ‘the DETRI Exit Interview, November 1970, 'f
There is ample evidence that’ these data are both reiiabie"
and va11d ror the participants interviewed. Tests of (1) thef’_ﬁ
1nterna1 consistency of participant responses to the questionﬂ,;f
naire, (2) interviewers' estimates of ‘the va11d1ty of partici- -
vpants responses, and (3) comparisons with resu1ts of other f"
studies show the data to be technica11y acceptabie. (For more] e
detailed 1nformation see the F1rst Annuai Report, May 1969, ’
. Pp iv-v.) ‘-

It is vital that the reader remember that the data pre-
sented in these reports come on]y from those participants who
passed through Washington, D.C., on their return to their home
countries, and who appeared at the DETRI exit interview. Partilfﬁ
cipants who depart from Miami, New Orleans, and the West Coast
account for losses in data,'espec1a11y in the case of Latin
eAmerican part1c1pants Therefore, the 1nformation in these
reports does not represent all. the A'I D. part1c1pant trainees
"who departed from the United States., It does, however, repre-
sent the most systemat1ca11y gathered and most dependabie data
on the 1argest group of. foreign trainees ever studied
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(APPENDIX 1T

| GLOSSARY

Academic: program Qart1c1pant a student who had a traiﬂ"%;‘
¢;fprogram for one or more academic terms in regu]ar'
:f]QCUrriculum courses in an accredited institution whicthE
'{{;grants ‘an academic degree, whether or not a degree is
fe;jthe objective and whether or not . courses are auditedj;ﬁ;
~or taken for credit. P

§peoia1 program participant: aupartieipant‘whose'trainiog*ff
" included one or more of the following types of train-
'1ng (1) courses, seminars, or other organized programs
ifin a specialized field which may result in the award of :
;;}certifioate or diploma; (2) intensive briefings and
:,ﬂﬁihstrUCtion on a specific job or group of related jobs
";fwith an opportunity for close observation of the work
_Ffact1v1t1es, actual work experinece, or both; (3) brief
"7?y1s1ts.togoff1ces,‘businesses, factories, government
~agencies, or other organizations to observe work pro-
_cesses and activities.

Observation training team participants: trainees who have'
tra1ning programs of short duration, who usua]]y are -
~ higher level peop]e, and who Tearn primari]y through
observation at a number of facilities usua]]y in ‘a.
' number of c1t1es or other geographic areas i

A-2
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__tioh‘Training Team members between July 1967 and February
, 1968£ ;An'overview of fhese‘barticipants' perceptions of,
‘fénﬁ“keactibns to, their ehtire training programs.

‘Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: First

‘ Annual Report. Washington, D.C., Office of International

- Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Catalog
- No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State, Mary 1969.

. Descriptive and analytic findings from Exit Interviews
~.conducted with 1810 Academic and Special participants,and

_*A.I1.D. Reference Center, Room 1656 NS, AID.State Department,
- “MWashington, D.C., 20523, = . i
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57ﬁ610 0bservat1on Training ean members between Ju1y 1967
;ffand September 1968 An overV1ew of these part1c1pants

;3react1ons to- var1ous aspects of their AT D. experience
“fand an exam1nat1on of the "e]at1onsh1p between key responses
‘and tra1n1ng program character1st1cs Inc]udes a special
intensive ana]ys1s of the’erinc1pa1 satisfact1ons of
Academic and Spec1a1 part1c1pants Recommendat1ons (One
Appendix) SR o

Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: Second
Annual Report. Washington, D.C., Office of International
Training, Agency for International Development, ARC
Catalog No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State,
July 1970. ,

Descriptive and analytic findings from Exit Interviews
conducted with 1384 Academic and Special participants and
503 Observation Training Team members between September
1968 and Spetmeber 1969. (Same format as First Annual
Report, above.) '

Guide for Users of the DETRI Exit Interview. Washington,
D.C., Office of International Training, Agency for Inter-
national Development, ARC Catalog No. 374.013, A 265f,
U.S. Department of State, November 1970.

A narrative handbco: to answer questions of those who
_ have received Exit Interview questionnaires and reports
" and to reassure those who believe participant reactions
f.'impIy personal criticism. A discussion.of common problems
‘e7fra1sed by users of the Exit Interview with suggestions for
Jfreading 1nd1v1dua1 quest1onnaires_and using resu1ts in future
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Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: Status
~Report Series. Washington, D.C., Office of International
-+ Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Cata-

.~ log No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings on selected items from exit inter-

d}fQViews conducted with Academic and Special participants and
f}_}Observation Training Team members Comparisons between most
‘:recent participants' perceptions and reactions and those of

' partic1pants interviewed during previous fiscal years are
presented and summarized.

Participant Assessment of Factors Related to Selected USAIDs:
- Profile Report Series. Washington, D.C., Office of Inter-
national Training, AGency for International Development,
U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings from exit interviews conducted with
participants from countries which had 125 or more Academic
and Special participants and/or 3 Observation Training Teams
or more at DETRI. Prepared as separate reports for each USAID.
Comparisons between perceptions and opinions of participants
from the country being reported on and those of participants
from other countries in the same region are made Overall
reactions are analyzed by fiscal year. (Not available for
distribution)

Participant Assessment of Factors Related to Selected PASAs:
Profile Report Series. Washington, D.C., Office of Inter-
national Training, Agency for International Development,

ARC Catalog Nos. 374.013, A 512f-m, U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings from exit interviews conducted with
participants programmed by agencies which had 170 or more
- Academic and Special participants and/or 10 Observation Train-
e”inguTeams or more at DETRI Prepared as separate reports for

- each PASA. Comparisons between perceptions and opinions of
~7‘participants_from the agency being reported on and those of

- participants from other agencies are made. Overall reactions
 are analyzed by fiscal year. (Not available for distribution)
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