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BACKGROUND

In May 1964, the Training Division prepared and submitted a report on Partici~
pant Follow-Up emtitled "Statistical Highlights of Participant/USOM Technician Re-
ports, and Some Comments in regard to Mission Follow-Up Activity." The May, 1964
report was the first assesament of the Mission's treining program basced on data vhich
post dates that collected and analyzed in the Returned Participant Evalvation Survey
(hereatter rcferred to as RPES) which was published in 1964 as Volume I of "An Eva-
luation Survey."

This r eport is the second such assessment and introduces data which has been
collected over the mast 12 months., The data presented were obtained by self-adminis-
tered questionnaires complcted by participants and USOM technicians. A word about
the design and purpose of these gquestionnaires is in order.

The participent's questionnaires number from 1 to 4 and arc designoed to ascevr—
tain the following:

Participant Ouestionnaire 1 - Participants pre—AUA experience and knowledge of
the joint Thai-Amecrican project spensoring his
Selection training and the process by which he becomes a
candidate for AID sponsored training.
(completod when entering AUA)

Participant Questioranire 2 - a. His AUA cxperience; attitude toward and satis-
foctoon with both the languege troinirg end
Pre~Departure oriantation programs at AUA,

b. The extent and mature of his pre-dcperture pro-
gram preparation as shown by cortacts and dis~
cussions with both his Thai superiors and USOM
rroject advisors. :

(complcted immedistcly prior to departure for

training)

Participamt Questionmire 3 - His experience with aniattitude toward both the
technical and ron-technical aspects of his

Returned Participamt training, and his expectetions in regard to his
immedicte future,
Report, (camp.cted immedictely upon return to Thailard)

Participant Questionmrire 4 - Post-training experience and attitude in regard
to the utii's2tion of his training; his USOM con~
tacts during tue first six wonths after return.
(completed approximately 6 months after the per-
ticipant's return)

Techniciszn's Questionnaire - The techrician's cucstionnaire is designed to as-
certain the tecehnician's personal evalustion of
six (6) Month Report the participant's utilization of training; tech-
. nician post-~training comtacts with the partici-
pant, and related data.
(complcted approximetely 6 months ~After the
perticipant!s return)
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The questionnaires Z} listed above clicit deta which relate to three specific
time periods which comprise thc total trainirg process. These are:

I. The pre~departurc period (Participant Questionnaires 1 & 2)
I1. The period while abroaa (Participant Questionmaire 3)
III, The post-training period (Porticipant Questionmaire 4, and

Technician'!s Questionnaire

The questionnaires described above are vasically the same o s those which sup-
plicd data for the May report in 1964, and thoy contain many of the same questions
which appecered in the questionnaircs uscd in the RPES. Thus, using the RPES data
as "bench mrrk" information we cen, with some minor rescrvotions; meke a valid as-
sessment of vhet is happening to the conduct of the mission's pairticipant training
program through time. The rescrvations te be kept in mind when canparing the RPES
data with thet collected more rccently are as follows.

Participants reprcsented in the RPES were: interviewed in Gctober, November and
December, 1960, and included a sample of those sent since the beginning of Miesion
operetions and who had returnced to Thailand prior to March 30, 1960. Hemee, in the
interview, mrny of them answered questions about cvents, and oxpressed attitudes
about eupericnces which hnd occurred years carlicr., Thus, the RPES datn 1s perhops
morc colorcd by memory bins then thit collected by the "eurremnt! /_g questionnaires,
As was noted oarlicr, "current! guestionnaires arc camplcted at a time wnen the sub-
ject of inquiry is fresh in the pirticipantt!s mind.

One othur difference is that in the RPES the data were clicited by a pecrsonal
and scparctc interview with ecach of the reporting participents. Curreatly, all
questionnaires arc sclf-ndministered and, in some instances campleted in a group
situntion,

THE_REPORT

This rcport consists of thrue prrts. With the reservetions noted, we proceed
in part I with a "trcnd" assessment of the conduct of the participent fraining pro-
gram in Thailend. In doing so, three scts of data will be rceferred to as follows:
RPES (dnta from the Returncd Participant Evelu-tion Survey), "Currcmt™, No.l (data
from May Rovort 1964, "Current', No.2 (4ay collected over the post 12 months. )

There is no referonce mede to s pecific t+bles containing the dete discussed
in part I. Only sclected findings are uscd ‘11 this assessment and the dete used
cen be found in the RPES Raoports, the May 1S5 Report, and parts il ond III of this

report,

/1 The questionnaires are on file at AID/W, A/IT, II'/R, BEvclurtion and Follow-Up
Scetion

/2 "Current! rcfers to the date appearing in the May 1964 report, and thet collec-
ted over the pest 12 months, and reported in part IT of this report,



- 3 =~

Part II of thisrcpert consists of t he statisticnl tables compilcd from ques—
tionnnires completed over tho prst 12 months (”Currcrfb”, No.2) and is gubdivided into
5 soctions. Scction 1, deals with the date from perticipant questirmnaire 1 ~ Selce-
tion (¥/1); Scctim 2, with qucstionnrire No.2 - Pre-deperturc (p/2); Scction 3, with
participant questionnaire No.3 - Rcturned Perticipant Revort (P/3); Section L, with
participent quostionnaire No.4 = Participent's Six (6) Month Report (P/4); and, Scc-
tion 5, deals with the Technician's Six (6) Month Report (i/1). In cach of the 5
sections of port II, preceding the tebles, will be somo obscrvations and comments
with respect to the data shown. Tho table containing thz dota on vhich comment is
m~de will be rcferenced.

Part III of this rcport consists of two scctions and inmtroduces dnta from two
ucsticnnaires which gives a picture of the rcturncecs’ post=training situntion onc
?l) voar aftcr their roturn, Scction 1 of part III denls with gqucstionnnire No.5 Par—
ticiprnt!s Onc \u) Ycor Heport (B/5) and is identienl to ouestionnmiire No.l Partici-
pant's Six (6) Month Report (P/4). Section 2 of part IIT deals with the Technicion's
One (1) Year Report (T/2) and is identicnl to the Technician's Six (6) Month Report
(T/l). These questionnaires were initiated in May 1964 for t he purpose of decerning
any chrnges which mignt have occurred in the participints post-training situation
through time. Many of the participants reporting in scction 1, prrt III of this re-
port arc the same’ porticipants who reported in section 4, part II of the May 1964
report. Likewisc, many of the participents reported on (by technicians) in section 2,
prt III of this report ~re the same perticipente reported on (by t.echnicirns) ir
soction 5, part II of the May 1964 report. n commenting on the drta in part III
comprrisons will be made between the reported siturtion of participants six (6) months
after thcir return as opposcd to one (1) year after theiv return,

Tt is anphasized thet the comments and observations anpoaring in scctions I, II
and III arc mrnde solely to rrovide as clear ond relirble picture os the d:ta and our
analytical procedurcs will permit. In respect to the latter it is rccognized that
the data hes not been fully exploited. To do so would reouire machine date proces—
sing with cross tabulations involving both funds ond time, ncither of which cre rea-
dily availoblec. MNevertheless the rcport gives a rclinble general picture as to whoere
we stand with respect to effective implementation of ench phasc of "the porticipant
trainirg program and stonds alore as a gulde for future opecravions,

and IIT

The tables in partg IT/of the report provide a brerkdown of the findings by USClits
Technicnl Divisions. In most instonces the mumber of cnses apyerring for the vorious
divisions ~rc insufficicnt in number to consider the diffcerences shown os truly sig-
nificant.

Howcver, certain tobles do reflect what o ponrs to be differcnces in the cffec—
tive cffort betwem divisions and these should b o noted [or appropriate action., Divi-
sion chicefs and projcct minogers nare urged to revicw all tables in the report
with the purposo of discussing with their staff members the major findings ~nd the
factors which mry siccount for the situntion, either favorable or unfavorable, shown
by thc trblese
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PART I

The RPES provided d~ta on each phase of the training proccss and the results
of this study indicated both the strength ond weakness of the rrogram as it operated
prior to Merch 30, 1960. /1 Though the overzll picture of the treining progrom in
"prior years' ég appez‘.redqg'ood, the RPES showed "soft spots!" in our operations with
respect to participnnt sclection, pre-deperture orientstion ns to the substantive
nspeets of the treining, and post=training partici')ant/tcchnician contacts. Farti-
cinert and USOM Tochnician Questiornnires tabulated over the post two years My 6L,
Mry 65) give n "Current! picture of our opcrations with respect to sclection, orien-
t~tion ~nd post=trcining comtacts. In -the order mentioned, t he following: gives &
comarison betweent he RPES data (prior years) ond the "Curremt!" dato (Mry, 6L
"Current", No.I), (Mry 65; "Current", No.2, for t hecse three arcas of operational nc-

tiVltyn
1. Selecction
(2) "prior yeors"

The dnta fromt he RPES showed that particinonts in the earlier yenrs
of USOM!'s ~mer~tions ricwed the selection process 28 snhercntly loczl ~nd unilaternl.
If it cxisted, participants were umaware of any active role of USOM technicinns in
the sclaction process. In the RPES only abouws 7% of the L60 participents intervicwed
mentioned USOM perscnnel as participating in their sslection while 83% reported having
boen sclected by their Thai supervisor. None of these porticiprnts mede reference
%5 being 5 clectod by o joint Thai/American committee.

Tho RPES showed th-t less than hol * (L6%) of the perticiponts interviewed were
ayrre th t their work pricr tc selection wes in ary way releted to o Joint Thai/
fmerican project, o further indicrtion of participrnts! limited knowledge concerning
tho USDM TA, ~nd thc relntionship of theirtroining to o USOM activity.

(b) "Currcnt " No.l

The My, 1964 tabulotions showed thrt of the 132 perticiomts reporting 26%
mentioned USOM parsonncl as perticipoting in their selection, ond 67% mcntioned
thoir Thei supervisore. About 9% of these prrticiperks credited their sclectlon to
the ~ctivity of ~ committcc, n proccdurc which USOM Policy Order No.75 (Septcmber
1962) strongly rccommcnded,

In ~addition, 67% of the nrtici~nts reported their work at time of sclection
~s being with o joint, Thai/Americon nroject, and an counlly high norcent snid thot
they h~d personnlly met the USOM TA agsigned to their nroject prior to being sclected
for treining.

/1 Sce Vol.I, THE REPORT, Chopter II, Highlights of Survey Findings, Thni Wetana
Panich rress, 1964.

/2 Previous to M-rch 30, 1960
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(¢) "Qurrent' No.2

The Mny, 1965 tabulations show that of the 118 participants reporting 24% men-
tioned USOM perconnel as participating in their selection, and 887 mentioned their
Thai supervisor. Only four percent credited their selection to a committee activity.

However, 83% of these "Current" participants reported their work at the time
they were sclected was on a joint Thai/American project, and better than 60% had
personally met the USTM TA assigned to the sponsoring project prior to their selcc-
tion.

Comment and Rocommendation

The foregoing indicates a significant improvement thiouga time in the overall
picture of how the selectees perccive the selection process and the relationship of
their training to joint Thai/American project activity. This is particularly true
of the latter. Whereas less than 46% of those included in the RPES knew that their
pre-salection assignment was 'project-rclated", 67% of those in the Moy, 1964 report
said so, and 23% of those sclected over the past 12 months said they were working on
o project. The three sets of data show a distinct, favorable trend in the sclectees
idenmtification with joint Thai/fmerican activity, and this is a crucial step in en-
hancing the likclihood of cffective post-training pcoject impact which the training
is programmed to achicve.

The data, however, do not show that there has been any improvement over the
mst year ("Current", Nc ., Current, No.2) in the wey the sclectess percelve USOMts
v-1c in their sclection. By and large they scc the sclection process as a Thai pre-
rozntive. Though they know they arc working on a joint Thai/American project and
tir.i their troining is related to a joint effort they do not identify Americans as
riaving an active or strong role in their sclection,

Unfortunately, in too many instances the participants concept of his sclection
represents the true situttion. As the data indicates only in a few instances has a
Joint Thai/American sclection committcee been formed to scresn and approve candidates.
ience strongly indicates that in the absence of a cormittee the role of USOM
preiesh persenal is frequently thet of approving selections after they are made ra-
{Lhey than actively participrting in the procedure. This rcsults in the neming of
individunls ¢s principal cindidnrtes who for cne reason as another do not mencue up
to the criteria for sclection wnich are set forth in USCM Order No.8C0.3, Scciions 5
and 8.

There arc apparcnt reasors for the failure of selcction committees to develop
and function at the project level. Probably the most obvinus is the pressurc of cthe
work on USOM's Technical Advisors, particularly the incrensing necessity for their
spending so much time on travel up-country. USOM Technicil Advisors arc simply not
available to work with their Thai counterparts to the extent desirable.

More and move of USOM's activity is concentrating in the Northeast, with less
technician time spent in Bangkok. Thus *echnicicns are often not in Bangkok when
particinvant sclections are being considered by the Thai. Moreover, though joint
Thai/American activity is currently conceritrated up-court ry, most of the selcctees
for training abroad continuc to come from Bongkok.. The Mry/65 report shows that of
+hosc currontly departing, 60% were working in Bangkok at the time of selection,
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In order to more effectively implement the selection process bty strengthening
the rolc of USOM it is harewith reccmmenddd thot 2 permnent selection commitiee be
appointed far each functional fiald in which prrticipent training is programmed. On
the Amarican side thisoomittee shouldte represented by the Chief of the Training
Division and the Chief of the Technical Division concerned, On the Thai side there
shouldb ¢ a representrtive from DTEC and the Thai Mipistry or Agency concerned,

It is suggested that such a committee be established in juplemorting the FY~66
training program.

2. Particinant Ppe Depnrture Oriecntation as to the substantive aspects of the

(2) "Prior years"

The RPES data showed the pe-demrriure orientation of partidpants during
the erly years of the mission's operctions as being, at best, a hit-or-miss propo-
siticn., As many os 35% of the participants interwiewed clnimed to have received no
program infometion at all risr to their departure. Of those who reported receiving
information, chout half said thot they were given informat.on by their supervisor or
others where anpioyed, and a fifth said that they lecrned abowt thelr progrem from
USOM personnel., More specifically, 73% reported that they hed been t 014 nuthing abcut
the lovel of the orogram they were undertoking, ond only 5% said that they were told
anything from eny scurce about the use to be mrde of their training after their returng

(b) "Currcnt!" No,l

The data from the May 1964 tabulation ("Current", ¥o.1) showed a merked
improvement in cfforts to preperc the mriicip'nt for the progrem he waa to undertaks,
Of tre 175 reportirg, 139 (about 80%) saii that norsons at their ploce of employme nt
had discussed their treining program with them. Six cut of ten reported thet their
supervisors had specifically discussed thdr post~training assigmment o nd plans for
accom>lishiag the "multiplier effect! cf their training abroad. An even grecter num-
ber of these perticipernts reported pre~dencrture discussinns about their progrom with
a USOM technical ndvisor. Of the 175 reporting, 153 (about 87%) reported discussing
their orogrrms with a TA or nther USOM persenncl and 75% said the level »f their pro-
gram hed been discussed,

(¢) "Curremt", No.2

The dota from the May 1965 tabulrtions show that 70 nercent of the arti-
cimants deperting during the proceding 12 months discussed their troiming progrem with
gomesne ot their olace of cmploymant (Thei Ministry or Agency ). Of those reporting
such 2 discussion 90% (60% of total reporting) said they had specifically discussed
their nost-trainirg assigmert and 70%I discussed plrns for accomplishing the tmulti-
plicr effect® of troining 2 fter their return.

Of the 101 reporting durirg the last 12 months, 84 (about 8L,%) scid they
had discussed the progrem they were undertaking with their USQM Technical Advisor or
other UGOM personnel, and 70% soid the level of their program had been discussed.
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Comment ond Recormendption

The foregoing clerrly indicotes an improvement thrugh time in preprring the
deporting perticipent for the progrem to be undertoken abtroad and his function on

returne

However, "Curremt", No,1 and "Current!, No.2 drtn indicstz no improvemoert in
this r espect Auring the prst year. In foct, the two sets of rrta showthe overall
effort (both Thoi and amsricen) in pre-deporturs orientotion with respect to the sub-
stantive aspect of troining to heve "slipped noticenbly within the lost year,

In regord to the picture shown, the reader 1is coutioned not to assume that 15
scrcent or more of the prrticinonts deprrt withowt having discussed their progroms
with anytody ot USOM, This is nst the casc. The questionnoire cliciting the data is
completed by “he particimont when he rewwrts to the Trnd ning Division for a final pre-
dgprrture briefings The complited questionnnire is uscd os a guide by the Training
Officer in his discussion, nnd in mray instonces when the rrticipont hns reported
h~rving no discussion with tne USOM Ti this person is contacted and prriicipates in
the finnl brecifing. Thus, in 21l cnsecs there is between USOM nnd the |r rticipont a
discussion of the troining te be undertrken prior to the porticimntts departure,

The frct rempins, howsver, that in t~o mony cases Thoi and fmerican preojec.
parsonnel are not performing sctisfactorily in ore~leparture counseling with the par-
ticivnte The Thoi supervisor on the roject and the American ~dvosor both represent
a 'yrofessionnl seniority" to the porticipent for which he hos respect, end a desire
for rccognition. For this recsonand the fact that the perticipent represents o sub-
stontinl mroject investment, there should be no instance where a participant repores
t5 the Troinirg Division (immedirtely orisr to departure) that ncither his Thei supe-
rirv - the USOM -roject adviscor hos discussed his hrogram with him,

1t is rceommanded thot division chiefs revicw with their various project mo-
nhgers thoir role in pre—leparture prrticipant orient~tion as it is set forth in USOM
Ordcr Noo800.3, Scction 7. The imerican project men’gers should in turn review with
their Thei counterris the role they should play in this phnse of the troining o=

-

CCSESae

3e Post=training Comtacts

(a) "Prior years'

"he RPES showed thot in the earlier years of the mission!s operations boti: the
number of participents known by USOM TAs and the frequency of corntact with those known
were both relrtively low. Only about two-thirdes of the perticiponts interviewed in
the RPES reported having ecver hnd any contact with USOM since their return, Siightly
ovcr hnif reported thoet their post-training work wms on 2 joint Thoi/f. .iean projecte

At the time of the swvey, USOM records showed thht 77% of the porticipants
intcervicwed in the RPES werc presumbly working in an activity to which a2 USOM TA was
ossigneds  Yect, only L% of the participrmts covered srid there wes o USOM TA available
for consultation, nnd little more thrn holf of those reported "frequent! contncts with
USCM technicinnse
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The technicians inteveized in the RPES substantially corroborated the picture
given by the participants in respect to post~training contact. According to USOM
records, there were 357 participants in the RPES sample tfrom projects having one or
Jore TAs aboard at the time of the survey. Of these, the TAs knew only 167 (about 47%)
well enough to give a report. In 29% of these cases, the reporting TA was unable to
comment cn the extent to which training was utilized.

'fhe RPES data also showed that of the 167 participants reported on by USOM TAs,
only 28% had been contacted tfrequently.” The TAs reported an equel nurber as having
been contacted no more than once or twice,

It might be assumed that the RPES picture of the percent of participants known by
USOM TAs, ard frequency of contact , was due to the fact that many of the participants
ccnprising the RPES sample had departed and returned from training gseveral years prior
to conducting the RPES. Hence, the technicians aboard at the time of the study could
not be expected to know thosc participants. The RPES data do not support such an as-
sumption. The data show that the technicians reported knowing, and comtacting, just as
high a percent of the participants who departed (and returned) during 1957-1958 as they
aid those departing (and returning) in 1959-1960. In fact, of the participants in the
oP:S who had departed and returncd during the Thailand assignment of the USOM Technical
Aovisors reporting, only 5,% were reported by TAs as being known.

(v) "Current", No.l

The May, 196k tabulations showed that 506 of the participants, 6 months after re-
turn, reported that a USOM technician was availaible to them for consultation and advise.
Of these, morc than one-third said that they had personally talked with the USOM Tech-
nical Advisor four (4) or more times since their return, ond an additional 59% reported
noving had at least cne personzl contact.

When the participants reperted the availability of a USOM TA, a very favorabl? re-~
lationship was indicated in that about 80% of those so reporting said that the USCH TA
was either very or somewhat nelpful to them in putting ther training into practicc in
Thailand,

In the May, 1964 tabulations USOM tecnicians reported on 163 of the most recent
returnces who had been back from training for 6 months. Ninety-four percent (91%) of
those were reported as being employed by the sponsoring project and personal contacts
had been made with 78%. About one-third of the 163 had been rontacted four (4) or more
t:mes by a Technical Advisor during the first 6 months following their return. In the
compnsite TA's report on these rcturnces a rating of the utilization of training was
mde for 123 of the 163, abcut 75%.

(s) "Current", no.2

The May 1965 tabulations (questionnaires completed over the past year) show that
72 of the 129 participants reporting (56%) said that a USOM technician (or contract
reprGScntative) was available to them for consultation and advic. A larger number,
(77%), said that thcy hod personally talked with a USOM TA during the past 6 months and
of these 41% rcported four cr more personal contacts, with about one-third averaging
two (2) contzcts pur mont. Of the 72 participants who said a USOM TA was available to
them for coasuliificn and advice 65 (31%) said thc TA was "gomewhat! or nyery helpful"
to them in v-uury vielr craining into practice in Thailand.



In the May, 1965 tabulations USOM Technical Advisors rcported on 119 of the most
recent returnecs who had been back from training 6 months., Of these, better than 0%
were reported as working on the sponsoring project, with an assignment which was in
line with the training reccived. The TAs rcported having had at least one "prior" Zl
personal contact with about 75 of these returneces, with 35¢, having been contacted 4 =
or more times during the preceding 6 months. In the composite TAs report on current
returriees. an overall rating of the utilization of training was made for 95 of the
119, about 80%.

Comment and Recommendation

The foregoing clearly indicates that USOM TA knowledge of the returnees and per-
. sonal post-training contact with them has improved significantly over the past two or
three years, particularly during the past 12 months,

Tt is worthwhile to comment that the improvement in technician performance shown
by the data irom thec May, 196L, tabulations and the My, 1965 tabulations has occurred
¢ven though a high percent of thc participants covered by the latter returned to Thai-
iand after the sponsoring project had phased out and no tcchnician was aboard whose
assignment concerned their activity. This vas true for about 40% of the participants
vho reported, and for about 30 ‘percent of those reported on by technicians. [2 These
pcreentage arce not additive. The 30% is included in tae L0%, This situation largely
¢xplains the fact that only 56% of the participants reporting said a USOM TA (or con-
troct represcntative) was available to them for consrultation whilec the TA's rcported
a "prior" pcrsonal contact with about 75% of those on which thcy submitted the Six
(6) Month (qucstionnaire} Remorts

A further indication of increased TA interest and cctivity in post-training fol-
low-up is the fact that of the 119 returnees reported on a utilization rating was made
for 80%. This excceds by 5% the number for which a "prior" contact was reported and
is indic-tive of an effort to learn from others the post-training situation and par-
ticip:nt performrnce in those c1ses where personal contacts cannot be arranged.

It is re-cmphasized thaw the improvement in post~training participant and TA re-
1ationship has becn pronounced. The Chiefs of the various Technicai Divisions, pro-
ject managers, and the iniividual Technical Advisors arc to be congratulated.

The Training Division recently published a Provincial Index of returned parti-
cipants. A copy of this Index has been forwarded to all USOM direct hire and contract
nersonnel stotioned up-country and it should nrove very helpful in facilitating per-
-onrl contacts.

It is recomn:nded that Bangkok personnel, when planning up-country trips, call
on the Training Division for a copy of this Index =nd that a special effort be made
to include "some" personal calls on the returnces located in the areas visited.

f; A contact prior to receiving the Technician Six (6) Month Report Questionnaire (1/2

/2 As shown by USOM Training Division records.
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PART II
Foreward

Part II consists of 5 sections, each comprized of comments and tables, in that
order, The data presented are from participant questionnaires No,l through No.k,
(Selection, Pre~departure, Retwn, and Six 6) Month Report) and the Technician Six
(6) Mcnth Report (T/1). All questionnaires were completed between April 30, 1364

The question eliciting the shown data serve as the table heading, and all tables
give a breakdown of the data by technical fields of training (equivalent to USOM!s
Divisions).

Tt is to be noted thit each table includes only those participants for which the
inquiry was applicable., For example, in section 1, table P/1-1, only 99 of the 118
participants reporting said they were "selected" for training as opposed to having
made application." Thus, the base is 99 for table P/1-3, which shcws who the par-
ticipant feels was involved in his selection. Other tables developed from "“contin-
gency" questions arc likewise presented,

The '"not answered" categary appearing in a table indicates a participant failure
to answer a question which was applicable, and represoents perhaps a different frame
of mind than an expressed "don't know," "undecided", "no opinion", or "no suggestion"
response. Of course, in some instances a tho answer" simply indicates an honest over-
sight on the part of re¢spondent; which is : one weakness of the gelf-administered ques-
tionnaire in data collection,

There are many aspects of participant experiences, including ajtlitudes, ?eturp-
expectations, and job-realizations, on which one or more of the current questionnalres
has shed some light., Only a few of these were specifically mentioned in Part I. In
the sections which follow, comments are made about sclected additional ones.

There are tables at the end of ecach section on which little or no comment is
made, It is recommended that Chiefs of Techriical Divisions and their project maragexrs
revicw each of the tables in Part II with the purpose of noting that wh;ch sh?uld be
a matter of discussion among their own staffs, and between them and their Thai coun-
terparts,
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SECTION 1 A
1
Follow-up/Evaluation Questionnaire No,1; Participant Selection

Introduction

This section deals with tabulations of 118 P/1 questionnaires which were com-
pleted by participants /2 between April 30, 1964 and May 1, 1965, In most instances
the questionnaire was completed when the participant reported to AUA for instruction
in the English language. Due to an inadequacy in English at this point in time, the
questiomnaire used is in the Thai language. An English translation of the questions
eliciting the data serves as the heading for the tables appearing at the end of the
section,

P/1 is a questionnaire to be completed by all selectees for USOM sponsored trainir
However, in actual operations this has not been accamplished. 1a practice only those
selectees who enter AUA complete the questionnaire, Thus, those reporting are diffe=-
rent from those who do rot report in that they are undertaking programs which require
proficiensy in English and which are more likely to be academic end of a longer dura-
tion,

Ir the tables for this section the column headed "misc" includes four (4) parti-
ripants in Public Works, three (3) in Social Development, two (:*) from Special Pro-
jeets, and one (1) in Educotion.

The questionnaire used over the past 12 months is identicel to that used during
the preceding 18 menths, Hence, the findings discussed in this section may be com-
pared to those shown in the May, 1964 report, Where such comparisons are considered
noteworthy they will be made a part of the following comments,

Comments

As shown by tables P/1 - 5 and P/1 - 4 a large majority of the participants se-
lected over the past 12 months are aware of the fact that their opportunity for tiraini:
relates to their work on a joint USOM/Thai Project, and that the training is boing
prograrmed to serve the necds of theproject. Scventy percent (70%) of those sclected
said they werec working on a joint Thai/USOM project at the time of their selection,
and almost 80% felt that the needs of the project was a very important consideration
in their being given the training opportunity. Overall, this finding differs very
little fran that reported in the May, 1964 report for the participants who were se-
lected during the 18 month period preceding that report. In the May/6lL report the
percentages were 66 and 85 respectively.

Most sclectees for AID sponsored training continue to view the selection process
as being pretty much o Thai unilateral action. Though an incrcasing percentage appre—=
ciate the fact that they are "selected" as opposed to "making application® the number
who credit USOM personnel with having been a first sourc:z of knowledge atout AID (USOM,
training, or as having been active in their selection rcmains rel tively small, As
shown by tables P/1 - 1 through P/1 - 3 about 84% said they were selected for the
training; 9% first learncd of the training from USOM personnel, and 25% credited USOM
personnel with having something to do with their selection, In the May, 1964, report
these percentages were 79, 5, and 32,

/1 Referred to in this reporv as P/1
/2 Includes some who were selected as alternates to the principals,
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The point of concern is that few sclectees perceive thiir sclection as a joint
andertaking by Thai and American project personncl even though better than t wo~thirds
of them identify with a project and know of USOM!s Technical Advisor assigned to the
project; tables P/1 ~ 5 and P/1 - 8. As commented in Part I, the TA is not partici-
pating systemtically in the actual selection of participants, Some reasons for this
and a recormendation fer correcticn appears in part I of this report.

With respect to the sclcectecs knowledge of the USOM TA, his personal contact with
hin and how he perceives the TA's role in the sclection process, the picture has not
improved over the past year. In the Hay, 6L rcport 83% of the participants were aware
of the availability of a TA wherc they had becn working. Table P/1 - 8 shows that
only 67% of those sclected over thc past 12 nonths possesscd this awareness. Howevery
of the latter group a larger percenbage nad actually met the TA prior to sclection.
Table P/1 = 9 in this section shows 90% had net the Ta, while the May, 1964 rcport
showed apprax. 80%. Likcwise, a higher rercentage of those selected over the past 12
months, who repertcd a TA aveilable, said that the Ta consulted and adviscd with them
perscnally than did these covered in the May 196k report.

As shown by taole P/1 - 6 six out of ten of the participants reporting were worki
in Bangkck ot the time of selection, less than cnc=third were working up-country, and
the rernining (about 12%) were spending tinc both in Bangkok and up-country. This
distribubion is rather surprising in view of the foct th-'t more and more of USOM's
total program is devoted to assistance to the northcast, As compared to the group
reported in the My, 1964, report, approximately 12% morc of the "current! /1 sclectec
are from Bangkck than was true in 1962 and 1963,

Table Pl - 12, docs reflect slightly the change in progran erphasis, Whereas
6 out of 10 report they werc working in Bangkok when sclected, on their return slightl
less thon 4 out of 10 expect to be in Bangkok. As the t able shows, however, b -d
on their own expectations, the number of participants working (full time) up-country
will not incre~se os a result of training, but the nwiber who will work both in Bangke
and up-country will incrcase significantly.

Regordless of wherc assigned on their return, a large majority (764) cxpect at
the time of selection to return to the same kind of work they were doing prior to
training; ses table P/1 - 11,

It should bc kept in mind that this section ig based cn participant infornational
levels, opinions and cxpect tions as they exist at the time of sclection, In almost
all of the 118 cascs the participont undergoes intensive langunge training at AUA af-
ter conpleting the questionnaire. In fact, many of them arc now in AUA. Attention
is directed articularly to the 17 and 12 percent who 83y they do not know the kind oi
work they . L1 be doing un return (table P/1 - 11) or where they will be werking
(table PL/1 - 12). Thai/Anerican project personnel shuuld assure that thesc aspects
of the post-training assignnent be crystallized, and that appropriate discussions are
held with these participants prior to their departure,

Zl The word "currcnt" is used here and else where in this section to refer to parti-
cipants who have conploted P/1 during the past 12 nenths (April 30, 1964 - May 1,

1965)
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Section 1: Referenced Tables

O. 1. ‘We are interested in some events and considerations in your being a
candidate for training abroad -- Did you make application by yourself
to go, or were you selected by someone clse before you had made

application?

Table P/lal

Response by Technical Fiel tivity
AG| PH | PA | PS |Misc. Totas
Made application 0 2 15 0 1 18
Was selected 51 9 21 9 9 99
“Won't know 0| 0 |0 1 0 1
Participants reporting 51 11 36 10 10 118

¥Misc. includes: Public Works 4, Education I, Social Dev. 3, Special Project 2.
This isthe case for all subsequent tables in Section L.

Q.2. How did you first learn about ICA (AID)/USOM training programs in

your field?

Table P/1-2

Response by Technical Field of Activity]

AG | PH| PA |PS |Misc, Total
From supervisor 47 10 | 24 6 7 94
From colleagues 1 1 4 0 0 6
From USOM Personnel 3 0 3 3 2 11
Other Thai person 0 0 3 1 0 4
Other non-Thai person 0 0 2 0 1 3
Don't recall ol of 0o ]o |o 0
Participants reporting 51 11 | 36 |10 10 us |
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Q. 3. (If you were se.zcted by someone; please answer this question) 'Who

selected you? (If you feel two or
your selection, check the two which had the most to do with it.

one made the selection, check that one only).

Table P/1-3

(Reports only these who said they were selected.
Questions permitted as many as 2 mentions)

rrore of the following took part in
If only

Response by Techical Field o Activity
AG PH| PA ! PS |Miscdq Total
My sugervisor 48 7 18 8 7 88
USOM personnel 12 5 | 1 2 3 24
Ministry or other Thai oificial 1 o ¢ 1 0 0 2
I won scholarship 0 0 7 0 1 8
Selected by a committee 1 0 0 1 2 4
Don't know 0 1 0 0 Q 1
Total mentions 63 | 13 27 ¢+ 1 13 127
|
Participants reporting 51 9 21 t 9 1 9 99

O

selected as a candidate for USOM training abroad? {Check one)

Table P/1-4

4, To what extent do you feel the following were important in your being

Degree of Importance Partici-
Sel ] Very ImF m- Not Imp.| Don't pents re
election Factors portancg portancgat all Know porting
Your personal ability 92 25 0 1 18 1
The needs of your job 94 23 1 0 118
Your personal contacts 23 62 26 7 118
Your language ability 102 13 2 1 118
Your professional and cducational
qualifications 81 33 2 2 118
The needs of a joint Thai/American
project 93 23 0 2 118
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Table P/i~5

~. 5. Were you working with USOM or working on a joint USOM/Thai
Government project at the time you were selected? (Check one}

Response by Technical Ficld of Activityj
AG PH{ PA | PS |Misc, Total
Yes 34 11 27 6 83
No 8 0 8 4 24
Don't know 9 0 1 0 1 11
Participants reporting 51 1 0 10 1C uns |

Q. 6. Is the place where you have been working up~country or here in

Bangkk?
Tdblc P/l-()
Response by Technical Field df A ctivityl
AG | PH PA | PS |Miscd Totai
Bangkok 22 a | 30| 7| 7 | 710
Up-country 18 7 4| 3 ] 33
Both Bangkok and Up-country | 11 0 2 0 2 15
Participants reporting 51 11 36 | 10 10 118




Q. 8. Has there becen a USOM technical advisor available to give you and
your supervisor and colleagues advice and assistance in the work you
were doing?

Table P[ 1_-_-__&

Response by Technical Field of Activity
A£G | PH|PA | PS Misc,| Total
One or more nvailable; ndvises only ,
with supervisor 21 7 ‘ 12 2 1 43
Onc available, adviscs viith sapervisor, ;
myself and colleagues 20 1 10 2 4 37
None available; or don't know 10 3 14 6 5 33
I
Participants rcporting 51 11 36 10 10 116
i | L 1

G, Had ycu met this USOM technical advisor prior to learning you were
going to be selected for training ?

Table P/1~9
{Reports only those who said a USOM TA was
available; 80 of tha 118 candidatcs)

Response by Technical Ficld of Activit

AG! PH| PA | PS |Misc. Total
Yes 35 8 20 3 4 70
No 5 0 2 1 1 9
Don't recall or don't know 1 0 C 0 0 1

Participants reporting | 41 8 22 4 5 80




Q. 1L If you go abroad for trzining, do yon expect to return to do the samc
type of work you are doing ncw or do you expect your job to be different?

Table P/1-1i

Response by Technical Field of Activit }
T T :
AG |PH |PA | PS |Miscq Total
Szrne type of work 38 11 2% 9 7 50
Different type of work 1 0 5 0 1 8
Don't know “12 0 5 1 2 20
| |
- !
| Participants reporting 51 1 36 | 10 | 10 118

ry. 12. On your return, where do you expuct to

-~ ®

Bangkok or up-ccuntry: Or both?

Table 2/

1-12

igned for work, in

Response by Technical Ficld of Activity
AG | PH | PA | PS {Misc. Total
Bangkok 5 3 24 7 4 43
Up-coupntiry 23 7 - i 2 33
Both Bangkok and Up~country AT S O I 27
Don't know 7o s 2 | 1 15

{
P ':
Participants reporting 51 11 35 | 10 10 | u8 !
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Section 2
Follow=U al on stio No,2: Partici s! Pre=departure R

A

Intgoducti on

This section deals with tabulation of 101 F/2 questionnaires completed between
April 30, 1964 and May 1, 1965, The questionnaire is in English and is copleted by
parti ciparts irmediately prior to tieir departure for training. Those excused fronm
this exercise are those who'de rot have adequate proficiency in English to do so, and
certain VIP's who are undertaking shert period observation type programs. Generally
;%akir.g, all participants whose programs are 6 months or longer in duration completc

It should be kept in nind that whereas P/1, Section 1 deals primarily with par-
ticipants selected and prograrmed under the FY-65 program, P/2, Section 2 repoyts
primarily on those in the FY-bL program, with a few from FY-63 and only two (2) or
three (3) from FY-65,

The P/Z ir use over the past 12 months is, with a few exceptions, identical to
the questionnaire tabulated and resparted as P/2, Section 2, of the May 1964 repcrt.
Comparison my be made between the acta in this section and that which appears in tae
May /6L report, This will be done, in some instances, in cormenting on the tables
appearing at the end of the section,

Corment s
(a) AUA_Language progranm; tables P/2 - 2 through P/2 - 12.

+ re~departure questionnaires completed during the past 12 months indicate that
those who attcnded AUA have, in general, a very favorable opinion of the language
instruction they received there, Three out of four reported a “lot" of inmprovenent
in their English while at AUA, with 63% saying that the improvement was at & fester
rate than they had expected, No one reported no improvenent while at AUA and only
L (about 6%) said their progress was slower than theyhad expected it to be. (See
tables P/2 - 5 and P/2 -~ 6). Further indisstion of a favorable AUA experience is
shown in table P/2 = 9. All but one of the participants report this experience as
"rnoderately" or “highly" satisfactory.

As compared to that shown in the May, 1964 report the foregoing indicates an '
improvement at AUA, It is believed this is the true situation and more will be said
abcut this laver,

As shown by table P/2 = 2, of the 101 participants completing P/2 only 63 re-
ceived English instruction at AUA. This represents a signifi.cant pecrcentage (about
23%) drop from the May report in 1964 and is ¢ xplained by the fact that a higher per
cent of those departing in the last 12 ronths had the required level of English pro-
ficiency when sclected,and, as in the case of a nunmber of Public Health participants
somo received their language training in the provinces prior to reporting to AUA fer
testing. It willbe noted in table P/2 - 3 that the number of weeks at AUA varied

/1 Referred to in this report as P/2
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significantly by functional field of training, The 18 participants in Agriculture
averaged 34 weeks at AUA, Those in Public Adrdnistration and Publie Safety averaged
13 to 15 weeks less, The overall average was Sono 2¢ weeks which is 3 weeks long
than the average for the group covered by the May, 1964 report. .

Tt is worthwhile to carment at this point that over the past three years (ever
since the Training Divieion nae made such a cc::xp}:tation) the nunber of weeks required
to prepare participants in English proficiency has steadily increased,

Tables P/2 - 4 and P/2 - 4(a) show an operational problen which has been known
for scmetipe, and about whici: corrective steps have already been taken. For the raet
fow years it has been noted that relatively large number of participante were called
forward prior to having canpleted their scheduled progran at AUA, When this occura
it is always the conversational. part (the last 5 woeks) of their progran which is
omitted, or cut short, Only about three fourths of those departing in the last 12
nonths completed this part cf their programs, Yet, soven (7§m;m of ten (10) of thoe
who have suggestions for improving the language training (table P/2 - 10) say that
more conversatici!" is needed,

USOM and AUA have taken two steps to correct this situation just described.
First of all, with a better rcsponse from the Thai ministries we were ~bleto get 2
much higher percent of the FY-65 candidates into AUA at an earlier point in time./L
As a result many of these participants have already coripleted their AUA program (in=
cluding the 6 weeks conversation) and are now awaiting thoir call forward (C.F,) in

August,

Secondly, AUA has changed their intensive language course to introduce conversas
ticnal English at an rcarlier point in their overall progran, Whereas conversational
English was deiayed until the last 6 weeks, it is now being jntroduced in the second
or third six weeks of training, depending on the overall length of thc individuals
scheduled progran. This change is considercd to be extremaly significant in impro-
ving the participants lansuage ©.aining. It not only alleviates the problen of &
C,F, prior to tho canplstion of an individusl progran, it is strengthening AUA's
overall progran in the area which hns reccived the most participant criticien,

Table P/2 - 7 & 8 requires a speicial note of axplanation, As shown, the data
is nisleading, In the tabulatiocn of the data 3t was roted thet in the majority of
cises the period indicated as the one in which rost progress was nade wae the last
six weekgof training, or nConversational English," This observation serves to stren
then the findings noted earlicr, and has led to a slight change in the P/2 Question-
naire which will permit a more meaningful tibulation of this inquiry in future report

Though the data show a high degree of acemplishrent, and personal satisfaction
with AUA lengunge troining, the fact reming that 2 large nunber of Thai participante
depart feeling that their E 1ish is inadeguzte for the urdertaking they face. Betbe
than four (4) out of ten (1.?)% foel that additional lessons in English is nceded,
(Table P/2 & 1). An overwhelming percent (table P/2 - 12) of these feol this addi-
t(.ional {nstruction should be given after their arrival in the country of training

USA).

[L A high percent entered AUA in October, 19564
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There is, however, evidence that the percentage of departees who feel their
English is adequate is increasing., The 58% shown in table P/2 - 11 in this'report is
10f greater than tnat shown in table P/2 - 11 in the May, 1944 report,

- In swmarization, the data appearing in tables P/2 - 2 through P2/12 show clearl
that,fron the participanta! view point, AUA is doing a very good job.

More important, a eomparison of the data in this section with that developed a
year ago (see tables P/2 = 2 through ™2 - 12, Moy, 1964 report) shows that an increa-
sing nuber of USOM participents speak favorably of the AUA language progran, and
depart feeling more adequately prepared to face the language problen when they reach
the USA,

(b) AUA Orientation program; Tables P/2 = 13 through P/2 - 15(d).

The data (Tables P/2 = 13 through P/2 - 15(d) show a similar picture for AUA's
orientation progran to prepare the participant for life in the USA. As compared to
comparable tables in the May 1964 recport the “current! /1, data show a significant in-
provement, For exanple, the nuwaber of participants who view the AUA orientation pro=-
gran as very satisfactory increascd by about 10%, With the exception of "Religion ar
religious practices" ncarly all of the participants report having received adeyuate
infornation cn the topics about which inquiry was made, and the number who rcport
adequate coverage on this subject has increased by about 10% during the past 12 month

The only way in which this aspect of particapent pre-departure preparation has
suffered is that, relatively speaking, a decrcasing nunber of departecs participate
in the AUA orientation program. Only 50% of those departing during the past 12 month
did so., This comparcs to 80% cf those who were covered in the My, 1964 veport. Thi
picture deserves a word of explanation,

Of those who did not attend AUA orientation 574 did not do 80 because they had
been to the USA before, or they were going to third countries, Theoretically these
participants would nct have benefitted from such attendance. However, L3% of those
not attending did not do so because they did not have tine due to an eariy call fore
ward, or far scune other reison, This nunber accounts for about 22% of all partici-
pants who departed, and is a matter of concern., As nmenticned earlier in cormenting
on the conversational English cowrse, this problem can only be solved by assuring tha
candidiates enter AUA at an earlier date, This arrangenent was nade for many of the
participants in the FY-65 progran., Every effort rust be .ade tc assure that we du so
with respect to the FY-66, and future progris,

Table P/2 - 15(c¢) is a new table in that it did not appear in the May 196k repor
The table is included to give AUA some insight as to arcas in which the participents
fuel an inprovement night be made. It is significant that loss than half of these
attending the orientation program had any suggestion to nake, and one-third of these
mentioned nothing specific, Interestingly, 1Religion and religious practices" is not
spocifically mentioned here even ithough jt is the one subject matter areca which the
greatest number felt to be inadequately covercd.

—— -——— B

/1 The word "current! is used here and clsewhere in this section to identify data
collected over the pzst 12 months, )




(¢) The Thai_role re=departure orientation as to the substantive agpects of
ir : tables P/2 - 18 through P/2 - 21,

Seven (7) out of ten (10) of the participants departing in the past 12 months re-
ported that saeons (Thai) at their place of employment had discussed their progran
with them, (Table P/2 - 18). This compares with better than eight (8) out of ten (10
who so reported in the May, 1964 report. & recormendation to corrsct this indicated
lessening of effort has been made in part I of this report and no further corment is
required herc.

As shown by table P/2 = 19, the partdcipants irmediate superviscr, or other Thal
official are the ones who rmost often discuss ths training progran with the participan
However, "former (USOM) participante" are playing a significant role in these discus=
sions, This is considered a very favorabla procedure in that such persons can give
from first hand experience informaticn and advice on the problerss the participant wil
face when he reaches the USi, However, diccussions with former participants does not
suffice to displace the need for a diecussion between the participant and his supe-
riors. In fact, the picture shown by table P/2 -~ 19 probably explains the following
tanles (P/2 - 20(z), (b), (c), etc.) which show a failure to cover, in all cases, scm(
inportart areas of the post-training situation. The participants superior, whe is in
a position to make decisions and follow through, should be the onc tc discuss the po#’
training job assignment, and what it will involve,

(d) USOM's Role in pre~departure orientation as to the substantive aspects of
training; tables P/2 - 22 through P/2 - 2

The data (tables P/2 - 22, P/2 = 23 & 24) show that though 94% of the partici~
pants lmow the USOM TA on the project spongoring their treining, only about 84% re-
port (at the time they complete P/2) /1 that the TA, or other USQH af ficer, had dis-
cussed their program with them, This is some 3% less than that shown in tabie P/2 -
23 in the May 1964 report. This differeace aline is relatively insignificant, but
tables P/2 - 25(a) through P2 - 25(g) indicate that the discussions held with parti-
cipants departing during the pust 12 nonths were not as complete and comprehensive as
those held with the participants covered in the My, 1964 report. With respect to
cach of the progran arcas shown by these tables, the number reporting coverage has
decreased. Though the percenmtage change in most instances is relatively smll it's
cne~direction consistency establishes the fact that TA ncrformince in respect to this
aspect of pre-departure preparation has dcteriorated,

Attention was directed to this situation end a recormendation rmade in the con-
pents appearing in part 1 of this report. No further corment is required here.

Perhaps specific corment should be made with respect tot able P/2 - 25(d). The
inquiry here concerns what obviously should be a st in pre-departure mrticipant
discussicns, Yct, only 65% of the "current!" participants report coverage as compared
to 86% who did so in the May, 1964 report. It is hoped that this apparent reduction
is not resl, and there ia reason to belicve that it probably is not. Unfortunately,
the question used referenced "block 17" in the rIC/P ‘nstead of "block 19" which now
contains the description of the training. This chr..ge has been made in the gquestion-
naire now in use.

— e o e e o o e e g e

L], As reported in part I this is a day or 80 [:ior to departure, when they report
to the Training Division for final briefing,
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Tables P/2 - 25(f) presents a picturc similar to that presented in the May, 1964
repart, Though a high percent of the participants reporting are scheduled for aca-
demic training in the USh, relatively few are being aierted by their TA of their op-
portunity to join an American professional society or associ~tion while they are
abroad. The Th undoubtedly kmows of the affilation which would be most beneficial
for the professional growth of the participant, and this aspect of the training op-
portunity should certainly be cévered in pre-depariure discussion.

(e) The participont's overall attitude toward his program; table P/2 - 29

The picturc shown with respect to the frequency and nature of the TA/participant
pre~departurc discussions perhaps accounts for the finding in Tables P/2 - 29. Ths
response here sveaks somewhat less favorable of our efforts over the past 12 nontha
than that shown for the participants coversd by the May 1964 report. Six percent
less of the "currcnt" participants report being well satisfied with the treaining they
are undertoking, and this difference is accounted for vy the significantly higher
percentage who report that thgy do not feel they know cnough about their progran to
say. This percentage increased from 6%, May, 1964 to 15% for the teurrent" group.

This finding may appear to contradict what was noted in table P/2 - 31, but this
is not necessarily true. It should be kept in mind that in the latter ciphasis is on
the particijant's acceptance of the cenditions of training, while the former concerns
his satisfaction with the training program to be comy..cted. Table P/R2 - 30 is a new
table and the response shown does not, it is thought, reflect accurctely the number
of participarts who can name the project sponsoring the training. Ihiny of those who
did not mention the nroject reported that they were being sent abroad under WAID spon
sorship," or under "A.I.D. projects.” The s elf-adninistered questionnaire does not
lend itsclf to the follow-up "probes" required to clarify such general, non-spccific
responscs.



Sectlo:x' 2 - Referenced I‘ ables

Q. 2, In pteparation for this particular training program, did you hava
English language training at AUA ?

Table P[ZE&

Responge by Technical Field of Activity

A °H |ED_{PA |PS |SD#* | Total
Yes ‘18 6 3.1 13 6 7 63
No , | 5 |14 | 2 6 | 5 6 | 3¢
Participants reporting 23 | 20 15 19 11 13 101

*Includes 1 Public Works and 2 Social Development participants,

Q. 3. For how many wecks did you attend AUA?

Table ©/2~3

(Reports only those attending AUA Language

classes)
Response by Technical Fied of Activity
AG | PH {ED |PA |PS |SD* | Total
6 weeks 2 1 0 2 1 1 7
12 weeks 0 0 1 1 1 0 3
18 wecks 0 1 1 3 2 3 10
24 weeks 3 0 1 3 0 0 T
30 weeks 7 3 5 3 2 3 23
36 weeks 3 1 3 1 0 0 8
42 weeks 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
48 weeks 1 0 2 0 0 0 3
i 54 weeks 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
\
Number attending AUA 18 6 13 13 6 7 63
Average number of weeks attended| 34 | 25 31 ;21 19 21 26




Q. 4. Did you complete the 6-week Conversation Course?

Table 2 =4

{Reports only those who attended AUA language classes)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG |PH {ED |PA |PS |SD |Total
Yes 15 4 13 6 4 4 47
No 2 2 0 7 2 3 16
Nuraber attending AUA 18 6 13 13 6 7 63

Q. 4(a) (If "No'" to Q. 4) Why not?

Table P/2=-4(a)

(Reports only those not completing Conversa.icn

Course)
Response by Technizal Field of Activity
AG |PH | ED!i | PS |SD |Total
Time factor (passed ALIGU tests &
was called forward prior to com=
pleting C->versation Course) 2 2 0 6 2 3 15
Other (non=-specific reason) 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Participants reporting 2 2 0 7 2 3 16

Q. 5. While at AUA, do you think your English language proficiency improved
a lot, improved somewhat, or improved only a little?

Table P/2-5
(Reports only those attending AUA language classes)

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG |PH | ED | PA P5 | SD* | Total
Improved a2 lot 12 2 13 9 5 7 48
Improved somewhat 6 2 0o |3 1 0 12
Improved only a little 0 2 0 1 0 0 3
Don't know 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Participants reporting 18 6 13 13 6 7 63

#Includes 1 Public Works and 2 Social Development participants.
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Q. 6. What about your rate of progress at AUA in improving your language
proficiency? Was the rate at which your English improved more than
vou expected, less than you expected, or, about what you expected it
would be?

Table; 212-6
(Reports only those zttending AUA language classes)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG| PH{ ED | PA | PS | SD Total
More tian expected 15 2 11 7 2 3 40
Less than expzacted 0 2 0 2 o 0 4
About as expected 3 2 2 3 2 4 16
Don't know 0 0 0 1 2 0 3
Participants reporting 18 6 13 13y 6 7 63

Q. 7. When you were attending AUA classes was there scme particular time
period during which yon thirk you mezde the fastest progress in under-
standing Engoish? (If "Ye.'') In which period did you make the greaiest
improvement? '

Table P/2-7 & 8

(Reports only those attending AUA language classes)

Response by Tectri«il Field of Activity

LG | PH [ ED | | PS |SD | Total
Only in AUA 6 weceks 2 1 0 l 2 1 1 7
First € wezks 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Second 6 weeks 2 1 31 1 H 1 S
Third 6 weeks 2 0 1 4 2 3 13
Fourth 6 weeks 3 0 6 3 1 0 13
Filth 6 weeks 7 3 3 3 0 1 17
No particular period 1 1 0 0 ¢ 1 3
Tarticipants reporting 18 6 13 13 6 7 63

. 9. Overall, how do you view your English language training experience at
AUA: Was it highly satisfactory, only moderately catisfactory. or not

satiefactory at all? (Check one) paple P/2-
(Reports only those attending A UA language classes)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG |PH ED | PA | PS | SD |Total

Highly satisfactory 5 0 6 5 3 4 23
Moderately saticfactory 13 6 7 8 2 3 29
Not satisfactory 0 0 0 0 0 0 C
Undecided 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Participants reporting 18 6 137 13 6 7 63
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Q. 10, What suggestions do you have, if any, which you think might improve
the English courses at AUA?

Table P/2-10
(Reports only those attending AUA language classes)

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG {(PH | ED {PA | PS SD Total
More conversation 10 3 4 3 0 4 24
More grammer 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
Use audio visual aids 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Suggestion (Non.-gpecific) 1 0 1 1 i 1 4
Tmprove teaching staff 0 0 0 > ) U 2
| _No suggestion & 3 7 5 4 2 29
Participants reporting i8 ) 13 13 5 1 63

Q. 1. Do you think your English i+ now adequate for the training program you
ar2 undertaking, or ¢o won nela n:ed for ada’lop~! lassons in English?
(Check one)
Talle P/2-11

Pecponse vy Technical 7 nid of Letivity |
ST TTED ] eA 0 28 1 8D | Totel
Adequate v 14 5 iz 7 9 59
Not adequate - need additional .
lessons 11 6 10 : b 3 4 40
Undecided 0 0 0 1 1 0 2
| Partitinants reporting 23 290 15 19 11 13 1101

Q. 12.  (If you belizve you need cdditional lessons in English, answer this
question) I{ time would permit your taking additional English lzss0ns.
where do you think they should be taken: here i, Bangkok before you
dzpart, or after you arrive in the U.S, A, ?

Table P/2-~12

(Reports culy those who at time of departure felt the
need for additional Enzlish instruction; including the uncecided)

Response by Technical rield of Activity
| 2G| @5 0D |PA | PS [ SD | Total

In Bangkok 0 1 0 1 0 1 3
Afte-: arrival in U, S, A, 11 5 10 4 4 2 26
Don't know 0 0 0 2 0 1 3

o

Participants reporting 1 5 10 7 4 42
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Q. 13, Did you attend the Orientation program (one hour a day for 6 weeks)
at AUA which is given for Thais going to the United States under AID

gsponsorship? (Check one 5
P p? } rable Pr2-13

Response by Technical Field of [ ctivity
AG J PH| EC|{PA |PS | SD | Total

;1 Yes 17 5 13 B8 3 4 50
No, I have been in the U,S. /4, before| 2 0 1 7 4 1 15
No, my program is for 3rd country 1 11 0 0 0 2 14
No, (time factor - CF prior to com-

No, (no reason given)pletmg coures 8 % ? f f 3 13
Participants reporting o 23 20 15 19 1 i3 101

Q. 14. In general, the AUA Orientation program is to give participants adequate
information on how to get along in the U,S.A,, and some key inzights into
the American way of life, American institutions, cultural values, atti-
tudes, and the like; with the foregoing in mind how would you raote the
Orientation sessions which you attended? (Check one)

Table P/2-14
(Reports only those who attended AUA Orient2tion)

Response by Techr’ 1 Field of Activity
AG |PH | ED | . |PS |SD ITotal
Very satisfactory 12 1 1 1 2 1 28
Moderately satisfactory 5 3 2 7 1 3 21
Not satisfactory 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50

C. 15. Specifically, in these (AUA Orientation) sessions did you get enough
information on the following:
a. How to use restaurants and public facilities in the U,S. A, ?

Table P/2=-152

{Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation)

Response by Technical Field of /. ctivity

AG PH| ED | PA | PS | SD |Total

Yes 15 5 13 6 3 4 46
No 2 0 0 2 0 0 4

Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50
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Q. 15b. Religion and religious practices in the U,5,A. ?

Table P/2=-15b

(Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation)

) Response by Technical Field of £ctivity
Enough information AG | PH | ED |pa ~ SpD | Total
Yes 14 3 1 {5 2 39
No 3 2 2 {3 1 1
Participants reporting 17 5 13 | 8 3 4 50

(. 15¢. American money and its use?

Table P/2-15¢

(Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

L Enough informatioa AG | PH | ED | PA | PS SD | Totai
Yes 17 5 13 8 3 4 50
No 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0
Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50

Q. 15d. American manners and customs in general?

Table P/2-15d

(Reports only those who attended AUZA Orientation)

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity

Enough information AG | PH |ED PA | PS SD | Total
Yes 17 5 11 8 3 4 48
No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No answer 0 0 2 0 0 0 2
Participants reporting 17 5 131 8 3 4 50
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Q. 15c. In addition to the foregoing (Q. 152 through d) is there something which
you would have liked to have known about which you did not get inform-
ation on?

Q. 16. Do you have suggestioné for improving AUZ# Orientation sessions?

Table P/2-15¢c & 16

(Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation)

Response by Teshnical Field of Activity
AGY{ ¥.1{ ED |PA PS |SD Total
Show more (modern) filims 2 0 3 1 0 0 6
More information on the geography, |
history cof the U,S5, A. 0 2 0 2 1 0 3
More information on customs 0 0 2 1 0 5
How to stucy 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
More information in general
(Non specific) 3 0 2 1 0 1 7
No suggestion 12 3 6 5 0 3 29
Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50

Now, will you please answer the following questions about the Technical Training
Program which you are undertaking. First of all =--

C. 17.  While you are away what will your status be with the Thai organization
sponsoring the training? Will you be --- (Check one)

Table P/2-17

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity

AG | PH |ED PA | PS SD | Total

On leave of absence without pay 0 0 0 1 1 2 4
On leave of absence with pay 13 10 8 12 5 5 53

On TR. 2ssignment with full pay with
the (official) responsibility that
such an assignment requires, 5 10 6 6 3 5 35

Don't know 5 0 1 0 2 1 9

Participants reporting 23 20 15 19 1 13 101
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Q. 18. Has anyone at your place of employment {(or your school) given
you information, that is, actually talked with you about the training
program which you are going abroad to complete ?

Table P/2-18

Respoase by Technical Field of Activity

AG | PH | ED PA| PS5 | SD Total
Yes 17 18 10 12 5 9 71
No 5 2 5 7 5 4 28
Don't know or no answer 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
Participants reporting 23 20 15 19 11 13 101

0. 19. (If "Yes" to Q. 18 above, please answer this question) Who talked
with you about your program? Was it your immediate supervisor,
a Thai official other than your immediate supervisor, or some other
person? (If more than one person discussed your program with you,
you may check two or more of the following)

Table P/2-19

(Reports only those who said program information
was received at place of employment)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG (| PH | ED | PA PS | SD Total

My immediate supervisor 1C 12 7 8 3 8 48
Other Thai official 8 n 7 6 4 5 41
University official (professor, fac-

ulty advisor, etc.) 1 3 0 0 1 2 7
£ former participant who ie my

colleague or friend 9 7 7 4 2 3 32
Total mentions 28 33 |21 18 10 18 128

Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 71
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Q. 20. (If "yes'" to Q. 18 zaswer this quenation) In discussing your program
with your immediate supervisor or other Thai official did you dis-

cuss the following? (Check ""Yes" or "No" for each item)

a. The relationship of your training program to gpecific problems
with which the Thai Government* is concerned.

(Reports only those who said program information was

Table P/2-20a

reccived at place of employiment}

Response by Technical Field of Agtivity
AG | PH | ED | PA | PS | SD | Total
Yes 15 17 10 10 5 6 63
No 2 1 c 2 0 3 3
.w 1
Participants reporting 17 | 18 10 12 5 9 71

Q. 20b. The type of assignment you will'have on return -- where you will
be assigned, what your job funttion will be, etc.

Table P/2-2 0b

(Reports only those who said program information

was received at place of employment)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG |PH |ED PA | PS | SD |Total !
Yes 16 17 9 10 3 9 64 |
No 1 1 1 2 2 0 7
lsarticipants raporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 71
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Q. 20c. The cxtent to which you will be expected to pass on to others what

you acquire in your training experience.

Table P/2-20c

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PH | ED { PA | PS |SD Total
Yes 14 10 b ) 5 8 51
No 3 8 2 5 0 1 19
Don't know or no answer 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 71
Q. 204. The length of your program -~ that is, when you are expected to return.
Table P/2-20d
R:osponse by Technical Field of A tivity |
AG|PH |ED |PA | PS |SD |Total _
Yer 15 17 9 11 3 9 t4
No 2 1 |1 1 L2 0 7
Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 ]
0. 20e. Was anything said about the conditions under which yaur stay abroad

might be extended.

Table P/2-20e

Response by Technical Ficld of £ ctivity
AG | PH ED | PA PS | SD Total

Yes 11 5 7 2 3 5 33

No 6 13 3 10 2 4 38

Participants reporting

e —
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Q. 2L Altogether, about how much time in the last 3 months have you spent
discussing your training abroad with a person or persons at your
place of employment? (Check one uf the following)

Table 2/2-21

| Resgonse by Technical Field of A ctivity

AG | PH | ED PA| PS | SL | Total
: Less than one nour 0 4 0 0 0 1 5

Orie hour, but less than iwo hours 3 0 5 0 1 0 1 10
Two houre, but less than three hourg 3 1 1 1 0 0 6
Three hours, but less than four :

hours 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
Tour hours, but less than five houres 2 1 0 1 1 0 5
Five hours, but lese than six hours 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Six hours, hut less than sevenhours| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Seven hours, but less than cight

hours 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Eight hours or more 6 5 2 | 4 2 4 23
I don‘t remember 2 2 7 1 4 2 2 15

|

Participants reporting 17 |18 |10 12 |5 9 71

C. 22. Who is your USOM Technical Advisor?

Table P/2-22

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity

AG | PH |ED | PA | PS |SD | Total

Knew the TA and identified him
by name 22 20 15 18 10 12 97

Did not know of TA 1 0 0 1 1 1 4

L___Pa.rticipants reporting 23 20 15 19 11 13 101
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Q. 23. Have you discussed your training program with your USOM TA or
anyone at USOM?
Q. 24, With whom did you hold this discussion?

Table P/2-23 & 23

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PH { ED | PA | PS SD | Total

Yes; discussed program with TA 20 4 14 1 16 8 12 8l
Yes; discussed program with other

USOM official 0 2 0 1 0 0 3
No; program not discusscd with

USOM official 3 4 4 2 3 1 17
Participants reporting 23 20 15 19 11 13 101

C. 25. (If "Yes'" to Q. 23, answer this question) Did this person discuss the
following? (Check "Yes'" or '"No" for each of the following)

a. How vour training was related to a joint Thai/A merican Projcct.

Table P/2-25a

(Reports only those who said their program wos
discussed with the USOM T4, or other USOM official)

Rcsponse by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PH ED{ PA | PS SD | Total

Yes 17 16 11 14 7 7 72

No 3 0 0 3 1 5 12

Participants reporting 20 16 11 17 | 8 12 84

[ WP RN P
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C. 25b. The goals of the project, and how your training is to contribute to

accomplishing project goals,

Table P/2-25b

(Reports only those who said their program was discussed with the
USOM T4, or other USOM official)

Response by Technizal Field of £ cfivity

NG ({PH ED [{PA {PS |5D Total
Y&S 18 15 11 12 7 10 73
No 2 1 0 5 1 2 11
Participants reporting 20 16 11 17 8 12 84

of the training you are to receive?

Table P/2-25d

(Reports only those who said their program was discussed with

thec USOM TA, or othcr USOM official)

Q. 25¢., Did this person discuss the level of your training program?
Table ®/2-25¢
(Reports only those who sz2id their program was discussed with
the USOM TA, or other USOM official)
Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PH ! ED | PA PS | SD Total
Yes 18 14 11 10 7 10 70
No 2 2 0 7 1 2 14
3 Participants reporting 20 | 16 11 17 8 12 8
;o 25d. Did he review with you block 17 of the PIO/P which ir thc description

R .sponse by Technical Ficla of 2 qtivity

AG FH | ED | PA | PS SD | Totel
Yes 15 1C 4 12 6 10 57
No 5 6 7 5 2 2 27
20 16 11 __17 8 12 84

Participants reporting
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Q. 25e. DiA he discuss »lans for you to =ass along the skills and knowledge
you acquire in training to others working on the ~roject?
Table @/2-25¢
(Renorts only those who said their orogram was discussed
with the USOM T2, or other USOM official)
Resnonse by Technical Field of Activitv _
AG | PH | ED {7A |™5 ST | Total
Yes 15 12 11 11 7 10 66
No 5 4 0 6 1 2 18
Marticinants renorting 20 15 i 17 8 12 84
Q. 25f The conditions under which your training »rogram might be extended?
Table p/2-25f
(Renorts only those who said their ~rogram warc discussed with
the USOM T2, or other USOM official)
Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG |PH | ED |PA |PS |SD | Total |
Yes 13 4 8 6 3 6 40
Nec 7 12 3 11 5 6 44
Darticinants reoorting 20 |16 n |17 8 12 84
2, 254  Your eligtbility to join a U.S. Drofessional association in your

technical field (at relatively little cost to you)

Table »/2-25¢

(Re~orts only those who said their nrogram was discussed
with the USOM TA, or other USOM official)

Resnonse by Technical Field of £ctivity
AG| PH| ED [©2 | ™5 |SD |Total
Yes 11 6 5 4 1 5 32
No ) 0 6 13 7 5 39
‘e sti t licable - 3rd
Cuestion no' ar-m icable T 1 10 0 0 0 5 13
country training
Particinants re-orting 120 | 16 ju |17 | 8 12 4 84




2. 26, Altogether about how much time have you spent discussing your
training abroad with your USOM technical advisor, or other USOM
official? {Please check one of the following)

Table P/2-26

(Renorts only those who said their program was discussed
with the USOM TA, or other USOM official)

titiﬂ..:.__.

Resnonse by Technical Field of Ac

AG|{®H | ED |PA |©PS SD | Total
Lessa than one hour 2 1 1 2 0 3 9
Cne hour, but less than two hours 7 5 3 1 1 0 17
Two hours, but less than three hourd 3 0 0 2 2 2 9
Three hours, but less than four hourg 1 3 0 1 0 4 S
Four hours, but less than five hours| 0 0 0 I 0 1 2
¥ive hours, but less than six houras 0 0 0 0 0 8] Q
Six hours, but less than seven hours| 1 0 0 0 0 1 2
Seven hours, but less than eight honygs 0 1 0 ] 0 J 7
Eight houss or more 6 4 3 5 3 0 21
I don't remember 0 2 4 4 2 1 13
Darticinants renorting 20 16 1 17 8 12 o4

~7. Did you have any wart in nlanning the training nrogram you are under-

taking? {Check one)

Table P/2-27

Response by Technicall Field of Activity
AG |PH |ED |©A =8 | SD |Total
Ves 9 10 2 1 6 7 45
No 14 10 |10 7 52
Don't know 0 0 3 1 0 0 4
23 20 15 1 13

Darticinantsrevorting

19
L.

101



Q. 28, Insofar as you know did your immediate Thai supervisor have any
share in planning your training program? (Check one)

Table ©/2-28

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG | PH |ED PA | PS | SD Total
Yes 11 1 10 13 3 8 56
No g | 8! 2 | 6 |5 |4 35
Don't know 4 1 % 0 5 1 12
Darticipants reporting 23 20 15 19 1n 13 10.

~_ 29, When all is considered how do you now feel about the training program
you are going abroad to comnlete? (Check one)

Table @/2-29

Response by Tgphnica{_l_ Field of 4 ctivity |
AG|PH | ED DA ™5 | SD Teoa:

Well satisfied 19 15 12 17 8 11 82
Not very well satisfied 0 1 0 0 r4 1 4

I really don't know ~ I do not feel
i have enough info to say 4 4 3 2 1 1 15

Darticipants renorting L 23 | 20 {15 | 19 n 13 4§ 100

e
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Q. 30, What is the name of the joint Thai/USOM project under which you
are being sent abroad for training?

Table P /2230

Response by Technicai Field of Activity

AG | PH | ED |{PA PS | SD Total
Participant knew and correctly iden- :
tified the sponsoring project 16 18 12 14 8 10 78
Darticipant did not identify spensor-
ing project 7 2 34 5 3 3 23
Darticicants reporting 23 20 15 19 11 13 101

., 31, The purposc and tature of your AID training is spelled out in Blocks 16,
17 and 18 of the IO/ ™. You should at this time have a complete under-
standing of both the training objective and the conditions under which the
training is undertaken. ™lease check one of the following.

Table 2/2-31

Response by Technical Field of Activity |

AG| PH [ ED | ®A | ®S | SD | Tota; |

T understand the nature and amount of

training and accept the conditione

ancder which the training is granted 23 20 15 18 7 13 96
Understand the training but reluctant

to accept conditic- 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
7 do not understand the nature and/

or amount of training 0 0 0 1 3 0 4
Participants reporting .23 | 20} 15 } 19 ju |13 j 101
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SECTION 3
Evaluation

Follow=Up Questicnnaire ho,3; Participant's Return Report

XIntroduction

This section deals with the results of 154 P/3 questionnaires caapleted betiweon
April 30, 1964 and May 1, 1965, sccording to Training Office records the 154 ques-
tionnaires represent all but a few of the participants who retwrned during the re-
rorting pericd who had eomplehsd programs of 6 nonths or longer in duration, The
participants who reportel 2ll completed programs 6 ronths or lonzer in duration, and
143 received training in the U.d.i.

P/3 is a self administered questionnaire which is coripleted when the nmartieip-nt
reports to the Training Division, and the cormpleted questionnoire is used as a guide
Wy the Training Officer in the debriefing interview,

Tn Moy 1964 the P/3 questiomnaire was revised by adding what now appears os
questions 8. a, b & ¢; 23 o & b; and question 2. Most of the 154 returnces reporning
over the past 12 months completed the revised questiomaire, However, Tables repor--
ting the results of the aforcientiosned questions have a reduccd base and they will
be foot-notcd accordingly,

Aside fronm the additions mentioned, theP/3 completed by those rcturning over
the past year affords the same tailes as were presented in the Moy, 19€Y, reper .
Jore comparisons can be appropriately nade between the current findings and *.o72
reuorted 2 year ago, they will be rnde a part of the cormients which follow,

Corments

a2} Facts about the training program conpleted; tabies P/3 = 3 through P/3 - 3

O~ their return approxirntely 73% of the participants were able to namc the LSOM
Th wne was their advisor at the time of departure, However: Jese then o thi-1 oo
ahle *5 name the Ta currently assigned to the spensoring preject; (Tablos B/2 -3 0 B
Tae 1 Ler was brue even theugh 90% had reported to their ministry mrior bo erapLving
P/,. 1+d about 78% (see toble P/3 - 12 (2) & (b)) reported in P/3 77k Lhey lme the
post-training position they werc Lo £i11, The rclatively highpooroio o7 tho .o e
vorting +hat they did not know who theoir USOM advisor would be, stens largely fron
s fret that for a sizenble number of the rcturnces, there was no USOM advisor aboarc
Th: s~-nsoring project hed phased out and the TAls either transfcrred to other pro-
jects, other rissions, or returned to the U.S.is For exanplc, of the 62 returnces
in Educatioa no more than one-third returned to an active project with a USOM TA
aboard. However, based on the data and the debriefing interview in the Training Di-
vision, it appears that the absence or jresence of a USOM TA is not being discusscd
with the returnecc when he reports to his ninistry. Perhaps USOM project nanagers
should request their counterparts to include in their discussieon with retumeces the
status of the jroject,and the identity of the fnmerican personnel involved, if any.

Three fourths of the participants reporting conpleted prograns which were pri~
narily acad=mic and 85% of these recuived an acadenic degree. In almost all cases
(only 3 exceptions) the degree received was at the graduwate leve?, In pursuing the
degree objective about two-thirds of the particiiants required an extension in tine,
and in 7 cases out of 10 the cxtension was partly or conpletely financed by AID. In
rost instances (74%) the extension received was for a period of less than 12 ronths;
€§ggﬂqules P/3 ~ 6 through 7 (v)).

A Raferrad Lo in this revort as P/3
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The foregoing differs very little from the picture shown by the Moy, 196 vei = 5
4 look at cemparable tables doss indicate that fewer of the participants returning
over the past 12 nonths received an extension, and that the average length of the
stensions granted was sonewhat shorter.

In all inquiriee in the past, LOZ or more of the Thai, participants reporting hove
felt that the training progran completed was too shorte In the May 196/ report and in
this report (See table P/3 - 18) the percentage is 41% and 42% respectively, and the
RPES data show 49%.

The RPES report pointed out that though the participants attitude toward the
length of his progran (feeling it was "too long". "too short!, or "about right!") had
1ittle or no relationship to the acturl length of the prcgron completed, there was
nositive relationship between his attitude toward the length of his progran and his
degree of satisfaction with the overall training experience.

Bacause of the foregoing, new questions werc introcuced in the P/3 questionnoire
usad over the past 12 months to give scme insight as to why so large a nunmber rep.osb
their prograns as too short,

The results of the new questions are shown in tables P/3 - 8(a), (b) and ().
About half of the participents reporting (only 130 were asked this question) said they
would have liked to have stayed longer in the country of training. In more than m=1lf
of the cases those desiring to stay longer would have liked less than 12 months o . i=-
tional time. It does not appear that the desire to remain longer in any way relonces
tc whether the ;articipant accomplished the original training objective of reecciv g
an academic degree, In fact, those receiving a degrce are slightly more likely to
report desiring additional time than those whose programs were non-azademic, or who
for other reasons received no degree. A significant finding is the reason for de-
sirinag more time abroad. As shown by Tablo P/3 - 8 ¢, of those who gave a rcaso.
vet - v than half wished to broaden their training expericnce by getting 0JT (practi=-
¢ 1 erocrience. Most of these were participants in the field of Education who did
2>t in 2n academic degree,

™his picturc substantiates a finding reported in the RFES report and calls af-
Lention to the following recommendatiom which was made in Chopter III, page L2 & 43,
of the RPES report: "when a degree program is planned, adequate time should be ore-
vided and an arrangement mace for subject-matter related practical. experience upon
completion of the academic work," Table P/3 - 8¢ would indicate that this considera~
tion is necded most urgently for those participants in the field of Education.

About 80% of the rcturneces report on returning that they had a clear understan-
ding of their post-training assignment prior to thoir departure., Interestingly, this
is a considcrably larger number than the number departing during the past 12 months
who said their post-training assignment was discussed with somsone (Thai) at their
place of employment. (Sce Section 2, tables P/2 - 18 and P/2 - 20 b), Also, as
shown by table P/3 - 12 (a) & (b), it is some 6% more than report that they presently
(st the time of completing P/3) lmow what their return assignment will be, Since 90%
of those reporting had already reported to their ministry it would appear that (for
some reasons) the return interview at the ministry had introduced an assignment con=
sideration unknown to the participant prior to his departure for training.
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(b) Present plans and expectations; tables P/3 - 12(a) through P/3 - 15.

As previously noted, about 714 of the retumees feel they lmow what their posv-
training assigmment will be, Of these, almost all report that the assignment is what
they expected to get on return; table P/3 - 12(a) & (b).

Regardl?ss of whether they knew the assignment they were to recceive, three out of
four expect to now have more responsibility than they had had prior to their trairing,
and about half expect to receive a higher salary. The latter is a considerably lower
percontage than wcs shown for participants covered by the My, l96h reporte

It is worthwhile to notc that the number who obtained an academic degree ig gsig~
nificantly higher than the number who expect an incrcase in salary; tables P/3 =~ 6(b)
and P/3 - 13(b). However, the opposite is true with respect to participant expecta-
tions in regard to the responsihility they will have, Table P/3 - 13(a).

An observation made in the Mzy, 196/ report is worth repeating here. Programming
o participant for an advanced degrce does not nccessarily give assurance that he will
be promoted to a poaition of higher authority, more salary, etc., on his return, and,
hence, be in 2 better position to effectively use the ¥nowledge and skills acgquir~da
Tabies P/4 ~ 13(2)and 13(b)show that many of the participants themselves do not expect
this development on their retum, and as will be noted in tables PL - 3a and 3b, Sec-
tion 4, such a promotion has not occurred within 6 months after return.

As showvm by table P/3 ~ 12, better than 80% of the participants return with come-
thing specificall$ in mind which they want to put into use in Thailand. In the majorit
of cases the returnee has in mind utilizing his training experience in improving, re-
organizing, or changing existing methods, procedures, etc. However, almost one third
return with ideas for introducing or developing something 'new" in improving Thal so-
cizl or economic conditions,

If the investment benefits of training can be measured by the percent.of partici-
pants who retumn with definite, constructive ideas to bring about change, it was cer-
tainiy a wise investment to have sent those whr returned during the past 12 months.

Though participants, in large numbers, rectum with specific training-inspirad
changes which they hope to make, many of them expect something less than canpletc ac-
ceptance of what they would like to try by either their supcriors in the Thai Govern=-
ment, or their USOM advisors., As noted in tables P/3 = i (2) and (b) only about 4
out of 10 feel their superiors and the USOM advisor will give camplete support. An
additional one-third anticipate almost complete supporte The remaining expect only
partial support, or do not fcel they can express an c¢pinion., About 154 of the parti-
cipants returning during the past 12 months expressed "no opinion" with respect to sup-
port from USOM, This relatively high percentage is perhaps related to the fact that sc
many of the participants returned to projects which had becn phased out. A specific
check discloscd that those who were retuming to an active project, and whe had already
talked with the USOM TA, were more likely to expect complete support frem USOM.

The majority of participants made a specific suggestion 2s to how the USOM‘TA
could be of assistance to them, and the type of assistonce most frequently mentioned
was “technical support." (See tables P/3 - 15(a) and (b))
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(¢) Reflections on training experience abroad; Tables P/3 - 16 through P/3 - 7.

Most of the participants (93%) found their programs either completely (53%), =
partially (42%) arranged when they arrived in the country of training. Eighty-sever
percent report that the program actually completed was in line with what they and
their ministry had requested. These data (tables P/3 - 16 & 17(a)) indicate that rc-
turnees over the past 12 months had & little better frograming experience than did
the group covered by the May, 1964 report,

Table P/3 ~ 17b show the campleints made by those participants who s aid their
programs were only partially, or not abt all in line with that requested, “Though this

nuober is relatively small, it represents a problem requiring AID/W corrective actior.

Tables P/3 = 18 and 19 show thaf & substantial number of participants feel their
program was too short, and an even higher number would have liked to have seen, or
participated in, morc different things. As noted carlier (table P/3 - 8(a), (b) and
(¢)) many of these participants would have liked to have had somc (or more) OJT ex-
perience while they were abroad.

In general, participants found their programs at the right level for their bvack-
ground and experience, (Table P/B - 20), However, those who did not find this to be
true were more likely (better than 2 to 1) to report that their program was too ac-
vanced. The percent who so report has remained consistent through time (betwecen 10
and 13 percent; RPES, May 1964 report, and "eurrent! data) and, according to the BPES
Report, represents a group which will be relatively low utilizers of their traininge.

Three-fourths of the participants (table P3/ ~ 21) report having received infor-
mation about the level of their program pricr to departure, This is a substantlal
increase over the number reporting so in the May, 1964 report.

Those who were not told of the level of their programs prior to departurc (Tebhle
r/2 - 22), in gencral, feel such information would have been helpful. Howcver, os
compared to returnces covered by the May, 1964 report a higher percent of the "curren
group question the value of having advanced knowledge on this point.,

Of the 130 participanis reporting (Table P/4 - 23(a)) about half were very catis
fied with the programs they had campleted. Almost as many gaid they were somewhat
gatisfied.

Those who were less than very satisfied report in Table P/3 - 23(b) thoir rea~
sons, The reasons given are significant and pinpoint problem areas for LID/W atten—
tion., As a further guide to AID/W it is here reported that "gpontaneous” comment by
the participantsindicates that, in general, those who reported their programs a8 eith
poorly planned, or poorly conducted, are the ones who complained of the "attitude and
actions!" of the people in the country of training. Moreover, some of those who ex-
pressed this complaint, specifically wrote in the fact that they had in mind AID offi
cials., In general, complaints against AID officials fall into twe arcas, both of
which indicate, from the participants! viewpoint, an improper attitude., One complain’
is that AID officials are not ccnsiderate when arranging travel (adjusting per diem
rates when ones travel status changes, permitting stopovers ete,,) which relates to t
personal welfare and convenience of the individual. The other, and a more scrious o
plaint, is best expressed by the following quotation fram a returncais rerarke.

[l The word “current" here and elscewhere i this section is used to refer to those
completing P/3 during the past 12 months,
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"They £AID officialé} mke us feel like beggars [who are] always requesting
something, not like represent:tives of a country who were invited to receive -

grant to visit and learn something fron the USA.Y

Table P/3 = 23b gives data related to that shown in P/3 - 30. It is significant
to note that some of those who indicated a "less favorable' opinion in P/3 - 30 speci~
fically wroto inj; "because of the attitude of AID officials." More significantly, in
two instances participant‘'s checking a "more favorable" opinion added the comment ; "not
if you include AID officials,"

For AID/W information, the participants who offered, spontaneously, the foregoin:
quotes were in the field of Education, Public Administration and Public Works. None o
the participants referenced in the foregoing were trained in a 3rd countrye.

Though experience in the USA has unfavorably colored the attitude of a few, two-
thirds of the 130 reporting (Table P/3 - 24) said that it was the:"most important thiny
that ever happened to mel! This picturce is slightly less favorable thon that shown by
the RPES report, in which 71% of the participants o reported.

Of the 150 participants reporting during the past 12 months 85% had received
English languarge instruction in preparation for their training (Table P/3 - 25) and
a1lmost half of these felt on their return that they should have had some additional
instructiane

Of thosc who felt additional instruction was nceded, abmt one third believed 6
weeks or less would have been sufficient and an additional one third thought they neoad¢
from 7 to 12 weeks; Table P/3 -~ 26(b).

Table P/3 -~ 26(c) shows that a majority of these participants feel that the addi.
tional instruction sheald have been arranged in the country of training (USA), with
about one~third indicating that more AUA instruction here in Thailand would have solve
their problem,

The picture with respect to the returnees reflection on the problem with languag
remains quite stable, Almost an identical finding was shown in the May, 1964 repor®.

English definitely cmtinues to be a major problem of Thai participants. Table
P/3 - 27 shows that the number who report a language difficulty ie considerably higher
than the number who felt they should have had additional instruction, and that the ma-
jor problem is in being understood by others. The increased emphasis at AUA on con-
versational English (discussed in Section 2) should serve to alleriate this problen.

(d) Some Non~technical aspects_of the troining erperience; Tables P/3 - 28 throw

P/3 - 32.

Table P/3 - 28 shows the degree of participint satisfaction with travel and hous:
arrangenents and the rate of per diem paid, It will be noted that only 20% (1 out of £
of the returnces report the per diemrate recelved as very satisfactory, and that an
equal number say that it was unsatisfactory. As ccmpared bto the May, 1964 rcport, the
percentage of those dissatisfied has doubled, This probably reflects the fact that per
diem rates have been adjusted downward during the past year far participants who were
in scademic residency. Slightly better than 1alf of those reporting found the per die
rates to bo fairly satisfactorys




Forty percent found housing to be very satisfactory, and 50% found the transpo: -
tation arrangement to be so., However, whercas less than 3% reported housing as unsatis-
factory, 10% were dissatisfied with the travel arrangerents. Overa2ll, the picture with
rcspect to participant satisfaction with housing and travel has nct changed noticeaoly
since the May, 1964 rcport.

As was true in the May, 1964 report, 4LOF of the "wurrent" participants found their
"non-professional" contacts completoly satisfactory. The only difference betwecn the
picture shown by table P/3 - 29 and the same table in the May, 1964 report is that 5 of
the "eurrent" participants either said these contacts were not at all satisfactory, or
did not answer the question. There is little doubt but what the participants who left
the questior unanswered did so because thuy chosc not to give what they felt would be
viewed as an unfavorchle responsc,

It is worthwhilc to note that in the May, 1964 repert therc were no participants
out of the 152 reporting who failec¢ to express an opinion in cither Tables P/3 - 28, 29
or 30, For "current" participants, in Table P/3 - 28; five (5) did not express an
opinion on cither housing or per dicm, and three (3) expressed no opinion on transpor-
tation, In table P/3 - 29, three (3) expressed no opinion as to their satisfaction wit}
their "non—professional' contacts, and in P/3 = 30 five (5) did not indicate whether
their opinion of the USA had changed as a result of their stay there T
These eases, it is beliesved, can all safely be assigned to the "least favorable" res-
£onse category.

Table P/3 - 30 shows about 52% of the returnees report that their opinion of the
people and the country of training is more favorable as a result of their stay there.
An additional 36% report no change in their opinion, and the remaining 12% either spe-
cifiecally report their opinion as less favorable, or fail to answer the question., Re-
gardless of how one chooses to treat those who did not cxpress an opinion, a comparison
of table P/3 ~ 30 in the May, 196l rcport with "current! date reveals that thie numbcr o.
rcturnces who report that they have a less favorable opinion of the American people and
the U.S.A. has incrcased significantly.

Therc were seven (7) of the 152 participants covered in the May, 1964 report who
said they had a less favorable opinion of the USA as a result of their stay there as
compared to twelve (12) of the 154 reporting back during the past 12 rmonths, Assuning
the five (5) of the latter group who did rot answerr the questlon to have also bcan nega
tivaely impressed, the comparison is really 7 of 15« to 17 of 154. Taidng into account
the fact that a Ycourtesy bias" is no doubt present in the response pattern, the nurber
of participants who actually returned with a less favorable opinion of the American pec
ple and the USA probably approaches 25%,

The corments of a few of the returnces certainly indicates the existence of 'cour-
tesy bias." Asreported earlier, ane participant who checked "opinion now more favora-
blo" added.the remark "not if you include AID officials, In another instance, a parti-
cipant chacked "opinion now less favorzble', and added the ¢ orment, "but I want you to
know I'm tharkful for the training I received,"
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For an cxplanation of what accounts for participants returning from the U.5.A.
with an attitude toward the people and the country which is less favorable, Yyou are
directed to the corments made in this scction with respect to Table P/3 - 23b, Addi-
tional insight intn the situation is gskedby the one or iwo participants who rcported
1 personal involverent with 'racial discrinination, but such incidents, it is believed
account for only a minor part of the problem.

Onc factor operating in the picture is that scne of the Thais depart with an
unrealistic concept of Amcrica and Americans, To quote a recent returnece; "when I
went I thought #nerica was a happy country, with people who were wealthy. 1 found
there are many problens there, problems which they can't solre, and there are a lot
of poor people." This participant suffered general disillusionment. He reported no
personal unfavorable incident; nor did he report dissatisfaction with his progron, or
with the official attitude encountered., He reported, however, his opinicn of the USa
was less favorable 2s 2 result of his stay there,

A few partid ants return bitter toward their training experiace and the U,S.n.
crinmarily beeouse they failed to complete successfully the training pregrarmed. Ir
nest of thuse cises an advanced ~cademic degree wos the training objecctive and the par-
tici-antsviere not qualified to cumplete the graduate study prograrned, These partici-
ponts usuclly rationalize their failure as being the fault of something other than
their own deficicncy; thcy were sent to the wring university, or the treatment they
received from their ID or campus advisor was not good, Such rationalization is ini-
tially, no doubt, conscicusly developed to save face with collcagues, superiors, and
fricnds. But, through time the participant ceases to be aware of his sclf-crecated de-
fense nechanism and truly views the situation as a failure of others. Thesc cases are
relatively few, but their occurence is of serious ccncern and emphasize the noced for
more crreful participant selection ond realistic pro grarming,

It is stressed here, as it was in the May, 1964 repert, that USOM!s self-adminis-
tered questionnaire is indeed a rather superficial "probe’ into the participants! ex~-
pericnces abroad, and resulting opinions -nd attitude. This is particularly truc with
respect to delving into the reasons which underlie the 'negative" attitudes rcvealed
by the questionnaire,

USOM agnin recomtends that AID/W develop and incluwde in its de-briefing proccdurer
2 "depth! interview to ascertain the frequency and nature of participant experiaces

while in the U.S5.4. which are largely responsible for the "negative" attitudes noted
on their return.,

Apprex 57% of the pirticipants who went te the U.S.A. eported that they were ad-
vised by their AID project manager of thelr cligibility to Jjoin a srefessional society:
Table P/3 ~ 31, As shuown by table P/3 - 32 2lmost half of thosc going to the U.G.A.
joined a professional society while they were tt.are, Comparable tables in the May,
1964 report show that a higher percentage of the Weurrent! roturnses cre receiving the
mroject ranager's attention on this matter, but o slightly saaller number are actually
joining an association. The data give no explanation for this developrent,

Table P/3 ~ 32 shows the pusition of the roturnces in the Thai Civil Service, It
will be noted that only 9 of the 154 partici;ants rcturning during the past 12 rionths
were above the level of 2 second grade civil servant. A high percentzoge (about 7 out «
10) were secand prade affiecinla, which rejuearnta the middle rositdon in the civil ser-

2 ik Lkl baneialies
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Table P/3 = 32 raises the question cf whether we ~re devoting the oroper percen...gc
»f sur training effort to petter preporing these who are 2lready in positions of higher
wthority and respunsibility, Gronting thot nany of those rcmresented in Table P/3 = 32
A1l eventuclly be in such positions, the fact remains that they are several years away
"pom being in the position of responsibility and authority required for their training
-0 be fully effective in bringing ab.ut change.

Tt is worthwhile tc note in thisreport that "curront! roturnees, 2s a group, largel
~epresent a lowcr echelen of Thai Government oificials thon 2id those who.returned in
sorlier yesrs; prior to 1960, The PRES roport, Volume I, poge 53, Table L.1 - 3 shows
+TS of those participants to hnve buen cther top and second~level policynakers, or
subordinate manageront at the tinme of their sclection, Less than 10% of those repre-
sented in Table P/3 ~ 32 would appear to fall in these categories,
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Section 3: Referenced Tables

L8

Q. 3. (Who was your) USOM Advisor on departure (for training)?

Table P/3-3

Response by Technical Field of ;A,ctivity 1

AG | PW|PH |ED | PA | SD | Total
Named an advisor 8 25 11 44 | 19 5 112
Said don't know 3 2 4 16 { 8 1 34
Not answer 1 1 1 2 2 1 8
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 | 29 7 154

Q. 4. (Who is your) USCM advisor on return (from training)?

Table P/3-4

Response by Technical Field of Activity

Lo Y

e _

Participants reporting
e Tablee in thls section relate to Activity No.4, USOM's Policy Order No. 800 L,

AG | PW{ PH | ED PA SD |Total
Named advisor 9 11 13 1 47
Said don't know 18 40 12 4 88
No answer 0 1 1 11 4 2 19
12 2R 16 62 29 7 154
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2. 6. Indicate the oue kind of activity listed below which best describe your

training.

Table P/3-6(a)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG| PW| PH| ED |PA | SD | Total
Observation tour(s) 2 4 2 1 0 0 9
On-the=-job training 2 13 3 0 11 0 29
Academic study 8 11 11 61 18 7 116
' .
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154

Table P/3-6(b)

(Reports only those whose programs were academic)

Response by Technical Iield of Activity

| AG |PW | PH |ED |P4 | SD | Total

' Graduate study, degree rececived 6 6 6 56 15 || 6 95
Graduate study, no degree 1 3 2 4 1 0 11
Undergraduate study, degrec received 0 2 0 1 0 0 3
Undergraduate study, no degree 1 0 3 0 2 1 7
Participants reporting 8 11 11 61 18 7 116
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Q. 7a. Did you receive a time extension to complete your training?

Table P/3-7a

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG| PwjPH {ED | PA | SD | Total
Yes 6 11 7 35y 12 3 T4%
No 6 17 8 26 17 4 7C
Not answercd 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
‘Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29| 7 154
#p pproximately 65% of those with academic programs report receiving an
axtension.
G. Tb, (If "Yes") For how many months was the time extended? Months

Table P/3-7b

(Reports only those who said they received
an extension)

g

Responsc by Technical Field of Activity _ |
) AG |Pw | PH | ED | PA | SD | Total
Less than 6 months 2 7 1 21 2 1 34
45 months, but less than 12 months 1 4 1 9 6 2 23
12 months, but less than 18 months 0 0 2 2 4 0 C
18 months but less than 24 months 1 0 2 0 0 0 3
24 rnonths or more 2 0 1 3 0 0 6
Participants reporting "6 11 \ 7 35 B 12 3 74
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Q. Tc. How was the extension financed?

Table P/3-~7c

(Reports only those who said they received
P Y y
and extension)

Response by Teghnical Field of Activity

AG PW|{PH |ED PA | SD |Total
AID{USOM) financed 3 16 2 27 1 3 52
Independently financed 0 |9 5 3 1 0 19
Both AID & Independently financed 3 0 0 0 0 0 3
Participants reporting 6 |1 7 35| 12 3 74

Q.8a, After you completed your program did you have any desire to stay longer
in the country where you were trained or were you eager to return to

Thaileand?

Table P/3-8(a)

Response by Technical Field of A ‘:%ir'::__j
AG |PW | PH |ED | PA | SD | Tota
W ouid have liked to have stayad
longer 1 |8 7 39 10 67
Was cager to return to Thailand 7 {12 7 17 7 4 54
Question not asked, or not answered 4 18 2 6 2 |1 33
Participants reporting 12 |28 16 62 29% 7 154

*The questionnaire completed by 24 of these participants did not contain this



Q. 8. (If you would have liked to have staycd longer pleas

52 =

2 answer this

question) How much longer would you have liked to hove stayed?

Table P/3-8(b)

(Reports only those who would have liked to
have stayed (abroad) longer)

Response py Technical Field of Activity

AG|{ P77 |PH | ED | PA }SD Total
Less than 6 raonths 0 |0 1 13 2 0 16
6 months, but iess then la 0 |1 1 14 5 2 23
12 months, but less than 138 0 2 3 6 2 0 13
18 months, but less than 24 1 4 0 1 0 0 5)
24 months or more 0 1 0 3 1 0 5
Not answered 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
T-rticipants renortirg i 8 29 | 1C 2 ‘

-~

Table P/3-8(c)

<, €¢. What would you have done during this additional stay?

{Reports only those who would have liked
to have stayed {(abroad) longer)

Response by Technical Field of / civity |
4G | PW | PH|ED | PA |SD Total
- -

¢t (more} nractical training 0 |2 0 24 5 1 32
Get more academic training and/or
to obtain a degree 1 5 4 5 5 0 20
To obtain ancther (sccond) dcgree 0 1 4 0 0 5
Not answered 0 {0 3 6 0 1 10
Participants reporting 1 |8 7 39 1 10 2 67
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in agency of er.picy ientl?

Table 2/3-10(b)

Q. 9. DBefore returning to Bangkok, did you prepare and leave a final writtc-
report on your training with AID/W, or institution where trained?
Table P/3=9
Response by Technical Field of Activity . _ |
AG|{ PW|{PH | ED { PA {5D Tcird
Yes 7 25 13 47 23 7 122
No 5 3 2 35 5 0 30
Not answered 0 1 0 1 0 2
Participants repoirting 12 28 16 62 29 1 7 154
Q. 10a. Since your return have you reported to your JSOM Technical Adviszor?
Table P/3-10(a)
|_response by Technical Field of Activity 4
- 25 | PW | PH | ED {PA_ISD | "ol |
Ye 7 15 5 19 11 4 i
No 511 |42 | i3 i ¢
Not answered 0 ¢ 1 1 o , 0 |
........ ! |
Participants reporting 12 |28 115 sz | 29 b7 i
<. 10b,

Since vour re‘urn have you reporied to your Ministry (or supervisoxv

| _Responsg by Technical Field of /Zctivity |
7G |ow IPH |&D | Ppa | 5D | Total
Yes 12 25 16 55 26 5 140
No 0 3 0 7 3 1 14
_ : —
| __ . Participants reporting L2 28 |16 | 62 {29 |7 154 1



http:en.T_9hn.c4

5k

O, 1I. At the time you departed for training did you have a clear understand-
ing with your Ministry or supervisor aboat the position you werc ex-
pected to fill on your rcturn?

Table P/3-11

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG |PW | PH | SD PA | SD Total
Yes 10 | 19 15 48 | 24 | 7 123
No 2 g 1 14 5 0 31
Participants reporting 12 28 | 16 62 29 7 154

Tresent Plans and Expectations:

&

Minfsity o> asency that you are to now fll?

)
»

frori training ?

Table P/3-12(a) & (b}

\. i2a. At this time do you understand specifically the position within your

i2b. (If "Yes") Will this be the position you expected to get on your return

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity |
, AG | PW | PH | ED | PA | SD | Tota:
Tee; and it i3 the position I expecied 9 21 14 40 A ; 3 11
Yes; but it is not the position expected 1 H 0 2 1 | ! £
No 2 6 2 12 7 2 31
Not answered 0 0 0 2 0 B3 3
Partitipants reporting 2 jozs ] 16y 62 29 7 | 1%
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2. 13. As you now understand the work you will be doing, will you now have --

(a) The same responsibility, less responsibility, or more responsibility
than you had before your training?

Table P/3-13(a)

Respoase by Technical Field of £ ctivity
I
AG | PW|PH | ED | PA {SD  Total

The same responsibility ~< vou had
before vour training 5 11 4 16 5 1 41

Less respensibility than you had i
oefore your training 0 0 0 0 0 0 )

Mor= responsibility than you had

- kofore vour troining 6 14 11 46 | 22 6 105
. Not onswered C 3 H 0 2 0 o
_Participants reporting - 12 20 | 15 | 62 | 29 7 ifs

(b) The same salary, a lower salary, or a higher salary than you
had before your trzining?

Table P/3-13{b}

o e -t — 4+t o e mam———. - RV

Response by vechnicai wicia of 7 covity |
AG | PW | PH 'ED PA | SD | Tota' |

.~

same salary as you had bheforsz ‘ |
yvour training 9 14 & 15 T2 Z 61

* lower salary than you had bzfore
your training 0 0 0 0 0 N 0

2 higher sclary than vou had befor=
your trzining 3 9 6 46 12 4 80
Mot snswered 0 5 2 1 4 1 13

| Participents reporting |12 | 28 |16 | 62 | 29 | 7 154
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. l4a, In your trzining you undoubtedly lezrned 2 number of thngs, new

ideas, technigues, etc., which you would like to put into practice
in Thailand, what is the one most important thing you hope to

accomplish now that you have returncd?

Table P/3-14(2)

Response by Techniczl Field of Activity
AG |PW VPH |ED |Ppr |SD Total
To improve, recrganize or change
existing methods, procedures, or
techniques (includes trzining) 6 G 5 34 | 19 6 79
7'o introduce, develcp ¢r constrecat
something new or different to that
which exists 5 11 6 20| 5 0 47
Non-=-specific mention 1 5 3 8 5 i 23
Not answered 0 3 o 0 0 0 5
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 | 29 7 154 i

>, 14b, Please check the degree of acceptance and implementation which
you anticipate on the part of your Ministry or agency supervisor
in accomplishing this? (Check one)

Table P/3-14(b)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG|PW | PH | ED |PA SD Total

Ccmplete acceptance and cooperatich & 11 10 29 17 2 68
Almost complete acceptance and

Cooperation 3 12 12 51
Partial acceptance and cooperation 1 1 0 13 8 25
Little or no acceptance and coop. 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
No opinion, Don't know or no

answer 0 3 2 2 |2 0 9
Participants roporting 12 ] 28§ 16 | 62 29 7 154
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G.14c. Please check the degree of acceptance and implementation which you
anticipate on the part of the USOM Technical Advisor in accomplisting

this.
Table P/3-14(c)

Response by Technical Field of Ac;i.vity ]

AG | PW IPH | ED PA | SD | Totz:
Ccmplete acceptance and cooperation 8 11 9 25110 3 66
Almost complete acceptance and coop. 3 8 3 21 | 13 0 48
Partial acceptance and cooperation 1 3 2 5 3 2 16
Little or no acceptance and cooperatiop 0 1 ) 1 0 0 2
No opinion; don't know or no answer c 3 2 10 3 2 22
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62! 29 7 154

¢-» 15. 1in the work which you will now be doing, in what way can the UsSOM
Technical Advisor best be of help to you, or can hc be of any help?

Table P/3-15{a)

i Response by Technical Field of Acsivity |

o AG | PW | PH | ED| PA | SD | To.! |

| Made specific suggestion(s) 7 10 6 41 | 19 3 26
Made no osuggestion 5 18 10 21 |10 4 68
Pr.-tizipants reporting 12| 28| 16| 62129 . 7 i 154

Table P/3-15(b)

(Reports only those who made suggestions, Q. 15;
multiple mentions permitted)

Responsc by Technical Field of Activity |

Can help by:
Helping me gain supervisor approval ¥

for "new' ideas 0 0 0 4 12 0 6
Giving technical support, advise,

consultation and training 3 7 4 21 |12 3 50
Providing materials and/or funds 7 4 4 21 |5 0 41
Total mentions 10 11 | 8 | 46 |19 3 97
Participants reporting 7 10 6 41 Ll‘? 8 3 96
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Reflections cn Training Experieace

. l6. When you arrived in the country of training, was your training program

arranged in complete detail, in partial detail, or not set up at all?

(Check one)

Table P/3-16

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG| PW |Pd |ED | PA | SD | Total

Program'in complete detail 9 g | 11 361 11 4 79
Program in partial detail 3 1% 5 22| 16 1 65
Program not set up at all 0 1 0 41 1 2 8
Don't know 0 1 0 0 1 0 2

| Participants reporting 12 281 16 62| 29 7 154

73. 17a. Now how about the program which you actually completed. to what degree
was your training prograri in line with what was requested by you, and
your Ministry, beforc you went abroad. (Check one)

Table P/3=-17(2)

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PW | PH ED |PA |SD | Total
Completely 5 718 26| 12 4 52
£lmost completely 6 191 7 26 13 1 12
Partially 1 9 3 2 18
Not at all 0 0 1 0 2
Participants reporting 12| 28116 | 6z)29 | 7| 134 1




- 59

£, 17b. (If "partially' or ''not at all'" checked) In terms of what was requested,
in what way was your training program different?

Table P/3-17(b)

(Reports only those who said program actually completed
was only partially, or not all, what had been requested:
question permitted multiple mentions)

Responsc by Technical Field of Activity
AG |PW |PH ED | PA SD | Total
Did not get the degree (or academ’c

coursc0 desired 0 0 0 5 2 0 5
Did not gct the practical training

rcquested in PIO/P 0 1 0 2] 1 0 4
Training not consistent with 2I0/P~-

(Non-specific) 1 0 1 51 0 2 9
No ~nswcr 0 1 0 0 1 0 2
Tot2l menticns 0 1 1 10 3 0 20

. Participants reporting 1 211 10| 4 2 2.C

right, or too short? {Check one)

Table P/3-18

7, 3. How was the length of your program -- do you think it w2 s too long, abc:ut

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG | PW | PH | ED_ | PA SD | Total
Too long 1 1] o0 0|1 0 3
Aboit right 9 151 10 29| 19 4 85
Too short 2 12] 6 331 9 3 65
Participants reporting 2y 2816 | 62 |29 7 | 154
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Q. 15. Do you think the planned part of your training required you to do or
see too many different things, or would you have preferred more
different things? {(Check one)

Table P/3-19

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG| PW| PH ) ED | PA |SD |Total
Too many things 0 2 |0 5 1 1 9
Would have liked more 4 1 17 36 14 2 74
All right as it was 8 13 |9 20 14 4 68
Don't know 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
Not answered o 11 o ol o] o 1

|

Participants reporting 12 i 28 |16 62 29 7 154

Q. 20. And how did you find the level of your program? Judging from yovr
background and cxperience at the time, do you think the program was
generally un too simple a level for you, was it about right, or was it
too advanced? (Check one)

Table P/3-20

! Response by Technical Field of *ctivity

AG| PW| PH | ED | PA SD | Total

!

Too simple a level 0 5 01 3 0 0 8
About right 12 19 14 | 48 27 5 126
Too advanced 0 3 2 | 1 2 1 19
Don't know 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Participants reporting 12 |28 16 § 62 29 7 154
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G. 2l. Had you been ¢old anything about the level of your program before you
left home?

Table P/3-21

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity
AG|{ PW|PH |ED PA { SD | Total
Yes 9 14 141 43 17 4 101
No 3 14 2 19 12 3 53
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154

0, 22. Would it bave been helpful or not helpful if you had been told something
about the level of your program before you departed?

Table P/3-22

(Reports only those who said the level of their their
program had not been describec}

Responsc by Technical Fic.d of 4crinity |
AG | PW | PH (20 | Fa | SD | Totel
Helpful 9 2 15 8 3 39
Nbt helpful 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Don't know 1 4 0 2 4 0 il
Not answered 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
Participants reporting 1.3 114 2119 |12 3 53




Q. 23a. In general, how satisfied are you with the training program you

completed ?

Table P/3-23(2)

Response by Technical Field of Act.ivit,

AG|PW |PH ED |PA |SD Toeal
Veryv satisfied 5 12 9( 25 9 4 64
Somewhat satisficd 3 | 10| 6] 28| 9 | 3 59
Not so satisfied 1 1 0 3 1 0 6
Not satisfied at all 0 0 0 i 0 0 1
Not askced 2 5 1 5 10 Y 24%

S

Pzartic.pants reporting 12 28 \ 16| 62| 29 7 154

*The questionnaire completed by the (24) participants did not contain this

quostion.
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Q. 23b, Which of the following accounts for your not being very satisfied?

Table P/3-23(b)

(Reports only those who said they were less than very
satisfied; question permitted multiple mentions)

Response by Technical Field of £ctivity
AG |{PW | PH | ED | PA SD Total

Reasons related to the program:
I did not get the kind of iraining

(academric course) which I pe~son-

ally would have liked to have had 1 3 3 7 0 2 16
I do not think that mv program was

well planned and/or well conducted

--(Non specific) 0] S 2 14 5 1 30
Cid not get practical (OJT) training 0 | 2 0 5 2 0 ¢

[

The program was scheduled a the

wring place or country training

should havc have becen in 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
Non-program rcasons:
I was personally handicapped in

completing the program due to

cickness, nccident, cte. 0 0 0 2 0 0 A
1 was not adecquatcly prepared in -

English to vndertake the program

when [ did 0 1 0 3 0 0 4
The people (their attitude 2nd

~ctions) in the country of trainirg !

ir.2de my stay there unpleasant |2 2 0 l 4 | 3 d 1
Problems in personal adjustment 1 0 2 3 2 0 8
Total mentions 4 |16 7 40 12 0 84
Participants reporting 4 11 6 32 10 3 66
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Some Thais who have gone abroad for training under joint USOM/
Thai Government sponsorship have returned feeling that their
training experience was the most important thing that had ever
happened to them; soine say that their program was actually a waste
of time, and others feel that their training experience was neither
so good or so bad--but was gomewhere in between. What is your
personzl opinion ~bout your training experience? (Check one)

Table P/3-24

Response by Technical Field of A¢tivity
£G | Pw | PH ED | PA | SD Total
The most important thing that ever
happened to me 6 11 12 43 10 |5 87
Pretty much 2 waste of time 0 1 1 1 1 4
Somewhere in between 3 g 2 13 6|1 34
Not answered 3 7 1 5 13 |0 29%
Participants reporting 12 | 29% | 16 62 29k 7 154

*The questionnaire completed by 24 of these participants did not contain this

question.

Q. 25,

Now, a few questions about English language training. In preparation
for your prograrn abroad, did you receive English language training?

Table P/3-25

Response by Technical Ficld of Activiiy

AG|PW | PH | ED | PA | SD Total

Yes 9 25 15 53 217 132
No 3 3 1 9 5|0 21
No answer 0 0 0 0 110 1

Participants reporting 12 {28 (16 | 62| 29}7 | 154 |
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Q. 26c. When should this additional English language instruction have been
given, before you left Thailand, or after you arrived in the country
of training?

Table P/3-26(c)

(Reports only those who said they needed additional
language instruction)

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PW | PH [ED jPA {SD | Total
Should have had morec English in-
struction: !
Before leaving Thziland 2 4 1 10 2 1 20
£ fter arriving in U, S, £, 2 4 2 17 9 1 3%
Either place; makes no differ-
encc 1 0 1 1 1 0 4
Some training both places 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
Participants rcporting 15 8 4 31 12 2 62

Q. 27. If you had any difficulty at all with your English during the program, was
this mainly in making yourself understood, in understanding others, or
both? (Check one)

Table P/3-27

Response by Technical Field of Acivity |
AG | PW |PH (ED |PA !SD | Total

No difficulty at all 5 13 5 14 15 4 56
Difficulty in bcing understood 5 8 2 14 4 2 35
Difficulty in understanding others 1 2 5 6 3 1 18
Both 0 2 3 26 4 C 35
Not answered 1 3 1 2 3 0 10

Participants reportirg 12 28J 16 62 29 7 154
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Q. 26a. In your opinion should you have had more instruction ir. English
than you did have before starting your training program?

Table P/2-26(a)

(Reports only those who said they received language
instruction in preparation for training)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG | PW{PH | ED PA {SD Total
Yes 5 8 4 311 12 | 2 62
No 4 14 8 19 9 4 58
Undecided or MNon't Know 0 3 3 3 2 1 12
Participants reporting 9 25 115 53 23 7 132

Q. 26b. How much more English instruction do you feel you should have had?

Table P/3-26(b)

(Reports only those who said they needed additional
English instruction)

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG |PW | PH | ED | PA |SD Total

6 weeks or less 1 3 0 8 5 1 18
7 to 12 weeks 2 2 2 7 6 1 20
13 to 18 weeks 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
19 to 24 weeks 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
25 to 30 weeks 0 1 0 3 0 0 4
More than 30 weeks 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
No time specified 2 2 1 7 1 0 13

A wilnimanta ranartino 5 8 4 31 12 2 62
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Q. 28. Aside from the substantive aspects of your training, were the mecha=~
nics of your program in the country of training satisfactory? (Check
beneath each of the subject headings appearing below whether or not
the arrangement was very satisfactory, fairly satisfactory, or

unsatisfactory, )*

Table P/3+28

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG | PW | PH| ED | PA | SD | Total
1. Housing
Very satisfactory 6 10 7 20 15 5 63
Fairly satisfactory 6 17 S 37 1 2 82
Unsatisfactory 0 0 0 3 1 0 4
Not answered 0 1 0 2 2 0 5
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154
2, Per Diem
Very satisfactory 5 7 5 3 9 3 32
Fairlyv satisfactory 6 15 e 41 12 2 85
Unsatisfactory 1 4 3 16 6 2 32
Not answered 0 1 0 2 2 0 5
Participants reporting 12 28 15 62 29 7 154
3. Transportation
Very satisfactory 8 16 8 24 1l 5 72
Fairly satisfactory 3 8 8 26 13 2 53
Unsatisfactory 1 3 0 7 5 0 156
Not answered 0 1 0 2 0 0 3
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154

%153 of the participants were trained in the U.S.
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Q. 29. Aside from professional contacts, to what degree were your contacts
with people in the country of training satisfactory? (If training was in
more than one country, consider the one in which most time was spent)

(Check one)
Table P/3-29

Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | PW |PH | ED | PA { SD | Total
Completely 7 ' |7 18 {17 5 64
Almost completely 3 10 6 31 8 2 60
Partially 2 5 3 12 3 0 25
Not at all 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
Not answerecd 0 2 0 0 1 ¢ 3
T Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154

¢, 30, Has your opinion of the people in the country of training changed as 2
result of your stay there? (If training was in more than one country,
consider the one in which most time was spent) (Check one)

Table P/3-30

Response by Technical Field of 2ctivity

AG | PW {PH (ED |PA SLC | Total

No - opinion same 6 18 7 15 5 4 56
Yes - opinion now less favorable 2 4 2 3 1 0 12
Yes - opinion now more favorable 4 6 7 41 {20 2 81
Not answered 0 0 0 3 2 0 5

Participants reporting ({2 |28 |16 |62 |29 |7 | 1>
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T. 3. Were yod reminded by your project advisor inthe U.S. A, of your chance
to join a professional society while you were there?
Table P/3-31
Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity
AG | PW | PH |ED | PA SD ) Total
Yes 10 & 8 37 16 5 82
No 2 1< 5 12 1 1 51
Did not go to U, S, .. 0 0 0 10 0 1 11
Con't remember 0 0 1 3 - 1 0 5
Not answered 0 1 1 C 1 0 3 |
Participants reoorting 12 | 28 16 62 29 7 154
~. 32. While in the United States did you join {hold membership inj any pro=-

fessional association, or organization?

Table P/3-32

ettt

Response by Technical Field of £ ctivity

AG | FW | PH | ED | P2 | SO | Total
Yes 7 5 3 36 | 16 | 3 70
No & |23 113 |16 |1 |3 71
Did not go to the U, S, 2. 0 0 0 10 ¢ |1 11
Not answered 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
Participants reporting  j 12 28 |16 | 62 {29 17 [ 122 |
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Participants report their Thai Civil Sexvice Grade and Level
at time of their return.

Table P/3-32

Response by Technical Ficld of £ ctivity

AG {PW | PH ED BA SD Totzl
Special Grade:
Level w 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
e — ——
First Gradc:
Level - 1 1 1 2 1 3 0 8
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Second Grade:
Level - 1 3 5 5 1 18 £ 0 36
2 3 5 6 26 10 1 52
3 3 3 2 1 3 0 18
I
Third Grade:
Level - 1 0 1 0 2 1 1 5
2 2 7 1 2 5 4 21
Fourth Grade:
Level - 1 0 0 0 0 . 0 1 1
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special | O 0 0 0 0 0 0
No answer 0 5 0 5 2 0 12
Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154
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SECT TON

Evaluation /1
Follow-Up/Questionmaire No, 4, Perticipent's Six(6) Month Report =

Introduction

This section de~ls with 129 P/L questionnaires completed between April 30, 196i;
and My 1, 1965. The 129 questionnaires received represents o response rote of ap-
proximately 95%. Training Office records show thrt about 155 juestionnrires wer. iue
during the 12 month pericd. Questionnaire P/4 is meiled to participants who completoc
progroms of 6 months cr longer in dur~tion approximately 6 months after their return
to Thailand. All of the participents reporting in this section had 21l or a part of
their training in the U.3.%., and most of them completed ~cademic programs in which
they received an advanczd degrec.

A considoration to be xept i-. mind with respect to the perticipants repcriing
i thrt ~ frirly large nuwaor w0 trined and Are now worlkdng in activity areas
whare thore is no Longer nn americrn Th aboard. The sponsoring oroject hus been
phnsed out. This situation is v rticulrrly true of those who are in the ficld or
Tihcation. Duc te this sitotion *he weadine of f2\2) in th= P/h voad was found to
be inndequate. About one-tihird of the port teinrnts nssigned to orojects which hos
phrsed out cnswersd the question '"no'. In developing tnble P4/ 2~, therefore, thesc
responses were edited to reflect the true situation as could be ascertnined from the
USOM Technicinns 5ix(6) Hontn Report and other Troining Office records. (22 in the
P/4 now in usc has buen reworded to rend: "Is your presert work relrted to whet hes
becn or is currently o joint Th~i/American project?"

The P/4 in use cver the prst 12 months is, with o foew oxccptions, idertical to
the P/l questionmirc tnbulated ond reported in section 4 of the Mrv, 1964 rcport.
A comparison of the dzta in the t-bles nt the end of this section and thot appeiring
in the May/1964 report will be ~ part of the following comments. Mwny of the mrti-
cipants reporting in this section ~rc the seme participents who completed question-
nrire P/3 prior to Lpril 30, 196L. Their vost-trnining oxpectations on return e
represented in the toblies apperring in Scuction 3 of the Yoy/6L report.  Thercfore, 2
cemparison between their reported st-tus 6 months after their roturn nnd thet wWhaLrci
they had expected on their return will in some instances be both interesting ~nd
menningful.

Comment

Ls shovwn by teble P/4 = 22,124 of the 129 reporting (about 96%) arc in an ~s—
signmont related to what is (or was) a joint Thri/Amsrican project. The fow who are
not represent cither crses in which there has been & mutual Thoi/Americhn agreement
for rerssignment, or onecs which are now under discussion. Such cases notwithstanding
table P/4 — 22 indicates ~ vory favorable situstion with respect to Thri partieipants
returning to thc sponscring projicct.

Table P/ - 3a shows 60% of the participants to have a higher level of nuthority
6 months after their return than they had prior to their trnining. This picturc for
"eurrent" ég participantsappeers to be more favorable than that shown for the group

/1 Referred to in this rcport as P/L

ég The word "current! herc ~nd clsewhere in this scction is used to refer to those
complcting P/L during the past 12 months.
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covercd by the Moy 1964 rcport; only 52# of that group so reported. However, Sectiom
3, Teble P/3 - 132, shows that about 70% of the participrnts on return expect to hrwve
positions of grecter suthority. The samc wes true for the groun covered by the May,
1964 report, which, as wis mentioned cerlicr, contmined mary of thcsc wno 2re here
reoe.cting on their status 6 momths after their rcturn.

In Table P/L - 3b about forty-six percent of the teurrent ! group report recsiving
a higher snlary 6 mormth after their recturn then they had vprior to troining. This
compares to 53% of the group covered by the Moy 1964 report.
(Section 3)
More significantly, the Mny/64 report /showed that 60% of tk pmrticipants ro-
turning during the period when the "eurrent” ~rove did expected to got scleries higher
thar what they were roceiving pricr fo thelr treining.

tCurrent ! returness, howevsr, ~re not so cptimistic. As notced by table P/3 -
13(b), scction 3 of this recport, only 51% cxpect o higher srlary.

The dat: lervos little deubt th-t perticipont job expoctotions on return are not
ir 211 cases boing renlized. At lenst, they are not within the first 6 months after
thuav got brck. (sce Port III for the picture one yeor ~ftor returnj.

rbout 60% of the prrticipints reporting said theoy were in the position thagy ci=
pccted to get on their return, ‘nd the sme number said they would hove nad a better
position, or about the s'mc nosition if they had net gone obrond for triining; tebles
P/L - L and P/l = 5.

Those tables show about the shme picturcs os did comprrable tebles in the Moy,
1964 report. In both instanccs the percent of prrticipants vwho sty 6 monthe after
their return thet they have the position they expected to g:t is consid.reoly lower
than the number who report on their rcturn that thay know the assignment thcy arc to
hove, ond that it is what thoy cxpected.

Thus, it would anpenr thit o number of marticiponts arec not getting the ~ssign-
ment which thoy hed becn given reason to belicve they would hhwe. This, plus the re-
port of 60% that thew hove no betior position thon thay would hrve had if they had not
roecived the troining, indicates that o more scerious corcern is neouded vith respect
to particinint post-trsrining ~ssignmert.

Tole P/L = 6 shows thht 6 months ~iter their return 211 but 14 of the 129 feel
that their training should h¢ve, in some respects, been different. The 129 partici-
pents mrde 240 mentions on this point ond most of these f211 into four (4) c~tegorics.
They rcport thoy should hove had '"more specinlization!, "morc practical troining",

"a longer program', ond '"morc acndemic work." Those account for 209 of the mentions.
This picturc is not to be interproted to mean thrt the progem complsted wWes completel
unsotisfactory and not in line with thuir necds. As discussed in Scctien 2, most of
the prrticipants return pretty much satisfied with the program cemploted end report
th?t)gt was in linc with the program recuested by their ministry (T-bles B/3 - 16 and
17(a2)). '

Furthermora, in this scction, Tables P/4 = 17, it will be notoed thet only 27 of
these participonts mention their program, or the ww it wos conducted, ~s a limiting
factor in their ntilization of traiuing.
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Table P/L = 6 mercly substontirtes the fect thot, true to Thed trodition, USOM
pirticipints want to stoy abrocd as long as possible and get as much knowledge arc
possible. If thoy got a M.S. degrec they would like to stay for a Ph.,D: or at lenst
to get furthsr specinlizetion in their mrjor ficld.

Actu~lly, T-mic P/L - 6 indicttos the Mdditional™ things they wish they had rc-
somplished. The number who indicnte thnt they should hove hn "proctics 1M exporience
is significant. This further substntictes the finding in Section 3, teble P/3 - 23(b

The dnt- in tebl.s P/L = 7 ~nd B/L - 2 show o pleturc which is simil-r to thot
shewn in the trv, 1964 report. Six (6) months ~fter their return, ~poroxmetely 60%
of the participants report using 50% or mor- of their trrining in tr Ar work. More-
over, ~1lmost 211 hve plons for ueing sanr iiens, skills, otc., which thor novo nov
7ot bo.n able Lo do. It 2 s anp o thot £oeop of the "eurrent ! roturnces Tro usin
211, or nlmost ~11 o thuir tr-iniis in their ~ssignments. Only 24 of 129 "curr.nt’
nrticipints so roport o o

s comprroel bo 33 of 129 covured in the Yoy, 1964 romort. bis
norir ns explhins “ho oppasite it in Tbhle P/ - £, Hinsty-four pere.nt of " he
"ovrrent!! oortliciponts sty Ay riend to use something which thoy arve not yotoboon

W

ir
LS WL
~hl: to, as comprred te 856 cf thosc cerored in the Hoy/64 report,

Alrost A1l of the »rtisipents roport thot thuy weve mwele sutaostlonc for ehirge
sincs their return (Trble P/l - %), mnd two-t irde s~y thot they hov: found thos: to
whom sucrastions vere mhde cither rodorotely or very interested; t~bHle P/4 - 10,

T-bles P/L = 9 ~nd 10 show ti» stme nleturs 75 comprrnble tooloe did in tho Vaz/é

report.

Tebles P/L4 - 11 shows that the porcent of prrticiprnts who (4 months ~ftour roturn
fclt thot they hnd tronsmittced te othors 50% or morc of thoir troiring to be simnifi-
santly less than the percont who roported in Table P/4 = 7 thot thoy were usirg th.ir
trrining to sich "n axtent. A quite similsr picture was shown in the Mey/6L report,
the orimery difference being thot fower of the "eurrent! pmrticiponts rorort vrorsrit-
ting 211 or ~lmost ~11 of their troing.

7-bls P/L - 12 shows thit prriicipints use n nurber of wovs in which the "multi=
pli=r! =ffect of troining is ~onlized.  The most populsr procodure 1s "on—tne-job in—
struction or suggestions', tut ~ lrrge number r.port trrrnsmission of thcir treining

in pore orm Y sitwtions, such ns Mstaff meotings', "lormal triining soawsesity tc.

In Sietion 3 (t~bles P/3 = 1h(n)) it wes found thet orrticipents roturn with spe-
cific idens, techaiaucs, otc., which thyg wnt to try. Tables P/, - 7 throwgh P/l —
12 gives o picture of ths axtont to virich thuy feul (6 months 1-t.r) th-t they are suc
cceding, =nd some insight into the effort mrde te do so.

The nercent of participhnts who on return expectod complot . or 2lmost complct
acceptance an cooperation from their sup.riors in putting thoir troining to usc (toblc
P/3 ~ l4b, section 3) is 13% grester thon the percent who actunlly Tound their superio
roderstely or very intcrested in their suggstions for chenge  (trble P/l - 10), ~nd
the percent who found their supuriors scmewhnt or ver: helpful to thom in 11y uti-
lizing their troining. This is further zvidence th't prrticip s un irgo considers—
ble frustration in attompting to renlize their person~l post-trnining objuctives, The
problem Appears to be n cambinstion of the assimment thay receive, 'nd the attitude
of those with whom thay work. Commert on the foimer w.s wrde e~rlicr in this secction;
gen discnssion of toWles B4 - L ond P/h = S,
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Tebles P/L - 14 through P/l - 16 indicate that generally speaking, the presence
and assistance of a USOM TA is not likcly to solve the prmblems perticipents have in
renlizing their objectives. Only 555 (table P/4 - 14) of the prrticiponts who have
becn back 6 months revort that o USOM TA is av~ilable to them for consultation and
advice. In visw of thr et thet mony of tham return:d - fter the smonsering mojsct
fnd ohesed out, tils pareontroce proetty w1l describas the situstion.  Intercstingly,
~ higher (60j%) peorcent report (tble P/4 - 15) having hed a personal contoct with o
USOM TA during the pnst 6 months. This 1is indicative of the USOM effert to incrense
persontl contrcts vith refurnces cven though thoy are in nctivities for vhich there
is w0 longor ~ tuchrnicisn cborrd.

's shown by t~blc B/ - 16,¢bout h1f of the 129 participints reporting feel the
U3ON Ta is somownat or vary nelpful Lo porticiponis in nutting their troining into
rrociicn.  Whon on: consid reotpe ~rhor of crses in which there is no T.. nbonrd to
7iv. such assistines Soble P/l - lo spe~xs more favorably of * the T. thon toble P/l -
13 deoes for the prriicipants Dmnedisto (Th~i) supervisor.

1irt+ their -tilization of trrining. s shown by the footnote, thore were only nine
©) particinnnts vho soid thor: were no Yimiting frectors. The remtining 120 menticn
ore sr omore limitations. ~nd ~lmrst 60x of the totnl mentions rolat. to the purtiso -

mnts assignmert ~nd the "humen' cloment in his work situ tion.

T-»ls P/l - 17 prosents She foctors which the marticiorus roport s tonding €0
/ hs < :

is shown bv tople P/4 -~ 18 =19, 73 of th. 129 particinonts joined o arofassional
sceicty while they wor. in the LS. in trodining, and all but ninc (%) of these e
sti11 membors oi th. mesncirtion foinsd.  Of ceurse, thesc participants hove only boer
Soek 6 months. The prrcent who will rencw tneir membership when it xpires Is ISl PResIAY,
ibout 45% of tne phrticipants (toble P/4 = 20) report memborship in o Toed pror.ssions

associntion. Host of this membership, however, is accounted for by thosc in BEducntior
who report membzership in the Thei Terchers hssacirtion.
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Section L; referenced tables

Q. 2(a) Is your present assigmment related to joint Thai/American project activity?

Table P/4~2a

Response g} Technical Field of Activity
t i
AG | pw | PH | ED ! PA i solel Total
!
Yes 13 25 12 4 45 |22 |7 124
I ! L ; 1
1 ! l |
o o] O 11 0 2 . 0 3
‘ ;
) } B . i
| Don't know 1 0. 0 11 o' o 2
| .
' |
Participants Reporting 1 13 25 | 14 L6 | 24 7 129

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant

Q.3 Ae compared o the position you held before you went abroad for training, does your

Tresent ¢

ssignment have--

(a) an c-uivalent level of responsibility, lower level of responsibility, or higher

level of respeonsibility ?

Table P/L - 3a

Response by Technical Field of Activity

" ac | Pu . PH | ED | PA | SDEElTotal
Equivalent & 13 8 12 o | 45

| ._ ——
Lower 0 l 0 0 2 1 9 o 2
Higher g |11 6 |31 117 | 5 78
No Answer 1 1 0 1 1 0 L
Participants Reporting 13 25 14 46 2L 7 129

}

/s

O . ] 3 ) —x e e
Tablos P/A—14~P/L=16 in this section relate to activity No.5, USOM's Folicy Order
No.200.L4. Participant Follow-Up.



(b) An equivalent
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Table F/4 - 3b

salary, lower salary, or higher salary?

E Response by Technical Field of Activity
e e o B
B ' ac | Pw | PH | 3 | Py | sp Tetal
Equivalent 6 pVA 9 17 11 1 58
|
T -"'1L" ~~~~ —_
Lower ol ol 1 0o} 1} o0 2
% ' T | f
Yigher 7 9 E 3 1 261 10 5 s 60
_ - ! !
i \
No Answer 0 i 2 11 3 2 1 ‘ ¢
| |
e — —————— ¢ e ——— n nn — | b | A —— = — —— . — @ S e ;' T I S —— — ‘ —]
Participants Reporting 13 ] 25 ! 14 bo L2 ! 6 1 129
, |
t § L ! Y i

/1 Includes One (1) Public Safety participant.

Q.4 Is your presemt assignmert what you expected to gzt on your return from

training abroad?

Table P/L = L

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety Participant

Response by Tecinical Fleld of ACtlY{PX,
AG | PW | PH: D 'Pa | 505 Total
T T
Yes gl 13 E 11 | 24 i w6 76
R 3 L - | ——
No 31 5 } ol | 5 0 20
_ e — : et
Had no expcctations; Return | i |
asaignment not discussed prior 2 7 | 3 | 1% 5 11 29
to departure for training : | :
I N R |
Participant Reporting 13 | 25 \ 1 % L6 ‘ 2L \ 7 129
e e e - = JER M wi —— | ST FOTE, —_




Qa 5.

\
/

11

Table P/4 ~ 5

Suppose that you had notgone abroad for training, do you think that you
would now have about the same kind of position, a better position, or
one not so good? (Check one

=

Response by Technical Fie

1d of Activity ]

a6 | PW |PH , ED [ PA [SDCZ Total
About th:z same 5 113 8 21 9 2 58
Better 2 3 2 5 5 1 18
Not as good 2 6 3 9 7 3 30
Don't know 4 3 1 11 3 1 1 23
| Participants Reporting 13 25 14 L6 1! 2L T 129

/1 Includcs onc (1) Public Safcty participant

Q- 5, As you sce it now, vhen you werc on your trzining program should you have
had: (Vhcck onc or morc as appropriate)

Table P/i = 6

Response by

chnil

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Safc’y participant.

Te 2l Figld of Activity

G Lew | pn | | PalsnfE] Tota1
The same program as you did 2 1 2 3 213 14
More specialization 2 8 30 11 | 4 60
Less s cizlization 0 0 0 2 0o lo 2
More praoctical expericnce H
(on—th:—job tr o irdng or- L 2.4 15 & 4L 4 204 12 +3- - 56 -
observation)
Less practical training . .
{on=thic=job tT-ining or 3, 03 1 1! a i YTy 5 T
obscrvation) L LA"__ |
i lon7er progrom. L 9 2 | 20 | 1 ;2 49
., shortor program. o | 4 |0 21 2140 i
More academic work. 7 6 6 13 7 | 4 13
Loss academic work. 1 I 1 2 1~q 0 5
Total mcntions 17 L L7 22 93 L5 116 240
Pz~ticipants Reporting B |25 1 | 4| 247 129

] ISR ST
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2. 7. Thinking of your present assignment and your own work situation, to what
oxtent arc you able to use the knowledge, skills, tochniques, ctc., which
you acquired in training: (Check ong)

Table P/L =7
Responso by Technical Field o Activity

o TPw | P4 | @ |Pi |SD&[Total
Practically none of it. 0 1. 0 1 0 0 2
Only a littlec of it (less thap 2 4 3 L 2 s) 15
25%)
Sorc of it (25-50%) 6 | 91 2 |16 | 2| 2 37
Quite = bit of it (50-75%) 1 | 10 9 |18 | 10 2 50
almost cverything, or all of ) )
it (75-100%) L LA I
No hnswer 0 0] C 1 0 0 1
Participants Reporting 13 1 25 1, L 2L 7 129
| N . : i .

é} Includes onc (1) Public Safety participant.

Q. 8. Do you have any plens for using somc ideas, skills or knowledgc, etc.,
acquired in training which as yet you have not been able to carry out?

Tablo P/4 = 8
] Response by Technical Ficld of sctivity
= 1 ow | PE | 0 | Ph [sDE5|Total
Yos 12 | 24 [ |4k | 23 5 102
No 1 1 0 %) 1 2| 7
Participants Reporting 13 |25 |1 | 46 | 24 7 129

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety e rticipant.



Q.

9. Since your rcturn, have you suggested any ch

expericnce? (Check one)

- 79

Table P/L4 = 9

anges based on your training

Response by Technical Fleld of sctivity

/1 Includes onec (1) Public Safcty participant

% 10. What degree of intercst nas

gostions for changes? (Check one)

Table P/4 = 10

(Reports only those who had suggested changes)

= | v | oo | & | pr (S0 | Total
Yes; many of them 6 I3 5 11 8 5 39
Yos; scveral 2 7 L 1L 6 1 34 |
‘: —
Yes; onc or a few L 12 5 21 7 1 50
No; nonc made 1 2 0 0 3 0 6
Participants feporting 13 25 14 46 2L 7 129
L g -

buen shown by thosc to whom you made sug—

——— - -

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant.

Response by Technical Field qf‘Activity
o T Pd | 7H | ® |Pa |sDiZ|Total

Very ircerested. 2 L L 6 5 2 23
Moderately interested. A 10 5 28 13 3 63
Slightly interested. 3 6 1 9 1 1 21
Not interested at all. 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
DJontt know or can't say 3 2 L 2 2 1 14
Participants Reporting 12 23 14 46 21 7 123
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Q. 11. About how much of the skills, ideas, techniques, or knowledge which you
acquired in training have you bsen able to transmit to others since you
returned? (Check one)

Table P/4 = 11

Response by Technical Field of hctivity
o lew |pH | @ IPa |DE3Total
Practically none : 0 2 0 3 1 0 6
Only = little (less than 25%) 2 6 A 10 | 6 1 29
)
Some (25 - 50%) ~ 8 3 20| 5 3 L6
Quitc a bit (50 - 75%) L 6 7 12 9 2 LO
hlmost everything; all of it O 3 0 1 3 1 8
| (75 =_100%)
Participants Reporting 13 25 14 L6 | 24 7 129
i 1

[l Includes one (1) Public Safcty participant

Q. 12, Which of the following ways have yougone about passing on to others
things rou learned: (Check all that are applicable)

Table P/L = 12

i

Response by Technical Ficld of hetivity
o | ew | PH | B0 | Pa DS Total
Through stoff mectings 5 9 8 31 11 5 69
0JT instruction or suggestions! 10 17 9 27 16 6 85
gg foggal regular training 6 2 4 9 7 3 31
forml occasionzl traini 2 ' )
it N ETN RN IS NN S BEL
Giving_special lectures, 7 A Ly 18 6 3 s
Writing special articles. L 6 5 1n 6 A 36
Informal Conversation 0] 0] 2 8 1 1 12
Demonstrations L ol o} 0o 2|00t 2.
Motal mentions | 34 | 43 |37 |12 |52 | 26 | 313 .
Participants Reporting 13 25 14 Lb 24 7 129
e et = e e e e e ime e e e s emrem o .. S . . . e s F .

/1 Tncludes one (1) Publiec Safety participant
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Q. 13. Does your present supervisor, (your immediate supcrior) help you in
utilizing tho training your roccived? (Check one)

Table P/4 = 13

-
i Responsc by Technicael Field of hctivity
o Pw | PH | & |Pi |SD/L|Total
Neither helpful nor unhelpful 0 0 3 2 3 0 8
Somewhat helpful g8 {11 7 18 7 3 54
‘ |
i
Very helpful L3 6 2 L 10 3 28
i ‘.
! a o
Not helptul ! 1 } L 0 3 3 1 12
| — -
\1 have no SUPEIVAisor I T A T 2% |
' i ; ' i .
!
No /inswer 0 i 0 0 1 0 0 1
S S ! .
barticipants Reporting 13 b5 | | w6 |2 \ 7 129
e e -.__'l — __i_____ 1 ) - 0

,{; Includes one (1) Public Safety participant

n. 1k Sincc vour return, has there been 2 USOM tochnician, or USOM Contract
represcntative availnble to you for consultation or advice?

Table F/L - 1k

Responsc by Tochmical Field ol .activivy
oo - —— __1_.______ JUNINY VISR Tl » él -
LG FW PH ED P, |sh&=| Total
Yes 6 15 8 20 17 6 72
i —
!
No 6 8 5 21 5 0 L5
Dont't know 1 2 1 5 2 1 12
Farticipants Roporting 13 25 14 L6 2L 7 129
r_____._._v e . e o . ..._,t.. e e o bee e ,_4'-.- PR b e s } .- .—.__...l_.___.,.-,L

/1 Tncludes onc (1) Fublic Safoty participant.



fe 15, In the past six months about:
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with a USOM (or Comtract) technician?

(Check one)

Table B/4 = 15

how many times have you personally talked

L

Responsc by Technical Field of ictivity
LG FwW PH ED P, SD [l. Total

Have had no contact. : 7 10 7 20 7 1 52
Onc to three t imes, but less - -
than four ; < 13 2 22 6 0 L6

! —

i
Four to six vizee, but lcss . ‘ "
than scven N 1 0 0 3 ‘ 0 :
Scven times or more. i1 1 N L 8 6 24

i —1 e |
Participonts Reporiing 13 25 1k L6 2 7 129

i i 3 i

/1 Includes one (1) Fublic Safety participant.

Qs 16. In your opinion how helpful is th
returnod participants like yourse

abroad into practico in Thailand?

Table P/4 = 16

¢ UsGi(or Contract} technician in giving
1f assistance in puttirg what was lcarnad
(Cheele onc)

-4

Response by Tochnical Ficld of ictivity i

/1 Includes ore (1) fublic Safety participant

5 Tow [ tH | 2 | Pk |SDES| Total
“sither heipful nor unhclpful 0 2 0 3 1 0 6
i
Somewhat helpful L 10 5 13 3 3 38
jl -
Vorvy helpful 2 l' 2 1 e 12 3 28
!
i
Not. hclpful l‘ 0 0 0 2 2 + 0 L
Don't know — can't say-—have 'i
had no contact with USQM LT 11 8 20 6 1 53
techniciens . . },_ — :
Farticipants Roporting 113 s |, 02 17 1 _129 |
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Ne 17. Therc arec many factors which may prevent full utilizaticn of the training
recoived, Which of the following do ;ou believe arc limiting factors in
your work now? (Check all that arc a2pplicable)

Table I/L - 17

Responsc by Technlcal Ficld of ictivity

Training I rcceived was not in line
with curremt job nceds - (my pro- 3

gram was not at the proper lcvel | 3
to maet job requiremertsle }
Training I received was not well |
done. (Instruction =znd/or progrem 0 L
wns carvied out poorly. :

!

G |t | B[ m | Ph Y EXTE
|

1 4} 3] o 13 ;

—

i

Current assignment is »t level
lwhich does not require tull use
of training

33

&
O
W
O
-~
—

;In the current si‘uation I leck |
ithe materinls, cquipment, ctc, to 9 11 6 28 7 2 63
!full ntilize my treining.

S I S

!In the current situstion I lack
the assistance of other traincd v 6 3
personnel, making full utilizatioﬂ

cf training impossible

I- —
In general, the orgonizational ‘
inuructure within which T function L 2 5 15 6 2 3L

L.
minkes , full lig
tra E%lnglvc%%l %fftl%ﬁtOf w

22 6 3 L7

The ~“titude of my supcrvisor
makes full utilization of my 0] 2 2 7 5 1 17
training rather difficuit.

Total Mentions 25 37 1 25 89 35 11 221
|
No limiting factors 0 31 o0 0 5 1. 9
i
l Participants Reporting 13 25 i 14 46 24 7 129
i
PSSRSO [URTY SUNIURN SRY S SUUURPENUN ¥ GUPUSPIY S i

[} Includes one (1) Public Safety participant.



Q.

18, Whilc you were in the Unitecd States for training did ycu join (hold mem-

bership) in a professional socicty or organization?

19, {(If "Yas" +o Q. 18 above

84 =

, please enter

below the mme(s) of the professionz]

association(s) or organization(s) which you joined, and check whether or

not you havs continucd your membership.

Table P/4 - 18 = 19

Response bx Techn}cal

E}cld of ictivity

G | ew | PR | m0 | Pi |sDLE Total
. | T
« and I! i11 :

Yes; and I'm still a member g 8 g 20 | 16 5 66

Yes; but I'm no longer 2 i . i
i 2 0ot 5200 0

|
Nos did not join 3 17 5 21 6 2 5L
Participants Report.ing “ 13 25 14 L6 2L 7 129

{

Q. 20. Pleoasec list the nama(s) of Thai professional association, or organizations

to which you bclong now?

Table P/L - 20

i Response by, Technical Ficld of hctivity %
G I Pw | FH | BD | Pu |SDAL|{Total
Listed onc Thai association 2 10 9 28 L 0 53
|

Listcd two Thai. associations 0 0 2 Lol 0 0 3
Listed three Thei essociations; O 0 1 2 0 0 3 l
Listed none 11 15 2 115 2D 7 70
Participants Reporting 13 125 14 L6 2L 7 129

L S —

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Safety participant.




0o 21, Please indicate your current Thai civil service grade and level.
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Table P/ = 21

Response by Technical Field of ictivity
oG | FW FH : ED PA | SD él Toval
Special Grade (1 3 0 3
Level ( o o | i o
’ _ ! 4
(3| 0 0 !
i !
— Level ( A i -
(21 ol 1] 2] v, o 5
Second Grade 5 * 2 3 ° 1 b - o i
Level ( 2 I 7 5 21 9 L 5.
(3 0 1] 6 2| o 11
| Thivd Grade (L. 01 4 11 o o] © 5
Lovel (wm—form— o . ~
| ( |
2 (2 0! 3 2 3 1 10 10
| (1] olo ol ot o, 0i 0 |
! ( 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fourth Grade Level E—Bz— R s e
(Speeial| 0 | O | O] O 0| o o
No ALnswer 0 3 0 2 2 1 g
Farticipants Reporting 13 | 25 14 L6 2l 7 129
l TN U S ‘ :

/1 Includes One (1) Public Safcty participant.
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SECIION 5

. Evaluation; Z}
Participont FollowUn, rechnician's Six (6) Montn Report

Introduction

Thi: scotion deals with 119 T/1 questionnaires completed by USOM Technical Ad-
visors betvecn npril 39, 1764 oad My 1, 1965, The 119 qucstionnaircs rcpresent an
88% coverage in getting n Technician (six-month) Report on the total mumber of re~
turnces for which such o report wis duc during the 12 month poriod.

Tt is worthwiile to vepe~t here that o sizenble nurber of rcturnccs on which a
Technician's Six (6) month Report w» ¢ requested wwere working in activity creas vhere
shore wes no longer ~n sctive joint “nai/imericon project. Hencc, therc were no USOM
Technicinns cboard who, by the mtur. of their ~ssignments, would have cortinuing con-
tacts with this group. For this re~son, the £8% covernge is considorcd to be €CCGa

As noted in doscribing the "battory! of foilow-up gucstionnnires in use (Part I
of this rcomort), the Participant's Six (6) Month Report (P/L) and the Teshnician's
Six (6) Month Report (T/l) both nrovide informrtion concerning the rcturnces utili-
mation of trrining., The fomer gives the returnces own approisal of his assigarent
~nd the oxtent to which the training is being used and transmitted to others, while
the latter gives the TL's persennl approisal of the post=treining -ituation. The
two questionnnires arc forwarded to the porticipent and the Ti at Ll seame point ir
time, approximttely 6 months after the perticipents return. However, thoy ~re nob
completed and returncd ot the sume timc. Genernlly spenking the Ti report lass be-
hind the participant's report from ~ period of six wecks tot we months. Hence, there
were questionmires campleted by prrticipents (P/4) used in developing the tobles ia
Section L for which therc wes no T.. repors (T/1) included in Asveloping t ables for
this section, and visc versa.

Of the 129 questionnrires used in developing tables in Scction 4, however, €3
‘about 72%) were completed by rcturnces who are covered in this section with the
Teehineirn's Six (6) Month Report. Thercrore, hoving a "matched report" (both a P/4
and /L qucstionnniros) on 93 of the 119 participrrts coverced in scction 5 permits
srme merningful comperisons betwesn drta from the two sources. Such compnrisons will
be mide pmrt/gf the following commerts.

Sommaen. S

(2) Post Troining /issigrment. (Six months after return)

4 primry objective of the Teehnicirns Six (6) “Month Report is to ascertain the
relntionship of the rcturnzes post—~tr2ining assigrment to the troining programmed and
completed, and to the s ponsoring projcct. The post—~training assignmont given to the
participant is, of coursc, crucicl in achieving full wtilization of thz training pro-
zrammed.

The data in section 4, and this scetion, show clearly thnt the nssignment of
prrticipants on their return ore in gener~l conducive to achicving the moximum dene-
fits from treining. Prorticinants arc returning to their sponsoring arojsct, end they
arc given assignments in line with, or which regquirc thelr troining.

PSR S S Y

/1 Referred to in thisr cport as /1
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in seecticn 4, table P/L~2n, shows that 12i of the 129 participants have on au-
signment 6 months after their return which is related to the sponsoring project.-
Table T/1-2n in this section shows 115 of tne 11.9 rcported on by TISOM TA's to be in
oreject-relrted positions, and toble T/1-1 indicatea thrt in 106 of the 119 crses
the parsicinents rroject-relrted assignment is in line with the training recelved.

The fow chses nobed where - '"mroper! post-iraining assignment hos not bien ren-—
Jized most often ropresent instonces wior:s o lag in orgonizotional or administreotive
decisions hrve held ur the desired project implemantotion.  Thus, in one sense, the
factors which “end to dslay or block dusired past-troining rssignments arc the vory

oncs which originnlly trigger the n.ed for o trrining Minput" into the project.

(b) Post Troinirg T4 and Porticipant Contncts

In tnble 1/1-2 USOM Tiats report thot about 754 of the 119 rcturnces on vhich
they submitted the Six (65 Forth i:rort hod boen personzlly contacted prior to com~
plzting the T/1, This percentoce is considor~bly precter than the porticipants who
reported having narsonzller taliked with - T4 dwing the ¢ monthg proe.eding thel.r con-
rlction of P/.., s.u tnble v/L-15, scction 4.

A tabulntion of the matechud reports! shows that in 66 cf the 93 cr.sce the TA
and the perticipent brsicnlly apgr:c wich respect to their npost tredining contocts,
and that in th:z cnses of disagrecment tho discrepincy is not = Lwrys ono~lircctionnl,
The following tnble shows this picturc by ficld of training.

Post—training TA/Pnrticipant Contoct

3
P £ -
‘/h :T/l . A% Py PH ED Pi SD TOTAL
Questionn~ircs :
—
Basienlly /2 50 12| 7 (2 |1 7|
Aprec - - - / |
Disagres: 2/i reported per— | 7
8

soml contrct, T/1 did not 0 0 0 ; 0 0 8
T/1 rcported persornl contact,
P/l did not 61 1 & |6 2 S
' |
Total '"~tched Rerorh! 11 ' 13 11 3¢ | 13 7 93

1 | . i

In looking 2t the furegoing toble it chould be recrlled thet o high percent of
the participnnts in Bduc~tion werc working in nctivities wherc the =roject nad phns
sut nnd therc was no TL aboard. The cight (8) particinants who ruoport.d o personal
contact with o TL obviously were not raferring to a Th assigned to their nctivity,

e

e e g et et e e e e g

/1 Tncludes onc (1) Public Safety Participont

(S

/2 Both reported prior personal contret and basictlly agr:ed on the frequency of
such contncts
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As was shown by the RPES d~ta and by the May, 64 report, the "currer:t"L;L pic--
{ure indicates & mumber of post~training TA and particiiante contacts occur vhen
mutunl <nowledge of the identi*y of thas persons involved is absent. A4 look at Ta-
bles T/1 - 3 and P/L - 15, scction 4 reveals however, that where there is contact
between those who know one anothers idamtity there is general agreement os to the
frequency with which comtrcts are mnde. Thirty-six percent of the participants said
they had talked with the TA onec to three times dwring the first six months after
their return: five percent reportea four to six contacts, and ninstecn percent re-
ported, scven or more contacts. The Tals report 4%, 9%, and 26% respectively,

Table T/4 gives (by frequency of montion) ‘32 rensons which the TA's report as
limiting their person~l zomtacts with returnces - It appears tie mjor f-ctors li-
miting contacts are the loc~tion of the rcturnpo, the Tals wori—load, and the It
th~% there is 0 T workine in tho netivity in which the returnsze wis trained, It

should be notcd thot in mor~ tnn h:lf of the coscs (62 in 119) the Ti's reported

thnt mothing interforr-d with thiir making personn) contactsa

Division Chicfs and project menogors will perhans want o comprre the respons.:
prttern in Table T/4 vith thot in Toble T/%. Such an anclysis will bo helpful in
fully realizing the probloms fnced in implementing the missionfs policy with respect
to participent follow-up comtictse.

In USON Order 10.800.4 ( prrticipent follow-up,; the mission recognizes a prrhi-
cul~r nced for follcw-up on raturnces comploting o program of 6 months or longer in
dur~ntion. Personnl contrcts with these porticipents for o minimun of one ye~r fol-
lowing their return is an accepted responsibilitys, regordless of the status of the
mroject which sponscred the troining.

(c)

ha Tils anpraisel of the post—training sit-inticn; Snbles T/ -~ 5 thr ough

3

3
I:
O

1

As shown by Table T/1 - 5 UGSOM echnicions feel that in the mnjority of cases
12 training hhs made A mojor contribution to the participent's ability to do his
jot, ilso, they fuol (table T/1 - 62) that the trainirg represents ~n effective use
»f groject funds,

Tobles T/1 - 7 and T/1 - 8 show that in a high percent of the ¢ ses the Tu's are
snrtisfied with the efiort ~and action of both the participint : 94 his cmploying ageoncy
o mrxdmumize utilizrtion of training.

Tables T/1 - 9 (2) (b) and (e) give o similar picturc with raspoch to the Th's
appraisnl of thoe extent to which marticiponts are utilizing treining. Of those they
~re nble to rate, about 80% are rcported as hoving ICthV :d "high' or '"full" utili-
zation of their training on the job. /Almost as mrny are renorted to be deing equally
well in tronsmitting their training to others. Vith ‘CSULCt to utll*zgtlon, a look
at Tobles P/L - 7 and P/l -~ 11, scction 4, shows that the Ti's rnte the puticipants
considerrbly highar than do tne participonts themselves. As shown by tible P/L - 11,
Section 4 and T/1 9(b), this is particulorly true vith reospoct to tho trv nsmission
of training to othersa.

e b e e e+ v e 4 - . B . .- R e emmar

él The word "current" is used here and elscwherc in this section in referring to
questionnnires completed during the past 12 months,


http:nsmiss'.On
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The TA's only rated 1.7 of the partizipants (for which they made = rating) as
~chieving less thon “high! utilizetion when both use on the job!" and 'transmission
to othors" was comhined; table T/1 ~ 9c. Table T/1 - 10 indicetes whot the Ti's be-
iicve to be the problem in thesc cases. Here, as was the case when perticipants re-
portcd on their problems in achieving full utilization (tzble P/4 = 17, scction L), the
Thuman elcme nt!" stands out as a m~jor bottle-neck. Hence, a major obstaclec to parti-
cipant's ~chicving higher utilization of their training is an inhcrent part of the
siturtion which requires the training"inputd Namely, inndequately developed human
reSOUWr'CCS,e
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(a
Section 5, Referenced Tables

Table T/1 -~ O

—
Response by Technical Fieldlof Lctivity
iG | PW | PH | ED | Ph BD&=|Total

Academic;

Degree obtained n . 2 9 L1 8 7 78
hcademic; '

Degree not obtained 2 o & 3 1 0 10
onmicedomic 2 v 50 1 7| 2 31
“r |
iParticipants Reported 15 i 16 18 L5 16 9 119
: [ y)

/i Inclules cne (1) Public Safety participant

Q. le Is the perticipant's assignment in line with the training reccived?

Table T/1 = 1

| Responsc by Technical Ficld of hetivity
' iG |ow | PH | ED | PilsD/L|Total

Yes 11 14 16 L2 14 9 106

No 2 2 2 2 2 0 10

Don't know 2 o | o 1 ¢l 0 3

Participants Reporting 15 16 18 45 16 | 9 119

/1 Includes onc (1) Fublic Safety participant

/ls Tables T/1 -1, T/1 - 2, and T/1 -~ 3 - 10 in this section relatc to activities
No.l4 and 5 respectively, USOM!'s Policy Order No.800.4, Participant Follcow-Up.
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2, (a) Is thc participant currently cmployed in the project which sponsored the
training or in o project related activity for which the training was pro-

grammed ?
Table T/1 - 2(a)
Responsc by Technicel Ficld of Letivity
'C | PW | PH | ED | Pi |SDET Total
I -
Yes 15 16 | 17 Ly | 1k 9 115
{
i i
No o |+ o' %2 o L3 o 3 !
_ l‘ — _ )
! 1
Don't know 0 i 0O O 0 0 0 0
¢ L. N
| | |
| Not answored 0 'l 0| 0 1 o t 0 1
| o
Participants Reporting E 5 16 { 18 i 45 l»lé L9 119

Tneludes one &1) Public Safaty participant.

™~ —
i

The 1M returnce vwno is not now acssigned to the projcct was transferrel by
mutual agreement between USCH and RTG porscnrrl. The participant is vorking
in the ficld in which training wns roceived,

™~
1o

/? These participznts werc trained unler personncl an' management improvement

project and will be s0 assigned when the positions for which they werce trained
~re csbablished.

3. In thu past six months about how marny times have you personally talked with
the participent prior to recciving this inquiry? (Cheek onc)

Table T/1 -3

p— ———— - —_——

Responsc by Technical Ficld of activity

Froquoncy of Contect o PW [ FT [ ED | Pa [SD/L TSt a1
Never contacted 1 L b 19 1 1 30

One to thres, but less than 8 8 6 o1 5 0 I 18

Lour ) -

Four to six, but lcss than

seven 1 2 1 3 1 1 9

Scven or more 5 2 7 9 32

Participgnts Reporting 15 l 16 18 45 16 9 119
USRI CURPP RS S SR -JL.. IAUEEY DR SN SISy I

/1 Incindes one (1) Public Safcty participante
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There may be many factors which make it difficult for you to sceo participants
28 ofton as would be desirablc.
in respect to your seecing this particular participert.

Pleasc check the following which would apply

Table T/1 = I

(Question parmitted multiple mentions)

Responsc by Tochnical Field 9f Activity

LG

PW | PH | ED | PA |SD&=] Total

|

My workload, the number of
participants I have to handle
interferes with my scecing thig

B%rg%gigggicas >7Hen os would

I, c 5 0 0 11

The particular job location o4
this participons is - scrious
limitation in sceing him 2s
often as would be desirable,

The attitule ~nd intorest of
the participant - lack of inid
tiative in secking help makes
contacts relotively non-pro-
dnctixre.

The attitude of his (her) su-

pervisor tewarsd such contacts

meke them relotive unlcsirablq.
|

Difficdt; in c.mwersing with
tue participant becausc of

language barricr make contacts
relntively non-proiuctive.

Nothing interfered; the parti-
cipant has been scen as often
as would be -lesirable.

At present there is no Th as-
signed to the activity in
which this participant was
trained,

Total Mentions

i

15

18 18 L6 16 10 124

Participants Roporting

15

[V TNV BRI S

9 119

|
161 18 1 45§ 16

/1 Inclwles one (1) Public Safety participant.
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5, How do you rate tho contribution that this participant's training has made to his
ability to perform his present job well? (Check one)

Table T/1 - 5

Response by Technical Field of Lctivity
!
A6 ¢ PW | PH ED | PL |SD 4% Total
Made a major contribution 10 8 13 28 11 8 78
Macde a minor contribution 0 L 2 8 1 1 16
Masde no contribution 0 0 1 ¢ 1 0 2
Don't know cen't rate 5 L 2 9 2 0 22
Not answered 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Farticipants Reporting 15 16 | 18 k5 116 |9 119
; i 1

Z} Inclules onec (1) Public Safety pe:iicipanta

6, (2) This participant!s training represcnts a projcct input which vas programmcd
12 months ago or longer. Project requirements, antd prioritics in implcmen—
ting project objcetives unlergn cominuous review anl frequently change. I
light of the situstion as you view it todey, would you say this particular
training investment represents an effective use of project funis? (Check or

Table T/1 = 6(a)

(Only 75 participants were reported on; questionnaire fer 4L Aid
not contain this question)

Response by, Technical Field of Activity

AG PW PH ED PA |SC/l} Total
Yes, completely b 6 7 | 10 |12 L 13
Yes, clmost completely 0 1 I 8 0 2 16
Yes, partially 1 0 0 1 1 1 L
No, poor investmernt 0] 0 0 0] 0] 0] 0
Don't know, can't rate 3 3 2 3 1 1 12

— —

Participants Bepgfgipg L 8 10 _}3 ‘m?2 14 78 75

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant.
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7. In general would you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with actions and
effort of the department or ministry to insure the maximum utilization of
the participant's training.

Table T/1 = 7

Response by Technical Field of Activity
2 | pw | pa | Ep | PA |sD/l|Total
1, Satisfied. 10 10 15 38 14 7 9L
| 2. Dissatisfied. 1 L 1 6 1 2 15
{9. Don't know, can't rate. L 1 2 | 1 1 0 9
;Not Ansvered ol 1 0 0 0 0 1
|
] |
'Participants Reported 15 | 16 | 18 1 L5 | 16 | 9 119
' i I {d

Z} Includes one (1) Public Safety participent.

8. Are you satisfiod or dissatisficd with the participant 'w own action and effort
to fully utilize his training?

Table T/1 - 8

% Response by Technical Ficld of Activity
! P
G | Pw | PH | D | Pa [SDLEf Total
1L, Satisfied. 9 11 14 32 15 8 89
2. Dissatis.fiod. 2 0 1 3 0 1 7
9. Don't know, ~an't rate. 4 5 3 10 1 0 2
Participants Reporting 15 16 18 L5 16 9 119

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safcty participant,
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9. What about the participant's actual utilization of his training; his success in
putting what he learned into practice and transmitting his training to others,
(Give tho appropriate rumber from the rating code for each part a, b and co)

a. Pirect utilization on thc job.

Table /1 = 9(a)

Response by Technical Field of Activity
2G| Pw | PH | ED | Pa BDLS|Total
Uses all or almost all; Full -
lutilization - 75-100% 6 1 61 9 2 11 5 >8
4 e e e 25 |t e aemmrnnas
|
Uses quite a bit; !igh uwtiliza- !
tion 50 - 75% 3 b3 5] 9 1] 2 2
Usecs somc; 25 - 507 1 3 ! 0 L 1 1 10
| ! I
‘ i
Uscs little or nonc; less than 1 1 2 2 0 0 6
25% --L-~— | o
|
Don't know, cani. ratc L 3 ! 2 9 3 1 22
- |
Participants Reporting 15 16 ¢ 18 | 45 16 9 119 ,

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safoty participant.

b. Transmission to others

Table T/9 (b)
Response by Technical Ficld of hctivity
3G | PW | PH | ® |Pa [sD{|Total

Uses all or almost all; Full

utilization ~ 75 - 100% 5 L L | 12 10 1 24
Uses quite a bit; high utiliza~
1L : l
Uses some; 25 = 50 0 2 A 3 1 2 12
.Usqs little or nonc; less than| 102 1 3 0 1 3
| 25%
4 e pmee e e L e
Don't know, can't ratc L1 31 3412 A 1 27
i
Participants Reporting 15 16 18 | 45 16 9 119
— o R VOO

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant.
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cao Overall roating (consijering both on-the~job usc and transmission)
Table T/1 9(c)

Response by Technigcal Field of activity
iG PW| PH| #D | Py |SD/L Tot al
Uses all or almost «ll; full 3
Leilization - 75 - 100 7 61 61218 110 4 =2 49
pses quite a bit; iigh vtiliza-
rion - 50 - 75% 3 2 7111 1 5 29
Uses some; 25 — 504 0 I 0 i 1 0 9
22%5 little or none; less than 1 1 3 5 i 1 8 )
Dont know, can't rate E L 3 2 | 10 ! 1 2L 71
— J ) [ R !
Participants Reporting 15 16 18 les |16 |9 1 m9 |
' i X L i i

/n

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety pacticipant.

Qe 10. If overall rating on utilization (tatle T/9 (¢) is lower than fhigh! (less
than 50%) indicrte below the major factors preventing grecter uwtilization,

Table T/1 ~ 10

{(Roports only thosc wnose utilization roting, overall, was only some, litile or nonc;
guestion permitted multiple mentions )

fesponse by wechrmical Piesd of'ACEiylty.-
.'LG PVJ PH E;D i PA SD' TOtal

S

=

mpreper selection qm./or personal charac
ristics: (Too old, too immature, inade-
wtely qqlllflcd(tccbnlanly) for the 1 T 001 1 0
“slnisg progrom, wes not try hard cnough
‘n>n%t Lcapt blehas personality difficu !

i

1
xe]

)
w

[

" “icizncies in treining. (Training not
errod to job neels—too high o level,too
%ow s 1ovel. Troining not well ‘one, proF O 0 1 0 0 o - 1
rrem too short, program toe long).

he "human clcment” vherc cmployed: (par-
icipant blockel by supervisor, by co-
orkers, cte.; loecks assisteonce of other
rained’persofnel, orgrnizetionnl sct-up 0 3 1 6 1 1 12
nd/or “umlnlstrgﬁlvc Hlerurchy limits

ti 1zntlon—-att1tu e of ffﬁiﬁ&ﬁ%g $e %iE

si*gmcn . pﬁf not _fuqulro 7 B

Totzl Mentions 1 L 3 7 1] 2 18

—

Not iinswered 2 1 . O 0 0 0 3

Partlclpﬁntb chortlng 3 5
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PART IIT

Ferward

Part IIT consists of t wo scctions, cach camprised of comments and tables, in
that order.

Sections 4 and*5, part II, reperted the vicwpoints of the participants and USOM
Technicions respectively as to the post-training sitwtion of participants! after
having been back from treining for a period of six (6) momths  This part of the re—
port presents identical information for participents who have heen back for a period

of one yerr.

The reader is to bear in mind that the participonts reported ia pert II of- this
report are not the ones reported heru in part III, Generally spenliing, hownver, the
participants covered in this porit of the report arc those vho were dealt with in sec—
tions 4 port II of the May, 196 report. Some comprrisons, therc fore, will bc nade
botween the data here ond thet shown in the May/64 report.


http:rospectively.as
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Teble P/5 = 2a

Papt ITI, Scction 1l; Referenced Tableg—

;s

(a) Is your prosent assignment relate! to joint Thei/umerican project activity?

Response by Technicgl Ficld of sctivity
aG CP PH ED PA PS | SD |Total
u Yeo 16 23 15 L3 8 2 2 _}09
No o 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Don't know 0 0 _9__ 0] _W_O 0 0 0
E Participants Rsporting | 16 2L | 15 43 ?,"ﬁ__mg_q-_gm_,a_}}q

3, As comprres toe the position you holl belfore yvou went abrowd for trrining

your present assignment have-—

1
QS

a. an equivalent level of respensibility, lower level of responsibility, or

higher leovel of responsibil.

ty?

Tablc F/5 - 3(a)

i Rosponse by Technical Ficl of ictivity
: ;o | ce | PH | ED | Pa | ¥S | SD |Totnl
I i cqud :
! in equivalent level of responsi- 1
_hility 3 10 5 11 0 1 0 30
' Lower level of rcsponsibility 0 i 0 3 0 0 L
| !
Higher level of rospansibility 13 13 19 29 & i 2 7%
4 FParticipsnts Reporting 16 2L 15 13 8 2 2 110
RS UV S NN R (RS W _.._.‘,.‘.‘—- oY [OOSR
be i4n couivalent salary, o lower s-lary, or a hicher snlary?
Table 1/5-3(b)
i Responsc by Technic FL:LT of Letivity
NEREIERRERERES
An cquivalent salary 5 6 Aol 0 1 < 32
Lowor s~lary 0 0 1 0 ; J 0 1
— l —_
|
Higher snlary 11 | 18 65| 31 a8 1 2 77
—+ e f— - —
Participents Reporting 10 | 24 15 1 43 3 2 2 110
- P ——— PRI WUNTIIUUI SNSRI E———

éé Tzbles I/5 - 14 - r/5 -

Tolicy Orler No. 800.4, Farticipant Follow-Up.

16 in this scction relrtc to activity MNol.5, USQOM!'s
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4, Js your prosent assigmnment what you oxpected to get on your rcturn from troining

abroad?
Table P/5 = 4
- Response by Technical Field of ictivity
1G 3 PH ED Pi PS | SD |Total
Yes 11 11 1C 20 6 1 1 60
No 2 7 1 8 0 0 0 18
Had no expectations; recturn as-
signment not discussed prior to 3 6 L 13 2 1 1 30
cdeparture for training, —
[
Not aAnswercd 0 0 D 2 0 ¢] 0 2
I |
Pezriicipants Reporting 16 24 |15 b2 2 21 2 120 |
i } : N SR

5, Supposc that you had not gone abroad for t

raining, <o you think that you would

now have about the sarc kinl of position, @ better porition, or one not so

good? (Check onc)

Table P/5 = 5

Response by 2cchniccl Ficll of1nctivity l
@ | or | P Ep | P | Ps | sD | Tetal
| i .
ibout the same 9 | 122! 1 =2, 1 1 C 6
i ' |
t A | . JUINEE U DR
i | | i
Better 2 30 14 42 0 0 12
N S
Not as goor 21 51 1 il os | 1] ol 25
: :
\ ,
Don't know 3 L ‘ 2 ; 6 D 0 2 17
|
|
| Participancs Reporting 16 | 2L 15 ¢ 43 8 < 2 110
— ] ] i — 1 1
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4. As you sce it now, whcn you were on your iroining program should you have he.c*

(Check one or more as appropriate)

Table [/5 = 6

( Response by Technical Field of Activity
AG | CP FH | ED PA PS SD [Totel
The same progrem as you cid 0 | 1 3 ; 3 10 1 c ! 8
% C - |
More specializntion s m s b p3 |2 | s
i , .
! l | | ;
: | | i
Less specinlizatacn 1, 1 | o+ 1 | 0 | 6 0 3
' : i 1 i i
| S L AW E e
Morn practicrl expericnce (on- ! 5:17 ¢+ 2 i 28 i g 1 AR 62 |
| the=job trrininz or obscrvasion) ; o O T
‘ PC?S prnptic;l TVnininS (Dn-theg 9 0 ; 5 1 1 0 0 1 o : 1
job :r cbscrvotioad : : | : : |
e T
b4 longar procrom : 6 9 4 i 22 ‘ 3 ' T T T 0
' i | E -
SR R R |
i .oshtrber progron 11 2 0 2 l 0 o 1 0 7
T
Mars -~cotenic work i 9. 9 + 4 13 ; 0 0 2 37
_____ SN I U S .
ﬁ | ; ! ! ’
Donty ow: unizcitlen 01! 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
- e e R S, - -
! l I | |
Totol lntlions D27 189 13 99 1k 3 1 6 224
St B e St S B
| Iarticin:nts Reporting | 112 15 b 8 12 ;2 ;10
N S [ S i ' :
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7. Thinking of your present assignment anl your own work situ~tion, tc¢ what exten
are you able to use the knowledgc, skills. techniguos, otc., which you acquire

in training: (Chec one)

Table /5 = 7

Response by Technical Fielc of activity
G |"CE | PH | ED | Pi | PS | SD | Total
Practically none oi it. 0 2 0 0 0 e 0 2
B B
“nly a little of it (less than 0 o 1 ’ 0 0 0 9
| __25% . N
Some o it (25 = 50%) A 5 6 14 1 1 1 32
— — %' SN R SUUU (NS NS R
quitc a bit of it (50 = 75%) 6 | 10 5 | 18 5 0 0| 4
- AU SO S SRR INNOD SN SR SR
almost everything, or all of it 5 " |
(75 = 100%) ’ | 6 o0 3 5 2 1 i 1 | 23
: e R P l
Tarticiponts Reporting 1 | o2n 115 | 43 8 i 2 | 2 1o |
' _,____I___,____,____l:.____...,.,._ll ..__-«__l' ——— 3o i - - i

8.

Do you hove any plans f°r using some 1lens, skills or knowlelge, cte.,

quired in troining which as yet you have not been abls to carvy cut?

Table F/5 = 3

2.0

Responsc by Technical Field of L.ctivity
(Gl oy | PH | ED | Ba | kS | SD |Total
. t VSIS U ._v_-._.—.. 4
| ]
Yes o imoiw (w0 [ s ]2 2 e
o | : | | ‘
I [ i T
iR | 2,14 2| 2 o0l 0ot o0 7
1 |
Not answersdd 0i O 0 100 f 0 0 1
1 - I R S DR S
i ! i
Farticipants Reporting 1 2, 115 L3 8 i 2 2 110
! ! { L L



- 104 =~

9, Since your return, heve you suggested any changes based on your troining ex—
perience? (Check one)

Table P/5 - 9

{ Response by Technical Ficll of ictivity
, IG | CP | PH | ED FL | PS5 | SD |Totall]
!ch; mny of them 11 1] 71| 6 2l 11 1] 29
!r__ —
|
| Yes; soveral 7 2 3123 L{ 1 1 Al
Yes; onc or - few 7 6 7013 0 0 0 29
1 j
f f
i o} none made 1 a 5 2 | 2 E 2 0 0 11
! | il l N
| N |
| Participants Repoerting 16 24 15 i L3 2 2 ! 2 110 {
i 3 b N ; B I |

10, What degre: of intercst nos ocen shown by those te whom you mre sugpgestions
for chonees? (Check one)
[

Table F/5 - 10

‘Reports only thnsc who hatl sur rested changes)

1

; Response by Technical Ficli of ;ct;ziyy
.- ——t-- A — e e = o= )
; WG| CP | FH | ED, F.| PS | D |Total
; > ]
Very intcrested. 2 5 2 3 3 i 1 ! 0 22
- - i ; -
Mo lerately interestod. | o7l 51 a2 i 0 2 | 48
— B
' |
I Slightly imterested. 0 1 2 6 101 0 11
— S — e —
Not imtercsted at all. 1 1 1 2 o] vl oy 5
. _ L] 5 S
|
Don't know or can't say. 1 5 30 4 0 ! 0 o , 13
!
- S U S s D
Farticipants Reporting 150 19 ] 13| 42| éi 21 2 1 99
t S T 0 IR R DU N R
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11, ibout how much of the skills, ideas, t cchniques or knowlerdge wnich you azquire:
in training have you been able to transmit to ~thors since you rcturned?

(Check onc
Teble P/5 = 11
Response by Technical Ficld of Letivity i
4G . CP | PH | ED ! Pi| FS | 8D |Total
i | !
Practically none 0p 1] O 11 0 o o =2
| ~.
| Only & little (less than 25%) | 2 ‘ 21 50 7 ’1 ol o ol 16
! % rl ! |
s | ! |
Some (25 - 505} 610 3} 22 ' HE 1|
{ S | | o _
Quitc o bit (50 - 75%) 79 i 7 ! 9 . 0y 0 1 39
: { i 1 I
T R e e
Jlmost everything; allef it | 1 ; 2 . O A 11 1 0 }
(75 - 100%) SR SR T N .
T . l ‘
Participants Reporting ! 16 ' 24 ! 15 43 ‘ 8 } 2 1 21110
! R, . 1 . | ‘ A t_,_,, [ P

12. Which of the following ways have you gone about passing on to others things
you learncd: (Check all that are applicable)

Toble P/5 - 12

é R?sponse by Tgchnic§l Figld of ictivity :
G |cp | PH | ED| Bh| PS | SD |Totad]
! Theough staff meetingse 3 IS b i 31 5 2 2 65
On-the=job instruction or sug- 12 i 19 | 11 | 28 E 5 0 > 77
gustions % i | SR '
! .

By forml regulsr training CoursLs 3 4 . 6 14 1 0 0 28
By forml occasionnl training —4' e T, R
J LT ; ' S L 5 ' 61 16 2 1 2 1 36

COUrSesa —. ; . -
Giving special lecturcse 7 i { 5 1 201 2 N l 11 39
Writing specicl articles. 6 Lﬂ L { 2 ! 13 n 1 2 32
S - - A I R I
Forsenal chats 2| 1 ! 1 &' 0 0 0 8
e e e e —— - - ~|~—- -—---——-——-—-—--ul——--— s {'— —u!-——.»— e e e —— O
Total Mentions 37 145 ‘ L2 t_129 19 1 A 9 285 i
Participants Reporting } 16 | 24 3 lSri W3 8»‘ 2 2 1110 !
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12, Does your presemt. supervisor, (your immediate superior), help you in utilizing
the training vou received? (Check one)

Table P/5-13

; Response by Technical Field of Activity -%
{ AG | cp | PH | ED | PA | PS | SD |Total
! T

| Neither helpful nor unhelpful 1 A L 1 1 C 1 9

|

l

: Somevhat helpful 5 7 7 s V2 0 1 37

i Very helpful b6 5 3 91 & 2 0 | 29

| Not helpful 0 i 1] 1| 2] o] of o} 4

f T
. I have no supervisor A 7 3 16 1 0 0 31 |
| . e "
| |

! Participant.s Reporting blo bo24 1 A5 3, 8 2, 2 ;110

- [ SN S SNSRI B G I A

14. Since your rchurn, has theroc been a USOHM technician, or US0M Contract represen—
tative availablie tc you for consultaticon or advice?

Table P/5 - 1.

2- i ﬁesponée by Technical Fi?ld of Activity J
a G, CP_+ PH | D | PA | PS | 5D |Totall
: Yes 12 ’ 10 11 21 L 2 2 €2 i
; |
| No Ll 13 L) 20 310 0 L |
i Don't know o1 1! o! 21! 11 0 | o L |
‘r —
% Participants Reporting 16| 24 | 15| 43 | 8, 2 | 2 {110 |
[ _— 5 S ROV —_ R ) e
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15. In the past six months about how many times have you personally talked with a
USOM (or Contract) technician? (Check one)

Table P/5 ~ 15

Response by Technical Field of Activity

AG cP PH ED PA Ps SD | Total
Have had no contact. 5 14 5 25 L 0 0 53
]
?gﬁrto three times, but less than; 5 6 2 16 2 1 0 32
?our to six times, but less than 5 5 5 1 0 0 0 "
seven
Seven times or more L 2 o 1 2 1 2 18
1 Participants Reporting 16 2L 15 42 8 2 2 110
. A J

16. In your opinion how helpful is the USOM (or Contract) technician in giving
returned participamss like yourself asslstance in putting what was learned
abroad into practice in Thailand? (Check one)

Table P/5 ~ 16

Responsc by Technic

al Fizld of Activity
2, ] 2 )

ik |
‘» AG | CP | PH | ED PA! PS | 8D | Totel
‘ —‘ — g
'Neither helpful nor unhelpful 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
i
‘Somewhat hzlpful 6 9 7 | 16 1!l o0 f 1 L0
s SR i J' -
‘Very helpful 6 6 3 9 L 2 0 30
 — +
iNot halpful 0] 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
| i - —
Don't know — can't say-—have had "
'ho comtact with USOM technicians. 3 7 b 15 ] 7 0 0 3h
e e e e e e et s ;
e ‘ '
‘Participants Reporting 16 24 J 15 '3 J 8 2 2 110
: A - - .. ..__-_.i,.._...._,..!,_..___.. —
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17. Therc are many factors which may prevent full utilization of the trainiag re-
ceived, Wnic of the following do you belisve are limiting factcrs in your work
now? (Check 211 that are applicable)

Table P/5 = 17

Response by Technical Ficld of Activity

1 !
AG . CP ' PH | ED Ph | PS SO |Total

' Training I reccived wes nobl in | i ‘ !
1ine with current job nceds—-(my 2 3 5 Q

program was not at the proer love? | ] ‘
~v0—mﬂev—ﬂeb—Pequ&ch‘P%& :

l !
frodining I roceiv.d was o0t ml1 | : ;
- !/ . ' B
aone. Instruction .nd/or rroscem 0 1 3 | L 0 o . 9
W carricd out pPoorLy e % . | - I

21

-
=
(@]

[

48]
[
[
)
(@)
=
4]
hS;

vwhich do¢s not require f2id use 1 L

of training, i !

i

|

! Current assignment is at lovel f | i
| !

I

|

|

|

{

I

Tn tho currom sitwtion I lack the l

assistance of othazr traincd por— 3
- sornel, making full utilization ol
 training impossiblce | |
i In the currcnt situation I lack '
| Lne materials, coulpment, cte. to% 13 13
" fully utilice my troining. ;

o~
=

6 27 ! 3 1 1 64

Tn genoroi, the orgenizational | ;

i
I —
1

PRI W

|
. |
' structurc within vhich I function 5 1 20 !
. makes full utilization or my ! 3 b f > { 12 | 4 ; L g ‘
" training very difficult ! ! % r ;
: N ] r .— o - -
i The attitudz of my supcrvisor makes ! i i 1
. full utilization of my training | 1 21 3, 7¢O 102 14
| rether difficult, f j ; é |
; Total Mentions . 261 31, 28, $1: 1 51 6 1 207
| | | ; | :
: —t . . ; -
o limiting factors roported |1 L 1 0: O 0 0 6
!
| |

Participants reporting P16 24
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20, Ploass lict the nemals) of Thai prrifessicnal assoriatlon, or crganizations to
vhich you helcng nows

Tab’e I'/5 = 20

' e::,;;c—‘-:;rfe Ler Tashriceld Dheld of Activity
i . . A —
;__ VeI 6 I Eo_d__Pr. o5 - j_?‘_ntaE
13ictod one Thai Associaticn 1l 12 9 32 3 1 C 53

}
r oA 4wo Thai. Assoniabions ' ol ol ol 1| o] of o %
:Ljé et hroe Thol Aesocietions 0 0 0 0 0 C 0 0
!
| Tsted nens C 15| 12| 61 wf 5! 1] =] s
‘Mo Answer 0 0 0 0 0 o{ oO 0
f
i Footiripants Renorting 15 2L 15 L3 8 2 21 119
i | |

18. "hilo you were in the United Siates for training ¢id reu join (fold menbership)
in A profencienal sasichy or o zation?
19, (T7 "Yes" to Q. 18 abave, pleasc enher below the name(n) of the professional
. s ’ . . . R . . )
sisnziationis) op orgsmization(s) which yon Joinbed, and chezk wrether or not

o1 hive comiiruied your teriershlps

Table P/5-18-19

r Rogponse oy ’ll'nchnigal Field of ‘ACtivi‘Lty
AC | Co | Ti | B | P PS | 5D |Total
Yes; and I'm still a momber 9 | 7 7 AR 5 2 1 52
Yes; but Iim no longer a member 0 ‘ 3 2 3 0 0 0 e
No; did not join 71 1| 6 | 12 3| 0 0 L2
Lid not go to U.S. o] 0 0 5 0y O 1 6
Not Answercd 0 0 6] i 2 0 0 0 2
Participants Roporting 16 2, | 15 43 8| 2 2 |10
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Q. 2l. Ploase indicate your curvent Thai civil service grade anti leovel
Table B/5 = 21
-
k | Responsc bv“ICﬁhnical Ficld ol /~2iivity
| G | w P | E | Pi| P | & lichal
j bl
| Snccial Grade: (1 0 1 0 ! 0} 0O A *
: { l . S -
: Tovel ! 1 ! | : |
; N e 0ol o0 0O, 0, Gj 01! @
; ( % S
(3 0 ot 1 ‘' ol o, 1, 0 2 |
1 T
¢ Fip-+ O-ades (1 | 0 0 0 1 ' C : 0 } 1
, LQVQ]. (___. _*l___........‘ SR AN PSSO PRI FIPRIR e PR SRS .1' —— ,v.--‘.g.. [FRUEN o/R SROUY "
i (2 ol 2)2 |l oj 0j 0 0} 4
Second Crade: (1 21 0 2 10 oi o0 14 |
; G —""'——”‘**;*““"“"""'”f““”“**‘—‘ T
Level (2] 13 ) 12! 2 {26, 71 04 2] 62
( - ’ T T T
(13 ! 1 0 3 5 1. 0 0 10
é1h1rd Grede: (1 0 3 5 1 0 o o 6
Tevel ( ! o
(21 ol 3| 2 ol ol o: o} 5
= ; |
Fourth Grade: (1 C 0] o 0 0o: 0! 0 )
U | L T
level (2 0 0 0 0 ol o! © 0
- -
(3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
tq — - e 4 e oL —
oPCH
] © o] o 0 0 0 0 0
Not Answered 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 5
Participants Reporting 16 2L | 15 13 8 2 2 | 110
J




= ln -
SECTINN 2
/1

Evaluation )
Participant Follow-up/ Technician's One Year Repoxrt =*

Trntrocduchion

Th:s section deals with 112 T/2-questionnnires carpleted by USCM Technical Advi-
sora between April3C, 1064 and May 1, 1965. The 112 questionnaires roprescats slight!
Setter than a 67% coverage in getting a T/2 report on all participaris for which it w
reguested. Due to several faciers the aforementioned coverage is considerer guite goc
Tn eddition to the fact that -ihcsc participants have beenback one yenr, miny a&ve in
activity arcas in vizich “liere is no longer a project, or an American technical ~dvisor

The Torepoing scction reported the participantst own appraisal of their pogiticn
working - clrtionships onc year after their return fram training, Since most of the
participets covered inthe foregoing s action vere the participants vho reported { ror.
carlier (May/Al repert, Section 4) a comparison was logically macs between the ~eporse
for the two pist—treining time periods; six months and one yeor after returr,

A comparison, howcver, between the Technicians Six (6) month and one year reporic.
i3 nct logical for two specific rensons. First of all, a substanticl number of the
narticipants technicians repoit on in this scction are not the ones who were reported
on by techmicizns in section 5 of the May/64 report. Secondly, due to USOM persomnsl
turnover “he same technicians did not report for thetwo time periods involveda

Some comparisons can be made, however, between the data presented in this section
by USOM techniciens (T/2) and in the preceding section by participants (p/5).

Seventy-nine (71%) of tho 110 participants who reported in the preceding section
are included in the 112 participants reported on by technicians in this section.

Comment 8

(n) Post—training assigrnment (one year after returm)

Table T/2-1 provides further evidence that Thar participants are working in as-
sigrments in line with their training. The TA's report only 1 participert in 112 as-
sigred ctherwise, and this participant was reported as working in a project relsted
activity (Table T/2 - 2).

.

With respoct to the data in table T/2-2, a hand-sort disclosed that the 10 parti-
cimants shown in the "DK cotego~y" allreported in Table P/5«2a in ti> previous sectio:
that they were working in a project related activity. Honce, the combined oie year re-
ports (participonts & technicians) indicote that all of the 112 participants reported
on in this seetion by technicians vere working in a project related activity one year
after their retuwn.

(b) Pest training TA and participant eonmtacts. (one yoar after return)

Bettor than 6 perticipants in 10 of the 112 for whieh a TA oms yeor report was cor
pletod had been catacted by the TA prior to receiving the T/2 inquiry (Table T/2 - 3)
This pereentage excceds somewhat that reported by the mrticipamts themselves in their

v am o mmm e e e am s g O g - e

/1 Reforred to in thisrepirt as /2.
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ona year report {(“nble P/5 - 15, section 1, Part III) Tt will be rer~nlled o ~ ~om-
pericon between the TA and »nrticirant six month reports, scction 5, Po=% 77, showed a
sinil-r picturc. Cver2ll. i"32M Ti's are more likely to rer--=t h:"rz had a rorsonal
contact with returrne:: bl thet sturnces arce tor cport o perscroi contach with tre Ta.
However, a5 was notcdin Part II, ccction 5, when unly the "matched reports! (same porti
nimants. ore cdnsiderec, the picture given by the TA'c and participants is, in most casc
=he samejand ~here it does differ the discrepnncy is equallv distributed between
the two reporting sources. The following toble give the picture of post-training con-
tocts as shown by the 79 "mched" one year reports,

Post-Training TA/porticinmt contact

n/5 and T2 Response by Techinical Ficld of Activity
|
e .' . |r T v ; l .
Questionmires 4¢ | CP ' PH  ED | PA | FS | SD | Total
- f : 3 ;
Basicnlly agree /--l ' 10 : g .10 20 3 1 2 5L
Disngre: Participrnts rcported K ; ;L ; o
(P/5) personal contact, the T4 4 =~ 1 6 1 - - 12 |
(1/2) did not : : ; | ? i
Disagree: Technicinns reported | f I l
{T/2) »erson~l ccntact, the o= 04 4 3 2 - - 13 !
mrticipant (B/5) did not, ' ! |
—+ ] -
' {
Total "M~ tched Reports! L 14 | 12 15 29 6 1 2 79 '
B oo mE == = ‘ == oz o= ommm= =tes

/_I.L Both the Ti and prrticipant report prior personnl contact and basically agrec on th
frequency of such contacts

Table T/2 ~ 4 reports (by frequency of mention) the factors which limit the Tits con-
tacts with participants who have been back for one year. The mojor foctor shown is that
therc s r. TA abonrd ore year after training who is assigned to the activity in which
the participant was trrined and is employed. Whereas this situntion accounted for about
he1f of the mentions, at the md of one year (table T/2 - 4), it accounted for less th
25 percent of the mentions six months after the participontt!s return.

(¢) The TA's annraisal of the post—training sitwtion (one vear after the partici-
pant!s return

Where they have enough information to comment, USOM TA's report very favorably on
the value of the training received in prep:rirg the participamt for his assigrmert, and
itts contribution to the sponsoring rroject (table T/2 - 5 and T/2 - 6). In only one
case was it remorted thot the trnining had made no contribution to the participonts ahbd-
lity to do his job, nnd in only 2 cases wes the training reported as a "poor! mroject
investment,

With relatively few exceptions the TAls arc also satisfied with the effort and
action of both the perticipants and their agencies to rerlize full utilization of the
training completed (tables T/2 ~ ¢ and 8).

Moreover, in most instarces the TAt's feel that mrticipints are utilizing all or
quite a kit of the teaining weaivel (bobles ©/2 ~9, (2) (b) & \c))e —
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As was true in the case of the six-month report (pert II, section 5), USOM TA's
tend to rate participants (whon they rate them) higher in their »iilization of trainin
than do the participan*s themsclves. Sixty percent of the pariicipants at the cnd of
one year report using all or guite a bit of their training in their assignments, and
less-than half say they have transmitted all or guite a bit to others (tables ¥/5 ~ 7
& 11, Section 1, part III). Techrdcians, however, report threc fourths of the parti-
cipamts at the end of a yesr using all or guite a kit of their training in their as-
gignments, and two-thirds tronsmitting 211, or quite a bit of their training to other.

In an overall rating of utilization of treining, USOM TA's only reported cleven
(11) of the prrticipoitts as maving used less then quitc a bit of their training,.

Table T/2 - 10 shows the factors which the TA's fecl accounted for the relatively
lew utilizntion realized by these participants. It will be noted thot in no instonce
wac 2 "deficicney in training' given as a limiting f~ctor.

In looking at the tables in this scetion of the report it will be noted that the
response pattern vories significantly by Technicel Divisions. Technician comtacts with
returned participents nnd their knowledge of participant assignments and job perfor-
mance, is extrcemely important in realizing the maximum benefits from the training
"input" in project activity. It is suggosted, therefore, thot Division Chiefs review
tables T/2 - 3 and T/2 - 5 through 9 with their technical staff for the purpose of
strengthening this phase of the missions follow-up activity.



As wns true in the case of the six-month rcport (part II, scction 5, USCM TA's
+end to rate parbicipants (when they rate them) higher in their utilization of troining
than lo the participznts themsclves. Sixty percent of the participants at the cnd of
ong year report using all or guitc a bit of their troining in their assigmments, and
lcss than half szy they hove transmitted al) or-quite 2 bit to others(taoles P/§5 - 7 &
11, Section 1, part IiI). Technicians, howecver, report three fourths of the partici-
nents at ths end of 2 year using all or quite a bit of their troining in their assign—
ments, 2nd two=thirds transmitting all, or quite 2 bit of their training to others.

In an overa2ll rating of utilization of training, USOM TA's cnly reporterd cleven
(11) of the participants zs having ussd less than quite a bit of their training.

Table T/2 = 10 shows the factors vhich the TA's fecl accoumted for the rclatively
low utiliz: tion reilized by thisc participants. It will be noted that in no instonce
was o "deficicney in troining" given as o limiting factor.

In lozizing =t the t-bles in tnic scction of therwport it will be notoed thot the
responsc pattern virics significantly by Technicnl Divisions. Technician contacts with
roturned participonts and their knowlodge of participont asgsignments and job performenc
is oxtremely importont in realizing the maximum benefits from the training '"inmput' in
project activity. It is suggested, therefore, thet Division Chicfs review tables T/2 -
and T/2 - 5 through 9 with thoir technicnl staff for the purposc of strengthening this
ptitse of the missions folluw-up activity.
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Saction 2: Refercnced Tablcs

Type of Program

Tehle T/2-0
Response by Technical Field of hctivity
e CP PH ED PA S Total l
[
Academic: ;
Dogreo obtained 13 4 11 42 5 2 77 ;
hcademic: é} 1
Degree not obtained 5 4 1 1 0 15 }
Non=-acadcmic 0 7 6 ! O 5 v 20 !
Participants Reporting 18 15 21 43 11 L 112 l,
/1 Fih ncadamy; roceived certificate
/2 Includes onc (1) Public Safety participant
1. Is the participant's present assignmert in linc with the training received?
Table T/2-1
Responsg by Technical Ficld of ictivity
1G CP PH ED PA SDZ-]- Total
Yos 1C 15 20 L 12 L 101
|
No of o} 1; o; 0o} o 1
i i
i
Don't know g o! O ‘L 20 ol o 10
Participants Reporting 13 15 21 \ 43 11 L 112
Y S

a. Includes onc (1) Public Safety participent

£ Tables T/2 -1, T/2 = 2, and T/2 =
to activities No.4 and 5 roespectivoly,

pant Follow-up.

3 through T/2 - 10 in this section relate
USOM's Policy Ordor No.800.4, Partici-
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2, (a)Is th partigipant currently employed in the project which sponsored the
training or in a project related activity for which the training wns pro-

grammed ?
Table T/2~2
[ Ro : s .
sponsc by Technicgl Field of jctivity
G | cp i pH [ ED | Pa [sDEfTotal
i T
Yos l10 {15 |22 [ 10 0 & 101
. | 1 ———
a | | |
No I 0o | 0 o I o 11 0 1 ,
‘ | 1 | i
; e £ | , |
; Don't know 8 ' 0 1 0 2 9 7 O 10
| | | . 1 |
! ! | |
! !
i Participants Reporting i 18 l 15 21 L3 11 L 112
i i | | i

[} Thesc participants zll reported in their onc year report that they werc working
in joint project activity.

/2 Incluics one (1) Public Safcty participant

3. In the past six months nbout how many times have you personally talked with
the participant prior to roceiving this inquiry? (Check one)

Tablae T/2-
% Responsc by Tochnicgl Field og activity

G | cp| e | m | Pu lspff Total
- Never contacted 1. 2, 2 ) 26 , 2 o L3
, ; ! ! ,
| R TN RS S .
" One to thregc, but less than ' 5 :
. | v T
+ four contacts 1 / 300 M 4 1 30
e A R S S —
1 Four to six, but less than :
i 3
+ sovan cemtacts 3 b 6 1 1 0 15
- . .- e e i e e e ————— L e —_ DU U S .. -
+ Seven or morc times 3 21 10 ., 2 E L L 24
U SRS NS RN SR ISR S I
-~ Participants Reporting v 18 15| 21 ! B3 1 L 112 .
fee o e S .‘. . I j,_ . -_i_.. . :

é} Includos one (1) Public Safety participant.



117 -

4o Twere mey be many focters which meke it difficult for you to soc participraue ns
often as would »e dasirable. Plecase check the following which would apply in
raspoct to yo. sacing this particular participant.

’, " Responsg by Technical Field ol hctivity
: - : 71
| G| c® PH., ED | Ph |SDEFTotal
i ! i i i
My workload, toc many participants. 1 0 2, 2 0 0 5 ‘
: ‘ \
' Job locatinn of nparticipant i i | !
limits contcets 3, 2. 3 5 0 0 13
Clepotive attitude of participants 1 i o. 1 © ‘ 0 0 ; 2
— - e ; e — -}
., S K] . . ,;,' s _(\ n . Iy -~ 1 ’ l
,degative attitudc of participantts o | 0 0 0 0 o | 0 .
sup.rvisor ‘ i ' . l
SR S _—— —
Language barricr o0 0 0 0f 0} 0 o |
i | i
e WL B ;
t Nothing interferred o412 1 i 3 7 3 W
. S Sl i T R .
' at prosont, no Ta assigned to ac- i ! :
iivity in which.participant was . 11 1 0 35 6 1 54 !
itrained. : ; : i
‘ | i i
'Total Mentions 20 ‘ 15 L23 Y I C R 120 |
N ' R |
“Participants Reperiing 18 | 15 ‘ 21 431 A 12
3_______ e e e e m e —————— ______l,_,__ JUNR. SRR S . . J

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Safoty participant

5, How do you rate the contribution thrt this participant'!s training has made to
his ability to perform his present job well? (Check one)

Table T/2 = 5 _
L Response by Techniqal Figld of wcbivity
. 4G | CP_ | PH y ED P. oD/ Total

Mrde a major contribution g |12 l 1 3107 3 75

U p— S S S Sl _

1 ”_1_‘__#_2 5101 1 11

M-de » minor contribution

- - o ___-ﬁ_“wn_ﬂ.-A-NL-,_,,-._._m

l{~de no contribution 0 0 . 1 C 1

|

| l

A .|,__.--_.d. — " I .} . _T_- —t— B
Don't know, can't rate l i .2 0 25

LParticipants Reporting

[ R B it J R e T [N SRR JESESRIPSIRE SRS 4

/1 Inclules one (1) Public Safety participant.
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6, (2) This participant's training rcpresents a project input which wns progr:iimed
12 months ago or longer. Project requirements, and priorities in implemen-
ting project cbjectives undergo continuous review and frequently change. In
light of the situation as you view it todry, would you soy this particulsr
training investment represents an effective usc of project funds? (Check onc)

Table T/2 ~ 6{(a)

E Responsc by Technicnl Field of getivity
| 4G | CP ; PH | ED P, SD/] Total]
| 1 ' i |
| Yes, completcly 7 0130 16t 21 6y 3 &7
| | Lo .
g f ' ! |
" Yos, almost cmpletsly 10 2 2l 1 27 o0 24
- —— L e e e )
| Tos, prrtially | o' 2| 1 1| O 6
, . SR S A - |
| f ! !
. Ho, poor investment 0 i o i 0 0 1] 1 2
: | '
|

Don't know, can't ratc 8 z 0 1 3 1 0] 13
’ ST

Participamts Roporting 18 15 2 l 43 J 11 4 112

e e e (R RSN NUNEUENY DRI SO L —_——

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Sofety participant.

7. In general would you siy you are satisficl or dissntisfiel with actions and
cffort of the lepartment or ministry to insurc the maxdmum utilization of the
participnntt!s troining.

Taole T/2 = 7

| [ Respomsg y Toeinion] Ficllof stivity |
ol o g @y PiSD/ATOt L |

Setisfiod g 1 {18 | L] 8| & 92 |

ST Tt

Dissnbisficd o o 2{ o 1l o 3

- RN NUTUUNE U NP SNSRI SIS S S .i

Don't know, can't rate w!l 1! 1!l 3 2 o 1m

| : 1'

- _ B R e
Partici,mts Reporting | 18| 15| 2 B ai 112 |

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Snfuly prrticipant
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8. Lre you sotisfied or dissstisfici with the participantt!s own action ~and eufort
to fully utilizo his training?

Table T/2 - 8

i Response by chhnich Ficld of ictivity

| WG | OP | PH | ED | Pa |SD/Y Total

3 ' ! | ’”

'!

i Satisficd 7 LY 18 35 8 | 3 85

! } ? —3

| Dissrtistice 1 0 3,001 211 7

i— —

! Don't know; can't rate 10 L 0 8 1 0 20

§ ) SO SRS B —
| Participnni~ Heporting 18 |15 |21 | 43 |1 L 112

| l { i

él Includes onc (1) Public Safety participomt

9. What about thc participant's actual utilizetion of his training; his sveccess in
putting what he le~arnod into proetice ond tronsmitting his trrining to others.
(Give the npproprintc number from the rating code for eoch part o, b, and c.

9.(a) Direcct utilization on tho job?

Tablo T/2 = 9(a)

i
Responsc by Technical Iield of lctivity
#G| | PH| ED| PalSD&F Total
Uses all or almost all; full
% utilization - 75-100% ’ 6 8 15 17 7 2 35
. — _—
Uses quitc a bit; high utiliza-
tion 50 - 75% 2 6| sl 17| 1l 2 32
: - R I —
Uses some; 25 - 50% ol 1 1] o] 11 o 3
Uses little or nonc; less than 0 0 1 0 1 0 >
25%
Don't, know, can't rate 10 0 0 9 1 0 20
i i o
Participant s Reporting 18 15 i 2 43 1 4 112
. L AU U S U SR |

/1 Inclules one (1) Public Safecty participant.



9 (b) Transmission to others?

120

Table T/2 = 9(b)

Response by Technical Field of activity
G| CP| PH| ED| Ph SD&[Total

Usas 211 or almost all; full ! |

utilization ~ 75 - 100% 2 L | 8 i 10 L 1 29

Uses quite a bit; high utiliza-

tion 50 - 75% 2 9 7 20 5 2 L5
| Uscs some; 25 - 50% 2 1 3 3 0 1 10

Usgs little or nonz; less then 1 0 1 0 1 0 3

25%

Don't know, can't rate 11 1 2 10 1 0 25
! Participants Reporting i 18 15 pal 13 11 4 112

A 1

/1 Includes onc (1) Public Safety participant

Q. 9(c) Overall rating (considering both on-the-job usc ~nd transmission)

Table T/2 = 9{(c)

i Response by Technical Field of uctivity |

i WG cP PH ED P/ | SD ZI‘ Total

i e . et —— ————— e -+ s 5 e o —— —_— - —

i

t Usecs all or almost all; full

1 2 ;

| utilization - 75 - 100% 3y 0k 9o B 6 36

i —_—— ————

! Uses quite a bit; high utiliza-

| tion 50 - 75% 31 10 6 l 19 2 2 L2

| _ |

| Uses some; 25 = 504 1 0 4 i 2 1 1 9
Uses little or none; less than 0 0 1 ? 0 1 0 2
25% |

- — — - - Pas— _1 - »...,'__..-_.._- o m— = — -———— - -

Don't knew, can't rate 11 1 1 ; 9 1 0 23
Participants Reporting 18 15 2| 43 11 IA 112

! ] . 4 A | I e

[l Includes one (1) Public Safety participant.




Q. 10.
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If overall rating on utilization (Table T/2 - 9(c) is lower than, high

(less than 50%) indicate below t he major factors preventing greater uti-

lization?

Table T/2 = 10

(Reports only those whose utilization rating overall, was only some or
little or none; question permitted multiple mentions)

ey

Responsc by Technical Field of hetivity

LG

cP PH ED PAL s3D| Total

|

i

mature, inacdaquately qualified i

Improper selection and/or personal
charncteristics: (Too old, too im-

(technically) f ¢ the treining prot
gram, does not try hard enough, 1is
not adaptable, has personality dif-
ficulties)

h level, too low a levele Traini
not well done, program too short,

Deficiencies in training. (Training
not geared to job nceds——too high

brogram 00 long).

The "human clement' whero employed
(participant blocked by supervisor)
oy co-workers, etc.; lacks assis«-
tance of other treined personnel,
brganizational sct-up and/or ad-
ministrative hierarchy limits uti-
ization—attitude of supervisors.
.ssignment does not require (full)
utilization of training.

Total Mentions

Not linswered

|
| Participants Reporting

SOt VRSP




