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BACKGROUND 

In May 1964, the Training Division prepared and submitted a report on Partici­

pant Follow-Up entitled "Statistical Highlights of Participarnt/USOM Technician Re­

ports, and Some Comments in regard to Mission Follow-Up Activity." The May, 1964 
on data 

report was the first 	assessment of the Mission's training prograM based uhich 

dates that collected and analyzed in the Returned Participant Evaluation Survey 
Eva­post 	

RPES) which vns published in 1964 as Voline I of "An
(herealter referred to as 
luation Survey." 

This r eport is the second such assessment and introduces data which has been 
were obtained by self-ardminis­

collected over the rast .2 months, The data presented 
A word about

tered questionnaires completed by participants and USOM technicians. 

the design Pnd purpose of these questionnaires is in order. 

designed to ascer-
The participant's questionnaires number from 1 to 4 and are 

tain the following: 

Participant Ouestionnaire 1 - Paticipants pre-AUA experience and knowledge of 

the joint Thai-Amorican project sponsoring his 
the proces vich he becomes aSelection 	 trainirg and by 

candidate for AID sponsored training. 
AUA)(completed when entering 

satis-
Participant uestio:iauire 2 - a. His AUA experience; attitude toward and 

factLon with both the Larguoge t rainirg and 

Pre-Departure 	 orientation programs at AUA. 

b. The extent and nature of 	his pre-departure pro­

preparation as shown by contacts and dis­gram 
superiors and USOMcussions with both his Thai 

project advisors. 
(completed immedii.tely prior to departure for 

training) 

3-	 -ith an attitude toward both the
Participant Questionnaire His expcrience 

technical and non-technical aspects of his 
his expectations in regard to his

Returned Participant training, and 
immedi tte future. 

upon return to Thailard)Report 	 (comp?.eted immediately 

Participant ucstionmire 4 - Post-traininG experience and attitude in regard 

to the uti.4' .2tion of his training; his USOM con­
after return.tacts during the first six months 

(completed approximately 6 months after the par­

ticipant's return) 

The 	 oucstionnaire is designed to as­
Technician's Ouestionrnire - techrician's 

certain the technician's personal evluation of 

Six (6) Month Report 	 the participant's utilization of training; tech­

nician post-training contacts with the partici­
pant, and relat ed data. 
(completed approximately 6 months -.fter the 
participa.nt' s return) 

http:participa.nt
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specificThe questionnaires /1 listed above elicit data which relate to three 

time periods which conprise the total trainirg process. These are: 

I. The pro-departure period (Participant Questionnaires I & 2) 

II. The period while abroa (Participant Questionnaire 3) 

4,III The post-training period (Participrnt Questionnnir and
 
Technician' s Questionnaire)
 

The 	quostionnaires describud above are basically the same as those which sup­

plied data for the May report in 1964, and they contain nany of the Same questions 

which appeared in the qustionnaircs used in the RPHS. Thus, using the RPF3 data 
with some minor roservations makc a valid as­as "bench n ark" information we can, 

sessment of vihat is happening to the conduct of the missionts participant training 

program through time. The reservations to be kept in mind whun c mpring the RPFS 

dita with that collected more recently are as follows. 

were interviewed in October, November andParticipants represented in the RPES 
1960, and included a snplc of those sent since the beginning of MissionDocexber, 


oprtions and who had returned to Thailand prior to M-Irch 30, 1960. Hunce, in the
 
about and expressed attitudesinterview, nv-.ny of them answered nuestions events, 


about eu-paricricus which had occurred years earlier. Thus, the RPES data is perhaps
 
collected by the "current" /2 qucstionna!ires.more colored by memory bins thn that 

As was noted orlior, "current" questiomaires are completed at a time wnen the sub­

ject of inquiry is fresh in the prticipntts mind. 

is that in the RPE the data were elicited by a personalOne 	 other difference 
rnd separetc interview with each of the reoortirg participc nts. Currently, all 

questionnaires aro self-administered and, in some instances c mpitcd in a group 

situation. 

THE 	 REPORT 

This report 	 consists of three p-.rts. With the reservotions noted, 1 proceed 
"trend" nassessment of the conduct of the participYnt training pro­in part I with a 


gram in Thailand. In doing so, three sets of data will be referred to as follows:
 

RPES (data from the Returned Participant Ev.lu-,tion Survey), "Current", No.1 (data
 

from May Rcoort 1964, "Current", No.2 (lay collected over the pa.st 12 months.)
 

There is no reference mde to s pecifie °,'hles containing the data discussed
 

in part I. Only selected findings are used In this assessment and the da.ta used
 

can be found in the RPES Reports, the May l, Report, and parts !I and III of this
 

report. 

Follow-Up£1 	 The questionnaires are on file rit AID/W, A/IT, I'/R, Evalution and 


Section
 

i.Current" refers to the dta appoaring in the May 1964 report, and thr.t collec­

ted over the past 12 months, and reported in part II of this report. 
/2 
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Part II of t his r cpcrt consists of t he st.tistical tiblcs compiled from qucs­

the ("Current", No.2) and is s'rbdivided intotionnAires copileted over past 12 months 
deals with the data from prrticip,.nt questirnmaire 1 - Seloc­

5 sections. Section 1, 
tion (P/l); Sctim 2, with qucstionnaire No.2 - Pro-departure (P/2); Section 3, uith 

participant questionnaire No.3 - Returned Particpant Report (P/3); Section 4, with 

participant quostionnaire No.4 - Participant1s Six (6) Mont~h Report (P/4); a.nd, Sec­

tion 5, deals with the Tochnician's Six (6) Month Report (T/l). In u~ch of the 5 

of prt II, preceding the tables, will be some observations and commcntssections 
with respect to the 1ata shown. The tablc containing the &ta on which comment is 

nde will be referenced.
 

Part III of this report consists of two sections and introduces data from two 
ost-training situation onequsticnnaircs which gives a picture of the returnees' 

1 of part III d ls with qucstionaire No.5 Par­
1) year aftc thair return. Section 

ticip.nt's One .L) Year RHport (P/5) and is identical to ouestionnaire No.4 Partici-

Section 2 of part III dols with the Technician'spant's Six (6) Month Report (P/4). 
t


One (1) Year Report (T/2) and is identical to the Technician s Six (6) Month 
Report
 

1964 for t he purpose of 	dccerning(T/l). These qucstionnaires wore initiated in May 
have occurred in the participants post-trainirg sitixition any changes which migyt 

through time. Many of the participants reporting in s ection 1, part III of this re­

por+ are the some- pa.rticipnts who reported in section 4, p.rt II of the May 1964 

Likewise, m ny of the participants reported on (by technicians) in section 2,
rePort. 
prtIII of this report are the same partici-AantAs reported on (by technicians) ir 

section 5, part II of the Mav 1964 report. .n commenting on the d:ta in part III 
situation of participa.nts six (6) monthscomparisons iill be made betwcen the reported 


aftor their return as opposed to one (1) year after theiv' return.
 

It is cmphasizid tha-t the cormrts and observations topearing in sections I, II 

and III are made solely to -rovidc as clcar and relioble picture as the dita and our 

In respect to the latter it is recognized thaa.nalytical procedures will permit. 

the data has not bncn fully exploited. To do so would reouire machim data proces­

sing with cross tabul-,.tions involving both funds and time. neither of which arc rea­

dily available. Nvertheless the r eport gives a reliable general picture as to hore 
of each phase of the participantwe stand with respect to effective implementation 


as a guide for future operations.
trainig program and stands alon 

and III 
The tables in part5 IT/of the report provide a bre'kdown of the findings by USCIb 

Technical Divisions. In most insiUances the number of a:.scs ap-earing for the various 

divisions are insufficient in number to consider the differences shown as truly sig­

nificant. 

.,-,).rs to be differences in the effec-Howover, certain tables 	do reflect what ! 
and these should ' e noted for appropriate action. Divi­

tive effort betweaidivisions 

sion chiefs and proiect ma.nagers are urged to review all tables in the report
 

with the purpose of discusnsing with their staff members the major findings 
a.nd the
 

which nrwy -,ccount for the situntion, either favorable or unfavorable, shownfactors 
by the tnablcs.
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PART I
 

process and the resultsThe RPES provided data on each phase of the training 
the strength and weakness of the -rogra.rn as it operated

of this study indicated both 
of the training program in 

prior to W-rch 30, 1960. /1 Though the overall picture 
the RPES showed "soft spots" in our opor,,tions with 

"prior years" 2 appenredgood, 
substantive 

respect to .articilY'.nt selection, pre-deporture orionttion :s to the 

a.spects of the training, and post-training partici -nt/techniciafn contacts. Farti­

ciuant and USOM Technician Questiormairos tabulated over the pcst two years (M°ay 64, 

give a "Current" picture of our operations with respect to selection, orion-
Wry 65) 

In -the order mentioned, t he following gives a 
trtion -nd post-training contacts. 

data (prior years) and the "Current" dt. (May, 64; 
comp rison botweent he RPE 

for those three oreas of operational :'c­
"Cuirrent", No.I), (May 65; "Current", No.2, 

tivity.
 

1. Selection
 

(a) "Prior years"
 

The data from t he RPES showed that partici-ants in the earlier years 

inherently local and unilateral.viewed the selection process asof USOM's ,--ortions 
role of USOM tebhnicians in
 If it existed, :nrticinants were unmware of arn active 

In the RP23 only about 7% of the 460 rarticip.nts interriewcd
 the solection process. 
 reported h'-ving
USOM personnel as participating in their s~lection while 83mentioned 

b-en selected by their Thai supervisor, None of these participants m:ade reference 

to being : elcctcd by a joint Thai/Amrican committee. 

- (46%) of the participants interviewed wereTh3 RPES showed that less than ha] 

awore th-t their work prier tc selection w.s in ary vay relpted to a joint Thai/ 
limited knowledge corerning

American project, a further ir.ic:,tion of partici irnts? 


the USOM TA, :nd the r ela-tionship of their t raining t o a USOM activity.
 

(b) "Currunt" No.1 

132 prtici'xnts reporting 26%
The May, 1964 taibulotions showed th-t of the 


montioned USOM personnel as prticip:tirg in their selection, and 67% mentioned
 
their selection to
9% of i-rticirnts creditedtheir Thai supervisor. About these 

which USOM Policy Order No.75 (September
the ,ctivity of a comittee, a procedure 

1962) strongly recomnended. 

ants their work time selectionIn a'diti n, 67% of the ifrtici- reported at of 
percent sa°id that 

as being with a joint. Thai/American project, and an eeu.lly higX 
to their oroject prior to beirg selected

they hnd porsonally met the USOM TA assigned 


f or training.
 

/l See Vol.I, THE REPORT, Chapter I, Highlights of Survey Findings, Thai 1,a-tana 

Panich press, 1964. 

/2 Previous to MWrch 30, 1960 

http:rogra.rn
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(c') "Current" No2 

The May, 1965 tabulations show that of the 118 participants reporting 24% men­

tioned USON personnel as participating in their selection, and 88/ 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 
hadthey were selected wns on a joint Thai/Amer'.can project, and better than 60 


personally met the USOK TA assigned to the sponsoring project prior to their selec­

tion.
 

Comment and Recommendation
 

T'he foregoing indicates a significant improvement thiougi time in the overall
 

picture of how the selectees perceive 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 RPLS knew that their 

pre-selection assignment was "project-related", 67% of those in the K-y, 1964 rcport 

said so, and 93% of thobe selccted over the past 12 months said they ,aereworking on 

a project. The three sets of data show a distinct, favorable trend in the selectees 

identification .ith joint Thai/American activity, and this is a crucial -tep in en­

hancing the likelihood of effective post-training coject impact which the training 

is programmed to achieve.
 

The data, however, do not show that there has been any improvement over the 

Nc .', Current, No.2) in the way the selectees perceive USOMtspast year ("Current", 
as a Thai pro­1.1e in their selection. By and Large they see the selection process 

Though they know they are working on a joint Thai/American project androlative. 
they do not identify Americans ast;:.t their training is rela.ted to a joint effort 

in their selection.r-Invir-g an active or strong role 

concept of his selectionUnfortunately, in too mainy instances the participants 
a ha.srepresents the true 3itua-tion. As the data indicates only in few instances a 

4c- at Tha;/Aerican selection committee been formed to screen and approve candidates 

ence strongly indicates that in the absence of a comniLttee the role of USOM -o.:.. 

, personal is frequently that of approving selections after they are made ra­

the nam:-ri, ofthki than actively prticipnting in the procedure. This rcsults in 
individuals as principal ctndidntes who for one reason as another do not me 1zol-r up 

to the criteria for selection ihich are set forth in USOM Order No.800.3, Sections 5 

and 8. 

There are apparent reasors for the failure of selection cormittees to develop 

and function at the project level. Probably the most obvf.ous is the pressure of oth( 

wAork on USOM's Technical Advisors, particularly the increasi-ng necessity for Lheir 

spending so much time on travel up-country. USOM Technical Advisors arc simply not 

available to work with their Thai counterparts to the extent desirable. 

More and more of USOM's activity is concentrating in the Northeast, with less
 

technician time spent in Bangkok. Thus technicians are often not in Bangkok when 
Moreover, though joint
particinant selections are being considered by the Thai. 


most of the jelecteesThai/American activity is currently concentrated up-country, 
of


for training abroad continue to come from Bangkok. The Wly/65 report shows that 

those currently departing, 60% were working in Bangkok at the time of selection. 
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the selection process by strengtheningIn order to more effectivcly implement 
comittee be

the role of USOM it is herewith recomended th-t a permanent s election 

appointed for each functional field in which p,-rticipnt trrinir, is programmed. On 

the A-merican side thi3 committee should be represented by the Chief of the Training 

Division and the Chief of the Technical Division concerned. On the Thai side there 

from DTEC ard the Thai Ministry ir Agenvy concerned.shouldb e a representative 

be established in implevorting the FY-66
It is suggested that such a committee 

trainirg program. 

Orientation as to the substantive sspects of the
2, Partici7 .nt Pre Der rture 

(a) "Prior years" 

The RPES data showed the Ire-de.rture orientation of participants during 

the wirly ye.rs of the mission's operptions as being, ot best, a hit-or-miss propo­

sition. As many Ls 35% of the participonts interviewed claimed to have received no 

program infrmatinn at -ll prior to their departure. Of those ,qho reported receiving 
by their supervisor or

inform-tion, about half said that they were given information 

others where employed, and a fifth said that they learned aboit their progcm frwn 
they had been told nthing aboutUSOM -pcrsonnel. More specifically, 73% reported that 

the level of the program they were undert,kirg, and only 5% said that they were told 
ofsc urce useanything from any about the to be nvde their training after their return, 

(b) "Current" No.1
 

Thu data from the May 1964 tabul]-Ation 	 ("Current", No.1) showed a marked 
for the progrrn he va to undertake.efforts to the 1.rticip'ntimrrovz ent in prep.re 


Of the 175 reportirg, 139 (about 80%) sail that norsons at their pl,%ce of employmert
 
Six out of ten reported that their

had discussed their training program vith them. 

supervisors ha.d specifically discussed thdr post-training assigrncnt and plans for
 
abr ad. An even gre ter num­

accomrnlishiag the '"mltiplier effect" 	 of their training 
about their progr.am with

ber of those p.articiyunts reported prc-de arturo discussions 
a USOM technical dvisor. Of the 175 rep7,'tirg, 153 (about 87$) reported discussing 

their programs with a TA or other USOM personnel and 75% said the level of their pro­

grm had been discussed. 

(c) "Current". No.2
 

The da;ta from the May 1965 tabulrtions show thit 70 percent of the 
,nrti­

cia.nts dcpxting Airing the precodirg 12 months discussed their training progrcm with 
or Agcncy). Of those reporting

someone at their place of employmnt (Thai Ministry 


discussion 90% (60% of totenl reporting) said they had specifically discussed
such a 
and 70% discussed pl-'as for accomplishing the "1ulti­

their post-trainirg assigrmert 

p2ior effect" of training after their return.
 

Of the 101 reportirg durirg the last 12 months, 84 (about W4%) said they
 

had discussed the program they were undertakingwith their US, Technical Advisor or
 

level of their progrm had been discussed.
other USOM personnel, and 70% ssaid the 

http:progr.am


Comment ond Rccomnnrition 

The foregoing cleorly indicates nn improvement thrugh time in prepa.ring the 

deprting portici-oInt for the progr:xn to ba undertoken abro'd rind has function on 

return 

datita indJc.t: no improvement ir,
However, "Current", No1 and "Current", Nh,.2 
two sets of da'ta showthe overallthis r espect hring th., p- st year. In fact, the 

effort (both Thaii aind m' pre-dcprturo oriertotion with respect to the sub­nrican) in 
of tr,.ining to ha,.ve "slipped" notice.ably within the last year.starntive a~spect 

In rcgard to the pictur, shown, the reoder is wautioncd not to assume that 15 

percent or more of the p:!rticir"nts dcpirt with,.ul having discussed their proteins 
with arybody at USOM, This is no-t the casc. Thu qustionnairc cliciting the Jata is 

completed by The 1)rticipont when he rc'aorts to the Training Division for a final pro­

do-rturc briefing. The compl,-tcd queutionnaire is used as a guidc by the Training 

Officer in his discussi,-,n, ond in mn.y insta.nces when the irrticipant has reported 

hrving no discussion with tne 	USOM TA this person is cotacted and participates in 

all cases there is between USOM and the ,rrticipant athe final breifing. Thus, in 
t be undertaken 	 the p)rticirnt's departur%discussion of the tc-~.ning ri-or to 

r tIsccatr,0-icusio _f t, tr-inin; 

that in t-o rr.ny cases Thai and mrican projec',The fact remrins, however, 
personnel ore nt performing satisfactorily in pre-Ie;:,arture counseling .iththe ,xir­

,reject ond the American advosor both representticim.nt. The Thai supervisor ",n the 
for which he has respect, and a dusiroa 1-rofessio-n.l seniority" to 	the po-rticipawnt 
that the prticiont represents a sub­forrecognition. For this reason,and the fact 

bo no instance where a prticiprnt reportsstontial -,rojoct investment, there sh.)ull 

to the Training Division (i=mecdiltly mri.r to departure) that neither his Thai supe­

rim' or the USOM nr )ject advisor has discussed his -progr,7m with him. 

chiefs review with their various project ma­it is ruc'oDrrnnded that division 
it is set forth in USOMn)gers their role in prc-1c-,p.rture pa:rticipant orientation as 

in turn review withOrder N.o800.3, Section 7. The Amcrican project w.auvgcrs should 
this ph-se of the tra.ining I-ro­their Thai cmunter:vrts the r -lo they should play in 

COSSO 

3,. Post-training Contacts 

(a) "Prior years" 

'he RPES showed that in the earlier years of the mission!s operations both the 

number of particip nts known by USOM TAs and the frequency of contact uith those known 

were both rel]tively low. Only about two-thirds of the prticiponts interviwcd i:n 

with USOM since their return. Slightlythe RPES reported having ever had any contact 


ovc h-Lf reported that their post-tra-ining work i,*.s on a joint Th-i/ . ic,-n project.
 

At the time of the survey, USOM records showed that '7/of the participants
 
inturviewed inthe RPE were presumnv.bly ,,orking in a n activity to which a USOM TA ,as 

v-s a USOM TA availableassigned. Yet, only 446 of the participo nts covered said therc 
"frequent" contrcts withfor consultation, aond little more th,.n h.lf of these reported 

USO1 te.chnicians, 

http:ticim.nt
http:with,.ul
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the picturesubstantially corroborated
The technicians intevei:;ed in the RPES 

According to USOMpost-training contact.
given by the participants in respect to 	 oronethe RPES sample from projects having

there were 357 participants inrecords, the TAs only 167 	 (about 47) 
i.aore TAs aboard at the time of the survey. Of these, knew 

unable towasthese cases, the reporting TA 
well enough to give a 	 report. In 29% of 

to which training was utilized.
comment on the extent 

data also showed that of the 167 participants reported on by USOM TAs, 
The RPES 	 an equal number as having 

only 23o had been contacted ,"frequently." The TAs reported 

been contacted no more than once or twice. 

assumed that the RPES picture of the percent 
of participants known by 

It might be 	
to the fact that many of the participants 

USOM TAs, and frequency of contact., was due 
several years prior
 

cciprising the RPES sample had departed 
and returned from training 

the study could
 
the RPES. Hence, the 	technicians aboard at the time of 

to conducting 	 The RPES not support such as­data do 	 an 
to know those participants.not be expected 	 and contacting, just as 

the technicians reported knowing,
sumption. The clata show that 

(and returned) 	during 1957-1958 as they 
high a percent of the 	participants who departed 

of the in theparticipants
ceturning) in 1959-1960. In fact,

did those departing (and 	 of the USOM Technical
during the Thailand assignment

RPES who had departed 	and returned 
as being known.only 54% were reported by TAs

Aovisors reporting, 

(b) 	 "Current", No.i 

6 months after re­participants,
The May, 1964 tabulations showed that 5C% of the 	

advise,them consultation 	and 
that a USOM technician was available to for 

turn, reported 	 Tech­
said that they had personally talked with the USOM 

more than one-thirdOf these, 	
since their return, ond an additional 59% reported

(4) morenical Advisor four or times 

one personal contact.
having had at least 

a USOM TA, a very favorable re-
TAWhen the participants reported the availability 

so 
of 

reporting said that the USOIA 
about 8G% of thosein thatlationship was indicated 	

putting their training into practice in 
to them in

either a or somewhat helpfulwas 

Tb ailand.
 

tabulations USOM te&hnicians reported 
on 163 of the most recent
 

ay, 1964In the 	 (94%) of
Ninety-four percent
had been back from training for 6 months. 

rcturnees who 	 personal contacts 
being employed by the sponsoring project and 

these were repor' ed as 
of the 163 had been contacted four (4) or more 

with 78%. About one-thirdhad been made 	 :eturn. In the
6 months following their 

t:*e by a Technical Advisor during the f4 rst 	
of training vas a rating of the utilization 

TA's report on these returneescomposite 

of the about 75%.
made for 123 163, 

(c) .'Crrent"j No. 

the past year) show that
completed over
1965 tabulations (questionnaires contractThe May 	

said that a USOM technician (or
(56%)

72 of the 129 participants reporting 	
and advice.. A larger numboer, 

to them for consultation
represent2 tive) was available 	

a TA during the past 6 months andUSOM 
(77%), said that they had personally talked with 

with about one-third averaging 
or more personal contacts,

of these 41% reported 	 a USOM TA was available tofour 
72 participants who said 

two (2) contacts n.r rpx et. Of the 
as ",oI, what" or "very helpful"

' , - u 7advicc (K2 saidcn and (6 ]%) the TA 
them for consu'2

practice in Thailarnd, 
to them in ,---n-.- tiiedir anirg into 
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In the May, 1965 tabulations USOM Technical Advisors reported on 
119 of the nosL
 

Of these, bettor than 9O%
 iecent returnees who had been back from training 6 months. 


were reported as working on the sponsoring project, with an 
assignment which was in
 

"prior" /i

line with the training received. The TAs reported having had at least one 


personal contact with about 75 of these returnees, with 35% having 
been contacted 4
 

In the composite TAs report on current
 times during the preceding 6 months. 


returnees. an overall rating of the utilization of 
training was made for 95 of the


or more 


119, about 80%.
 

Comment and Recommendation 

returnees and per-

The foregoing clearly indicates that USOM TA knowledge 

of the 


sonal post-training contact with them has improved significantly 
over the past two or
 

three years, particularly during the past 12 months.
 

It is worthwhile to conmnent that the improvement in 
technician performance shown
 

by the data from the Maiy, 1964 tabulations and the May, 1965 tabulations has occurred
 

even though a high percent of the participants covered 
by the latter returned to Thai­

the sponsoring project had phased out and no technician 
was aboard whose
 

land after 
This was true for about 4O% of the participants

assignment concerned their activity. 

who reported, and for about 30'percent of those reported 
on by technicians. Z2 Those
 

This situation largely
The 30% is included in the 40%. percentage are not additive, 

the participants reporting said a USOM TA (or con­cxplains the fact that only 56% of 


tract representative) was available to them for con-.ultation 
while the TA's reported
 

contact with about 75% of those on which they submitted 
the Six 

a "prior" personal 
(6) Month (qucstionnairc) Rueoort, 

A further indication of increased TA interest 
and activity in post-training fol­

low-up is the fact that of the 119 returnees reported 
on a utilization rating was made
 

This exceeds by 5% the number for which a "prior" 
contact was reported and
 

for 8QZ. 

an effort to learn from others the post-training 

situation and par­
is indicative of 


ticip2nt performance in those caises where personal contacts cannot be arranged.
 

It is re-emphasized tha ; the improvement in post-training 
participant and TA re-


The Chiefs of the various Technical. Divisions, 
pro­

!ationship has been pronounced. 

and the inlividual Technical Advisors are to 

be congratul]ated.

ject managers, 

The Training Division recently published a Provincial 
Index of returned parti-


A copy of this Index has been forwarded to all 
USOM direct hire and contract
 

ciiants. 

ntrsonnel stationed up-country and it should prove 

very helpful in facilitating per­

onal contacts. 

It is recomaanded that Bangkok personnel, when 
planning up-country trips, call
 

on the Training Division for a copy of this 
Index and that a special effort be made
 

personal calls on the returnees located in the 
areas visited.
 

to include "some" 


A contact prior to receiving the Technician 
Six (6) Month Report Questionnaire (T/Z
A 

2 As shown by USOM Training Division records.
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PART TI
 

Foreward 

Part II consists of 5 sections, each comprised of coments and tables, in 
that
 

The data presented are from participant questionnaires No.1 through No.4,
order. 

and Six (6)Month Report) and the Technician Six
 (Selection, Pre-departure, Return, 


(6)Month Report (T/I). All questionnaires were completed between April 30, 1964 

and May 1, 1965. 

serve as the table heading, and all tables
The question eliciting the shown data 

give a breakdown of the data by technical fields of training 
(equivalent to USOMts
 

Divisionf;).
 

It is to be noted th:,t each table includes only those participants 
for which the
 

inquiry was applicable, For example, in section 1, table P/l-l, only 99 of the ll8
 

participants reporting said they were "selected" for training 
as opposed to having
 

Thus, th-e base is 99 for table P/1-3, which shas who the 
par­

"made application." 

ticipant feels was involved in his selection. Other tables developed from "contin­

gency" questions arc likewise presented.
 

table indicates a participant failure
 The "not answered" category appearing in a 


to answer a question which was applicable, and represents 
perhaps a different frame
 

of mind than an expressed "don't know," '"undecided",
"no opinion", or "no suggestion"
 

Of course, in some instances a "no answer" simply 
indicates an honest over­

response. 

sight on the part of respondent; which is one weakness of the self-administered ques­

tionnaire in data collection.
 

There are many aspects of participant experiences, 
including attitudes, return­

expectations, and job-realizations, on which one 
or more of the current questionnaires
 

Only a few of these were specificaLly mentioned in Part 
I. In 

has shed some light. comments are made about selected additionl ones. 
the sections which follow, 

There are tables at the end of each section on which little or no comment 
is
 

made. It is recommended that Chiefs of Technical Divisions 
and their project marage:'1
 

review each of the tables in Part IIwith the purpose 
of noting that which should be
 

a matter of discussion among their own staffs, and 
between them and their Thai coun­

terparts.
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SECTION 1 

Follow-up/Evaluation Questionnaire No.l: Participant Selection 

Introduction 

This section deals with tabulations of 118 P/1 qupstionnaires which were com­

pleted by participants 2 between April 30, 1964 and May l, 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 
questionnaire 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 selecteea for USOM sponsored trainir
 

However, in actual operations this has not been accomplished. 1z practice only those
 

selectees who enter AUA complete the questionnaire. Thus, those reporting are diffe­
rent from those who do not report in that they are undertaking programs which require
 

proficien-y in English and which are more likely to be academic cnd of a longer dura­
tion.
 

Ii" the tables for this section the column headed "misc" includes four (4) parti.­
ipants in Public Works, three (3) in Social Development, two ("') from Special Pro­
jects, and one (1) in Education.
 

The questionnaire used over the past 12 months is identical to that used during
 

the preceding 18 months. 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 corments. 

Comments 

As shown by tables P/1 - 5 and P/1 - 4 a large majority cf the participants se­

lected over the past 12 months are aware of the fact that their opportunity for tc'aini: 

relates to their work on a joint USOM/Thai Project, and that the training is being 
progranmed to serve the needs of thoproject. Seventy percent (70%) of those selected 

said -they were working on a joint Thai/USOM project at the t.nnc of their selection, 

and almost 80%felt that the needs of the project was a v important consideration 

in their being given the training opportunity. Overall, this finding differs very 

little from 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/64 report the 

percentages were 66 and 85 respectively. 

Most solectees for AID sponsored training continue to view the selection process
 

as being pretty much a Thai unilateral action. Though an increasing percentage appre­

ciate the fact that they are "selected" as opposed to "rovking application" the number 

who credit USOM personnel with having been a first sourc of knowledge about AID (USOM, 
training, or as having been active in their selection reomains 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 learned of the training from USOM personnel, and 25% credited USOM 
personnel with having somthing to do with their s election. In the May, 1964 report 
these percentages were 79, 5, and 32. 

/1 Referred to in this reporT as P/I
 

/?2 Includes some who were selected as alternates to the principals. 
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The point of concern is that few selectees perceive thoir 
selection as a joint
 
better than two-thirds

American project personnel even though
undertaking by Thai and 

of USOM's Technical Advisor assigned to the 
of them identify with 	a project and know 

5 and P/1 - 8. As commented in Part I, the TA is not partici­project; tables P/1 -
Some reasons for thisselection of participants.

pating systerxitically 	in the actual 

and a recon-.endation for correction appears in 
part I of this report.
 

USOM TA, his personal 	 contact with 
ruspect to the scluctees knowledge of theWith 

the TA s role in the solection process, the 
picture has not'
 

him and how he porcoives were aware
the iay, 64 report 83% of the participants 

over tho past yt-ar. Inimprovcd 
of a TA where they had bcn working. Table P/1 - 8 shows that 

of the availability 
over the past 12 months possessed this awareness. 

However)
 
only 67% of those selected 

seloction.
 
of the lattcr group a 	larger percentage had 

actually met the TA prior to 

1964 reportTA, while the May, 

- 9 in this section shows 9To had met the
Table P/1 
showed approx. 80%. Likcwiseo, a higher nurcentage of those selected over 

the past 12 

months, who reported a TA available, said that the TA consulted and advised with them 

1964 report.covered in the Maypersorially th[an did those 

were workiof the participants reporting 
,,s shown by table P/1 	- 6 six out of ten 

working up-country, and
less than one-third were 

at the tine of selection,in Bangkok 
in Bangkok and up-country. This 

(about 12%) were spending tiic both
the ro~maining 	 and more of USOMsthe fact tht raore

is rather surprising in view of
distribution 
total progroji is duvoted to assistance 

to the northeast. As compared to the group 

the "current" A selectec 
report, approximately 12% more of 

reported in the Hay, 1964 
true in 1962 mid 1963. are from Bangkok than was 

program emphasis. Whereas
 
12, does reflect slightly the change 

in 
Table P1 --	 their return slight]when selected, on 

10 report they were working in Bangkok
6 out of 	 -,dAs the table shows, however, b 

to be in Bangkok.out of 10 expectless than 4 
the number of participants working (full time) up-country 

on their own expectations, 


will not increase as a result of training, 
but the number who will work both in 

Bangkc
 

will increase significantly.and up-country 

on their return, a large majority (76%) expect at 
of where assignedRegardless 	 towere doing prior

to the same kind of work they
the time of selection to return 

training; see table P/l - 11. 

based on participant informational
that this section is

It should be kept in mind 	 in almostat the time of selection.they exist
levels, opinions and expect .tions as 	 af­intensive language training at AUA 

118 cases the participant undergoesall of the 	 now in AUA. Attention
In fact, many of them 	are 

ter completinp the questionnaire. 
 the kind oI 
to the 17 and 12 percent who say they do not know 

is directed articularly 	 they will be workingP/1 - 11) or where 
they . -I be doing on 	return (tablework 	 aspectspersonnel should assure that these 

- 12). Thai/American 	 project(table P1/1 	
and that appropriate discussions are 

assignrient be crystallized,of the post-training 
to their departure,

held with these particip nts prior 

to parti­
used here and else where in this section to refer 

/1 The word "current" is 	 May l,-past 12 uonths (April 	30, 1964 
cipants who have completed P/i during the 

1965)
 



Section 1: Referenced Tables 

Q. 	 'We are interested in some events and considerations in your being a 

-- Did you make application by yourselfcandidate for training abroad 

to go, or were you selected by someone else before you had made 

application? 

Table P/l-i 

AG__ PH PA_ PS JMisc. Total 

0 2 15 0 1 18
Made application 

51 9 !i 9 9 99Was selected 
1 	 10 0 0

Non't know 

10 10 118
Participants reporting 	 51 11 36 

3, Special Project 2.
*Misc. includes: Public Works 4, Education 1, Social Dev. 

This is the case for all subsequent tables in Section 1. 

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

your field? 

Table P/1-Z 

.e~nb Tech1i ldeofA ijLY 

AG PH PA IPS Misc. Total 

47 10 Z4 6 7 94From supervisor 

1 1 4 0 0 6From collea gue s 

3 0 3 3 2 11From USOM Personnel 

Other Thai person 	 0 0 3 1 0 4 

0 0 2 0 1 3Other non-Thai person 

0 0 0 0 0 0Don't recall 

5111 36 10 10 118Participants reporting 
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answer this question) 'Who 
Q, 3. (If you were se..cted by someone; please 

(If you feel two or rore of the following took part in
selected you? 

If only 
your selection, check the two which had the most to do with it. 

check that one only).one made the selection, 

Table P/1-3 

selected.(Reports only these who said they were 

ae mnany as Z mentions)Questions permitted 

Res nec b Tec hical Field od ctivity 

AG PH PA i PS Misci Total 

My supervisor 

USOM personnel 

Ministry or other Thai official 

I won scholarship 

48 

13 

1 

0 

7 

5 

0 

0 

18 

1 

1 

7 

8 

2 

0 

0 

7 

3 

0 

1 

88 

Z4 

Z 

8 

Selected by a committee 1 0 0 1 2 4 

Don't know 0 1 0 0 0 1 

Total mentions I 63 13 27 11 13 127 

9 9951 9 1 9Participants reporting 	 j 

Q. 	 4. To what extent do you feel the following were important in your being 
(Check one)

selected as a candidate for USOM training abroad? 

Table p/1-4 

Seee of Imoortance Partici-
Im- Not Imp. Don't pants reSFry Ims oportn at	 lSooo 	 portingan raaa all KnowSlcinFcosporta 

25 0 1 11892Your personal ability 

0 118194 Z3
The needs of your job 

7 11.82 62 Z623Your personal contacts 

i 102 13 2 1 
Your language ability 

Your professional and educational 
2 11881 33 2

qualifications 

The needs of a joint Thai/Arerican 
2 11893 23 0

project 

118 
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Were you working with USOM or working on a joint USOM/ThaiC, 5. 
selected? (Check one)Government project at the time you were 


Table P/3.5
 

Response by Technical Field of Activitv 

AG PH PA 1PS Misc. Total 

83
34 11 27 6 5

Yes 

4 Z48 0 8 4
No 


9 0 0 1
Don't know 

1 118._51 1 36 10
Participants reporting 

Is the place where ynu have been working up-country or here inQ, 6. 
Bangkk?
 

Table Pl1-6
 

Response 	by Technical Field dActivity 

1 PS Misc. TotalAG PH PA 

22 4 30 7 7 70
 
Bangkok 


33
18 7 4 31 1
Up-country 

15

Both Bangkok and Up-country I 11 0 2 0 Z 


10 10 118
5 Ii 36
Participants reporting 
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to give 	you andQ. 	 8. Has there been a USOM technical advisor available 

your supervisor and colleagues advice and assistance in the work you 

were doing ? 

Table Pl-8 

IResponse by Technical Field of Activity 

PH PS Misc.j Total_r G PA 

One or 	morc -vailablo; advises onll 
21 7 K2 Iwith. supervisor 

One available, adviscs vwi'h supervisor, 
Z 	 3720 1 10myself 	and collearti.-s 

10 3 14 6 5 38
Nonce available; or don't know, 

10 10 If11.51 	 11 36Participart- reporting 

Qo 9. 	 Had ycu met this USOM technical ad-isor prior to learning you were 

going to be selected for training? 

Table P/]-9 

(Reports only those who said a USOM TA was 

nvailable; 80 of the 118 candidates) 

Respnseby Technical Field of Activjt, 

PH IPA PS Misc. TotalAG 

35 j8 z0 3 4 70Yes 

5 l0 2. 1 1 9No 

1 0 1 C 0 0 1
Don't recall or don't know 

41 8 2Z 4 5 80
Participants reporting 



sanv
Q. 	 IL If you go abroad for training, do you expect. to return to do the 

do you expect your job to be different?type of work you are doing now or 

'rable P/ 	 1-i 

esponse by Technical Field of "ctivit,, 

PS Misc1 TotalAG - -[ PH p 

Sane type of work 13 8 11 Z5 9 7 90 

Diffrernt typ. o4" work I 0 00 S-$ 

Don',' t know IZ 0 5 1 2 20 

5l Xl 36 0 10 118
Participants reporting 

where do you CxpLct to be assigned for work, ir 
Q. 	 12. On your roturn, 

Bangkok or up-ccuntrv: or both? 

Table P/i-1Z 

e byTechnical Field ofJ_ 4x.t 
-PA PS Misc.i Total~AG PH 

7 4 43
3 24 

Bar-ngkok 


i Z 3323 7 ­
U-p-country 

3 2716 1 7 0
BDth Bangkok and Up-couritry 

157 0 5 2 1 
Don't know 

36 10 10 11851. 11Participants reporting 



Section 2
 

_on No.2:Fo yow-Up/EValjation Qust ar Partici jts' ?re-departura Report 

Introduction 

deals with tabulation of 101 P/2 questI.onnaires completed between 
This section 

is in Enlich and is completed by1965. questionnaireApril 30, 1964 and May l, The 
Those excused fromtheir departure for training.participarts imediately prior to 	 anddo so,

those who'do not have adequate proficiency in English to 
this exercise are GeneraLly
certain VIP's who are undertaking short period observation type programs. 

duration completc
speaking, all participants whose programs are 6 months or longer in 

P/2.
 

mind that whereas P/l, Section 1 deals primarily with par-
It should be kept in 

program, P/2, Section 2 repoits
ticipants selected and programed under the FY-65 

a few from FY-63 and only two (2) or
the FY-64 program, withpri:-arily on those in 

three (3) from FY-65. 

the pant 12 months is, with a few exceptions, identical to 
use overThe P/2 ir 	 L964 report.as P/2, Section 2, of the IMay

the questionnaire tabulated and rbeprted 
the awta in this section and that which appears in thUe 

Comparison my be made between 
May/64 report. This ill be done, in some instances, in cormenting on the tables, 

appoaring at the end of the section. 

Cornent s 

P/2 - 12.
(a) 	 AUA Ingua e program: tables P/2 -2 trou~1 

past 12 months indicate that 
,re-departure questionnaires completed during the 

opinion of the languageLa general, a very favorablethose who attended AUA have, 
"lot" of improvementThree out of four reported a 

instruction they received there. 
with 63% saying that the improvemmit was at a faster 

in-their English while at AUA, 	
while at AUA and onlyone 	 improvementrate than they had expected. No reported no 

slower than theyhad expected it to be. (See
said their progress was4 (about 6%) 	 of a favorable AUA experience is

6). Further indicetiontables P/2 - 5 and P/2 -	 asreport this experienceAll but one of the participants-shown in table P/2 9. 
"moderately" or "highly" satisfactory. 

in the May, 1964 report the foregoing indicates an 
As compared to that shown 	 will be saidthe true situation and more 

at AUA. It is believed this isimprovement 
about this later. 

by table P/2 - 2, of the 101 participants completing P/2 only 63 re-
As shown 

at AUA. This represents a significant percentage (about 
ceived Erglish instruction 	 higher perthe fact that a 

drop from the May report in 1964 and iscxplained 	by
23%) 

the last 12 months had the required level of English pro­
cent of those departing in 

case of a number of Public Health participants
ficiency when selectedand, as in tlne 	 to AUA forthe provinces prior to reporting 
sona received their language training in 

It will be noted in table P/2 - 3 that the number 	of weeks at AUA varied 
testing. 


/1 Referred to in this report as P/2
 



The 18 participants in Agriculturesignificantly by functional field of training. 
Safety averagedat AUA. Those in Public Administration and Publimaveraged 34 woeks 

somo 26 weeks which is 3 weeks longer
13 to 15 weeks les. The overall average was 


than the average for the group covered by the May, 1964 report.
 

past three years (ever
It is worthwhile to ccrment at this point that over the 

a computation) the number of weeks required
since the Training Division has made such 

steadily increased.to prepare participants in English proficiency has 

been known 
- and - an operational problem which has

Tables P/2 4 P/2 4(a) show 
For the past

for sometine, and about whicL corrective steps have already been taken. 

has been noted that relatively large number of participants were called 
few years it 

When this occurs 
forward prior to having ccmpleted their scheduled program at AA. 

part (the last 6 weeks) of their program which is 
it is always the conversational 

departing in the last 12 
omitted, or cut 	short. Only about three fourths of those 

of ten (10) of thoE 
months ccopleted this part cf their programs. Yet, saven (7) out 

language training (table P/2 - 10) say that 
who have suggestions for improving the 

"more conversaticr" iu needed. 

this situation just described.
USOM and AUA havc taken two steps to correct 

a better response from the Thai ministries we were able t o get a 
First of all, with 

much higher percent of the FY-65 candidates into AUA at, an earlier point in tiM.A
 

a result many of these participants have already ccmpleted their AUA program (i­
(C.F.) inAs 	

conversation) and are now awaiting their call forward
cluding the 6 weeks 

August.
 

to introduce conversa­their intensive language course
Secondly, AUA has cbangud 

Whereas conversationaltheir overall program.
tional English at an earlier point in 

it ia now being 	introduced in the second 
English was delayed until the last 6 weeks, 

overall length of the individuals 
or third six weeks of training, depending on the 

program. This change is considered to be extrmea.7 significant in impro­
scheduled 

t aining. It not only alleviates the problem of a 
ving the participants language 
C.F. 	 prior to the comp. tion of an individual program, it is strengthnLng AUA's
 

in the whicn hn5s received the most participant criticism.

overall program area 

of explanation. As shown, the data 
Table P/2 - 7 & 8 requires a bpeicial note 

in the majority 	 of 
is misleading. 	 In the tabulation of the data it was noted that 

was wasin which most progress made the last onecases the period indioated as the 
strenLThis observation serves to 

six weeksof training, or .Conversational English." 
the P/2 Question­and has led to a slight change in 

then thp findings noted earlier, 
of this inquiry 	in future repor

will permit a more meaningfu!. tabulationnaire which 

me and satisfactionof acccmplish: n t, personal
Thouih the data 	show a high degr :u 

large number of 	Thai participantrthat a
with AUA language training, the fact remains 

depart fooling that their El1ish is inadequa-te for the undertakinlg they face. BettP 

(4) out of ton (1.) feel that additional lessons in English is needed. 
than four - of these feel this addi­
(Table P/2 & 1). An overwhelming percent (table P/2 12) 

after their arrival in the country of training 
tional instruction should be given 

(USA)* 

LlA high percent entered ALM in October, 1964 



There is, hcwever, evidence that the percentage of departees who feel their
 
The 	58% shown in table P/2 - i in this-report is 

English is adequate is increasing. 

in the May, 1964 report.
2.% 	 greater than that shown in table P/2 - 11 

-In sumarization, the data appearing in tables P/2 - 2 through P2/12 show clearl 

that,from the participants' view point, AUA is doing a very good 
job. 

More important, a oomparison of the data in this section 
with that developed a
 

year ago (see tables P/2 - 2 through 12 - 12, May, 1964 report) shows that an increa­

sing nuLber of USOM participants speak favorably of 
the AUA language program, and
 

depart feel-ng more adequately prepared to faco the language 
problem when they reach
 

the USA.
 

(b) AUA Orientation Progam: Tables P/2 - 13 through P/2 - 15(d). 

- 15(d) show a similar picture for AUA's
 The 	data (Tables P/2 - 13 through P/2 

As compared to
 

orientation program to prepare the participant for life in 
the USA. 


t1-e 	 May 1964 report the "current" A data show a significant irm­
comparable tables in 

For 	example, the number of participants who view 
the AMA orientation pro­

piovement. 
 With the exception of "Religion ar
 
gram as ve= satisfactory increased by about 10'. 

religious practices" nearly all of the participants 
report having received adequate
 

the 	 inquiry was made, and the number who rcport
information on topics about which 

adequate coverage on this subject has increased 
by about 10% durinf; the past 12 month
 

The only way in which this aspect of participant 
pre-departure preparation has
 

suffered is that, relatively speaking, a decreasing 
number of departees participate
 

Only 50% of those departing during the past 12 month
 in the AUA orientation program. 
 Thi
 
did 	so. This compares to 8C% cf those who were covered in 

the May, 1964 report. 


picture deserves a word of explanation.
 

so because they had
 
Of those who did not attend AUA orientation 57% 

did not do 


been to the USA before, or they were going to third 
countries. Theoretically these
 

However, 43% of those
 
participants would not have benefitted from such 

attendnce. 


not 	attending did not do so because they did not 
have time due to an early call for­

other reason. This number accounts for about 22% of all partici­ward, or for scune 

As mentioned earlier in cornenting
 

pants who departed, and is a matter of concern. 


on the conversational English course, this problem can 
only be solved by assuring tha
 

This arrangement was made for many of the
 candidiates enter AUA at an earlier date. 

Every effort nst be _tde tc assure that we dj 

so
 
participants in the FY-65 program. 


with respect to the FY-66, and future progrfms.
 

15(c) is a new table in that it did not appear 
in the May 1964 roper
 

Table P/2 -

The 	table is included to give AUA some insight as 

to areas in which the participants
 

It is significant that loss than half of those 
fjul an inprovement night be made. 


attending the orientation program had any suggestion 
to mako, and one-third of these
 

mentioned nothing specific. Interestingly, "Religion and religious practices" 
is not
 

specifically mentioned here even though it is the 
one subject matter area which the
 

greatest number felt to be inadequately covered.
 

/1 	The word "current" is used here and elsewhere 
in this section to identify data
 

collected over the past 12 months.
 



(c)The Thal role la Rpr-derarture orientation as to the 3ubetantivo agpects of 

re-

Seven (7) out of tcn (10) of tho participants departing in the past 12 

months 

ported that saoeone (Thai) at their place of employment had discussed 
their program 

with them, (Table P/2 - 18). This compares with better than eight (8) out of ton (10, 

A recommendation to correct this indicated
 who so reported in the May, 1964 report. 


lessening of effort has been made in part I of this report and no further 
comment is
 

required hero.
 

- 19, the rartJ cipants imediato superviscr, or other ThaiAs 	 shown by table P/2 
official are the ones who most often discuss the trainaig program with the 

participal
 

However, "former (USOM) participants" are playing a significant role in these discus­

sions. This is considered a very favorable procedure in that such persons can give 

from first hand experience information and advice on the problems the 
participant wiL 

However, dicusaions with former participants does not face when he reaches the USi. 


suffice to displace the need for a diecussion nt.ween the participant and his supe­
followingriors. In fact, the picture shown by table P/2 - 19 probably explains the 

20(a), (b), (c), etc.) which shoe' a failure to cover, in all cases, sC(
tables (P/2 ­
important areas of the post-training situation. The participants superior, who is in
 

a position to make decisions and follow through, should be the one tc discuss the pas'
 

training Job assignment, and what it will involve.
 

(d) 	 USOMIs Role in pre-derture orientation as to the substantive 
aspects of 

training; tables P/2S- 22 through P/2 - 26 

- 23 & 24) show that though 94% of the partici-
The data (tables P/2 - 22, P/2 


pants know the USOM TA on the project sponsoring their training, only 
abcut 84% re­

that the TA, or other US(I4 officer, had dis­port (at the time they complete P/2) / 

3% 	less than that shown in table P/2 ­

cussed tJheir program with them, This is saco 
IRV 1964 report. This differcnce alcne is relatively irmigrnficant), obut 

23 	 in tho 
25(g) indicate that the discussions hold with parti­

tables P/2 - 25(a) through P2 ­

cipants departing during the past 12 nonths were not as complete 
and comprehensive as
 
With respect to
 

those held with the particilants covered in the Mby., 1964 report. 


cach of the program areas shown by these tables, the number reporting 
coverage has
 

Though the percentage change in most instances is relatively small it's
 decreased. 

performance in respect to this 

one-direction consistency establishes the fact that TA 

aspect of pre-departire preparation has deteriorated.
 

Attention was directed to this situation end a recornendation 
made in the com-


No further oomment is required here.
 nents appearing in part I of this report. 


-
with respect to table P/2 25(d). The
 
Perhaps specific cormint should be made 

a must in p-re-departure participantTA
inquiry here concerns what obviously should be 

Yet, only 65% of the "current" participants report coverage 
as comnared
 

discussions. 

It 	is hoped that this apparent reduction
 to 86% who did so in the May, 1964 report. 


ea., and there is reason to believe that it probably is not. Unfortunately,

is not r 

the question used referenced "block 17" in the lICP 2nstead of 

"block 19" which now
 

This c':..ge has been made in the question­
contairs the description of the training. 

naire now in use.
 

jor 	to departure, when thrreport
1 	As reported in part I this is a day or so r. 

to the Training Division for final briefing.
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25(f) presents a picturc sirilar to that presented in the May, 1964
Tables P/2 ­
report. Though a high percent of the participants reporting are scheduled for 

aca­

demic training in the USA, relatively few are being alerted by their TA of their op­

portunity to join an American professional society or associ:'.tion 
while they are 

abroad, The TA undoubtedly knows of the affilation which would be most 
beneficial 

for the professional growth of the participant, and this aspect 
of the training op­

in pre-departure discussion.portunity should certainly be c6vered 

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


The picture shown with respect to the frequency and nature 
of the TA/participant
 

- 29. The
 
pre-departure discussions perhaps accounts for 

the finding in Tables P/2 


response here speakfj somewhat less favorable of our efforts over the past 12 
months
 

1964 report. Six percent
than that showm for the participants covered by the May 

the tradning they
less of the 11current" participants report being well satisfied with 

for by the significantly higher 
are mdertaing, _id this difference is accounted 

percentage who report that thcy do not feel they know enough 
about their progrxn to 

say. This percentage increased from 6%, May, 1964 to 15% for the "current" group. 

- 31, but this
 
This finding may appear to contradict what was noted in table 

P/2 

latter emphasis is on 

is not necessarily true. It should be kept in mind that in the 

the partici;=ats acceptance of the conditions of training, 
while the former concerns 

be colzu.cted. Table P/2 - 30 is a new 
his satisfacti-on with the training program to 

table and the response shown does not, it is thought, reflect 
accurately the number
 

can name the project sponsoring the trxining. : izy of those who 
of participants who 
did not mention the project reported that they were being sent 

abroad under "AID spon
 
does not

under "A.I.D. projects." The self-administered questionnairesorship," or 
lend itself to the follow-up "probes" required to clarify such 

general, non-specific
 

respowes.
 



Section 2 - Referenced Tables 

0. 	 2. In preparation for this particular training program, did you have 

English language training at A UA ? 

Table P2nz 

Response by Technical Field ofActivity _ 

Ag PH ED PA' PS SD* Total 

Yes 18 6 13. 13 6 7 63 

2 6 5 6 35No 	 5 14 

Participants reporting 23 Z0 15 19 I1 13 101
 

*Includes IPublic Works and 2 Social Development participants.
 

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

Table P/2-3 

(Reports only those 	attending AUA Language 
classes) 

Resonse by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PH ED PA PS SD* Total 

2 1 0 2 1 1 76 weeks 

12 weeks 	 0 0 1 1 1 0 3
 

0 1 1 3 2 3 10
18 weeks 

0 7
24 weeks 	 3 0 1 3 0 


7 3 5 3 2 3 23
30 weeks 

36 weeks 3 1 3 1 0 0 8
 

1 0 0 0 0 0 1
42 weeks 

48 weeks 1 0 2 0 0 0 3
 

54 weeks 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
 

Number attending AUA 18 6 13 1 13 6 7 63 

Average number of weeks attended 34 25 31 _121 19 21 26 
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Q. 4. Did you complete the 6-week Conversation Course? 

Table pI2-4 

(Reports only those who attended A UA language classes) 

Res onse by Techn,*caI 	 Field of Activity 

PS SD TotalAG PH ED PA 

15 4 13 6 	 4 4 47Yes 

7 2 3 162 2 0No 

Number attending AUA 18 6 13 13 6 7 63 

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

Table P2-4(a) 

(Reports only those not completing Conversaicn 
Course)
 

Response b Technical ,Field of Activity__ 
AG PH EDV, PS, SD Total 

Time factor (passed ALIGU tests & 
was called forward prior to corn­

0 6 2 3 15pleting 	C -versation Course) 2 

Other (non-specific reason) 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Participants reporting 	 12 2 0 7 Z 3 16 

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

Table P/2-5 

(Reports only those attending AUA language classes) 

Response yTechnical Field of Activity 

AG PH ED PA PS SD* Total 

12 2 13 9 	 5 7 48Improved a lot 
6 2 0 3 	 1 0 12Improved somewhat 

Improved only a little 	 0 Z 0 1 0 0 3
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Don't know 

18 6 13 13 	 6 7 63Participants reporting 


*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 

Was the rate at which your English improved more thanproficiency? 

or,
you expected, less than you expected, about what you expected it 

would be ? 
Tablf p12-6 

(Reports only those &.ttendingAUA language classes) 

Respnseby Technical Field of Activity 

_ AG PH ED PA PS SD Total 

More tiian expected 	 15 2 11 7 2 3 40 

Less than expaicted 0 2 	 0 2 I 0 0 4 

2 31 2 4 16About as expected 	 3 2 
0 0 0 1 2 0 3Don't know 

8 L 6 13 13 6 7 63 
-Participants reporting 

Q. 	 7. When you were attending AUA clase- was there some particular time 
made the fastest progress in under­period 	during which yotn thJrk you 

In which period did you make the greateststanding Engoish? (If "Yeo") 

improvement?
 

Table p/Z-7 & 8
 

(Reports only those attending A Gli language classes)-

Field of ActivityResponse by Techr.4;',. 
TotalA-401 H PS SD 

Only in AUA 6 weeks 	 2 1 0 Z 1 1 7 

1 0 0 0 0 0 1First 6 weeks 

2 1 3 1 1 1 9
Second 	6 weeks 
2 0 1 4 3 3 13Third 6 weeks 
3 0 6 3 1 0 13Fourth 	6 weeks 
7 3 3 3 0 1 17Fifth 6 weeks 


No particular period 1 1 0 0 0 1 3
 

"-rticipants reporting 

how do you view your 	English language training experienceQ. 	 9. Overall, at 

AUA: Was it highly satisfactory, only moderately satisfactory, or not 

satisfactory at all? (Check one) Table P 2­
(Reports only those attending AUA language classes) 

-*Response b- Technical Field of A ctivity 
AG PH ED PA PS SD Total 

0 6 5 3 4 23Highly satisfactory 5 


Moderately satisfactory 13 6 7 8 2 3 39
 
0 0 0 0 0 0 G
Not satisfactory 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Undecided 

18 6 13 13 6 7 63Participants reporting 
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if any, which you think might improve
Q. 	 10. What suggestions do you have, 

the English courses at AUA ? 

Table P/Z-lO
 

(Reports only those attending AJA language classes)
 

Res onse by Technical Field of.Activity 
TotalAGIPH 	 ED P SS 

0 4 2410 3 4 3More conversation 
31 0 1 1 0 0

More grammer 
0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Use audio visual aids 
1 0 1 1 0 1 4 

Suggestion (Nor,.-specific) 0 20 0 0Tnprove teach-.ng staff 
No suggestion 3 7 2 

. 6 	 __1__1 7 63Participants reporting 

Q. 	 11. Do you think your English o adequate for the training program you 

-lessons in English?r,:i ?-:c! - for ad'are undertaking, or &o --. a 

(Chock one) 
T:,le p/z-11
 

,1d of .('tiv;t!T.e-,cPonse ,y Technical 

..5,__.___,.________.___ .EDS SD Total 

5 7 9 59.I
Adequate 

Not adequate - need additional
 

11 6 10 U 3 4 40

lessons 	 1 0 21.0 0 1Undeced 

19 11 13 i101Part.,'Ipants reporting 

Q. 	 1. (If you believe you need additional lessons in English, answer this
 

permit your taking additional English lzssons,
question) IC time would 
Bangkok before you

where do you think they .hould bi- taken. here it-. 


depart, or after you arrive in the U.S.A. ?
 

Table p12-12 

(Reports only those who at time of departure felt the 

need for additional iEnlish i -truction; including the undecided) 

Res onsc bv Technical Field of Activity1 _ 

PA PS SD TotalAG D 

0 1 0 1 0 1 3 
In Bangkok 


4 4 z 36.1 5 10Afte. arrival. in U.S.A. 


0 2 0 1 3
0 0Don't know 

7 4 4 42Participants reporting 	 11 6 .10 

http:teach-.ng


- 27 -

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
 
sponsorship? (Check one)
 

Table Pi2-13 

Response by Technical Field of ActiYity
AiPH E PA PS SD Tot 

,Yes 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 

No, I have been in the U.S.A. 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 ?iN.(oraogie)pleting course 

15 19 11 .3 1101Participantc reporting 	 23 20 

Q. 14. In general, the AUA Orientation program is to give participants adequate 
and key ih-ights intoinformation on how to get along in the U. S.A., some 

the American way of life, Anerican institutions, cultural values, atti­

tudes, and the like; with the foregoing in mind how would you ra:te the 

Orientation sessions which you attended? (Check one) 

Table ./2-14
 

(Reports only those who attended A UA Ortent!'.tion)
 

.esponse br Tec hy: I?ield of Activity 
AG PES 	 SD Total 

Very satisfactory lZ 1 I1 1 2 1 28
 

Moderately satisfactory 5 3 2 7 1 3 21
 
0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Not satisfactory 

Participants reporting 	 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 

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

Table P/2-15a 

JReports only those who attended AUA Orientation) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

A G PH ED PA PS SD Total 

4Yes 15 5 13 6 3 46 

No a 0 0 2 0 0 4 

Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 



- 28 -

Religion and religious practices in the U.S.A. ?Q. 15b. 

Table p/2 _-15b 

(Reports only those who attended .AUA Orientation) 

Enough information 
Reaponse 
AG ?PH 

byehnical Field of Activitvyj 
ED PA rS SD Total 

Yes 14 3 11 5 2 4 39 

No 3 2 2 3 1 0 11 

Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 

-. 15c. American money and its use? 

Table p/Z-15c 

(Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation) 

_ Enough information 
Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PH ED PA PS. , SD Total 

Yes 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 

No 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Participants reporting 17 5 13 8 3 4 50 

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

Table PI/Z-15d 

(Reports only those who attended AUA Orientation) 

Enough information 
Response b Technical Field of I ct;vity 

A G 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 _ 13 8 3 4 50 
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Q. 	 15c. In addition to the foregoing (Q. 15a through d) is there something which 

you would have liked to have known about which you did not get inform­

ation on? 

0. 16. 	 Do you have suggestions for improving AUP Orientation sessions? 

Table P/Z-15c & 16 

(Reports only those who attended AUP. Orientation) 

Res ponse by Tehnica 
-AG A ED 

i~e 
PS 

ofAcivit 
SD Total 

Show more (modern) filns Z 0 3 1 0 0 

More information on the geography, 
history of the U. SA. 

More information on customs 
I-ow to study 

0 
0 
2 

2 
0 
0 

0 
2 
0 

9 
1 
0 

1 
2 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3 
5 
2 

More information in general 
(Non specific) 

No suggestion 

3 
12 

0 
3 

2 
6 

1 
5 

0 
0 

1 
3 

7 
Z9 

17 5 13 8 3 4 50Participants reporting 

Now, will you please answer the following questions about the Technical Training 

Program which you are undertaking. First of all -­

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

Table P/2-17 

Response 	bv Technical Field of c 

ED PP PS SD TotalAG PH 

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

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

5 0 1 0 2 1 9Don't know 

15 19 11 13 101Participants reporting 	 3 0 
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0. 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 

Re sponse by Technica. Fielo of. Activit~y 

AG I PH ED PA PS 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 1 13 1101 

Q. 	 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 ?/2-19 

(Reports only those who said program information 

was received at place of employment) 

Response by TechnicaI ie1 o Ativity 
PHAGED PA PS SD TotalI 

7 8 3 8 48My immediate supervisor 10 12 

Other Thai official 8 11 7 6 4 5 41 

University official (professor, fac­
ulty advisor, etc.) 1 3 0 0 1 2 7 

A former participant who is my 
9 7 7 4 2 3 32colleague or friend 

28 33 21 18 10 18 128Total mentions 
Pa-iiptI17 1 r t10 12 5 9 

12 5 9 171Participants reporting 	 17 18 10 
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Q. 20. (If "yes" to Q. 1Q !nswer this question) 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 specific problems 

with which the Thai Government is c,,ncerned. 

Table p/2-ZOa 

(Reports only those who said program information was 

received at place of 

Res 

employment) 

onse by Technical Field of A Qtivity 

A G PH ED PA PS SD Total 

Yes 15 17 10 10 5 6 63 

No 0 3 

Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 71 

Q. Z0b. The type of assignment you will have on return -- where you will 

be assigned, what your job funt:tion will be, etc. 

Table p/Z-Z Ob 

(Reports only those who said program information 

was received at place of employment) 

Response by Technical Field of Pctivity 

AG PH ED PA PS SD Total 

Yes 16 17 9 10 3 9 64 

No 1 1 1 z 2 0 7 

Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 71 
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Q. 	 20c. The cxtert to which you will be expected to pass on to others what 

you acquire in your training experience. 

Table Rp,.Z-0c 

Response by Tecbnical Field of Activity 

AG PH fED PA PS SD Total 

5114 10 8 6 5 8Yes 
5 0 1 193 8 2No 

Don't know or no answer 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Participants reporting 17 18 10 12 5 9 '71 

The length of your program -- that is,when you are expected to return.Q. 	 20d. 

Table P/ZZ0d 

_I___Ar 	 r~__ 
PA PS SD TotalAG PH ED 

9 	 C415 17 9 11 3Ye r 

2 1 1 1 2 0No 

17 18 10 12 5 9 ij-Participants reporting 

. Z0a. 	 Was anything said about the conditions under which your stay abroad
 

might be extended.
 

Table P/2-ZOe 

Response by Technical Ficl 

AG PH I ED IPA PS SD 

71
Participants reporting 17 18 1 0 1: 5 9 

7 
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about how much time in the last 3 months have you spentQ. 	 21. f ltogether, 
discussing your training abroad with a person or persons at your 

place of employment? (Check one tf the following) 

Table p/2-21 

Response by Technical Field of A ctivity 

AG PH ED ip PSI SL Total 

0 4 0 0 0 1 5Less than one hour 
5 0 1 0 1 10One hour, but less than :wo hour ; 3 

Two hours, but less than three hour 3 i1 1 1 0 0 6 

Three hours, but less than four 
1 0 0 1 0 0 2hours 

1 0 5Tour hours, but loss than five ourti 2 1 0 1 

Five hours, but less than six hours 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Six hours, but less than sevenhours 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Seven hours, but less than eight 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
hours 


5 Z 4 2 4 23Eight hours or more 	 6 
2 2 7 4 2 2 19I don~t remember 

17 18 10 lz 5 9 71
Participants reporting 


C. 22. Who is your USOM Technical Advisor? 

Table P/2-22 

Res onse byTechnical Field of Activity 

ED PA PS !SD TotalAG PH 

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


by name 

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

13 10123 20 15 19Participants reporting 
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orQ. 	 23. Have you discussed your training program with your USOM TA 

anyone at USOM? 

Q. 24, With whom did 	you hold this discussion? 

Table P/Z-23 & 23 

Res onse b Technical Field of Ac ivit 

s PI ED PA PS SD Total 

20 14 11 16 8 12 81Yes; discussed program 	with TA 

Yes; discussed program with other 
0 Z 0 1 0 0 3

USOM official 

No; program not discussed with 
3 1 173 4 4 2USOM official 

23 2 15 19 11 13 111
Participants reporting 

0. 	 Z5. (If "Yes" to Q. 23, answer this question) Did this person discuss the 

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

a. 	 How your training was related to a joint Thai/Pmerican Project. 

Table p/Z-Z5a 

(Reports only those who said their program w? s 

TA, or other USOM officia1)discussed with the USOM 

Response by Technical Field of. ctivit 

AG PH ED PA- PS SD Total 

17 16 11 14 7 7 72Yes 

0 0 3 1 5 123No 

Participants reporting 20 16I1 7 8 12 84 
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C.. 25b. The goals of the project, and how your training is 
accomplishing project goals. 

to contribute to 

Table P/Z-Z5b 

(Reports only those who said their progran, was 

USOM TA, or other USOM official) 

Responsey Tecia 
i PH ED 

discussed with the 

qnidof Actvit 
PA PS SD Total 

YES 

No 

18 

2 

15 

1 

11 

0 

12 

5 

7 

1 

10 

2 

73 

11 

Participants reporting 20 lb 1 1 j 7 12} 8 

Q. Z5c. Did this person discuss the level of your training program? 

Table P/2-25c 

(Reports only those who said their program was discussed with 

the USOM TA, or other USOM official) 

Reponse by Technical 
AG PH! ED iPA 

Field of Activity 
PS SD Total 

Yes 

No 

18 

2 

14 

2 

11 

0 

10 

7 

7 

1 

10 

2 

70 

14 

Participants reporting ,_0O 16 11 1 8 _7 12 84. 

Q. Zd. Did he review with you block 17 of the P1O/P which ir. tI7.o descrip.i~n 
of the training you are to receive? 

Table P/2-25d 

(Reports only those who said their program was discussed with 

the USOM TA, or other USOM official) 

R 
AG 

sponse 
FH 

by Technical 
ED PA, 

Ficla of A 
PS SD 

tivity 
Total 

Yes 

No 

15 

5 

10 

6 

4 

7 

12 

5 

6 

2 

10 

2 

57 

27 

Participants reporting 20 16 11 17 8 12 84 
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--lans for you to ass along the skills and knowledge
Q. 	 25e. DiH he discuss 

on the 'roject?you acquire in training to others working 

Table ?/2-Z5e 
said their orograrn was discussed(Renorts only those who 

with the USOM TA, or other USOM official) 

Resonse by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PH ED 'A oS TotalSD 

Yes 15 12 11 11 7 10 66 

No 5 4 0 6 1 2 18 

"artici-ants re-)orting Zo 16 I i 17 8 i 

under which your training irograr. might be extended?
C. 25f. The conditions 

Table p/Z-25f 

was discussed with
(Renorts only those who said their -rogram 

the USOM TAP, or other USOM official) 

Res onse b Technical e 

AG pH ED 0A 0S SD Total 

4 8 6 3 6 4013Yes 
5 6 447 12 3 11No 

17 8 12 84.
Tartici-ants reoorting 20 16 11 

54. Your eligibility to join a U. S. 'rofessional association in your 

technical field (at relatively little cost to you) 

Table n/Z-25g 

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

Resnonse by Technical Field of Activity 

W --3S SD TotalAG nH ED 

1 3211 6 5 4 	 5Yes 
6 13 7 5 398 0No 

Cuestion not a',)licable - 3rd 1 10 0 0 0 2 13 
.. ..... .country training 

20 16 11 17 .8 12 84
'Oartici-3ants re--orting 
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Q. 	 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 

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

Resionse by Technical Field of.Act.yty 
AG "P'.H ED PA 0S SD Total 

Less than one hour 2 1 1 2 0 3 9 
One hour, but less than two hours 7 5 3 1 1 0 17 
Two hours, but less than three hour 3 0 0 2 2 2 9 
Three hours, but less than four hour 1 3 0 1 0 4 9 
Four hours, but less than five hours 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 

Five hours, but less than six hours 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Six hours, but less than seven hours 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 
Seven hours, but less than eight houi s 0 1 0 1 0 3 
Eight hours or more 6 4 3 5 3 0 2. 
I don't remember 0 z 4 4 2 1 13 

--articinants reorting 	 20 16 11 17 8 12 04 

?Y. Did you have any nart in r-lanning the training orogram you are under­
taking? (Check one) 

Table p/2-27 

Response bv Technica jie ld o c t 
AG 'PH ED ?A 7S SD Total 

Yes 	 9 10 2 U 6 7 45 

No 	 14 10 10 7 5 6 52 

Don't know 	 0 0 3 1 0 0 4 

.articinantsreoorting 	 20 15 19 11 13 I23101 
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as you know did your immediate Thai supervisor have any
Q. 	 28. Insofar 

(Check one)share in planning your training program? 

Table D/Z-28 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

ED PS SD TQalAG PH PA 

11Yes 11 10 13 3 8 56 

8 8 2 6 5 4 33
No 

3 	 124 1 3. 0 1
Don't know 

11 13 10.
articipantB reporting 23 20 15 19 

. zg9 	 When all is considered how do you now feel about the training program 

you *ri~e going abroad to complete? (Check one) 

Table '0/Z-29 

A H 	 b l .SD__ Toga.,Res- onse DTechnical! Fie._c-f A ctivit 
AG F..H ED, T'. 

8 	 8219 15 12 17 D.
Well sat;isfied 

0 1 0 0 2 1 4 
Not very well satisfied 

I really 	don't know - I do not feel 
1 1 15 

1have enoughinfo to say 	 4 4 3 2 

23 20 - 15 19 11 13 101 
Darticinants renorting 
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What is the nane of the joint Thai/USOM project under which you
0, 30. 

being sent abroad for training?are 

Table PLZ2-30 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

ED ?A 'PS SD TotalPH
_______AG 

Participant knew and correctly iden­
12 14 8 10 78the sponsoring project 16 18"Thed 

articipant did not identify sponsor­
7 2 3 3 3 23

ing project 

19 13Z3 20 15 1i 0I 
T'articipants reporting 

2:, 31. The nurvOso and n-ature of your AID training is spelled out in Blocks 16, 

a complete under­17 and 18 of the 7IO/P. You should at this time have 

standing of both the training objective and the conditioiis under which the 

onetraining in undertaken. -'lease check of the following. 

Table /Z-31 

Response by Technical Field of Act'.vitv 
PH ED , OS SD Tota". 

and amount of1 understand the nature 

training and accept the conditions 
-nde-r which the training is granted Z3 20 15 18 7 13 96 

Understand the tra-ining but reluctant 
to accept conditit" 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

do not understane the nature and/ 
or amount of training 0 0 0 1 3 0 4 

Parints reporting_ .. _ ... 2 15 . 19 11 13 101 
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SECTION 3 
Evaluation 

Follow-UpAuesticfnaire No.3;: Participant's Return Report 

ntroduction
 
':

deals with the results of 154 F/3 questionnaires canpleted betw'.c
This section 

oa 

April 30, 1964 and May 1, 1965. According to Training Office records the 154 ques­

a few of the participants who ret-cned during the re­tionnaires represent all but 


porting pericd who had oomple ,ed programs of 6 months 
or longer in duration. The
 

6 months or loner in duration, and
reporte," all completed programsparticipants who 

143 received training in the U.3.A.
 

particip-nt
P/3 is a self administered questionnaire which is completed when the 

Training Division., and: the completed quiestionnAire is used as a guide
reports to Lhe 
by the Training Officer in the debriefing interview,
 

asrevised by adding what no-! appears
In May 1964 the P/3 qiesti..onairc was 

24. Most of the 154 return~ees ro.,-F':2ing
b & c; 23 a & b; and questionqu'Cst6ions 8, a, 


over the past 12 months coplted the revised questionnaire. Howevor, Tables repor-­
and they Adl?. 

ting the results of the aforcmentioned questions have a reduced base 

be foot-notcd accordingly.
 

Aside fr~ni the additions mentioned, thcP/3 completed by those returning cve-' 
the May, 1964 repc,­were presented in

th-e.past year affords the sameo, t<.eo. as current fings and
'*ire coiparisons can be nppropriately -nde between the 


they will b2 ra.dc a part of the coiraents which follow,

reported a year ago, 

Corments
 

- 3 through .P_ -3' 
(a) Facts about the training progran copleted: tables P/3 

nanc thre i_3OM
0- their return approximately 73% of the participants were ab?.c to 

t.- -

T.".I ;as their adviso'r at the time of departure, However. :Iesf th n .7, 

D n-nc the TA curruntly assigned to the spcnsoring project; (Tab:I-3 PF/ 4)
able 
 to c .it n1 

true even though 90% had reported to their ..iif..T 'ior
Thn cr was 

table P/.3 - 12 (a) & (b)) reported in P/- "''t '.u 'm'.'thc-A-d about 7% (see -: -- ' -.
The relatively high p' : tt
 
...-.trinnng position they were to fill, 

know who their USOM adrisor would be, stems largely from 
porting that they did not 

was no USOM advisor aboar,
the f -ct that for a sizeablc number of the returnees, there 


other pro-

Tho sf--nsoring project had phased nut and the TA's either transferred 

to 
For example, of the 62 returnees
 jects, other missions., or returned to the U.S.A. 


in Education no more than one-third returned to an 
active project with a USOM TA
 

However, based on the data and the debriefing interview 
in the Training Di­

aboard. 

of a USOM TA is not being Liscussedthat the absence or Iz-esencevision, it apl)cars 

with the returnee when he reports to his ministry. 
Perhaps USOM project managers
 

should request their counterparts to include in their 
discussion with returnces the
 

if any.the Am-rican personnel involved,
status of the project, and the identity of 

Three fourths of the participants reporting completed 
programs which were pri­

and 85% of these rec, ived an acade.Lic degree. In aLmost all cases 
marily academic 

was at the graduate lve '. In pursuing the
 
(only 3 exceptions) the degree received 

tm.e, 
degree objective about two-thirds of the particilants 

required an extension in 
In
 

out of 10 the extension was partly or copletely financed 
by AID. 


and in 7 cases 

for a period of less than 12 months; 

most instances (74%) the extension received was 
. .....
(See tables P/3 - 6 through 7 (b)). 


-/I-fr- A +,n in this reor -as P/3
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The foregoing differs very little from the picture shown by the May, 196i Ml 

look at comparable tables does indicate that fewer of the participrnts returning 

over the past 12 raonths received an extension, and that the average length of the 

-tensions granted was somewhat shorter. 

In all inquiries in the past, 40% or more of the Thai..rlticipants reportin have 

felt that the training program completed was too short. In the May.1964 report and in 

18) the percentage is 41% and 42% respectively, and thethis report (See table P/3 -

RPES data show 49%.
 

The RPES report pointed out that though the participants attitude toward the
 
or "about right") had
length of his program (feeling it was "too long". "too short", 

to the actual length of the prcgran complctod, there was .little or no relationship 
positive relationship between his attitude toward the length of his progrrm 

and his
 

degree of satisfaction with the overall training experience.
 

new questions were introduced in the P/3 questiLonn-ireBacause of the foregoing, 
used over the past 12 months to give some insight as to why so large a number rel -!. 

their programs as too short. 

The results of the new questions are shown in tables P/3 - 8(a), (b) and (c). 

About half of the participants reporting (only 130 were asked this question) said they 

in the country of training. In more thar '-1fwould have liked to have stayed longer 
than 12 months u: i­

of the caseb those desiring to stay longer would have liked lest 

tional time. It does not appear that the desire to remain longer in any way rc 

tc whether the articipant accomplished the original training objective of recc>'­

an academic degree. In fact, those receiving a degree are slightly more likely to
 

report desiring additional time than those whose programs were non-academic, or who
 

for other reasons received no degree. A significant finding is the reason for de--


As shown by Table P/3 - 8 c, of those who gave a rcaso,.
sirin,7 more time abroad. 

r than half wished to broaden their training experience by getting OJT (practi­oet 

the field of Education who di.d c .1 c;-oerience. Most of these were participants in 

I n an academic degree. 

"T1is picture substantiates a finding reported in the RPES report and calls a ­
Lc-td )n to the following recommendation which was made in Chapter _I, page 42 & 43, 

fithe RPES report: "when a degree program is planned, adequate time should be ore­

vided and an arrangement made for subject-matter related practical exporienco upjon 
8c would indicate that this considera­completion of the academic work." Table P/3 ­

tion is needed most urgently for those participants in the field of Education.
 

About 80% of the returnees report on returning that they had a clear understan-

Interestingly, this
ding of their post-training assignment prior to their departure. 


is a considerably larger number than the number departing during the past 
12 months
 

who said their post-training assignment was discussed with someone (Thai) 
at their
 

- - Also, as
place of employment. (See Section 2, tables P/2 18 and P/2 20 b). 


12 (a) & (b), it is some 6% more than report that they presently
shown by table P/3 ­
(Lt the time of completing P/3) know what their return assignment will be. Since 90% 

or.f

of those reporting had already reported to their ministry it would appear 

that 


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 z . 

feel they know what their pos'-As previously noted, about 74% of the returnees 
all report that the assignment is whattrainirg assignment will be. Of these, almost 

they expected to get on return; table P/3 - 12(a) & (b). 

Regardl2ss of whether they knew the assignment they were to receive, three out of 

four expect to now have more responsibility than they had had prior to their training, 

and a-bout half expect to receive a higher salary. The latter is a considerably lower 

percentage than was bha., for participanrts covered by the Majy, 1964 report. 

academic degree is 9ig-It is worthwhile to note that the number who obtained an 
than the number who expect an in-rease in salary; tables P/3 - 6(b)nificantly higher 

and P/3 - 13(b). However, the opposite is true with respect to participant expecta­

tions in regard to the responsibility they will have, Table P/3 - 13(a). 

Programming
An observation madc in the May, 1964 report is worth repeating here. 

a participant for an advanced degree does not necessarily give assuvance that he will 

be promoted to a paition of higher authority, more salary, etc., on his return, and, 

hence, be in a better position to effectively use the knowledge and skills acquir'd, 

Tables P/3 - 13(a)and 13(b)show that many of the partici.ants themselves do not expect 
and 3b, Sec­this development on their returnm, and as will be noted in tables P4 - 3a 

tion 4, such a promotion has not occurred within 6 months ifter return. 

As shown by table P/3 - 14a, better than 8(% of the participants return with s;ome-
In the nrijoritthing specificallp in mind which they want to put into use in Thailand. 

in mind utilizing his training experience in improving, re­of cases the returnee has 
changing existing methods, However, one thirdorganizing, or procedures, etc. almost 

"new" in improving Thai so­return with ideas for introducing or developing something 
cial or economic conditions. 

If the investment benefits of training can be measured by the percent of partici­

pants who return with definite, constructive ideas to bring about change, it was ccr­

tainiy a wise investment to have sent those whn returned during the past 12 months.
 

large numbers, return with specific tra-ining-inspir>d
Though participants, Ln 
of them expect something ! than canplete ac­changes which they hope to makc, many 

of what they would like to try by either their superiors in the Thai Govern­ceptance 
- 14 (a) and (b) only about 4ment, or their USOM advisors. As noted in tables P/3 


out of 10 feel their superiors and the USOM advisor will give complete support. An
 
The remaining expect only
additional one-third anticipate almost camplete support. 


partial support, or do not fcel they can express an opinion. About 15% 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 
had been phased out. A specificmany of the participants returned to projects which 

check disclosed that those who were returning to an active project, and who had already 

talked with the USOM TA, were more likely to expect complete support from USOM. 

The majority of participants made a specific suggestion as to how the USOM TA
 

could be of assistance to them, and the type of assist-nce most frequently mentioned
 

was "technical support." (See tables P/3 - 15(a) and (b))
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P/3 16 through P/3(c) Reflections on training experience abroad: Tables ­

either completely (51%), CiMost of the participants (93%) found their programs 

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 
- 16 & 17(a))indicate that rc­their ministiy had requested. These data (tables P/3 


12 months had a little better programming experience than did 
turnees over the past 

the group covered by the M.ay, 1964 report.
 

complaints made by those participants w4ho s aid their-Table P/3 17b show the at all in line with that requested. r;hough this 
programs were only artially, or not 

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

, substantial number of participants feel their
Tables P/3 - 18 and 19 show that 

liked have seen, or 
program was too short, and an even higher number would have to 

As noted earlier (table P/3 - 8(a), (b) and
 
participated in, more different things. 


(c))many of these participants would have liked to have had some (or more) OJT ex-­

perience while they were abroad. 

the riCht level for their back-
In general, participants found their programs at 

find this to be
 
ground and experience, (Table P/3 20). However, those who did riot 

1) to report that their program was too aC­
true were more likely (better thnn 2 to 

The percent who so report has remailied consistent through time (betwccn 10
vanced. 

19(4 report, and "current" data) and, according to the RES
and 13 percent; RPES, May 

of their training.
Report, represents a group which will be relatively low utilizers 

(table P3/ - 21) report having rcceive. infor­
Three-fourths of the Frticipants 

departure. This is a sub5tantial
mation about the level of their program prior to 


increase over the number reporting so in the ]by, 1964 report.
 

Those who were not told of the level of their programs prior to departurc (Thblc 
However, as 

P/3 - 22), in general, feel such infonnation would have been helpful. 

May, 1964 report a higher perccnt of the "curen


compared to returnoes covered by the 

value of having advanced knowledge on this point.


group question the 

- 23(a)) abouL half were v s-tis 
Of the 130 participants reporting (Table P/3 

said they were scmewhatasflied with the programs they had completed. Almost many 

satisfied.
 

- 23(b) their rea­
were less than ve satisfied report in Table P/3Those who for AID/W atten­

sons. The reasons given are significant and pinpoint problem areas 
here reported that "spontaneous,! coment by

tion. As a further guide to AID/W it is 
reported their programs as eith

that, in general, those whothe participants indicates 
poorly planned, or poorly conducted, are the ones who complained of the "attitude and 

of ex­
of the people in the country of training. Moreover, some those who 

actions" in mind ID offi. 
pressed t-;.s complaint, specifically wrote in the fact that they had 

two both 
cials. In general, compLaints against AID officials fall into areas, of 

improper attitude. One complain
which inaicate, from the participants' viewpoint, an 

travel (adjusting per diem 
is that AID officials are not ccnsider&te when arr'anging 

rates when ones travel status changes, permitting stopovers etc..,) which relates to t 
and a more serious oX

and convenience of the individual. The other,personal welfare 
following quotation frcm a returneoos re--rkrz.

plaint, is best expressed by the 

The word "current" here and elsewhere *n this section is used to refer to those 

the past 12 months.completing P/3 during 
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requesting"They (AID officials) ake us feel like beggars [who are) always 
were invited to receivesomething, not like represent-tives of a country who 


grant to visit and learn something fr-orn the USA."
 

to that 3hown in P/3 - 30. It is significant
Table P/3 - 23b gives data related 

to note that some of those who indicated a "less favorable" opinion in P/3 - 30 speci­

of AID officials." More significantly, in fically wrote in; "because of the attitude 
a 	 the comment; "not 

two 	 instances participant's checking "more favorable" opinion added 

if you include AID officials,"
 

For AID/W information, the participants who offered, spontaneously, 
the foregoin:
 

of Education, Public Administration and Public Works. None o 
quotes were in the field 
the 	participants referenced in the foregoing were trained in a 3rd country.
 

in the USA has up-favorably colored the attitude of a few, two-
Though eFxpcrience 

- 24) said that it was the:"most important thin/
thirds of the 130 reporting (Table P/3 

This picture is slightly less favorable than that shown by
that ever happuned to me' 

the RPES report, in which 71% of the participants so reported.
 

Of the 154 participants reporting during the past 12 months 
85% had received
 

English language instruction in preparation for their training (Table P/3 - 25) and 

almost half of these felt on their return that they should 
have had some additional
 

instruction.
 

Of those who felt additional instruction was needed, about 
one third believed 6 

weeks or less would have beern sufficient and an additional one third thought they need( 

from 7 to 12 weeks; Table P/3 - 26(b). 

26(c) shows that a majority of these participants feel 
that the addi.
 

Table P/3 ­
tional instruction shc,0ld 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. 

to the returnees reflection on the problem with languag
The picture with respect 


remains quite stable. Almost an identical finding was shown in the May, 1964 report.
 

English definitely ccntinues to be a major problem of 
Thai participants. Table 

27 shows that the number who report a Language difficulty 
is considerably higher

P/3 	­
had 	add-itionil instruction, and that the rm­

than the number who felt they should have 

jor 	problem is in being understood by others. The increased emphasis at AUA on con­

to alleviate this problem.
versational English (discussed in Section 2) should serve 

of the training experience; Tables P/3 - 28 thro ­
(d) 	 Some Non-technical aspects 


P/3 - 32.
 

28 shows the degree of participant satisfaction with 
travel and hous"
 

Table P/3 -

It will be noted that only 20% (1 out of 

arrangements and the rate of per diem paid. 
received as very satisfactory, and that an 

of the returnees report the per diem rate 

equal number say that it was unsatisfactory. As compared to the May, 1964 report, the
 

This probably reflects the fact that pe
 
percentage of those dissatisfied has doubled. 


diem rates have been adjusted downward during the past 
year for participants who were
 

those reporting found the per die 
in academic residency. Slightly better than half of 


rates to be satisfactory.
 



Forty percent found housing to be very satisfactory, and 5C% found the transpol
 

tation arrangement to be so. However, whereas less than 3% reported housing as ungatis
 

factory, 10% were dissatisfied with the travel arrangements. Overall, the picture with 

respect to participant satisfaction with housing and travel 
has not changed noticeacly
 

since the May, 1964 report. 

As was true in the May, 1964 report, 4C% of the ",urrent" participants found 
their
 

The only difference between the
"non-professional" contacts completoly satisfactory. 

29 and the same table in the May, 1964 report is that 5 of
picture shown by table P/3 ­

the "current" participants either said these contacts were not at all satisfactory, 
or
 

There is little doubt but what the participants who left
did not answer the question. 

the question unanswered did so because they chose not to give what they 

felt would be
 

viewed as an unfavorable response.
 

It is worthwhile to note that in the May, 1964 report there were no participints
 
- 28, 29
 

out of the 152 reporting who faile to express an opinion in either Tables P/3 


- 28; five (5) did not express an
 or 30. For "current" participants, in Table P/3 


opinion on either housing or per diem, and three (3) expressed no opinion on 
traLnsp-1­

expressed no opinion as to their satisfaction wit'
tation. In table P/3 - 29, three (3) 
and in P/3 - 30 five (5) did not indicate whether
their "non-professional" contacts, -result of their stay there 

their opinion of the USA had changed as a 

These cases, it is believed, can all safely be assigned to the "least favorable" res­

ponse 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.
 

no change in their opinion, and the remaining 12% either spe­
;n additional 36% report 

Re­
cifically report their opinion as less favorable, or fail to answer the 

question. 


gardless of how one chooses to treat those who did not express an opinion, 
a comparison
 

30 in the May, 1964 report with "current" data reveals that the number 
o.
 

of table P/3 ­
returnees who report that they have a less favorable opinion of the American 

people and
 

the U.S.A. has increased significantly.
 

There were seven (7) of the 152 participants covered in the My, 1964 report who
 

said they had a le3s favorable opinion of the USA as a result of 
their stay there a5
 

past 12 months. Assuming
compared to twelve (12) of the 154 reporting back during the 

the five (5) of the latter group who did not answer the question to 
have also been neja
 

to 17 of 154. Taking into account
 
tively impressed, the comparison is realILy 7 of 15 


the fact that a "courtesy bias" is no doubt present in the response 
pattern, the number
 

of participants who actually returned with a less favorable opinion 
of the American pee
 

ple and the USA probably approaches 25%.
 

a few of the returnees certainly indicates the existence of "cour-
The corxents of 
tesy bias." As r eported earlier, cake participant who checked "opinion now more favora­

ble" added.the remark "not if you include AID officials. In another instance, a parti­

cipant ch3ecked "opinion now less favorable", and added the c orment, "but I want you to
 

know Itm thankful for the training I received."
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For an explanation of what accounts for participants returning from 
the U.S.A. 

with an attitude toward the people and the country which is less favorable, 
yov are 

- 23b. Addi­
directed to the corments mode in this section with respect to 'able 

P/3 


the one or two participants who reported
tional insight into the situation is giiiWdby 

a personal involveoent with "racial" discrinination, but such 
incidents, it is believeC 

account for only a rinor part of the problem. 

that scme of the Thais depart with an
One factor operating in the picture is 

nd Aiericans. To quote a rccent returnee; "when I
 unrealistic concept of Akicrica 

with people who were wealthy. I found 

went I thought Aimnrica was a happy country, 
solre, there are a lot 

there are many problems there, problems which they canft and 
no 

of poor people-" This participant guffered general disillusionment. Ho- reported 

unfavor-.blk incident; nor did he report dissatisfaction with his program, or
personal 
with the official attitude encountered. He reported, however, his opinion of the USA 

I:as less fzvorablc as a result of his stay there. 

thcir trining experience and the U.S.A. 
A few parti-_-;ants return bittcr toward 


primarily bcX-ause they failed to complete successfully the training prograned. Ir
 

was the training objective and the par­
most of thuse oses an advanced -icaderic degree 

qualified to c,mpletc the g-'acluate study programmTed. These partici­
tici ant6vwre not 

failure as being the fault of smcthing other than 
prnts usually rationalize their 


they sent university, or the Lreat.xnt they

their own deficiency; were to the urTcng 

advisor was not good. Such rationalization is ini­
received from their 'LID or campus 

save face with collcagues, supvriors, and 
tially, no doubt, consciously developed to de­tte the participant ceases to be aware of his self-created
friends. But, through 

These cases are
 
fense mechnis and truly views the situation as a failure of others. 


their occurence is of serious concern and uriphaaize the n , d for
 
relatively few, but 

and realistic prograrfing.more careful participant selection 

the May, 1964 report, that USOM's se]f-adnminis-
It is stressed here, as it was in 

a rather superficial "probe" into the participants' ex­tered questionnaire is indeed 
and -ttitude. This is particularly true with 

periences abroad, and resultig opinions 
r"negative" attitudes cvcalcd 

respect to delxring into the reasons which underlie the 


by the questionnaire.
 

,ID/W develop and include in its de-briefing proccdureF
USOM agin reco:-;'cnds that 

and nature of particiyant axpcriuI= e s 

a "depth" interview to ascertain the frequency 


while in the U.S..'. which are Largely responsible for the "negative" attitudes noted
 

on their return.
 

went to the U.S.A. rportod that they were ad-
Approx 5/. of the Farticipants who 

vised by their AID project manager of their eligibility 
to join a professional society;
 

to the U.S.A.table P/3 - 32 almost half of those going
Table P/3 - 31. As shown by 

Comparable tables in the May,
joined a professional society while they were t[re. 

rc receiving the
 

1964 report show that a higher percentage of the "current" 
returnees 


but a are actuallyslightly saller nuber
project mnager's attention ,onthis riitter, 

Thu data give no explanation for this development.
joining an association. 

- 32 shows the position of the returnees in the Thai Civil Service. It 
Table P/3 

will be noted that only 9 of the 154 Aartici-;nts returning during the past 12 months
 

second grade civil servant. A high percentage (about 7 out k
 
were above the level of a 

tho. civil ser. 
10) were second 1l nraffiials, which roc.conts. tho mniddle r.osition in 
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T2,ble P/3 -32 raises the question of -whether we are devoting the proper percenv ge 

better prepa. ing those who are already in positions of higher
)f our training effort to 

.uthority and responsibility. Granting that riarn of those reoresented in Table P/3 - 32 
that they arc several years away

ill eventually be in such positions, the fact remains 
their training

'rom bcing in the psition of responsibiJity and authority required for 

.o be fully effective in bringing about change. 

It is worthwhile to note in this report that "curr-.nt" returnees, as a group, large) 

those who.returned in 
represent a lower echelon of Thai &vernncnt jfficials than :-id 

zrlicr years; prior to 1960. The IRES report, Volume I, page 53, Table 4.1 - 3 shows 
17/ of those participants to h-.ve b,.n dther top and second-level policymakers, or 

the tiic of their selection. Less than 10% of those repre­
subrdinato -inageunt at 

32 would apxear to fall in these categories.sented in Table P/3 ­

http:curr-.nt
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Section 3: Referenced Tables 

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

Table P/3-3 

Response by Technical Field of A ctivity 

_-PA SD-TotalA 

Named an advisor 8 Z5 U 44 19 5 112 

Said don't know 3 2 4 16 8 1 34 

Not answer 1 1 1 Z z 1 8 

16 6I Z9 7 15412 28Participants reporting 

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

Table P/3-4 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

TotalPG rPW PH ED PA SD 

5 9 8 11 13 1 47Named advisor 
7 18 7 40 12 4 88Said don't know 

0 1 1 11 4 2 19No answer 

12 28 16 62 29 7 154Participants reporting 
USOM s Policy Order No.800.-4-,­-L Tables in this s-ct-ion relate to Ativity No.4, 
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Q. 	 6. Indicate the one kind of activity listed below which best describe your 

training. 

Table P/3-6(a) 

Response byTechnical Field of Activit 

EDPA SD TotalG PPW 


2 2 1 0 0 9Observation tour(s) 

2 13 3 0 11 0 29
On-the-job training 

8 11 11 61 I 18 7 116
.Academic study 

12 28 16 ? 6Z 29 7 154
Participants reporting 

Table P/3-6(b)
 

(Reports only those whose programs were academic)
 

Response by Technical Field of Actiyi_. 

AG PW PH ED I':P. SD Total 

6 6 	 95Graduate study, degree received 6 56 15 6 

1 3 Z 4 1 0 11Graduate study, no degree 

Undergraduate study, degree receive 	 0 2 0 1 0 0 3 

1 0 3 0 2 1 7Undergraduate study, no degree 

8 11 11 61 18 7 116Participants reporting 
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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 

A G PW PH ED PA SD Total 

Yes 6 1 7 35 12 3 74* 

No 6 17 8 26 17 4 7C 

Not answered 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

29 7 15412 28 16 6ZParticipants reporting 

report i-eceiving an 
*Approximately 65% of those with academic programs 

extension. 

time extended?- Months
Q. 7b. (If "Yes") For how many months was the 

Table p/3-7b 

said they received(Reports only those who 

an extension) 

, by Tec _hxnical Field of Activity 

SD TotalAG I PH ED PA 

2 7 1 21 Z 1 34
Less than 6 months 

9 6 2 Z3
6 months, but less than 12 months 1 4 1 

2 4 0 V
12 months, but less than 18 months 0 0 2 

18 months but less than 24 -,nonths 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 

2 0 1 3 0 0 6
24 months or more 

6 1 7 35 12 3 74
Participants reporting 
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Q. 7c. How was the extension financed? 

Table P/3-7c 

(Reports only those who said they received 
and extension) 

AID(USOM) financed 

Independently financed 

Both .AID & Independently financed 

Response by Technical 
AG PW PH 'ED 

3 6 2 Z7 

0 5 5 8 

3 0 0 0 

Field of Activity 
PA SD Total 

11I 3 52 

1 0 19 

0 0 3 

Participants reporting 6 11 7 5 12- 3 74 

Q. 	8a. After you completed your program did you have any desire to stay long,.r 

in the country where you were trained or were you eager to return to 

Thailand? 

Table P/3-8(a) 

Response by Technical Field of
 

AG P V7 PH ED PA SD Total 

V;oi, have liked to have staye d 
longer 1 8 7 39 10 2 67 

Was eager to return to Thailand 7 12 7 17 7 4 54 

Question not asked, or not answered 4 8 2 6 12 1 33* 

M_ 8 16 62..._ Z 

1 28 16 	 7 154Participants reporting 

*The questionnaire completed by 24 of these participants did not contain this 
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(If you would have liked to have stayed longer please answer thisQ. 8b. 
stayed?question) How mnuch longer would you.have liked to have 

Table P/3-8(b) 

(Reports only those who would have liked to 

have stayed (abroad) longer) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG P7 PH ED PAhSD Total 

Laczs than 6 raonth 0 1 13 2 0 16 

6 months, but less than 12 0 1 1 14 5 2 23 

12 months, but less than 18 0 2 3 6 2 0 13 

1.8 months, but less than 24 1 4 0 1 0 0 

Z4 months or more 0 1 0 3 1 0 5 

Not answered 0 0 2 2 0 0 4 

7 9 C,-).rticipants reporting 

-, 8c. What would you have done during this 2,dditional stay? 

Table P/3-8(c) 

(Reports only those who would b"avc liked 

to hpe.r stayed (abroad) longc-r) 

...
Response by Technical .1iel.d of .c vi. 

PW PH ED PA _SD TAG 

2 0 24 5 1'3lt (more) nractical training 0 32 

Get more academic training 2.nd/or 
5 4 5 5 0 Z01to obtain a degree 

0 4 0 0 5
To obtain another (second) degree 0 1 

0 0 3 6 0 1 10
Not answered 

1 8 7 39 10 Z 67Participants reporting 
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a final 	writt;.Q. 9. Before returning to Bangkok, did you prepare and leave 

report on your training with AID/W, or institution where trained? 

Tabe 	?13-9 

Response by Technical Field of Actlvity -

PW P )7DI PA SD J Tc'-; I 
7 Z5 13 47 23 7 122 

_AG 

Yes 

5 3 2 15 5 0 30No 

Not answered 
 0 	 0 1 0 1 0 Z 

7 	 154Participants re, o5ting 12 28 16 62 Z9 

Q. 10a. 	Since your return have you reported to your UTSDVM Technical A dvisor? 

Table p/3-I0() 

"
en.T_9hn.c4 Jiei._L aLA .c." "t 

__SD1 ?W 	 P-Ij ED PP 

15 	 5 19 11 'iYeo !- 35, 13 1. A?II
No 
0 1 0 0!.Not answered 	 0 1 

2 16 6Z 7Participants reporting__ 

'iavc 	 you reported to your Ministry (o-. stiperviso-Q, lob, 	 Since your return 

-n agency of en.pi, "
 

7T-ble ?!3-10(b) 

--_ Rsponse by Technica. Fteld offLct iv_it 

I.G 	_WPH--D- PA 3D Total 

Z5 16 55 I 26 6 14012Yes 

7 3 1 140 	 3 0No 

7.	 - 1 . 8 16 .. .29Participants reporting 

http:en.T_9hn.c4
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Pt the time you departed for training did you have a clear understand-Q. 11. 
ex­ing with your Ministry or supervisor abo~it the position you were 

pected to fill on your return? 

Table P/3-li 

Res onse b Tecnical Field of ctivity 

PH SD PA SD 'TotalAG 	 PW 

Yes 10 IQ 15 48 24 7 123 

2 9 1 14 5 0 31No 
7 154


Participants reporting jz _ 28 16 62 29 

Present Plans and Fxperta.ors: 

(, 7Za. At this time do yvu understand specifically the position within your 

.... that you are to now ,il 

to get on irour return'1Zb. 	(If "Yes") Will this be the position you expected 

fror:.-, training? 

Table P/3-a & b) 

Res ons b ,TchnicalFie'd of t'itiy.v 

AG PW PH- ED PA ISDjTt. 

3 149 	 21 14 4 6 .kus; and it i7 the position I expected 

Yes; but it is not the position expecte L! 1 0 2 i . 

No . 6 2 1z 7 2 31 

Not answered 0 0 0 2 0 3 

28 16 62 29 7Partibipants reporting 154 
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Q. 1. As you now und.erstand the vork you will be doing, will you now ha--re. 

(a) The same responsibility, less responsibility, or more responsibility 

than you had befoe your training? 

Table P/3-13(a 

Response by Technical Field o'f 4.ctivity 

AG PW PH PA Tota] 

The sare responsibi'. ty - q you hare; 

before your training 6 11 4 16 5 1 43 

L.*ss 	responsibility than you 'iad 
0 0 0 0 0 0before your training 0 


Mor;!. resoonsibilitr thbn you had
 

i0F
b.;fore your trrining 6 14 11 46 .2 6 

3 1 0 2 0
Not -nswered_ 0 

,P rticipants reportinp 1z 28 16 62 29 7__ __ 

(b) 	 The same salary, a lower salary, or a higher salary than you 

had before your training? 

Table P/3-13(b) 

_Resp onse bv 'Tchnical i-'do, v _ 

A G PW PH IED PA SD Tota' 

you 	had before 
. rno s rlav s 

your training 9 14 F 15 61 

. lower salary than you had before 

0 0 0 0 0 0your training 


. hi-'her sr.lary than you had before.
 

3 9 6 46 !Z 4 80
your tr.ining 

1 4 1 13Not 7,nswered 0 	 5 2 
6 2 7 151 Z 1Participants repotin 

12 28 16 62 29 7 154 .. ....
.Parficipants._reporting 
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-. 14a. In your training you undoubtedly learned a number of t1ings, new 

ideas, techniques, etc., which you would like Lo put into practice 

in Thailand, what is the one most important thing you hope to 

accomplish now that you have returned? 

'TableP/3-14(a)
 

Res )onse by Technica 

A G PW H F T) 
Field of 
pp SD 

. tiviti 
Total 

To improve, reorganize or change 

existing methods, procedures, or 

techniques (includes training) 6 34 19 6 79 

'e introduce, develop er constr,,ct 

something new or different to Lhat 

which exists 5 11 6 20 5 0 47 

Non-3pecific mention 1 5 3 8 5 1 23 

Not answered 0 3 2 0 0 0 5 

Participants reporting 12 128 16 62 29 7 154 

. 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 or e)
 

Table P/3-14(b)
 

Response by Technical Field of Activiy___
 

AG PW PHI ED PA 'SD Total.
 

Complete acceptance and cooperati 8 11 10 29 7 3 68 

Almost complete acceptance and 

Cooperation 3 12 4 737 12 51 

Partial acceptance and cooperation 1 1 0 13 8 2 Z5 

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 12 0 

12 28 16 62 29 7 154Participants roporting 
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Q. i4c. Please check the degree of acceptance and implementation which you 
anticipate on the part of the USOM Technical Advisor in accomplislh'ng 
this. Table P/3-14(c) 

Response by Technical Field of Actiiy 
AQ I PW ED PA JI SD..Pi- Tot : 

Cc-nplete acceptance and cooperation 8 11 9 Z5 10 	 3 66 

Almost complete acceptance and coop. 3 8 3 21 13 	 0 48 
zPartial acceptance and cooperation 1 3 2 5 3 16 

Little or no acceptance and cooperation 0 1 0 1 0 0 z 

No opinion; don't know or no answer 0 5 110 3 2 2Z 

7 154Participants reporting 	 2 28: 16 62K9 

,.0 !5. in the work which you will now be doing, in what way can the USOM 

or can hc be of any help?Technical Advisor bes: be of help to you, 

Table p/3-15(a) 

I Res onse by chnical Field of Ac.iv,.tv._ 

A G PW PH ED PA SD T­

6 41 19 3 36- Ar'de specific suggestion(s) 	 7 10 

1-4-0c no 3uggestion 	 5 18 10 Z1 10 4 68 

PP,. ii :ipants reporting 	 12 Z8 16 62 9 7 154 

Table P/3-15(b) 

(Reports only those who made suggestions, Q. 15; 

multiple mentions permitted) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

Can help by: 

Helping me gain supervisor approval 

for "new" ideas 0 0 0 4 2 0 6 

Giving technical support, advise, 
3 7 4 21 12 3 50consultation and training 
7 4 4 21 5 0 41Providing materials and/or funds 

10 11 8 46 19 3 97Total mentions 

7 10 6 41 19 3 96Participants reporting 

http:Ac.iv,.tv
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Reflections on Training Experience 

Q. 	 16. 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) 
Tabl- P/3-16 

Response by Technical Field of Activity-
PW .P1I JED P SjTotal 

Program'in complete detail 9 8 11 3' 11 4 79 

Program in partial detail 3 i, 5 22 16 1 65 

Program not set up at al 0 1 0 4 1 	 2 8 
0 2 

-- ____AGI 

Don't know 	 0 1 0 0 1 

7. 154 ,Participants reporting 	 121 28 16 62 29, 

Q. 17a. 	Now how about the program which you actually completed: to what degre. 

was your training progra-, in line with what was requested by you, and. 

your Ministry, before you went abroad. (Check one) 

Table p/3-17(a) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW' PH ED PA iSD Total 

Completely 5 7 8 26 12 4 'z 

Almost completely 6 19 7 26 13 1 72 

Partially 1 2 1 9 3 2 18 

Not at all 0 0 0 1 1 0 z 

Participants reporting - 12 28 16 . 62 29154 
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Q. 	 17b. (If "partially" or "not at ali'" 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) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

_ _ __ P! _AGiH_ ED PA SD Total 

Did not 	get the degree (or acadcrmc 
courseO desired 0 0 0 I z2 0 5 

Did not get the practical training 

rcqucsted in PIO/P 0 1 0 2 1 0 4 

Training not consistent with PIO/P-­
(Non-specific) 	 1 0 1 5 0 2 9 

No answor 	 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 

Total mentions 	 0 1 1 1 10 3 0 201 	 I 
Participants reporting 	 2 1 10104 2 C 

'1 !3. 	 How was the length of your program -- do you think it was too long, abcut 

right, or too short? (Check one) 

Table P/3-18 

Res onse byTechnical Field of Activiy 

AG PW PH -ED PA SD Total 

Too long 	 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 

Abo',t right 	 9 15 10 29 19 4 86 

Too short 	 2 12 6 33 9 3 65 

-Participants reporting -Z , 8 16 	 . 76Z.9I4 
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Q. 	 19. 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 

Ressonse by ecllieal Field o t i-it-
AG PW PH ED PA SD Total 

Too many things 0 2 0 5 1 1 9 

Would have liked more 4 11 17 36 14 2 74 

All right as it was 8 13 9 20 l4 4 68 

Don't know 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 

Not answered 0

-1 
1 0 0 0 0 1 

_____ 

Participants reporting8 	 6 62 29 7 154
 

Q. 	 20. And how did you find the level of your program? Judging from yotr 
background and cxperience at the time, do you think the program was 
generally in too simple a level for you, was itabout right, or was it
 

too advanced? (Check one)
 

Table P/3-20
 

Response by Technical Field of ^ctiyviy 

AG PW PHI ED PA SD Total
 

Too simple a level 0 5 0 1 3 0 0 8 

A bout right 12 19 14 48 27 6 126 

Too advanced 0 3 2 11 2 1 19 

Don't know 	 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 154 



2.1. Had you been told anything about the level of your program before you 

left home? 

Table P/3-2l 

Response by Technical Fiel of . tivity 
A G PW PH EDT PA SD Total 

Yes 9 14 14 43 17 4 101 

No 3 1,4 Z 19 z 3 53 

Participants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 I 154 

Q, 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/3-2? 

(Reports only those who said the level of their their 
program had not been dcscribe d 

Response by Technical 71 d of Ac1,'.t', 

AG PW PH ED FA SD 

Helpful 2 9 2 15 8 3 39 

Nbt helpful 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 

Don't know 1 4 0 z 4 0 11 

Not answered 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 

Participants reporting 3 14 Z_ 1_1_ 12_1 3 53 
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Q. 	 23a. In general, how satisfied are you with the training program you 

completed? 

Table p/3-Z3(a) 

Response by Technical Field of Activit 

AG PW IPH ED PA SD - Tocal 

Verv satisfied 5 12 9 25 9 4 64 

Somewhat satisfied 3 10 61 28 9 3 59 

Not so satisfied 1 1 0 3 1 0 6 

Not satisfied at all 0 0 01 1 0 0 1 

Not asked 3 5 1 5 10 0 24* 

I-I 
Partic.pants reporting 12 28 16 62 29 7 i54 

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

quo stion. 
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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 ry 

satisfied; question permitted multiple mentions) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

A G jPW PH ED PA ISD* Total 

Reasons related to the program: I 

I did not get the kind of 'raining 
(acaderric 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 G 2 14 5 1 30 

Lid not get practical (OJT) training 0 2 0 5 2 0 9 

Th'. program was scheduled 'n the 
wring place or country training 

should havc have bcen in 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 

>ion-program reasons: 

I was personally handicapped in 
completing the program due to 

zickncss, accident, etc. 0 0 0 2 0 0 z 

i was not adequately prepared in 

English to rndcrtake the program 
when I did 0 1 0 3 0 0 4 

The people (their attitude and 
ctions) in the country of training 

,-r. .tde my stay there unple asant 2 2 0 4 3 0 11 

Problems in personal adjustment 1 0 2 3 , 0 8 

Total mentions 4 16 7 40 12 0 84 

Participants reporting 4 Ui 6 32 10 3 66 
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Some Thais who have gone abroad for training under joint USOM/Q. 24. 
Thai Government sponsorship have returned feeling that their 

evertraining experience was 	the most important thing that had 

say that their program was actually a waste
happened to them; some 

and others feel that their training experience was neither
of time, 

your
so good or so bad--but was somewhere in between. What is 

personal opinion about your training experience? (Check one) 

Table p/3-24 

Response by Technical 	Field of P tivity 
PA SD TotalA G PWY PH ED 

The most important thing that evcr 
6 11 12 43 10 5 87 

happened to me 

1 1 1 0 1 4 
?retty -nuch a waste of time 	 0 

3 9 2 13 6 1 34 
Somewhere in between 

1 13 	 29*3 7 	 5 0 
Not answered 

12 29* 16 62 Z9* 7 154
I Participants reporting 

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


quo stion.
 

few questiono about English language training. In preparation
Q. 2 5. Now, a 

did you receive English language training?
for your program abroad, 

Table P13-25 

Response by Technical 	Field of t 

AG PW PH ED 	 ,.A- SD Totzl 

Yes 9 Z5 	 15 53 27. 7 13Z 

9 5 0 213 3 1No 

0 0 0 0 	 1 0 1
No answer 

28 16 62 Z9 	 7 154
Participants reporting 
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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 

A G PW P1-IED 'PA SD Total 

Should have had more English in-r -

struction: 

Before leaving Thailand 

After arriving in U.S.A. 

2 
2 

4 
4 

1 
2 

10 
17 

2 
9 

1 
1 

zo 
3-

Either place; makes no diffe-r­

encc 1 0 1 1 1 0 4 

Some training both places 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 

, 5 8 4 31 lZ Z 62Participants reporting 

wasQ. 27. If you had any difficulty at all with your English during the program, 

this mainly in making yourself understood, in understanding others, or 

both? (Check one) 

Table P/3-27 

Response by Technical Field of Ac:ivity 
A G PW I PH IED PA SD Total 

5 14 15 4 56No difficulty at all 	 5 13 

5 8 2 14 4 2 35Difficulty in being understood 

5 6 3 1 18Difficulty in understanding others 	 1 2 

0 2 3 26 4 0 35Both 

1 3 1 2 3 0 10Not answered 

29 7 154Participants reportir.g 	 12 28 16 62 
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In your opinion should you have had more instruction in EnglishQ. 	 Z6a. 
than you did have before starting your training program? 

Table pL3-26(a) 

(Reports only those who said they received language 

instruction in preparation for training) 

Response 	by Technical Fie of Activity 
:SD TotalA G PW PH ED PA 

5 8 4 31' 12 2 62
Yes 

4 14 8 19 9 4 58
No 

3 2 	 1. 120 3 3Undecided or ')on't Know 

23 7 13Z9 Z5 15 53Participants reporting 

Q. 	 Z6b. How much more English instruction do you feel you should have had? 

Table 	 p/3-26(b) 

sa'*d they needed additional(Reports only those who 
English instruction) 

PW PH ED PA SD 
__Res onse byTechnical Field of Activit 

Total(G 

25 to 30 weeks 

6 weeks or less 1 3 0 8 5 1 18 

7 to 12 weeks 2 2 2 7 6 1 Z0 

13 to 18 weeks 0 0 0 Z 0 0 2 

19 to Z4 weeks 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 

0 1 0 3 0 0 4 

0 0 0 4 0 0 4 
More than 30 weeks 

7 1 0 13Z 2 1No time specified 

8 4 31 12 2 62
V1T^r;na 
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Qo Z8. 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 p1 -2-8 

Res onse b .Technical Field of A-ctivity 
Total_PH PAAG Pl ED SD 

1. Housing 
7 20 I 15 5 63Very satisfactory 	 6 10 

6 17 9 37 11 Z 82Fairly satisfactory 
0 3 1 0 40 0Unsatisfactory 

0 1 0 2 2 0 5Not answered 

12 28 16 62 29 7 154Participants reporting 

Z. Per Diem 
5 7 5 3 9 3 32Very satisfactory 

16 2 41 12 2 85Fairly satisfactory 	 6 
1 4 3 16 6 2 32Unsatisfactory 

1 0 2 2 0 50Not answered 

62 29 7 ,541Z 28 1eParticipants reporting 

3. Transportation 

8 16 8 24 11 5 72Very satisfactory 
3 8 8 29 13 2 63Fairly satisfactory 
1 3 0 7 0 16Unsatisfactory 
0 1 0 2 0 1 0 3

Not answered 

Z8 16 62 29 1 7 15412Participants reporting 

*153 of the participants were trained in the U.S. 
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to what degree were your contactsQ. Z9. Aside from professional contacts, 
with people in the country of training satisfactory? (If training was in 

spent)more than one country, consider the one in which most time was 

(Check one) 
Table p/3-29 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW IPH ED PA SD Total 

7 10 7 18 17 5 64
Completely 

2 603 10 6 31 8Almost completely 

2 5 3 1z 3 0 25Partially 

Not at all 0 1 0 1 0 0 	 2 

30 :Z 0 0 1 0Not answered 

62 Z9 7 15412 1_28 16
Participants reporting 

Has your opinion of the people in the country of training changed as a30. 
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 

Resonseb Technical Fiel of PAtivity 

A.G PW PH ED P.A SD Total 

No - opinion same 6 18 7 15 6 4 56 

Yes - opinion now less favorable 2 4 2 3 1 0 12 

Yes- opinion now inore fav'orable 4 6 7 41 20 3 81 

Not answered 0 0 0 3 z 0 5 

Participants... 	 28 16154 . __ 9 7. ...116.. 	 154Participan ts re _porting .2..8 .6.. ..... 
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'. 31. Were you 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 A ctivitv 

AG PW 
i__1 

PH ED
IU 

, P I SD 
-______ 

Total 

Yes 10 8 8 37 16 5 8Z 

No 2 ic, 6 12 11 1 51 

Did not go to U,S.J'. 0 i 0 0 10 0 1 11 

Don't remember 0 0 1 3 1 0 5 

Not answered 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 

Participants reoorting 12 Z8 16 62 29 7 154 

r. 32. While in the United States did you join (hold membership in) any pro­

fessional association, or organization? 

Table p/3- 32 

Response by Technical Field of I ctivitv 

A G IPW PH ED PP Sr Total 

Yes 7 3 36 16 3 70 

No 5 23 13 16 11 3 71 

Did not go to the U. S.!.. 0 0 0 10 C 1 !l 

Not answered 0 0 0 0 2 0 Z 

Participants reporting ..... 16 62 2 9 7 154 
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LevelParticipants report their Thai Civil Seivice Grade and 

at time of their return. 

Table P/3-32 

Special Grade: 

Level 

First Grado: 
Level 

Second Grade: 
Level 

Third Grade: 
Level 

Fourth Grade: Levol 

No answer 

Participants reporting 

- 1 
Z 

- 1 

2 


- 1 

2 

3 


- 1 

2 


- i 

2 

3 


Special 

Response by Technical Field of A ctivity 

AG PW PH ED PP SD Total 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1
 

2 1 3 	 0 8
1 1 

0 0 	 0 0 0 0 

3 5 5 	 18 5 0 36
 

3 6 6 	 26 10 1 52
 

3 3 12 7 3 0 18
 

0 1 0 	 2 1 1 5
 
z 5 4 21
2 7 1 


0 0 0 	 0 0 1 1
 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 5 0 5 2 0 12
 

12 28 16 62 i 29 7 154
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SECTION 4 
Evaluation 

Follow-Up/Questionnaire No. 4, Participant Is Six(6) Month Report L 

Introduction 

This section de-is with 129 P/4 questionnaires completed between April 30, 196,: 

La.y 1, 1965. The 129 questionnaires received represents a response ratc of ap­and 
Office records show that about 135 iuestionn;ires wet,. iue 

proximately 95%. Training 
complete(

during the 12 month period. Questionnaire P/4 is n.iled to particiaints who 

longer in duration approxin)ately 6 months after their return
progr-ims of 6 months cr 

a part of 
to Thailand. All of T.he narticim.nts reporting in this section had all or 

and ost of them completed academic programs in which
their training in the U.S.A., 
they receLved an a!dvanced decree° 

ji ijnd ith respect to the participants reporting
A consid,Jrat ion to be kept 

are now working in activity areas
i- th.-t a fairily farge nu.i0oer ',r t-"ined and 
;b.>re there is no onger an ,,rican 1j aboard. The sponsoring project has been 

the field of
ph."sed out. This situation is p'articulrly true of those who are in 

,cation. Duec to this sit'-,tl-on the wacin: of C2xa) in the P/. iused was found Lo 

pzr ±cimrnts assigned to projects w,..nich h-. 
T 

be i n.dequte. About one-third of' th, 
question "no". In developing table P4/2a, therefore, those

ph-sed out answered the 
situ-tion as could be -scertain,-!d from the 

responses were edited to reflect the true 
1onth Report ,ard other Training Office records. Q2a in the 

USOM Technicir.ns Six(6) 

P/4 now in use has bcn re;.rdjd to reed: "Is your present ,ork related to what has
 

been or is currently a joint Th-i/Amcrica.n project?"
 

to over the p-,st 12 months is, ,with a few exceptions, identical
The P,/4 in use 

of the 1M-y, 1964 report,
the P/4 qustionrairc tabulated and rcortu.d in section 4 

end of this section and that appoerang
of the data in the t'ablcs at theA comparison 

a ,rrt of the following cornants. MNny of the ri.ti­
in the May/1964 report will be 

same particiY,.nts -ho complctcd question­
cipints reporting in this section are the 

1964. Their oost-training expectations on return ao­
n, ire P/3 prior to April 30, 

Ny/64 report. Thercfor., a 
represented in the tables appering in S ;ction 3 of the 

after their ruturn ,nd that -nhica 
compo.rison between their reported strtus 6 months 

some instnces be both interesting and 
they had expected on their return will in 

meaningful. 

Comment 

As shown by t -ble /4 - 2a,124 of the 129 reporting (about 96) are in an as­

a joint Thai/American project. The few who are 
signment relted to what is (or was) 

has been a mutual Thai/American agreement
not represent either crses in wich there 

Such canscs notwithstandingare now under discussion.for repssignment, or ones which 
p.rticipants

table P/4 - 2a indicates a very favorable situ ,tion ith respect to Tha:i 


returning to the sponsoring project.
 

to h°,ve a hig-hr level of authority
Table P/4 - 3a shows 60x of the participants 

had prior to their training. This picture for 
6 months after their return than they 

groupto be more favorable than that shown for the 
"current" /2 participantsappcers 

/l Referred to in this report as P/4
 

used to refer to those 
/2 The word "current" hero and elsewhere in this section is 

completing P/4 during the past 12 months.
 

http:Technicir.ns
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covered by the Kay 1964 report; only 52% of that group so reported. 
However, Section
 

that about 70S of the participrnts on return expect to hrve 
3, Teblc P/3 - 13a, shows 
positions of grecter authority. The same vr-s true for the group covered by the May, 

which, as i.s mcntioned earlier, contrined :any of those woo are here 
1964 report, 

months after their return.rope.,ting on their status 6 

receiving
In Table P/4 - 3b about forty-six percent of the "current ' group rport 

a higher salary 6 monti after their return than they had prior to troirning. This 

compares to 53% of the group covered by the Mcy 1964 report. 

(Section 3) 
Fc.rticipmts re-


More significantly, t-c Ya.y/64 report/showed that 60% of th 


.. "current" 'rone did expcotud to get salaries higher
turning during the period i-en the 


'nit they were receiving prier to thi tr;-.iing.
thar ...


"Current" returnees, howear.r e not so epti.-istic. As noted by tablf, P/3 ­

a higher sa.lary.

13(b), section 3 of this reoort, only 51% expect 

The dat: lenves little doubt Lh-t T.rticip-nt job expet"tioas on return are not
 

within th, first 6 months alter 
ir.all cses being rclized. At least, ther are not 

Part III for the picture one,year ,fter return).
thcAr get b,ck. (6ce 


they wore theAbout 60, of the ;rrticimrnts reporting said in position they ex­
they better 

pected to get on their return, andI the same number said would h.ve hed a 
for tr:ining; tables 

position, or about the sanie nosition if they had not gone -bro-d 

P/4 - & and P/4 - 5. 

sam, pictures as did comporable tobles in the "iy:,
These tabl.s show about the 

1964 report. Ln both instances the percent of prticipants w;ho say 6 months after
 
to consid.;rab lower
 

their return that they have the position they expccted get is .. 


know the assignment they are to
 
than the number who report on their return that they 

hrve, Pnd that it is wht they expocted. 

anpear tha t . number of nrticipTnts arc not getting thu rassign-
Thus, it .uld 

ment wich they h:ad been given reason to believe they would h' ve. This, plus the re­
rve had if they had not 

60% that t!er havc no bettor position than th:y wouldport of 
is 1.with respectmore serious concrn needed

received the tr-ining, indicates th-it a 


to partici'ant post-triining assignment.
 

6 shows that 6 months ait~r their return all but 14 of the 129 feel
T,.ble P/4 ­
scmc respects, boen different. The 129 partici­

that their training should hve, in 

categories.


pants nr.dc 240 mentions on this point -nd most of these fall into four (4) 


They report they-should h-ve had "more spucialization"l, "more practical training",
 
account for 209 of the mentions..These"a longer program", ond "more academic work." 

This picture is not to be interpreted to mean thut the progrenm completed 
was completes 

As discussed in Section 3, most of 
unsatisfactory and not in line with thuir needs. 


the paFrticip-nts return pretty much satisfied with the program comp!,tcd and report 

tha.t it vas in line with the program reouested by their ministry (Trebles P/3 - 16 and 

27 ofFurthcrmore, in this section, Tables P/4 - 17, it ill be noted that only 
or the w- it was conducted, as a limitingthose participonts mention their program, 


thnir 1iti11 zai on iuing.
factor in of tr. 
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the fact thnt, truc to Thpi tradition, USOK 
Table P/4 - 6 merely substantintes 

as long as possible and get as much knowledge as 
pirticipAnts want to stay abroAd 

a Ph.D; or at least 
If they get a M.S. dcqrce they would lie to stay for

Dossible. 
in their major field.to get further spccirlj.zation 

- 6 nlic-tos the Adition.l" things they wish they hal ac­
Actu-1lT, T7bia P/4 

"prctic1" i xpcriuncc
The number who indicate that they should hove had

complished. 
 P/3 - 23(b
furthwr substc ntintas the finding in Section 3, tbl 

is significant. 	 This 

S show a picture 	which is simi-r to thvt 
The dat- in trbl:s P/4 - 7 nd P/V ­

return, pproximptely 60% 
shon in the V-y, 1960 report. Six (6) months after their 

if their :rining in 0h ir mark. Moer­
of the pArticipants report using 50- or mor-

ng sano i tons, skills, atc.. wich the-,- nvo 
over, AIr'st l! 	 hWve p]h'ns for u not 

that f£nvr of the "current" r Wtrnces 'r usin 
vat Awfn Thlh Qe 	do. it 2 is nr "' 

Only 24 of 129 "currtnt 
tr . in their assighmints.i, or almost All of thir " I 	

7s corp 1 to 33 of 129 cov;rcd in the hy, 196. rz-'rt. <"is 
p rticipants so recort 

' 1ft in T-bl: P/4 - P. Nin.:ty-four prwre.nt f 'V 
oerhr os oxpl.ins 	 tih opposit. 

..oi.nt!I prtic onns spy A rcKnd to usu somethinq; which th;; Yv. nct.o. b.n 

V of thos ccv,-rd in th,. N'oZY/64 report.
Ab>e to, as compared tc 

they h:ve ms sucn stionc for, '-rj
Almost all of the 'o.rtieinnts r.port ahat 

s"y th-t they h'v found thos' 
since their return (Trbic P/4 - 7,), rnd two-tirds to 

made *ither mod;rtell or vary intcrested; t-blo P4 - 10. 
.eiom su re.stions were 

9 °n.d 10 show tW, same Aicture as ccmrr2l. tq s aid 4n th V./6
T-bles P/4 ­

report.
 

thit tho pwrcent 	 of particiynts who (6 months "fter return 
Tables P/4 - 11 shows 

troining to be slq.ifi­
fclt thAt they had transmittod to others 50% or more of their 


P/4 - 7 that tli.;'j were usir:g th, ir
 
cantly less than 	the percent who reported in Table 


-n extent. A quite similar picture was shoun in the 1"/6L rcpoi- ,

trnining to ssch 	 thrt fewer of th, "current" "n"ticir;:nts r-.7ort rnn.it­the ori .r-difference being 

-imost ]l of their .rwiring.ting ,l_ or 

wvs in hich the "'ulti-
T7blc P 4 - 12 shows th; t p-rticipnnts usu a number of 

The most populpr 	procedurc is "cn-th-job in­
plier" effact of 	tr-ining is rniizad. 

numb,rbr r :port tr.nsmission of th:ir tr-ining
struction or surgestions", tot a lr'g 

-'es a", -tc.
such as "staff metings", "for:r"! truinir . 

in more for7;2 sitn'tions, 

soe­w s found thAt 'rticipants return with 

In Soction 3 (-blas P/3 - 14()) it 

,rnt to try. Tab!s P/4 - 7 through P/4 ­
cific ideas, techninues, etc., which thy 

hey feel (6 months 1nt,;r) tla±" they arc suc 
12 gives a ictur of the extent to which 


the effort madc to do so.

ccoding, nnd some insight into 


or 71most complCte
The percent of pArticip°nts who on return cxpoctd comlt, 


use table 
acceptance nn cooperation from thir suporiors in putting 

ther~ trin: rq to 

their supcrio
 

lb, section 3) is 13A gre;tor thpn the percent 
who actully found 

P/3 ­
modcrtely or v interested in their suggestions for chang- (tvble P/4 - 10), and
 

the percent .ho found their sup.riors smwhat or vary !Ielpful to th-.m in fi ,!]y uti­
t p-rticif nts unA;rgo considcra­

lizing their training. This is further Dvidonce th 
The
 

ble frustration in attumpting to realize their personAl 
post-tring objctives. 

.nd th,; attitude 
problem appears to be a ccinbintion of the assignmcnt they rcccive, 

w.s mrxde erlier 	 in this section;
of those with whom they work. CoHvlent on the foimrr 


see discIsiofn c f t-,hbl P/I - 4 P/ - q.
-r-n 

http:prwre.nt
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- 14 through P/A - 16 iniicatc that,generally speaking, the presenceTables P/ 
is not likely to s lve the problems nkrtici 2nts have in.nd assistance of a U5OM TA 

55o (table P/A - 1,) of the _r-ticipr.nts ',ho h.vc
realizing their objectives. Only 

is availob2c to th.m for consultation and 
been back 6 months report that aU$OM TA 

fa., thr't-lrnyof' thrn rcturned :'fter the spon2lring p-,,t
advice. in view of Lh2 

pretty w-l describes the siturtion. Interestir'!lT
11-d -ha-scd out, this perant:c 

15) hnving hld a personal contact with a 
,,, higher (60[ ) percent 7rport (table P/A -

USOM TA during the p-,st 6 mcnths. This is indicative of the USOM effort to increase 

are in activities for .hich t.hcr 
pOrsonal contacts vzdth rcturnc. even though they 

is no longr - techr-icicn abrd. 

.s shown y ta-ble P/A - 16, -bout h-lf cf +h" 129 prticiprnts rporting feel the 
in putting h tr ;rinirg into.oat or var.: :;aofal to prtieipnasU30Y TA ic sono 

in wich there is no TA ,.bo-rd to 
-r 'onsid rs the -"umer of casesp-' u;ice. ',' on: 

-thu T.'.then t.,bnln P/2 ­k-s more favorably ofnc? t-b.ic P/4 - lo spe71v- scn assi 
(Thi) suprrisor.-i,:.edits!'Idoes for t,ir+ci'u'ta 

rtic i"-T s r,port 2s tending to 
T-,'I P/4 - 17 prsents thD f'ctors .&ich the 

thoru. wure only ni*
liK.t their uti3izatin of tr-inin,. '.s shown by the footnote, 

n lirmiting fact ors. The renrining 120 mnticn 
(9) pnrtici,'nts ho said thar: 1,mr, 

60,%," of the' totr..1 mcntions rJat.. t tU. nrtia'­
,n :r 0eo ]iritations. SOd 

work situ: tion.rints assi<nlct and th- "hum'r;n" ul unt in his 

73 of the 129 partuirints joined . : rofessionf]As sho,,y bv t'.blc P/I - 18 - 19, 
of these .re

sAcihty wile they war, in th .S.,. in training, .nd allitm nine (9)5 
of th. aasnci tian "oin-d. (f course, these participants hrvo only hoer 

still mem.bers 
p :.'cunt who will renew tnulr rn..mbcrship when it -xirs :s un.7a I 

ba'ck 6 months. The 
ihrout 45% of the participants (tble P/4 - 20) report membership in a Th,- i prof~ssio 

however, is accounted for br thcsc in FAuca,-t] o!
associa.tion. host of this mcmbership., 


who report membership in the Thri Tc,.chers Association.
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Ljreferenced tables 
14A
 

Section 7


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

Table P/4-2a
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

-
kG PW PH ED lPA SD L T o t a 1 

22 7 124Yes 13' 25 12 i45 

0 0 3No0 0 1 

0 0 1 0 2Don't know 


46 24 7,129Participants Reporting 13 25 14 

Includes one (1) Public Safety participant 

held before yoi' went abroad for training, does yourQ,3 .L! comlared to the position you 
.nresent rsi ent V-ve-­

level of resoonsibility, lower level of responsibility, or higher(a) an ou.valent 
level of respcnsibility ? 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

__-_ _ AG P 'PH ED PA SD-IIT otal1 

Equivalent 8133 12 o 45 

20 O 01Lower 000 

Higher 8 11 6 31 17 5 78 

4No Answer 1 1 0 1 1 0 

24 7 129Participants Reporting 13 25 14 46 

/ATTblos /4-14-P/4-16 in this section rolato to activity No.5, USOM's Policy Order 
.- . Particiant Follow-,Up.DkO.,Lj, 
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(b) An equivalent salary, lower salary, or higher salary?
 

Table P/4 - 3b
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

__D
'AG PW 

6 14 9 17 11 1
Equivalent 


0 0 1 0 1 0 2 
Lower 


7 9 3 26 10 5 60Migher 
'7 2'i e 

2 10'No Answer 

1 13 25 14 46 24 6 129
Participants Reporting 


/21 Includes One (1) Public Safety participant.
 

your return from 
Q.4 Is your present assignment what you expected to gat on 

training abroad?
 

Table P/4 - 4
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity;
PH o t'-aoAG PW ED !1PA 

6Yes 8 1 11 2 1 T..
 

No 5 0 11 1 O 24 

Had no expectations; Return
 
2 7 3 1i 1 29 

assignment not discussed prior 


to departure for training 

13 25 1 46 24 7 129
Participant Reporting 

(1) Public Safety Participant
/1 Includes one 




__ ___ _____ 
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.. 5. 	 Suppose that you had notgone abroad for training, do you think that you 

would now have about tho same kind of position, a better position, or 

one not so good? (Check one) 

Table P/ - 5 

Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

_ AG 	 PW PH ' ED PA SD TotaI 

About th, same 	 5 13 21 9 

3 2 5 	 18Better 


9 7 3 30Not as 	 good 6 T 3 

1 23Don't know 	 4 3 1 11 3 

Participants R-porting 13 25 j14 _46 24 7 129 

/1 includes one (1) Public Safcty participant 

Q, 6. 	 As you see it now. vhen you wore on your training progr= should you hove 

had: (Check one or morc as appropriate) 

Table P/4 - 6 

Rcspon 	 e by "chni al Fiqld of ,Activity 

__ ____ 	 _ _ G W PH ED IPA- SD_ L Totl 

Tho same program as you did 2 1 2 3 2 31 
5 30 11 4 60More specialization 	 2 


0 	 2 0 02Less si cializatioi- 0 0 


More proctical experie Ic
 
12 3. 56(on-tli---job tr inig, or- 2 


observation) -_... 
 I iLess practical trainingI 
3 l ~ 11 0 5'(On-lu-h--job tur -ining nj-


observation)----


4-	 9 20 i ~ t 49j, loqnar progrMm.-
program. 

_ 

oshorto0 4 0 2 2 0 

More acadeic work. 7 6 13 7 4 43
 
..
-Totalmentions 	 _ 1- -_ ] I--- 5L-oss academic work. 0 1 1 ­

17 47 22 93 45 !16 240

Total- motin 

46 ,1424 7 129P:ticipants Reporting 13 25 

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant. 



__________ 

/1 

own work situation, to vbatDrcscnt assignment and your
.7. Thinking of your 	 which 

extent are you able to use the knowledge, skdll53, techniques, etc., 

you acquired in training: (Chock one) 

Table P4 -

Response by 	Technical old o ActivityI 	 I 
PH 	 PA SD t a-G PW i ED 

0 1 0~ 1 -7 -Practically 	none of it. 

2t(osth
 

ti 
__loff 

4 4 2 0 15
 
Only a little of it (less t 2 


o 15 

9 2 16 2 2 37 
Soro of it 	 (25-507') 6 

V 	
10 2 50 

Quite a bit 	of it (50-75%) 1 10 9 18 

Almost everything, or all of 	 0 6 0 24 

it (75-15)I 

12914 46 	 2413 25
Participants Reporting 

(1) Public Safety participant.
Includes onec 


some ideas, 	 skills or knowledge, etc.,
Q. 	 8. Do you have any plans for using 

been able to carry out? 
acquired in 	 training which as yet you have not 

Table P/ - 8
 

Response by Technical Field of .ctivity 

SD -r Tot alAG PW 	 PH ED PA 

14 23 5 12212 24 44Yes 

1
No 	 1 0 2 1 21 7 

46 24 	 7 12913 25 14Participants Reporting 

Includes one (1)Public Safety participant.
Z1l 
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Q 9, Since your return, have you suggested any changes based on your training 

experience? (Check one) 

Table Pz 

Response by Technical Field of ictivity 

G PW PH ED PA S] 1 T o t a 1 

6 4 5 11 8 5 39
Yes; many of them 


Yes; several 7 4 14 6
 

Yes; one 	or a few 4 12 21 7 1 50 

3 	 61 2 0 0
No; none 	made 


13 2 1Participants Reporting 

/1! Includes one (1) Public Safety participant 

Q. 	 10. What degree of interest has boon shown by those to whom you made sug­

gestions for changes? (Check one) 

Table P/4 - 10 
(Reports 	only those who had suggested changes)
 

Respon e by Tachnical Field of Activity 

SD -- T o t a 1AG PW PH ED PA 

23

Very in~cerested. 	 2 4 4 6 5 2 

28 13 3 63
Moderately interested. 4 10 5 

21
3 6 1 9 1 1 

lihl iinterested. 


0 2 
Not interest ed at all. 0 1 0 1 0 

2 1 143 2 4 2

2on't know or can't say 


12312 23Participants Reporting 


(1) Public Safety participant.
11 Includes one 




__ __ 
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11. About how much of the skills, ideas, techniques, or knowledge which yot.Q. 
able to transmit to others since youacquired in training have you been 

returned? (Check one)
 

Table P/4 - 11 

Aesponse by Technical Fie d of Activity 

PW PH ED PA SD T o t a 1 

Practically none 0 2 0 
-I-

3 1 0 
-

6 

Only a little (less than 25Q 2 6 4 10 6 1 29 

-±I K-

Some (25 - 50,) i 8 3 20 5 3 46 

9 2 40Quito a bit (50 - 75/") 44 6 7 12 

3 0 1 3 1 8

Idost everything; all of i 0 __ 3J25 l I 	 71 

7 12914 1 46 24Participants Reporting 

/1 Includes one (1)Public Safety participant 

about passing on to others
Q. 12. Which of the following ways have youg one 

(Check all that are applicable)
things -ou learned: 


Table P/4 -12 
Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

AG PW PH ED IPA SD To t aI 

8 31 11 5 69 
-9
Throu h staff meetings 5 

10 17 9 27 16 6 85
OJT instruction or suggestions 

6 2 4 7 3 31--9lar training 
By fornml occasional training 2 3 5 15 5 4 34 

g -ulr 

o__16ste-- -- -6 4 	 36-

Iriting spcial articles. 4 	 6 5 11 6 4 36 
0 8 1 1 12Informal Conversation 0 2 

Demonstrations __.0 0 .....0 2....0. ..0 2 

Total mentions ......3 4_ . 37 121 52 26 

13 25 14 46 24 7 129/rtcipands Re(porting 

/1 Includes one (1) Public Saf~ety participant 
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Q. 13. Does your present supervisor, (your immediate superior) help you in 

your r,.coived? (Check one)
utilizing the training 

Ta.ble P/4 - il 

Field of A~ctivityResponse by Technical 

AG Pw PH ED .6 SD l]Tsot a1 

Nither helpful nor unhelpful- 0 0 3 2 3 08 

54
18
8 1

Somewhat helpful 


Very hepful 1 3 6 2 4 i0 3 28 

0 3 3---
Not helpful 

4 2 
I have no supervisor 

01
0 1 0 

\No ALnswor 


7 -2946 2413 25 14\-articipornts Rertiting 

(1) Public Salty participant
/ includes ono 

14o Since your return, has thcre boon 
a USOM technician, or USOM Contract 

(, 
available to you for consultation 

or advice? 
represcntative 


-Table P/4 14 

Respons by Technical Field of "Octivity 

,' D T o t a "1 
" PG,%W PH E 


72
6 15 8 i20 17 16 1 
Yes 


7 12914 46 24 
Participants Reporting 

13 

........ii_ublic/1•IncldeSon (1)Safety, p 

(1) Public Safety participant.
/i .Tncliides one 
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how many times have you personally talked 
15. In the past six months about . 

uith a USOM (or Contract) technician? (Chock one) 

Table P 4- 15 

Response by Technical Field of Axctivity 
T o t alAG PW PH ED PA D1 

1 527 7 0 7
Have haid no contact, 

One to three times, but less 2 13 22 6 O 46
 

than four
 

i 0
Four to six : . but loss 


than seven
 

24444 8 6
Seven times or more. 

12913 25 1A 46 24 7
P;articipa nts Reporting 

Safety participant./1 Includes one (1) Eublic 

is the USC&1(or Contract) technician in aivin-
Qo 16. In your opinion how helpful 

vas lcarn Aassistance in puttirg wh-c.
returnod participants like yourself 

abroad into practice in Thailand? (Chock onc) 

Table i)/4 - 16 

Response by Technical Field of AIctivityJ 

PA SD-- T o t a 1AG PW PH ED 

0 6 
iL'hor helpful nor unhelpful 	 0 2 0 3 1 

4 10 13 3 38omenhat helpful 

2 1 8 12 3 	 28
 cr helpfuli 

401lot helpful 


Dont know - can't say-have j I
 
6 	 53111 8 20had no contact with USCV1 	 7 

-technig.aflo, 

7 . 21153 .14 46 24 -Participants Reporting . 1 


1ublic Safety participant
Ll Includes one (1) 



7. 	 17. There arc many factors which may prevent full utilizatin of the training 
received. Which of the following do you believe are limiting factors in 
your work now? (Chock all that arc applicable)
 

Table £/4 - 17 

Response 	by Technical Field of Activity 

i-

Training I received wa-s not in lire 

pro-F ED 

gram was not at the proper level3:1 4 
with current job needs - ( o A J_3 PA S Tota 

Training I received was not wel 	 ­

done. (Instruction and/or progrcm, 0 4 3 4 11 2 1r 

V.s carried out poorly - _ 

Current 	 assignment is at lv-l I 
1 	 33

which does not require Luill use 
of training 2 9 517 33 

*Tn the current situation I lack i 
the materi,-ls, equipment, etc. to 9 11 6 28 7 2 63 
full utilize my training, 

In the current situation I lack i 
,the assistance of other trained6 
personnel, mking full utilizatio 6 

3 
3 

22 6 47 

cf training impossible ___ I 

:In goneral, the organizational 
A,.,ructure within which I function 
makos. full utiljzation of my

ning vyt 

4 2 5 
I 

15 

-, 

6 
I 

2 3 j, 

The Attitude of my supervisor 
makes full utilization of my
raining rather difficult. 

0 2 2 7 5 1 17 

kentionsTotal 	 25 371 2 5 89 3 5 11 221 

No limiting factors 0 3 0 0 5 	 99 

Participants Reporting 	 25 14 46 24 7 129 

/l Includes one (1) Public Safety participant. 
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were in the United States for training did ycu join (hold mm-
Q, 18. 	While you 

borship) in a professional society or organization? 

"Yes" to Q. 18 abovo, please enter below the name(s) of the professiorra]
Q. 	 19. (If or 

Issociatin"o,) or organization(s) which you joined, and chock whether 

not you hav continued your membership. 

Table P/4 	- 18 - 19
 

Rcsponse 	 by Technical Field of Activity 

Yes; and 	 Ilm still a member 8 9 20 16 5 66 

Yes; but im no ?onger a 2 0 O 2 0
 
-,_
member 


6No; did not join 

13 25 14 46 2 7Participants Repor~ing 1 
or organization-

Q. 	 20. Please list the namo(s) of Thai professional association, 


to which you belong now?
 

Tablo P/4- 20
 

Response by Technical Field of Activyit
 

iG PW PH ED PA SDLA To t a l 

Listed one Thai association 2 10 9 28 4 0 53 

Listed two Thai. associations 	 0 0 2 1 0 0 3
 

0 0 1 I 2 0 0 3

Listed three Thai associationsi 

11 15 2 115 2) 7 70 
Listed none 


13 25 14 46 24 7
Participnnts Reporting 	

129 

Public Safety participant./L Includes one (1) 



p, 21. Please indicate your current Thai civil service grade and level*
 

Table F/4 - 21
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

iG PW PH D PA SD'- T o t a l1 

OO 3Special. Grade 0l 0 0_ 0___ 04 

Level ( 0 00(370 0 0 0 

First Grade 

Level.1I 

1 4 1 
4KH1
i 2 

5 
0 

0 

12 

12 

( 112 I 5 

Second Grade 

(ev012 8 17_ 5 21 9. 4 54 

(3 21 0 1 6 ::2 0~ 11 

Third Grade 
Level 

(0 4. 1 

I 
0 0 0 , _ 

'I 
2 0 3 2 1i 1 10 

Fourth Grade Level 
(2 o0 0 

(2 0 0
(3 - 0 0 

__0 
0 

0 
----­

0 

o00o 
0 0 

(Speciacl 0 0_00_0_ 

0 2 2 1
No Answer 0 

7 129i articipants Reporting 13 25 14 46 24 

Z1 Includes One (1) Public Safety participant.
 

0 
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SECfION 5 
Evaluation;-ec SiL6) Month Reportpart,ici.It FolloU.nL" 'nician's 

introduction 

with 119 T/1 questionnaires completed by USOM Technica)l Ad-
Thi- section dea]_h 	 anand May 1, 1965. The 119 questionnaires represent

visors between Aoril 30, a-64 
a, Technician (Six-month) Report on the total number of re­

88% coverage in getting 
period.

for which such a report .s duc during the 12 mcnth 
turnees 

athat a sizeable numbcr of returncos on which 
It is wrthwhile to rep-ot here 

':ere wrking in activity areas 'where 
Six (6) month Report '.7 recu c:tcdTechnician! e 	 n0 USOM 
longer an ,ctive Joint Iinai/Yhmcricon project. Hence, there were 

there vrs no 
the rk.tur. of their assignmTnts, would have continuing con-

Technicians aboard who, by 
the 88o coverage is considored to be gcod, 

tacts with this group. For this re-son 

in use (Partfollow-up questionnairos
As noted in describing the "1battary" of 

Six (6) Month Report (P/4) and tho Techniciran's 
of this report), the Participantts 

u 
(6) Month Report (T/l) bcth grovido infortion concerning the 

of his assign.rentSix 	
The fo.nr gives the P-.turncos own appraisal

zation of training. 
-rd transmittcd to others, while 

,.nd the extent to which the training is being used 

the lattor gives the TA? s personal appraisal of the post-trz,ining 	 -:ituation. The 
Lho same point ir. 

arc forvrrded to the p.rticipant and the TA at 
two qucstionn- i r e s 

However, they fre not
6 months after the 7.rticiPants return.

time, approxi.tcly the Ti. report laf be­
the &me timc. Gencrally spen.king

completed and -returnod at 
six weeks totwo months. Hence, there 

hind the participant's report from a period of 
used in developing the tables in 

ccmpleted by p-).rticip:nts (P/4)were questionnires 
report (T/l) included in developing t abl.es for 

therc w.s no T.'.Section 4 for which 
this section, -nd vise versa. 

Section 4,. however, 3 
Of the 129 questionm.irc s used in developing tables in 

who are covered in Lhis section ith the 
:(about 72%) were completed by returnees 

(6) Month Report. T!-.reforc, having a "btchcd report" (both a P/
Tcchincian's Six 

93 of the 119 participants covered in section 5 permits
and /X questionnaires) on 

the sources. Such comirisons vIU1 
s=o melingful comprrisons botwean d&ta from two 

bc made prt/sf the folloving corrtts. 

Cmmonts 

(a) Post Training ssigrcnt (Six months efter retun) 

(6) Month Report is to ascertnin. the 
A prin .y objective of the Technicians Six 

trining progrramed and 
returnees post-trainig assignmnt to the

rela.tionshiD of the to the 
and to the sponsoring project. The post-training assignment given

completed, 
course, crucial in achieving full utilization of the training pro­

P>articirant is, of 
gra med. 

the !ass.gnmcnt
The data in section 4, and this section, show clearly that of 

are in gener7al conducive to achieving the maxim m ene­
prticipants on their return 

returning to their snonsoring proj-ct, [,nd they
fits from training. Porticinnts are 

line with, or which require their training.
are given assignments in 

Ll Referred t o in this report a s T/I 

http:FolloU.nL
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in section 4, table P/4-2., shows thet 12 of the 129 particip.nts h.ve an Z. 
after their return which is xrltcd to the sponsoring project,signment 6 months 


Tnble T/1-2a in this section shows 115 of the 119 reported on by TISOM TA's to bc. i.
 

and t.ble T/A-I indicate. tht in 106 of the 11.9 c,"ses
projct-reloted positions, 

is in line with the t.rainin:: rcecivcd,the paicieants ooJ t-r,,blted assigment 

The few ca.ses noted wre 11roperl post-train.,ng assignment h-.s not ben rca­

3ized most often r apresent Instinces ne-ro alag in org.nizational or administrative 

decisions harve held u- th, desirul project imp2.emnt 'tion. Thus, in one sense, the 

to deol,.y or bloc'.- dsir'ec. past-training ,ssignments are tht V(;ry
factors which tend 

a 	 project.ones which originally trigger tha n;ecd for Lr ° ininj 	"input'! into the 

(b) Post Tr!ni r - and Prtiion-nt Contacts 

In t,.bl, '1/1.. US',i TA's report thnt abeut 75X of the 119 returnees on .hich 
com­h- leen personally contacted prior tothey submitted the Six (6) .onth orrt 

,, 	 eonsidurhly, grctcr than the -,nrticipants wI'o
pleting the T/l This prrcunt.,,c is 

n­reported haiving norsonl. ." ked .ri.h TT, duin the ; months pr ecdig tha' c' 

of P/.,., se table ,L.--5, suction 4. 
-_-otion 

c.sus the TAA tabulation of the :'matchd reports" shows that in 66 cf the 93 
to their post tr.iifng cont,-.cts1;.nd the prticipa nt basically agr ' ,.h respect 

!--,a;ys one-,iroction:1.and that in tha cansos of disagreerment the- discrepancy is not rw 

shows this picture by field of training.The follo.ing ta.ble 
Post-trainin TA/P.rticin,-nt Cont.ct 

T/1 A(/' ,' PHP ED PA SD 1 TOTAL 
e"uestioniv i r s .. 	 -. 

Batsi cally /2 	 1.7 r
1 5 12 7 21. 1 ..1Agree Age 

Disngru: -P/4.reported per­
--

sorr.l contr ct, T/1 did not 	 ­

T/1 reported personal contact, 6 1 	 6 2 0 19 
6 2 19P/h did not 

1I 13 11 38 13 93Tot-.l ',,chd Reort" 

prec,t, ofIn looking, at the foregoing t-ble it should be recalled thrt a. i 
racti-rities wherc the :roJcc[, nad phas

the par+icim"ants in Educ-tion were workng in 
The eight (8) prtici ,ants who r .ort,.d a personalout rnd there was no TA aboard. 


cont-7ct with a TA obviously were not r.ferring to a TA assigned to their ct,iviti. ]
 

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety Particip.nt 

/2 Both reported prior personal contact and bisic-lly agr !(ed on the frequency of 

such contacts 
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As ws shown by the RPES datu and by the May/64 report, the "currenr,lt p­

ture indicates a number of post-training TA and partici,;anPL, contacts occur okhen 
mutual k-nowledge of the identity of the persons involved is absent. A look at Ta­
bles T/1 - 3 and P/4 --15, section 4 reveals however, that where there is contact 
between those who know one anothers iderntity there is genernl agreement .sto the 
frequency with which contact!- are rnade. Thirty-six percent of the participants said 
+.hey l-d talked with the TA one to three times during the first six months after 
their return: five percent reportee four to siJ: contacts, and nineteen percent re­
ported. seven or more conta.cts. Thre TA's repolt 41?c, 9S, and 26% respectively. 

Ta.bl.. '/ gives (by foqueny of mention) .'c reasons Afhich the TAIs report ais 

ejor f-ctorslimiting their person.l contacts with returnees It appears . 1,e li­
m. tir, contacts aro the loction of The returnee, the TAts v.ri:-1oad, and the f:-"t 
oh ± the;re is :io T' workin, in th, -.2tivity in i hich the returnee wis trained. it 
should be noted th-t in mor,, t.ian h-'.!f of the clscs (62 in 119) the TA's reported 
that nothing interf-.rr-d with th.i1r ,maidng person-al contacts, 

Division Chiefo and pr-J,-ct e.n'gers will perhapn wuin - ccm'-re the ruspons.,; 
p.ttern in T)blc T/4 ,.ith th.t in Thble T/3. Such an ana.lysis wll be helpful in 
fully realizing the probl ers f.-ced in implementing the mission's policy with respect 
to pfrticipqnt follov-up cont,.Cts, 

In USOINI Order o.8OO.4 (p,-.rticiTYnt follow-up] the mission recognizes a parti-­
cul,.r need for follow-up on returnees comploting ,a.progra.m of 6 months or longer in 
duration. Personl contrets vith these particix'nts for - minimun of one year fol­
lowing their return is an accepted responsibility, reg.rdless of the status of the 
project which sponsored the tra ining. 

(c) 	 The T'; s iypr.isr'l of the ost-tr:.inirg sit, .tis T/ - 5 throu h 
T 	 -O. 

As shon by Table T/1 - 5 USOM technicia.ns feel that in the mjority of cases 
the braining has imade a.major contribution to the p-rt-cily-.nt's ability to do his 
job, Also, t.hey feel (table T/1 - 6.) that the training represents .neffective use 
,f project funds. 

T,bles T/1 - 7 and T/I - 8 show that in a high percent of' the c-sos the T,.:s -re 
sntisfied with the of iort and action of both the participant -nd his erploying agency 
6o !rJ:Jrxlze utiliz~tior. of training. 

Tables T/1 - 9 (a) (b) and (c) give a similar picture with r-spect to the TIs 
appraiso',l of th-" extent to which pa-rticip'.nts are utilizing training. Of those they 
-fe able to rate, about 80% are reported as h-ving achieved "high" or "full" utili­
zation of their training on the job. Almost as m- are rr orted to be deing equally 
,ll in transmitting their training to others. With respect to utiliza-tion, a look 
at Tables P/4 - 7 and P/4 - 11, section 4. shows that the Ti.;s ratc The prticipants' 
considerbl-r high x tha7n do the pP.rticiponts themselves. As shown by tble P/4 - ].1, 
Section 4 and T/1 9(b), this is prticulnrly true ,ith respect to th,, tr"nsmiss'.On 
of training, to others. 

/ 	 The wrd "current" is used here and elswhere in this section in referring to 
questionnaires completed during the past 12 months. 

http:nsmiss'.On
http:technicia.ns
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The TAts only rated .7of the partinipants (for which they ma.de a rating) as 

achieving less than "high" utilization Vnen both "use on the job" and "transmission 

to others" was combined; table T/1 - 9c. Table T/1 - 10 indicates whot the TA's be­
when participants re­

lieve to be the problem in these cases. Here, as was the case 

ported on their probloms in achieving full utilization (table P/A - 17, section 4), tho 

"hunan elcn: nt" stands out as a major bottle-neck. Hence, a major obstacle to parti­

cipant's rchioving higher utilization of their training is an inherent 
part of the 

situation wich requires the training,,inputp WoNmely, inadequately developed human 

resources, 
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Section 5, Referenced Tables
 

Table T/1 - 0
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW PH ED PA DF- T o t a 1 

Academic; 	 8 7782, 9 I 41I_llobtained-Aaei;Degree 

Degree not obtained 2 0 3 1 0 1O
 

:'on-Acdemic 2 r 5 1 7 2 31
 

Participants Reporter- 15 16 18 45 16 9 Ul9 

/1 	 Incluqes one (1)Public Safety participant 

Q 1. Is the participant's assignment in line vith the training received? 

Table T/1 - 1 

Response by Technical Field ofiActivity 

_G PW PH ED PA 51 T o t a 

14 }2 14 9 106Yes 1l 16 

No 2 2 2 2 2 0 10 

Don't know 2 0 0 1 3 

45 16 9 119Participants Reporting 15 16 18 
~~~-- , 	 I ______________-___ 

/1 Includes one (1) Yuolic Safety participant 

- 2, and T/1 -- 3 - 10 in this section relate to activities/A 	 Tables T/1 - 1, T/1 
No.4 and 5 respectively, USOM's Policy Order No.800.4, Participant Follow-Up. 
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2. (a) Is the participant currently employed in the project which sponsored the 

activity for mhich the training was pro­training or in - project relatod 

grammed?
 

Table T/I - 2(a) 

echnical Ficeld of AcXtivity_Respor e by 

iG PW I PH E PA SD i T o t a 1 

Yes 	 15 16 17 44 14 9 115 

,/2 __ o
 
0 2' 0...
No 	 0 0 . e-.____ 

0 0 0 0 0 00
Don't know 


0K 1 00 	 1Not 	 jfLnSvrx(OC *02--
Participants Rceporting 15__j 6 1 815 	 1 

/1 	Includes one (1) Pblic Sfety participant0 

is not now assigned to the project -was transferrol1 by
/2 	Thc ill roturnco v.no 

RTG 	pers.nnnl. The participant is workirZ
mutual agreement between USOM cnK 


in the field in .ich training vas rceived.
 

trainol unlcr personnel and Tinagement improvement/. 	These rarticip.nts w r 
projoct and wil be so assigned when tho positions for which they wore trained 

Irc establishel. 

how 	rry times have you personally talked with
3. 	In thu past six months about 


the particip 'nt prior to receiving this inquiry? (Chuck onc)
 

Table T/1 - 3_ 
Response 

1
b Techn:1ca Field. of Activity 

Froquency if Contact J_ W FP I PA SD 1 t 

Never contacted 	 1 4 4 19 1 1 30 

One to thre,1 but loss than - 2
 

lour _ _ _
 

Four to six but less than 
1 2 1 3:1 1 9 seven 


5 2 7 2 9 7 32

Seven or more 

1551166g 451j9 

15_ 16 45.. 9 119P-rticipJnts Reporting 	 1 .
 

Safety participant./1 nThn-Ies one (1) Public 
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4. There may be many factors which make it difficult for you to see participants 
as often as would be desirablc. Please chock the following which would apply 
in respect to your seeing this particular participant. 

Table T!1 - 14 

(Question permitted multiple mentions) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW PH ED PA SDL± T o t a 1 

Ir workload, the number of I 
participants I hav ? to handlc
 
interferes with rqy seeing thi 2 4 C 5 0 0
 

---BaxSI'~oas-.thn as would___-


The particular job locr.tion oi
 
this particip'.nt, is . scrious
 
limitation in seeing him ;s 1 4 1 12 1 2 21
 

often as vr uld be desirable.
 

The attitulo rnd interest of
 
the participant - lack of ina­tiative in sc(kirUp' help makes i jO 0--00 1 0 11 3 

co'ntacts relatively non-pro-

The attitude of his (her) su­
pcrvisor tcv.ad suc:l contacts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
 
make them rclative uniosirabl(.
 

Difficulty in c. nvorsing aith 
the participant because of 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
 
Languago barrier make contact0
 
reL-tively non-pro.uctivo, -


Nothing interfored; the parti­
cipant has boon soon as often 7 9 14 13 12 6 62
 
as wuld be *esirable.
 

At present there is no TA as­
signod to the activity in 4 0 3 15 3 1 26
 
which this participant was
 
trained, .,, . t
 

Total iontions 15 18 18 46 16 i0 124 

Participants Reporting 15 16 18 45 16 9 119 

/1 Inclurles one (1) Public Safety participant. 

http:particip'.nt


has 	made to hi.5
5. 	How do you rate the contribution that this participant Is training 

ability to perform his present job well? (Chock one) 

Table T/1 - 5 
Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW PH ED PA SD L1 T o t a 1 

78
10 8 13 28 11 8Made a major contribution 


8 1 1 16
Made a minor contribution 0 4 2 

0a-de 	 no contribution 0 0 1 c. 1 2 

5
Don t t know c-n t t rate 	 4 2 9 2 22 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1Not ,nswered 

Participants Reporting 15 16 18 45 16I 9 119 

/L 	Inclules one (1)Public Safety pr. Licipant. 

a 	 vas programmed6. (a)This participnths training represents project input -Aich 
12 months ago or longer. Project requirements, an# prioritios in implemen­

ting project objectives un:'crgr) continuous review an:l frequently change. I: 

as you view it to-lay, would you say this perticularlight of the situation 
training investment represents an effective use of project funds? (Check on
 

Table T/1 - 6(a)
 

(Only 75 participants were reported on; questionnaire fcr 44, -id 

not contain this question) 

___AG Respo se by Techn cal Field of Activity 

,._ PW PH ED PA S ID'To t al -

Yes, completely 4 6T 7 10 12 4! 43 

Yes, dmost completely 0 1 4 8 0 2 16 

Yes, partially ________ 1 0 0 1 . 1 4 

No, poor investment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Don't know, can't rate 3 3 2 3 1 1 12 

Participants Reporting -8 10 13 22 14 75 

/1 Includes one (1)Public Safety participant.
 



- 94 ­

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 	participantts training. 

Table T/1 -7 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

PA S 1 TotalAG PW PH ED 

10 10 15 38 14 7 94L Sati9fied. 

1 1 6 1 2 152, 	Dissatisfied. 


9. Don't know, can't rate. 4 1 2 1 1 9
 

1Not Answiered 0 1 O 0 0 0
 

15 16 18 45 16 919'Participants Reported 	
__J9 

/i 	Includes one (1) Public Safety participant,
 

8. 	Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the participant 'w ovn action and effort
 

to fully utilize his training?
 

Table 	T/ - 8 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

tED Pp SDI T o a 1
AG PW PH 

9 11 14 32 15 8 89 
1. Satisfied. 

i1 72. Dissatisfied. 20 1 3 0 

1 0 239. 	 Don't know, -an't rate, 4 5 3 10 

45 16 9 119Participants Reporting 


/A Includes one (1)Public Safoty participant.
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his training; his success in
9,, What about the participant's actual utilization of 

vhat he learned into practice 	and transmitting his training to others.
putting 
for each part a, b and c.)

(Give the appropriate number from the rating code 

a. 	 Direct utilization on the job. 

Table T/1 - 9(a) 

1 Response by Technical Field of Activity 

PA - TDo t a I 
o_ AG PW PH ED 

Uses all or almost all; Full 6 6 2 
,utilization - 75-100,% 

Uses quite a bit; Fi-h atiliza­
22 2tion 50- 75% 3 5 9 

! i00 4 i
Uses some; 25 -- 50* 	 1 3 

62 2 0 
lUses little or none; loss than 1 1 


Don't know, canit, rate 	 4 3 9I 2 

1 45 16 9 11915 16 18IParticipants Reporting 


Includes one (1) Public Safety 	participante
/ 


b. Transmission to others 

Table T/9 (b) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

AG PW PH fED 1PA tD Ll To tal1 

Uses all or 
utilization 

almost 
- 75 -

all; 
100 

Full 
5 14 j12 

1 
10 1 36 

36Uses quite a bit; high utiliza-j 5 5 	 1 
_tion - 50-75,"6__ 

3 K 2 120" 2 4Uses some; 25 - 500 

3 0 i 1Uscs little or none; less thanl 1 2 1 


25-

4 3 3 12 4 	 27Don't know, can't rate 

15 16 18 419Participants Reporting 


one (1) Public Safety participant./1 Includes 

L 
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c. 0vercall rating (codsi:lering both on-the-jcb use and transmission) 

Table T/1 9(c 

____esporise by echnipal Fielrl of, Activity 

AG PW PH fED T o t a 1 

sas all or almost, ll;il ' 66 6 .... 0 49 
tilizatior~ - -S 2475 10 

Uses quite a bit; high utiliza­
T,io - 50 -756 3 2 7 11 1 5 29 

Jses some; 25 - 50 6 0 4 0 1 0 9 

Uses little or none;25% less than 11 1 . . 312 .3 2 . 0.. 1 

Dent know, can't rate 
Di4 

4 3 
16 

2 I i0 4 , 
91K 24

'119 
Participants Reporting 15 1 1 '149 

/1 Includes one (1) Public &afetypa.ticipant. 

Q110. If overall rating on uti3izction (table T/9 (c) is lower than "high" (less 
than 50 6) indico,.te bolow the mrajor factors prcv,-nLing grc.,tcr utilization. 

TableT,1l - 10 

(Reports only those fnose utiliz:,ation r,"ting, ovorali, ws only s little or nono; 

question permitted multiple mentions) 
desponse by ecn cta - oC ACi ity. 

AG PW PH ED PA SD. Totali 
TIprcoer selection and/7or personal charac­
or*.tis: (Too old, too i=mature, inade­

,,v> .tcyualified(technically) for the 1 1 1 ] 0 1 5 
.-. nixg - 1 not hardprcgrem,moo try ono­

zjt daptrb]leh-.s persoa1lity difficul 

;' 'iciencies in training. (Training not 
Sr' , to job nec-s-too high a. loveltoo 

__w=l. Troining not well ',one, pro 0 0 1 0 0 0 
rarn to,_ short, program too long). 

The "human clement" where employed: (par
ticipant blocked by supervisor,' by co­
orkcrs, etc.; l.cks assistance of other 

trained personnel organization-il set-up 0 3 1 6 1 1 12 
In or rmhinistrative hierarchy.Liimits 
miLization-attitue of u'p0rv scf- . A' m ­
;gmnet.:s not roquiretuiiL)utiizatioj 

Total1 Mentions 1 4 3 7 1I 2 18 

Not Answercd 2 1 0 0 0 0 3 

Participants R6porting 3 1 

http:indico,.te
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PART III 

Fcrward 

Part III consists oft w sections, each comprised of comments and tables, in 

that order. 
-

reported the viewpoints of the participo nts and USOM 
Sections 4 andt5, part II, 

sittr.tion of participants' after
to the post-trainingTechnicians rospectively.as This Part of the re­

having been back from training for a period of six (6) months 
for a period

identical infonmntion for participr.nts who have been back 
port presents 
of one year.
 

i-i part II of thisthat the prticirpnts reportid
The reader is to bev:r in mind theGenerally speking, hourver, 

reoort are not the ones reported he,_ in part III. 
-who w-re dealt with in sec­

this pert of the report are those
participants covered in 

II of the Nay, 196L report. Sow comprisons. ther fore, will be made 
tions 4 part 

shown in the May/64 report.'dita here and th,tbetween the 

http:rospectively.as
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SECTION 1 
Evaluation­

-" Folio--Aup/Questionnire No,5 ; Participants' One Year Report L " 

Introduction 

:>.. ,.. . This-section deals with 110 P/5 questionnaires completed between April 30, 1964 
year after theirand may 1, 1965. The P/5 questionnaire is sent to participants one 

for the time periodreturn and the 110 represents better than an 85% response rate 

concerned. All but six (6) of the 110 participants reporting had at least apart of 

their training in the USA, and in most instances the traiing resulted in an acade­

mic degree. 

of the one-ye.r participant and technicianAs previously stated, the purpose 
to ascertain whether the returneest job situation and their working rela­reports is 

tionships (with both their superiors and USOM) changes through time. For the sake 
in this section -ill largelof brevity, therefore, comments with respect to the data 

ia the situation as reported in
be confined to those tables -which reflect a change 


the May/64 report.
 

Coments 

were working in activitiesAll but one (1) of the 110 participants reporting 


which relate to a joint Thai/American project (table P/5 - 2(a)).
 

The data show that through time a higher -percentage of Thai returnees move into 

positions with more authority, responsibility, and higher salaries, than they had 
return. only 55% (May/64 report) re­

prior to their training. Six months after their 


ported such a change in their positions as compared to 69% who reported so at the fn(
 

of one year (Tables P/5 - 3(a) & (b)).
 

show that the longer the participants arc back the
The two sets of data also 

to get on their return. " 
oless likuly they arc to be in the positions they expected 

The percentages are 54 and 62 respectively (tables P/5 - 4 this section and P/4 - 4, 
May/64 report). 

Tables P/5 - 7 through P/5 - 12 relate to utilization of traning and the rela­

tionships between the participant and his superiors. A comparison of the data in th. 

1ay/64 report, section 4, with "current" /2 data shows that the additional 6 months 
eithcr utilization,the job has resulted in practically no-change with respect to on 

their supervisors,or the relationships between the participants and 

Tables P/5 - 14 through P/16, 	 relates to the participants relationship with USCI 

data show 50%of the participants reporting theTechnical Advisors. The "current" 
and 2% less reporting one or more personalavailability of a TA for cn sultation, 


contacts during the past 6 months. (tables P/6 - 14 and 15).
 

Sixty-three percent of the participants completing the one year report view 

USOM~s TA as being either somewhat or very helpful to returnees in putting their 

training into practice (tables P/5 - 16). 

LI Hereafter referred to as P/5 

'."C>:: / "Current" refers. to the participants one year report. 
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of the technician in the post-training
Unfrtunatey, with respect to the role 

the May/64 report cannot be compared ith, "current" Idta. The 
situation, the data in 

lower both with respect to the avail.a 
in! theo May/64. report were somewhIt spercentages personal contacts with them, but the differerr'esbility of USOM, TAs, and 

the query used rather than from actual change in the,an
results fr a a change in 

used roads "USOM (or contrart) technicians"
Whereas the, query currentlysituatior.. the May/64 report that parti­wasit formerly road IUSOM Technicians." It noted in 

cipants do not always consider a "Contract" advisor as being a IIUSOMI advisor. 

year after their re­
the factors which participants', one

Table P/5 - 17 shows 
full utilization of their training. ' 

turr identify as 'bottlenecks" in achieving A 
months earlier (My/64 report,

comparison of the picture here with that given 6 Set; 
the post-training situa­

tion 4, table P/4 - 17) reveals some interestig; aspects of 

tion. 

The frequency -wth -which rbottlenecks" are mentioned, and their nature, changes 

A higher percentage of participants mention "rbottle-necks" at the end 
through time. 

end of 6 months, and, on an average, they mention more of 
of a year than do at the 
them.
 

the quality of the a year thoy are loss likely to reportInterostingly, after 
but more likely to mention that the 

thq t raining roceive d as a limiting factor, 
vns not what they needed for the positions they fill. The latter, of 

training or year they arc 
cours, is consistent with the finding reported arlier that after 

to g et on their return. With respect
loss liekly to b o in positions they e xpocted 

time relates to the "human"
to3utilization "bottle nook", the biggest change throagh 

4 participants in 
factor in the job situation. Whereas one year after their return 

which they function", or 'ftho attitude
10 mentioned the ",organizational strucbure in 

of superieors" as limitirg factors in utilizing their training, only 1 in 4 did so 

after they wero back for a period of 6 months.
 

"nmateriuls" and ,,equirmemtt" as limiti
About the same percentage mntion lack of 

after being back a year.end of 6 months as doutilization of training at the 

almost half of the .10_participants reporto
In the participants one year report 

of con­
joining a US professiomnl society while they were abroad and 85$ these have 

The May/64 report, Section 4, showed
tinued their membership (table P/5 - 18 & 19). 

an almost identical picture. 
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Part III, Section 1; Referenoed .Tables-­

2. (a) Is your present assignment rn.ato. to joint Thai/iieri can project activity ? 

Tablc P.__2a 

R i Fied of ctivi 
P1 Ps SD TotalAG OP PH ED 

16 23 15 43 8 2 2 109YeO 

0 0 0 0 1No 	 0 1 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Don't know 

436 
.. _ 

8 	 2 2 . 
10Participants Reporting 16 1 24 ]1 

. . . . . -. . .... . ... .. 
_ _ _.. _ _ 	 .. - _ . . .. . _. 

hrru before abro'.. for 	ti-ning euos
3. 	 As compp.roK t' the position hol' you went 

your present ass:gnimnt hnv.­

a. 	 an cquivlent levol of respcnsibility, loweor levol of responsibility, or 

highter level of responsibility? 

Tablc 1'/5 - 3(a) 

Rsponso by To hnicaL Fi."i ,f Activity 
G, CP i PH ED P1, 3 Tot -l 

LAn cquivalent level of rcsponsi- P ED P I D Tt 
~~iJiy__3______ 

-0 

10 5 11 0) 1 0 30 
Lower level of responsibility 0 i 0 3 0 0 0 4 

KHigher level of ro-p-nsibilJtY 13 1-3 10 29 8 2 76 

Particiopnts Reporting 16 241 -5 4T 8 2 j 11O 

or a hi-her salary?b. 	 An equivalent salary, ' lower slary, 

Table d'/5-3 (b) 

Response by Technic l Fil' of .ctivity 

.G 	C SD Total 

32An 	 oquivalont salary 5"0 ! 

Lower salary 0 0 11 	 I 

Higher 	 11 1.... 3 .. 2 

16 24 15 43 2 2 	 110Particippnts Reporting 


/i, Tables P/5 - 14 - P/5 	- 16 in this section relto to %ctivityNo.5, USOMis 

lolicy Or er No. 800.4, Participant Follow-Up.
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4, is your prosent assignmont ,jhat you oxpectod to got on your return from training 

abroad? 

Table P/5 - 4 

Response 	 by Technical Fiold of Activity 

PA 	 TotalIEDI 	PS SD 

6011 l1C 20 6 1 1Yes11 


No 	 2 77 8 0 0 0 18 

Had no expectations; return as-!
 
signment n(t ciscussed prior to; 3 6 4 13 2 1 1 30
 
roparture for trF,'ing. .
 

Not inswnrd 	 0 0 0 2 0 0 2I0 

16 24 15 112 	 2 2 110 
P..?rticipants Reporting 

had not gone abroad for training, (to you think that you vould
5. Supposo th:'t you 

about the sar.o kinI of position, a better po:.ition, or one not so now have 
good? (Check one)
 

Table P/5 - 5
 

Response 	by Tcrhnicral FioLi of Activity__ 

FK ED Fi PS SD T:ta 
OP _ iG 

the same 9',bout9 2 1 2 1 1 0 6 

I - - -- - I-* 

2 3 	 11 2 0 1Btter 

2 5 1 11 < 11 0 25Not ,sgood 

0 2 	 1 17Don't know 3 4 2 6 

1 43 8 Z 110 
16 24 15 43 8 Z 2 110Participants Reporting 
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6. 	As you see it now, when you wre on your training program should you have h." 

(Check one or morn as appro-riate) 

Table 1-/5 - 6 

F 	 Response by Technical Field of Activity 

PS TotalkGK. 	 Pi SD 

-, -ou 

5 27 3 1 1 2 54 

Thespmo rorp-ift3 	 310 11 1 8 

More speci5aLiztion11 

D.,ss specializat-oni cm 0 I !0 6* 0I 3 

62
5 17 2 218',!or, 	practc-.i exp,,rionc,,bscrv (,-ion,.-ion _ __i,rthe-job tr.ir-in4 1 " 

0 0 3Less practic71 (,n-thol 0 0 2 1 0 

jL) :r obscrv .ti;) - -II 

A lorr nr,:rur. 	 6 9 4 22 3 0Di 4:1' 

1 	 1 2 3 0 0 0 7
sh:rter nr,-r7:: 

4 	 13 0 0 2 1 '17
'o-c"ccw -rk 	 9 9 ,1 

-

0 0 0 20 0 1Don't ,nw: unoc.a.o. 

99 14 3 6 1 22127 49 23 
_ I­

11i0
11ii24 15 435 , 2 2
i -:'rtici'xnts aoprting 

I- _-I	 I . . ..
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7. 	 Thinking of your present assignment axrn your own work situation, tc wahat oxt .n 

are you ablo to use the knowlcegc, skills. techniques, etc., which you acquire 

in training: (Check one) 

Table I15 7 

Response by Technical Fielcr of ,ctivity 

I _CfE_ Pi S SD TotalG PH 


Y none of it. 	 j -a... .... . 

0 0 9
 a little of it (less than 0 

1 321Some ,f i (25 - 50' 	 4 5 6 14 I 

5 0 0 '4
Quito a bit .f it (50 - 75) 6 0 

d2lmost evcrthin, or all of i 6 I236 3 -- ------­'('75 - 10M) 


Yorticipants Reporting 16 24 15-- 43 8 2 1 1.0
 

8. 	Do you h'.r any plans fr usimg some i-leas, skills cr knc wl...u, ct c., C­

quirud in training which as yet you hve not boon able to car y cut? 

Table F15 - 8 

Respon c by Technical Fiol-1 of .,ctivity 

4 ~ F__~__AIP SD Total 

YeS 	 14i 23 1 13 40 8 2 102 

2I 2 0 0 
n1 

0 0 0 c)0NAt 	,,nswjrjrl 0 I 

YParticipants Reporting . A 24 15 45 8 2 2 10 
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9. Since your rotiurn, h.ve you suggosted any changes basce on your training ex­

perience? (Chock one)
 

Table P15 - 9 

Response by Technical Fiol.- of Activity T 

AG CP P1 ED PA PS SD Total 

Yes; many of thorn 	 1 116 2 1 1 29 

Yes; severral 	 7 21 32 4 1! 1 41
t -

Yes; one or -- fow 	 7 6 13 0 0 0 294. 	 ____ _________ 

ND; none rxadf 5 2 ' '2 0 0 211 

Participants Rprting 16 I _ - 1__0 

21, 15 - 1 

10. What degree of interest hrs shownim by those to hom you mIrie suggestions 

for chlngos? (Chec'k one)
 

Table P/5 - 10
 

(RHeports 	 only thi-sc ho ha1 sur restcd charges) 

Response by Technical Fiell of Activity 

_G - C? PH ED PS SD Total 

Very interestedr. 2 5 2 I 9 3 1 0 22 

Moteratcly interested, l 7 5 21 21 0 2 48 

i 'I -I I 

Sl,htly iiterested1. 0 1 2-1 , 0 1 

Not interested at all. 	 1 1 1 2 0 0 5 

Don't know or can't say. 1 5 3 4 0 0 0 13 

Participants Raporting F 19 13 42 6 2 
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the skills, io .s,techniques or knowle31ge which you aoquir"e
11. About how much of 
since you returned?
in trainin& have you been able to transmit to r-,,hors 

(Chock one)
 

Table P/5 - 11 

Response I
by Technical Field of h.ctivity 

------- 4- - 1-

AG OP 1-C) PA0 S0 D 2Practically none 


2 2 5 7 I 0 4 0 16

Only a little (less than 25%) 


Some (25- 50j, 1 66 lo0 22 1
 

Quite " bit (50 -75%) 7 9 < 9 610 1 39
 

lmost overything; all ofit 1 2 0 4 1 1 0 

(75- 5 


8 2! 2 110
 
1.. l _ 

Partic-ipants Reporting 16 2L i15 43l 

12. Which of tho following ways have you gne about passing on to others things
 

you loarned: (Chock all that are applicable)
 

Table- P/5 - 12 
_Response by Technical Field of Activity 

PIH ED FIA FS _ c']:taliL C,P 

Thr:,ugh stiff moetin.-s. 3-~ 8 34 5 2- 2 6
 

On-the-job instruction or sug 19 11 28 I 5
 

,uustions ___ I - _ 0 


s 3 6 1 0 0 28

By form°,l regular training couws 4 


By fornrl occasional train-'ng I 5 , 6 2 !' . 2 . . 36 .
 
__............/
Lcourses, 

5 20 2 C 1139
Giving special lectures. 7 4 

. . - --- -.-----... 
- -. 

... .
Writing special articles. 6 4 4 2 32 

.I l ' 0 Of 0O 8Forso'al chats 
451 H 

-Tota ___ __ _3 42~t 

129i 19 4 I U49 285Total Mentions 


11016 I2..... .15 .1 .2 ..Participants Reporting 
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13, 	 Does your present supervisor, (your immediate superior), help you in utilizing 

the training .You received? (Check one) 

Table P/5-13 

Response by Technical Field of Activity I 

, AG C PH ED PA PS SD Total 

INeither helpful. nor unhelpful 2. 4 1-	 -L 9 
Somewhat helpful 	 5 7 7 2 0 . 37. 

Very helpful 	 69 . 2 29 

Not helpful 	 0 a 1 2 0 0 0 ;4 

7 16 	 31.I have no supervisor 	 4 3 1 0 0 

16 i 24 15 43iParticipants Reporting 

14. Since y'or return, has thorn been a USOM technician, or USON Contract represen-

Oative available to you for consultation or advice? 

Table P/5 

Response by Technical Fid of Activity 

--AG_- --_ _ _PH 1 ED PAE PS SD Totalf 

10 21 621Yes 	 12 11 4 1 2 2 

V-	 -4 13 4 20 3 0.. 44 

Dont know 	 10 1 0 2 0 21 4 

43 8 2 2 110Participants Reporting 16 2 15 
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amany 	times have you personally talked with
15. 	 In the past six months about how 

USOM (or Contract) technician? (Check one) 

Table P/5 - 15
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity
 

ED PA PS SD Total
AG CP PH 

4 0 0 53Have 	had no contact. 5 ).4 5 25 

Qne to three times, but less than, 5 2 16 2 i 0 32 1
2 

ocur _ _ 

Four to six times, but. less than 2 2 2 1 0 0 0 7 

seven -

1 18
4 2 o 1 2 2

Seven times or more 


16 24 15 43 8 2 2 110Pairticipants Reporting 

how 	helpful is the USOM (or Contract) technician in giving
16, 	 In your opinion 

returned partici.pants like yourself assistance in putting what w.as learned 

abroad into practice in Thailand? (Check one) 

Table -P/5
 

Response by Technical FJ.7ild of Activity 

CP PH[ED, P 3D Tot-a.-IAG 

Neither hoipful nor unhelpful 1 0 0 1 0 1 

Somewhat helpful 	 6 9 7 16 1 40 

4 2 O 30,Very 	helpful 6 3 9 

0 	 0 O 3Not 	 holpful 0 0 1 2 

Don't know - can't say--have had 9 4 15 3 0 0- 34 1 
.no contact witth USOM technicians 

24 	15 3 8 2 2 1101 16;Participants Reporting 




17, There are many factors which may prevent full. utilization of the training re­
in your workceive(. 1,,hic of the following do you believe are liadting factcrs 

noi.,? (Checek all that are applicable) 

Table P/ - 17
 

Field of ActivityResponse by Technical -----....LI __ _ -- -

PS SD TotalI AG CP PH ED PA 

line
Training

with 
I 

current 
received 

job 
uas 

n-eds-(my 
not in 

2 
3 I 

I1 0 

.program was not at the propcor lv'. I-. 

2.iX.ining ! rczciv 1. wa; ::t wJl. 

1d,1 3 4 0 0
dono. (Instruction .r 'rov m 0 

was carried out po-r):.. 

Current assignment Js at LV,.L 
wich does not roquiro fulil use 

of training, 

nIn thu current situwtion i lack thu 

LI 2 ii 3 0 1 

I
22i 

assistance of other trainecd per- 14 

sormol, making full utilization 4 
i 4 21 3 

I 
0 

training Lmopossible. - -

In the current situation I lack 

the materials, equipment, etc. to 

fu-lly utilie my training. , 
13 13 1 6 27' 

i 
3 1 1 64 

In gencrzl, thu organizational 
structure wthin ;mici I function4 
make.s full utilization of my 2 

30 

training vcry difficult 

The attitude of my supervisor mak!s 
full utilization of my training 1 2 3 7 0 1 2 

7 
16 

rather difficult, i 

26 31 28 51- 14 ', 6 207Total ;ntions 

0 01 4 I 1 0 0
No limiting factors riported 

43 8I! 2 2 110- 16 2 5 IIParticipants report-ing 

21 
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20. Please Jet the 
which you b'eln. 

mne(s) 
noi) 

of Thai pr.fressional asnoiation., or cr iz-tions to 

Tabl.elP/ - 20 

i--[ R-c.:-e l~r r.ic2. £ieTld of At7,M7vr 

L1J'-o one Thai Aqsociati<. 

AG 

. 

P 

12 1 
E10 

32 

l 

3 
L 

0 

l' 

L___________ --- - - - 1-I 
gA , Tai'. Aso ,r.,,onl. 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 i 

troe Th-i. A-,,ci tions 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ijsted nc.- 15 12 6 1 1 2 51 

0 0 0 0 0 0No An-3wer 

15 3 2 1 2 11JRenorting 24 

States for traiing diid - join (hold menorghip) 

Fc -ti.ipants 16 

)J '2o you w.o re in the United 
. iicty or o.- 2 zation?Sq> r c'.:.c, 

the name(s) of the professional19. - "Yst' to Q. 18 abc.'vo, please cnter below 

or i%h JointcC, 

V'f' h3 vo cof..rnod you!:orhip. 

Table P/5-1 

s, a-,1cmr]s) -rghizatoh) and check -iot.he(r or not 

Ropon.so by Technical Field of Activity 
. -_Ac-.-..-- ?. . .. 

F P 3 D Totalh1' t 

Yes; and I'm still a mmber 9 7I 7 A 5 2 1 52 

Yes; but I m no longor a momber 0 3 2 3 0 0 0 

No; did not join 7 4 6 12 3 0 0 42 

0 0 0 5 0 0 1 6
Did not go to U.S. 

1N1ot Answorod 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 

8 2 2 110IParticipants Roportirg 16 24 1 15 43 

http:Ropon.so
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Q- 2L. Ploase indicate ycur current Thai civil service grade and love. 

Tabo P,5- 21 

____Response b: R"~c;hrJ.caJ Field n, ... ivit 

d' -- Ias-I 
0 0i 0 0Grade: (1 0 1 

Lr've! (2 0 0 10 i 010 0 0 
.. -- I I 

3 0 0 o o __1_(D 

-. C-ado: '.3 0 0 _ 0 1o 0 2 i 

(oom 2_-0_ ::- 2 o 
(1 00 2 ___ 0 42eon 0o20 _ 10010 0 j 

Level (2 13 12 2 26 7' 0 2 1 

(3 1 013 5 1 1 0 0 10 

6Third Grp.dc: Level 0 3 2. 

________ S2. 0 312- 0 01 0 10 51,I
:1o o, 
Fourth Grade: (i0j0 0 0 0~ 01 0~ C
 

Level (2 0 0 01 0. o
 

0 0 0 0 0
( 3 0 0 

CC, _q 0 0 0--.-. --

Not Answered 0 3 11 O 0 1 0 5 

24 15 8 2 2 110!Participants Reporting 16 4 1 
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SECTTeN 2 
Evaluation 

Participant Fo)low-up/ Technician t s One 
/r 

Year Report '* 

Ttrod&cion 

This sect- on de .- with 112 T/2"questionmiires ccr.plted by USOM Technical Advi­

sori between Apri.3C.. il64 and May 1, 1965. The 2J2 questionnaires rl-presunts slight', 

a 67% coverage in getting a T/2 report on all participarn;s for which it W
better t han 

aforementioned coverage is considered quite go
requested. Due to several fo7cters the 

e in
In addition to the fact that thl' ose participants have beenback one ya-r, many 

or an Anerican technical .dvisoy
activi'-y areas in wLch '.7ere is no longer a project, 

The .oreCoIng section reported the participantst olm appraisal of their posiA.n: 

return frcm training. Since most of the
working -cl:-tionships one year after their 

La the frcgoing s action vkre the participants .-ho reported ror
ixirti ij.'ts covered 

T 

S' was logiclly ma6.c betlcen the :eport,.
a2rlier (My/64 report, oc tion 4) a comarison 

return.
for the two p-D:t-training time poriods; six months and one yor after 

year report,.between the Technicians Six (6) month and oneA comparison, howover, 
logical for two specific reasons. First of all, a substantial number of thc

i3 not 
section are not the- ones who wore reportedparticipants technicians rcpoit on in this 

in section 5 of the May/64 report. Secondly, due to USOM personnel
on by technici-ns 

time periods involved.turnover .he same technicians did not report for the two 

this section
Some compairsons can be nde, however, between the data presented in 

by USOM technici ... (T/2) and in the preceding section by participants (P/5). 

sectionSeventy-nine (71$) of the 110 participants who reported in the preceding 

are included in the 112 participxants reported on by technicians in this se tioz. 

Comments 

(a) Post-training assigrment (one ,ar after return) 

T/2-1 provides furthe eAdence that Thai participants are working in as-Table 
TAs report only 1 participart in 112 as­

sigrmnents in line dth their training. The 

signed otherwLse, and this participant was reported as uorking in a project related 

activity (Table T/2 - 2). 

With respect to the data in table T/2-2, a hand-sort disclosed that the 10 parti-
Table P/5'.2a in t",- previous sectio:

ci7xants shown in the "DK catego'y" all r eported in 
onethat they wre working in a project re]ited activity. Hence, the combined year re­

112 participants reportedports (participants & technicians) indicate that all of the 


on in this section by technicians vvre working in a project related activity one year
 

after their return.
 

(b) Post training TA and participant ontacts. (one year after return) 

112 for which a TA orn year report was coi
Bettor thban 6 participants in 10 of the 

-pletod had been caitacted by the TA prior to receiving the T/2 inquiry (Table T/2 3). 

This percentage exceeds somewhat that reported by the ,nrticipants themselves in their 

Referred to in this report as T/2. /i 



or-! ycar report ('.ble P/5 -- 15.. sectioi 1, Part III) It will be rer'lle tb ,U on:o­
prison between the TA and -rtici-nnt six month reports, section 5, P'-1 ". ohowei a 

s>ilr picture.,, verll. !"9U TA 's re more likely to rea-t h 2-.rZ had a -tcrson Ll 

contact with return:. t , th :-. turnc s ae to r cp.,rt a porsc K. contact with the TA, 
However, as was notcdir Part II, section 5, when unly thr "1mtched reports" (same parti 
f ints.; -.re considerec., The picture gi:\ven by the TA' and participants is', in most case 

he same;and hero it does differ the discrepancy is equ ll- distribute' between 

the to reporting sources. The following tablc give the picture of post-training con­

tacts as, shown by toe 79 '1nrtchudl" one year reports. 

Post-Training TA/particicant contact 

:?5 	anml -'2 Response b Technical Field of Activity 

Questionaires 	 AG CP 'PH ED PA FS SD Total 

Basically agree 10 8 10 20 3 11 2 54 
Disagre: Particip ,nts reported 

(P/5) personal contact, the TA 4 - i1 6 1 - - 12 
(Y/2) did not 

Disagree: Technicians reported 
(T/2) personrl rcntact, the - 4 

I 
4 3 2 -

1 
- 13 

,37rticipant (P/5' did not. I 

1 2Total '"Ma tched Reports" '_14 15 29 6 L 1 2 79 

/1 Both the TA ind pp.rticily.nt report prior personal contact and b-sically agree on th 

frequency of such contats
 

Table T/2 - 4 reports (by frequency of mention) the factors which limit the TA's '-n­

tacts with participants who have been back for one year. The mjor factor shown is thai 

there icsr. TA aboard one year after training who is assigned to the activity in which 

the participant was tr,-ined and is employed. Whereas this situation accountodfor about 

helf of the mentions, at the (nd of one year (table T/2 - 4), it accounted for less thai 

25 percent of the mentions six months after the participant's return. 

(c) 	 The TAts appraisal of the -ost-training siturtion (one Year after the partici­
]3ant's return 

Where they have enough information to comment, USOM TA's report very favorably on
 

the value of the training received in prepa.rir tho participant for his assignmenL, and 

itts contribution to the sponsoring roject (table T/2 - 5 ,nd T/2 - 6). In only one 

case was it reported that the training had made no contribution to the participants abi­

lity to do his job, qnd in only 2 cases was the training reported as a "poor" project 

investment.
 

With relatively few exceptions the TA's are also satisfied with the effort and 

action of both the participants and their agencies to realize full utilization of the 

training completed (tables T/2 - J and 8). 

Moreover, in most instances the TAts feel that p rticiants are utilizing all or 

.uc o a_. t_ t,bo. -L i.np ,oxi -v;,A (t, ,,s 'T/2 - 9r, (a) (b) & kc)). 

http:pp.rticily.nt


As ws true in the case of the six-month report (part II, section 5), USOM TA's 
tend to rate participants (when they rate them) higher in their itilization of trainin 
than do the participants themso3he]s. Sixty percent of tho partiipants at the end of 
one year report using all or quite a bit of their trainirg in their assignments, and 

less'tian half say they have transmitted all or quite a bit to others (tables P/5 - 7 
& 11, Section 1, part III). Technicians, however, report three fourths of the parti­

cipants at the end of a yeer vising all or quite a hit of their training in their as­

slgnmenti, md two-thirds transmitting -4l or quite a bit of their training to other. 

In an overall rating of utilization of training, USOM TA's only reported el-ven 

(11) of the rnrticipaits as having used less then quite a bit of their training. 

Table T/2 - 10 shows the factors which the TA's feel accounted for the reLativel 
lcw utilization realized by these participints. It will be noted thIt in no inst.P.nce 

was a "deficiency in training"' givcn as a limiting fa.ctor. 

In looking at the tibles in this section of the report it will be noted that the 

response pttern v-.ries significantly by Technicnl Divisions. Technician contacts with 
returned participnts and their knowledge of prticipant assignments and job perfor­
mance, is extrcmely important in rcalizing the nraximum benefits from the training 
"input" in project a.ctivity. It is suggasted, therefore, thet 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 t he missions follow-up activity. 
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A- ,,ns true in the case of the six-month report (part II, section 5, USOM TA's 
tend to rate paiicipants (when they rate them) nigher in their utilization of training 
thsn -o the participants themselves. Sixty percent of the parti(iJants at the, end of 
one year report using all or quite a bit of their troining in their assignments, and 

less than half say they Iv.ve transmittcd all. or quite a bit to others(tioles P/5 - 7 & 
11, Section 1, part IiI). Technicians, however, report three fourths of the partici­

ponts at the end of a.year using all or quito a bit of their trainirg in their assign­

ments, 2.nd two-thirds transmitting all, or quite a bit of their training to others. 

In an overll ratig of utilization of training, USOM TAs only reported cloven 

(!i) of the poa.ticipants as h-.virT use- less than quite a bit of their training. 

Thblo T/2 - 10 shows thu factors vwich the TA's foul account ed for the relatively 
low utiliz:tJ on realizd b, th sc participants. It vill be noted tlat in no instonce' was a "deficiey in trvi.:< given as a limiting factor. 

In ic,!.:i. .n t .e .,bls in tnis section of thei-port it will bte noted th-t th,, 
response patteorn v::rios significantly by Technical Divisions. Technician contacts iitlh 

returned partacipants angl thiJr knowledge o,f participant assignments and job porformanc, 
is extremely important in realizing the maximum benefits from the training "input" in 
project activity. It is suggestedl, thurofore, thAt Division Chiefs review tables T/2 ­

and T/2 - 5 throgh 9 with their technical staff for the purpose of strengthening this 
phase of the missions fol) ow-up activity. 
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Section 2; Referenced Tnbl2s
 

Type of Program
 

Table T/2-0
 

ROspon~cc by echnical Field of Actiiy1 

;, PH PA S :taED , Tot. 1 

Academic:
 
Degroo obtained 13 4 11 42 5 2 77 

Dgree not obtained 5 15
 

Non-academic 0 7 65 20
 

1+ 	 .1- -­ 11Participants Reporting 	 1S15 21 43 1-1 4 

/. F jicademy; received certificate 

L2 Includes one (i) Public Safety participant 

1. 	 Is the participant's present assignmeont in line with the training received? 

Table T/2-1 

Respons 	 by T chnic 1 Fild of .ctivity . 

T o t a I1.G CP PH ED PA SD L 

4i 	 10110 1 15 	 4Yos 

0 0 1 0 0 0 1No 

0 0 2 0 0 108Don't know 

I 15 21 43 11i 	 112Participants Reporting 18 


Includes one (1) Public Safety participant
L 

A 	 Tables T/2 - 2., T/2 - 2, and T/2 - 3 through T/2 - 20 in this section relate 

to activities No.4 and 5 respectively, USOM's Policy Order No.800.4, Partici­

pant Follow-up. 
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2, (a) 	 Is the participant currently employed in the project which sponsored the 
training or in a project related activity for which the training was pro­
graumd? 

Table T/2-2
 

by 	T9chnic l 'Fie of .ctivity-,spons 9 

T_ot 

Yes 0 15 21 hl 10 4 101 

No 0 0 0 0 

Dont1know 8 04 10 2 G 0 10 

Participants Reporting 1 1 21 41 11 4 112 

were 

,G P i PH !EDPA SD a1 

/1 	These participants all reported J'n their one year report that they working 

in joint project activity. 

/2 	 Includes one (1) Public Safcty participant 

3. 	 In the past six months about how many times have you pcrsonally talked with
 

the participant prior to receiving this inquiry? (Check one)
 

Table T/2-3
 

Response by Tochnical Field of .,ctivity
 

,G 	 P E3 iSD -- T ot al1 

43Never contacted 2 26 2 0 


One to three, bLt less than 7 1 4 1 30 [
four contacts6 


Four to six, but loss than 3 4 
seaven conta cts .. .. ,. .. . . . . 15
 

Seven or merctimus 3 2 10 2 14 4 24
 

18 15 21 43 i 4 112
Participants Reporting 

/ 	 Includos ono (1) Public Safety participant.
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r.ke it difficult for 	you to s!c par:,-.ip.-,ts as , T ero may b., many footcrs which 
the following which would apply in

often as would 3c drsirable. Please chock 


this particular participant.
respoct to yo,. secing 

Resnonse by Technical 	Field oi" Activity 

Ph SD TotalI G CP PH: ED 

Mly inrkload, tz many participants. 1 0 : 2 2 0 0 5
 

Job location of participanit
 
0 133 2 3 0

limits contacts 


2
 
Ic,-.tivo attituIc of participants 	 1 0 1 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0

:Jcgative attitudu -,f T-rticipantts 


_. 
 --	 -4 
sup, rvisor 

0 0 00 0 0 0
:L nguago bnrricr 

464 12 17 3 7 3 
Nothing interforrod 


lit prDsont, no T.i assigned to ac- i
 

35 6
tivity in which. participant was 11 1 0 54
 

13 1 1 120
20 15 23 45Total Mentions 

11218 15 21
Participant s Rcpcp'i.ng 43 


Public Safety participant
/1 Includes one (1) 

has mdo tothis pe-ticipan t 's training
5. 	 you rate the contribution th.t powro 


job well? (Chock one)

his ability to perform his present 

__ _ __Table T/2 - 5_ __ 

- Al Fild, oi' ctivi~t 
_____0_s___byT__--

D P, SD IT o t 
___H 

12 ~1 31 17~ 3 758Wde a minor contribution 

1 1 2 	 I 11 
Made-aminorcontrbutio 
 00 0 0 0Ia,.de no contribution 

Don't know, can't rate 

11 4 1125
J18
9 2 

Participants Reporting 	
-

Sallty participa'nt.LlIncludes one (1) Public 

25 

http:Rcpcp'i.ng


input which vr's progr:.:mnd6. (a) This participant's training represents a project 

12 months ago or longer. Project requirements, and prioritiej in implmen­

ting project bjcctivcs undergo continuous review and frequently change. In 

light of t he situation as you view it today, would you say this particul.r 

training investment represents 	an effective use of project funds? (Check one) 

lablo T/2 - 6 (a) 

Response by Tochnic-l Field of ctivity 

AG i PH ED PiSD TT ta 

completely 	 i 13 16 22 6 3 __ 67v -I-Yes, __os,__o____ot_-	 ...........-. 


Yos, almost crmpltoly I 1 2 2 17 2 0 24
 

Yos, partilly 2 0' 2 1 1 0 6
 

I4, poor investme6nt 01 0 O0 0 i 1 2
 

8 0 1 3 1 	 0 13Dnt kno-w,can t trato 

Participaints X.,;porting 18 15 21 43 4 1112 

/3 Includes -nu (1) Public &3fety participant. 

say you aro s-tisfiti or dissatisfied with actions and
7. In goneral would you 

or ministry to insure the maimum utilization of theeffort of the -!ipartmcnt 
participn.nt's tr-.ining. 

T:,olo T/2 - 7 

Respons- by Technicrl Fi-ll of .ctivity 

up PH iED F,, 3D %T t 1,G1 

8 14 18 1,0 8 4 92t1sf41 
_ _ _ _ __ __ 	 --- . .... .. . . .. __ _ _ _ _ 	 __...__....-___ 

0 0 2 i 1 01 3
Dissaisfid 

2 0 17Don't know, can't rate 	 10 

18 15 21 43 11 4i 112
Participats Reporting 


L Inclu-des one (1) Public Sfety participant
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8. 	 Jre you satisfied or dissatisficd with the participant T s own ction and effort 

to fully utilize his training? 

Table T/2 - 8
 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

.G CP PH ED i D eot a1 
-I - h 	 T 

S?.tisficd 17 14J18135t 8 3 85 

Dsrtsid1 0 83 0 20 

0 8 1 0 20Don't know; cr.n't rate - 10 ­
.-- ... .... __________............ ...-t....- __­

11 4 112Participrnt- RcportinG 18 15 43 

Ci Includes one (1) Public Sfaty participant 

9. 	 What about the participant's actual utilization of his training; his 01iccess in 

putting vAvt he learnod into practice and transmitting his trrining to others. 

(Give the ppropri-te niunrber from the rating code for each part a, b, and c.) 

9.(a) Direct utilization on tho job?
 

Table T/2- 9a
 

Responsc by Technical Field of Activity
 

_G _CP_ PH ED PA SD Total
 

Uses all or almost all; full 6 I 15 17 55
 
6 8 15
utilization - 75-100, 


Uses quito a bit; high utiliza- 2 6 4 17 1 2 
 32
 

Uses some 25 - 50, 0 1 1 0 11 0 3
 

Uses little or none; less than 0
0 
 2 

0 0 11
25% 

20 

'Participants Rcporting 18 1! 21 43 1 112 

Inclu es one (1) Public Safety participant. 

-0
JDon't know, can't rate 	 000 9 1 0 
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9 (b) Transmission to others? 

Table T/2 - 9(b) 

Response by Technical Field of Activity 

G CP PH ED PI SD L 0t a 1 --

Uses all or almost all; full [ I 

utilization - 75 - 100/ 2 4 8 10 4 1 29 

Uses quite a bit; high utiliza- 2____2 |__ 
tion 50 - 756 2 20 54
 

Uses snmr; 25 - 50,% 2 1 3 0 1 10 

Uses little or none; loss than 1 0 1 0 0 3 
2511
 

Don't know, can't ritc 11 1 2 10 1 0 25
 

Paxticipants Reporting 3-8 15 1 21 43 11 4 112 

_____-__________________,_____________ ________ 

/1 Includes one (1) Public Safety participant 

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

Table T/2,-9(c)
 

Respons by Technic l Fied of ,ctivit
 

G PH ED PA, SD T ot a1 

1Uscs all or almost all; full Il 
6 1 363f 4 9 13utilization - 75 - l00, 

- _ - __I- _ ___- - - - -- - - - --- - . .... _ __ 

Uses quite a bit; high utiliza- I
 
tion 50 - 75% 3 10 6 ]19 2 2 42
 

Uses some; 25 - 50, 1 0 4 2 1 1 9 

Uses little or none; loss than 0 0 0 it O 2 

Don't knew, can't rate ll 1 1 9 1 0 23
 
___ ___ ___ _- -- -- -- - -. .... 

Ki
Participants Reporting 18 15 a I 4 112 

/A includes one (1) Public Safety prticipant.
 



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

(less than 50h) indicate below the 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) 

Response 	 by echnical Field of Ativity 

___________L PH EDP!. SD Tot al 

Improper selection and/or personal" 

characteristis: (Too old, too im­

mature, imdquately qualified 
1 	 7

(technically) f c the training pro- 1 0 4 0 1 

grain, does not try hard enough, isj 

not adaptable, has personality dif-­

ficulties)
 

Deficiencies in training. (Trainiq I 

not geared to job njeds-too high
 

level, too low - level. Trainiq 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sot well done, program too short, I 
rogram too long). 

The "human element" where employed I 

(participant blocked by supervisor, 

by co-workers, etc.; lacks assis- i 
Sance of other trained personnel, 

rganizational sot-up and/or ad- 0 0 2 2 1 0 5 
inistrativo hierarchy limits uti­

ization-attitude of supervisors.
 
Lssignmont does not require (full)
 

_1tilization of training. 

0 6 2 2 1 12
1
Total Mentions 


0 0 	 i 0 0 0 0 0
Not Answered 

2 2 1 311 0j 5Participants Reporting 



