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Foreword

The Soeie.l Research Center of 'l:h “'_,"'Amerieen Univerei'ty in

cairo nndertook Xt‘hie Evalue.tion Survey off the Returned Participants

for the Unit, ! ‘Statee Ageney for Interne.tione.l Development Hiseion

to 'the Un:l.ted Arab Repnblic

Thie etudy is part of a worlde-wide eu'mrey Sponsored by the
Agenoy for International Development. A.I.D. 1tee1f pla.nned the
whole survey and undertook the build:lng of the interview echedules
e.nd of the coding eyetem. The Sooial Reeeerch Center was responsible

for all the field work in the U.A.R., and. the processing of the data.

Nadﬂa Haggag Youeeef was epee:!.fica.lly responsible for supere
‘vising the field work, the coding, the tabulation of the data as

well as for the preparation of the preiiminary drafte
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INTRODUCTION < q
\ - /\\
Between the years 1952 and 1962,(35? Egyptian men and women were

sent abroad to. receive training under the guidance and sponsorship of
‘the United Arab Republio Government and the USAID' Teohnioal Program
in Egypt. The training took plaoe mainly in the United States, but
some of the programs inoluded trips to other countries.

| In ordexr to evaluate the overall training program a survey of 445

returned partioipants was conducted during the summer of:1962. They

represent those participants who had returned from training abroad prior
to January 1, 1962, and not all of those who departed for training. These
partioipants were interviewed about the preparation they reoefied for the
training, the oontents of the training program and the use made of suoh
training by both the participant and the UAR Government.

Interviewers were trained and the majority of interviews oonduoted in
Cairo, though some were also oarried out in Alexandria, Abis, Kafr e1 Sheinu,,
Benha and Kafr Dawar, |

Not all of the original 445 participants could be interviewed, One |
hundred and thirty-six cases were not examined for administrative reasonse.t;
The remaining 309 cases were investigated with the following results:

Completed ocases 217

NMortality oasest

Outside the UAR 45
Not located , 26
Refusals 13
Deceased 6
Half terminated scheds 2

TOTALS - 309

n

During the years 1952-62, USAID had several titles, among them
USOM and ICA, For stylistic reasons, we have used USAID, the current
title, throughout this report,



 The grotip under study departed far tho training program over

the years as follows:

Year - -Nos 0f Partiocipants
1951 1k
1952 16
1953 a2
1954 14
1952 | ~,gg
195 ' L&D
1957’ i
1958" e
1959 15
1960 .30
1961 20
1962 |

g Interviews were oarried out at the offices of the partioipants.

Only when sudh meetings were difficult or if the respondent hirself
requested it, were interviews conducted in private homes.
An attempt was also made to reach the present supervisers ot

the participants. Fifty-five, who supervised 79 of the partioipants‘
underdstudy, were interviewed,. Several supervisers were out e: Oedre
at.the time of the survey and 25 respondents claimed‘the§‘had‘not
supervisors. In ether instances supervisors were very highly plaoed
ministry officials who could aot be reached, A more detailed des-'3~
eription of the supervisors' evaiuations will be found in Seetion V.
I,_ Baor ound of articipants at time of e»ti

The ?egple selected for partioipation ir_the UQAID training progras.

wore Egyptian nationals, most of them residents of cairo; and all but

N
The USAID Tedhnieal Program eeased actiwities in Egypt durins
1957 and 1958,
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six of them men.l A1l but three were 25 years of age and over, and
‘77 percent wera married. The great majority of the participants, 70
percent (153 persons) were between 30 and 44 years of agej 16 peroent
(35 persone) were over 45 and 13 percent (29 persons) were under 30
(tables 1-3) .

Eighty-three percent of the participants ‘held college degrees,
almost all from the Egyptian universities in Gairo and Alexandri'¢¥

Twenty had attended a university abroad = 11 in England, 8 in America,
and 1 in Lebanon. The distribution of degreee may be seen in the followe
ing table (tables 4=6).

Bachelor of Arts or Science (excluding

Law and Medicine) - 127.
Master of Arts or Soience (excluding - LQW;
Law and Medicine). . ‘18
Doctoxr of Philosophy (excluding Law . o
and Medicine) 1
Law degrees .9a
Medical degrees 10
Doctor of Veterinary Medicine -Q;Ji,
) | 178

The specialization of the university-trained participants shows a
definite emphasis on technical fields and 1ittle in the arts and humae=

nities. In the social sciences, only economics (related to commerce

=
All the tables mentioned in the text are available in the Appendix,



- 4 =
wae repreeented in any large number, as may: be eeen below:

Agriculture & Agronomy 51

Engineering 49 .
" Commerce & Economics 29
Sclence . 11
Medicine 10
Law ‘9.
Humanities 6.
Veterinary Sclence - 9
Sociology ' 15
Public Administration .2
Pharmacy s
Photography S
Met eorology X
180"

Forty=two of these university graduates had received additional
training in specialized schools in such applied fields as eluoation,
community development, militaxy training, public administration, publio
health, special languages, business and oommeroe, agrioulture, ensineer-
ing, industry, mass oommunication or etatistioe (tables 8-10).

Thirty participants (13 percent of the group), of whom iwo are
women, had not had any university training but had attended certain
specialized gschools (such as military schools, engineering, public health,
etc.) (table 10), _

Only seven participants or three peroent of the group had no previous
academic training in thelr field prioxr to their selectlion for training'v’
abroad (table 10).

Over %5 peroent of the trainees were government employeee'and fow
were 1n nationalized industries (table 11), Eighty one peroent of the

seleoted;group had been - before departure - specialized in their

P :
-~ Two, never finished their degrees, which explains the discrepancy
between table of degree distribution and table of area specialization,
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particnlar proreseional fields for ever tive years. or theae 80
percent had. been apeeialized ten years and more (table 12).

At the time of selection, 40 percent of the group vere in the
proteasions; of these about half were engineers, eivil, egricultural”
or electrical. Agricultural acientists formed the next largest ’
group'cf professionals, rollowed by university and high teehnical
institute teacherss only a few social, physical or biologicel
goientists were included. Thirty iive peroent were administrative
officials in aubordinate management, responsible for inspection,
training, research, personnel, and general administration._ Eishteen
percent were in sube=professional eooupations and five percent were
second top level policy makers. There yas only one clerieal worker
and.one student (table 13). | , |

When classifying the trainees by economic aetivitiea, we found
that most of the trainees rell into three nador groupst governlant
administrative, technically specialized or nanagement services; |
transport (mainly air and tele=communication systems); and agricultural
services (mainly orop and livestock production)e Only a few were
engaged in engineering and construction and in manuraeturiné,
maintenance and repair (table 14). u

Due to the nature ‘of their jobs, about 52 percent of the gronp
rere supervising from one to less than 50 peopleg 18 percent were
supervising from 50 to 500 people. Sixteen percent indicated they

414 not supervise anyone (table 16).
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Since almost all the partioipante were government offioials,
1t follows that governmental ministriea sponsored nearly every trainee.
‘From information available on file we were able to oompile data on the
differeni ministries sponsoring the training of the 445 nartioipanta

:who formed the total group of participants sent abroad,

Name of Ministxy Sponsoring for Sponscring for
9 _govt, dept, Iotal group mm-;__;m'gm
' No. r Ro.

Agriculture 100 22,47 61 28,12
Defense g0 17.98 45 20,74
Social Affairs 49 11.,01 12 5653
Public Health 39 8¢T7 19 ~ B4T5
Education 43 9,66 16 Te37
Research, Dexelopmsnt

& Planning 25 5662 15 6,91
Interior 18 4,04 1l 0,46
Communication 17 3082 4 1l.84
Pinance 15 3637 10 4,61
Industry 11 2,47 T 3.22
Public works 11 2,47 4 1.84
Transportation ‘9 2,02 9. 4,15
Labor 1l 023 1 0,46
Justice 1 23 - -
Other agencies 19 4,27 10 4,61
Non government e 231 2. —ta3d

445 100,00 217 100,00

I
likewise, we have a complete picture of the fields for which all

445 participants were selected, as well as of the fields of the 217

-
Under research development and planning, the following departments
and councils were included: Dept, of Statistics, National Planning,
Diwan El Mohasaba, Diwan El Mowazafeen, National Research Council, Tahrir
Province, National Production Council, Presidency and Council of Ministers,
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sompleted oases, In this way, we can see more clearly to what extent .

theﬁ' completed cases are representatiire 61’ the total group.

MPrainine £ield of acti Total participantg Participants su.rvexod-. :
No. : % _ No. %
Agriculture 97 24,79 853 24.42
Publio Administration : 1 15,95 36 16,59 -
Transportation 65 14,60 50 23,04
Industry ' 46 10,33 23 10,60
Community Development 41 9421 ‘14 6e45
Health and Sanitation 40 8498 ar 7.83
Bducation - 28 6629 8 3.69
Labox 5 1,12 1 “o46
Army 2 -¢50. S 2 092

Others (namsly: Geology,
Flow of Capital, Map & Chart
Produetion, Prlson Adminlge
$ration, Physics, Nucleax

Sciense, Redio Communis,) _5@ ‘ 23 6400
Total s 445 ”’1’96"’.‘96}‘ 217 100,00

Almost all respondents, (Z.e. 202) had been selooted to attend tha
training program by their direct supervisors or by tho ninistry :I.n which
thgy worked, Of the thirteeon who had applied on their own, five applied
directly to thelr supervisors, two %o USAJ_:D, one to the ministry and the
others to non=governmsrtai and non-USAID organizations, Only nine partie
oipants stated they hed heen selected directly by USAID, including the
one mentioned atove as having applied directly 'l;o that organization

(tables 19, 20, 21, 22),

n :
See table 18 for specific funotional fields of training activity.



In tho opinionko thowgroup, tho most dooisivo faotors influenoing
their final selootion W roywporsonal ability,".”tho needs ot tho Job,

d "professional and oduoational" qualifioations, whioh 94 Peroont ratod
as "very important. A somowhat smaller perocentage, i.o. 77 percent
ioonsidered "1anguage ability" as ”vory important™ in determining the
choice (table 23), All 44 peroont who rated "personal contacts" as
a "very important" faotor in ‘thelr seleotion considered "personol ability,
"neods of the job,' "professional and oduoational qualifioations" and

"ladguage ability" to be "very important" as well (tebles 24=27),

II, Contegte of the Training Program

The training program included observation tours, on=the=job. training,_;
university attendance and special group programs, Seventy poroent of the
trainees took part in two or more of these activities; 30 percent were
- offered only one, Seventy three percent of the whole group took part in
observation tours, 67 percent received on-the=job training; 39 peroent v
were enrolled in universities; and nine peroont were given special’ group
programs (tables 28-32),

Where two or more activities were combined, (as with 48 percent)
the nost frequent combination was observation tours with on-the=-job
training (28 percent), and where three activities were combined (as with

18 percent of the group), the largest number was offered observation tours,
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onpthe-job training and university enrollment. Onlyfl;45p9roentioomoined?
all four phases of the program (table 33).

Eighty-five members (39 peroent) were enrolled in universities
(table 34), Of these, 19 received Masten's degrees, in nealth and
‘sanitationl(s)g education (4)3 agriculture and natural resouroos (3);
jindustry (3); public’ administration (3) ,and community development (l).
An additional 22 received non-aoademio oertifioates, in agrioulture and
natural resources (8); transportation (5)3 publio administration (5);
industry (2); and general and miscellaneous training (2) (table 35), -
The remaining 44 trainees, although they attended universities, ‘did not
~reoeive degrees or certificates (table 36)s .
| In addition to the training sessions, a seminar in oommunioatiOns”yasf
offered at the end of the program, This was designed to demonstrate to -
the trainees various specific ways in which they might utilize their
| training and transmit it to others, Only 27 percent of the group attended
the seminar (table 41), and of these, most were trainees in public adminis-
tration, transportation and agriculture (table 45).

The communication seminar seems to have been a general success, for
all who attended, with the exception of two, found it useful (table 42),
Seventy six percent of the group attended the seminar indicated that they
were able to apply to their work some ideas gained there (table 43), Only
a few oriticisms were mentioned, that the seminar was too intensive or too
ghart, or the location unsuitable (table 44).

The ocoupational groups apparently more successful in using ideas and
materials from the seminar were subordinate management pexsonnel, and

professionals (with the exception of engineers), Iwenty-three percent
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,of the group as a whole were unable to use their training gained in the

' eeminar as against 40 percent of the engineers alone (table 46). e
Curiously enough, attondanoe at the seminar did not seem to influenee

the participanti's total ntilization eoore.., Sixty-eisht-peroent of thoseu
who had attended the seminar had the higheet utilization ecore, ae
againet 84 percent with the highest utilization score who had‘g;t attended

Athe seminar (tatle 47).

III, Progrem Planning & Orientation

Orientation: L

Before departure, many ‘of the partioipants received some kind of-
" briefing, such as general orientation, Engliah language instruction, ox
information about the host country., In addition, some took part in the
actual planning of their program, Let us see how they fared.

Bighty percent of the participants were offered orientation eessions
by USAID, The majority of those atiending (91 percent) found them very
valuable, although 8 percent would have preferred to spend the time in
the actual training program (table 48), Approximately 60 percent of
those whe attended consal dersd the sessions adequate, The rest suggested
possible improvements, for example, prolonging the sessions and including
more infoarmation on the country of training; FPurther suggestions cited
weret a) the orientation sessions should be conducted in respondent's
own countrys b) they should be better organizeds c) visualéfids should
50 used; d) sessions should not be confined to government officialsj
e) not much propaganda should be included; and f) the organizers of the

sessions should be aware of participant's difficulties (table 49).

n
Results of answere to a group of related questions designed to oross-
check the over=all effect of the training on the partiocipant,.




EngliEh language 1nstruction wae also-arranged. Eighty-eight*and

nine-tenths percent of the group, however, did not reoeive ;{
language instruction (table 50) and of these 22 peroeﬁt felt they

eould have made use of eueh instruction (table 51). AFrom the total
group, 23 pereent had language diffioculties dwring their program

(teble 52). Even among the 19 partiocipants who had reoeived Englidh
lengqage inetruction, six still found diffioulty either in underetanding
‘or in being‘underefeod (table»53). On the other hand.77 peroent of those
who had not. received training in the uee of the language met with no
diffioculties (table 54).

Before leaving, 184 members of the greup felt they had been given
an edequate amount of information about life in the host country - the
use of restaurants and public facilitiee, oelloquiel epeech, religious
practices, usage of currency and other:generel 1nfermation about manners
and customs, |

However, 33 membe;s of the group felt in varying degrees that more
briefing on these subjects would have beenkueeful. Among these, nine had
not received information on any one of the items above mentioned, and 11
had received very little information (table 55).

The areas in which participants mentioned they needed most briefing
Nere use of restaurants and public utilities, manners and customs and
eeiloquial speech, Almost all knew about currency usage (table 56)s A

fev did point out that they would have liked more backgrcund information

]
"Adequate" is defined as having enough information on all or all
but one of the items concerning the host country,.
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cn the host country's'history, economic and~pclitical ‘structure, and its
“"if 57).

political, religious and racial attitudes,

Among occupational grcups, all second:top pclihf makers indicated

they had adequatc information on either all, r all but:onc'of the items

concerning the host oountry. We alsoffindr ongbsubordinate_management

officials (90 perccnt) indicating they had adequatc information than among
other occupational groups - such as professionals (76 percent) and sub-
- professionals (82 peroent) (table 58).

: A11 but one of the participants aged ovcr 45 said" hey had rcceived

‘enough information (table 59), and onlyfon statcd he had any language
: problcm (tablc 60) But it is worth mcntioninglthat in this, as in other
| answcrs, the clder grcups may be reluctant to admit their difficulties,
or, since they have rcturned several years agc, may not have ac fresh

memories of their difficulties as the younger traineest

Program Planning:

Sixty three percent of the participants statcd they had no opportunity
to participate in the planning of their training program (table 63). On the
other hand, 16 peroent considered that thcir program had beeti bascd totally
von their own ideas, ten pcrcent'indicatcd they had planned the program

jointly with USAID, and one percent ‘that USAID aJ.one2 pad managed it

'(table 64)

-y
It is feared that in some instances questions pertaining to program-
planning might have been understood in terms of plans made regarding the -
program upon arrival in host country and uot (as intended) prior to depar~
ture, .
2 A
The rest, or T percent,said they participated but did not remember how
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| Prior to doparture, the majority 171 (78 peroent) of the partioipanta;
stated they had received complete or at least adequato 1nformation about
‘the training program (table 65). The other 46. partioipants felt they
needed more briefing, partioularly on the subjects they would be 1oarningﬁ;
"and the places they would be visiting (table 66)e Among those who stated{
they had complete or adequate informatiog on all aspects of the program,,fs
second top policy makers and subordinate management officials rank highei‘}
(91 percent and 81 percent) than other occupational groups. For examplo,h
only 72 persent of the professionals and 75 percent of the engineers aaiﬁg%
they had enough information (table 67). |

Employers were nct generally a source of information about the program.
Fifty- hree persant stated their employers said nothing to them about
planning thelr training program (table 70); fewer still were briefed by
their respective ministries® (table 72). Of those participants who indie
cated they wexrs kept informed about the‘program; one third were either -
employed by USAID or exgaged in a joint project with USAID (table 73).

Seventy=-ore percset of the group indicated they were satisfied with |
the program before departurs, while about eight percent (18) stated they i*
were "not well satisfied™ (table 74), Of the latter group, eight peraons;

were in transportation and four in public administration (table 75).

1l
"Adequate® 1is defined as having enough information on all or. all but
one of the ltems concerning the training program,

=

One respondent's answer could not be ascertained,

2 : o
Considering that the overwhelming majority were government employees,
"employer" ard "ministry™ are really one, It is supposed that when asked
about "employer,"™ respondents tended to think of their direect supervisors, j
or chiefs; while when "ministry"™ was mentioned, it was taken to mean
another administrative unit (than their own) in the ministry,



fnatural resources (table 75).

Although there 1s a slightly smaller peroantage of partieipants

.’uapxuﬂsing dlssatisfaotion‘ ithvtheir”program among those who had
:partioipated in 1ts planning fhan amoug those who hzd not partioipated,
uthe differenoe 1s too slight to show any derinite relationship between
"partioipation in the planning and eventual satisfaction (table 76),

1V, kyaluation of Program

Participantsg! Evaluation
In the participants' own statements, we find general satisfaction

with the training program, Fifty-eight peroent found the enxire program
"very satisfactory.,” Was the program alse importanx %o them? Sixty-one
percent said it was, Seventy two percent of the group found the level
of thelr programs just right. Ninety=five percent of the group felt they
had received enough guidance and counselling, Many suggested changes,
and commented on individual aspeots of the programg thirty=-five percent
had negative comments to offer. Let us look mere closely at some'of thev
details which emerge from this section of the survey.

" Almost all of the partioipants (86 percent) felt they were given
enough attention upon arrival (table 78), Generally, participants were

assigned project managers and in most of these cases, the project manager
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himself met the participant when he arrived in the country of training
to discuss the program with him (table 79), and offered him guidance
throughout course of the training (table 80). About 59 percent7of»the

group fbund their prcgram arranged in complete detail when'they arrived.
about 29 percent in partial detail and 1l percent indicated their
prcgrams had not been set up at all (table 81).

Eleven participants (five percent of the group) complained that
| they did not get enough attention and guidance during the ccurse of
their program; all except one of these were met upon arrival by their
project manager (table 82), Six of the eleven had their programs
managed by a USAID official, the other five by someone ccnnected with'j
the U,S, government (table 83), Eight members of this group had h9t35
helped to plan their program (table 84)s We do find that all butdtie;
of this dissatisfied group had no ccmplete program arranged for themi'
when they arrived (table 85). B | R

The percentage cf programs not set up at all is elightly higher,
(1.6, 18 percent) in agricuiture and natural resources and in community_
dejelcpment (14 percent), On the other hand, none of the participants
in education had found their programs unplanned and only one in the A
field of industry and mining (table 88), "

About forty three percent found their programs just right, 54 percent
found their programs too short; and only one percent found them too
- long (table 89). A slightly lower percentage among those in the fielde
of sanitatien and transport (41 percent) found their programs just right
and a higher percentage among participants in the fields of industry and
mining.(65 percent) (table 90),
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.Regarding the level of the progrum, ll percent indicated it wae
abcut right.. Twenty one perccnt fcund it was toc simple, and . five
percent felt it was too advanccd (table 91). Finding the level of
thc program advanced dces not seem in any way related to language ‘
difficulties (table 92). Previoue university training was not & |
‘factor either, for amons the' five percent who found the level tcc
advanced, was fcund an equal nnmber of university graduatee and nonPE
graduates (table 93), |

As compared to the total percentage of those who found the level of
the program too advanced, i.e. five percent, we found 21 perccnt of
traineee in Community Development, .1l pcrcent of the traineee in
heclth and sanitation and elght percent in public administration, None
in the_fields of agriculture or education found their program too
difficult, Trainesus in general and miscellaneous fields and in transe
portation were proportionately highest in finding the program too
simple (table 94),

None of the 19 participants who had less than two years of specla=
1ization in their own fields found the training too simpls, Nineteen |
percent of those who were specialized for "¢wo t> less than five years®
found their programs “simple" as over cgainst 22 percent for those with
"five to less than ten®™ ard 24 percent for those who have had ten or -

more years of specialization (table 95).
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kn 1nteresting sidelight is found in the faot that of the 12 who
wtound tho 1ovel too diffioult, seven had not had an Opportunity to
' partioipato 1n the planning of thoir program (table 96).

Kbout 73 poroont of the group 1ndicated also ‘that they had followod;;
the program as it was originally planned (table 97)s In 22 peroent
of tho oaees programs underwent important changes such as shifting
location or adding subjects (table 98), and this was .done mostly at
the request of the participants themselves (table 99) who oonsidered
these changes necessary (table 100), Five participants ohanged to a
degreo program during the course of their stay (table 98).

Partioipants were asked to indicate what were the "most™ as well

. .'I

as the "least" useful and valuable parts of their experience, Seventoen
peroent of the group stated that "everything" they saw and did during
p their training was both useful and valuable, A large number (7l\peroent)
specifically mentioned as the most useful and valuable’part of their
ezperionoe aspects of the program itself; malnly on=the=jJob training
and practical work and oboervation tours and visits to industrial firms,
To a lesser extent studles in general, speciflic subjects studied,
speoifio techniques or procedures observed and university attendance wero;
indl.oat'ed .

Another seven percent found most valuable the opportunity to observe
conditions in the host country such as staff diseipline and teamwork,
modern procedures and equipment, or ways in which cffices and agencies

are organizeds
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A minor peroentage (almoat 3 percent) felt ﬁhat gaining better
understanding of other peoples and greater knowledge of another oountry'e

‘hay of life was most meaningful (table lOl).
Only 82 partioipante or 37 percent offered negative oomments abouﬁ

their expexrience (table 102), Of this group, the majority had remained
in training less than a year (table 103). To break down this group
farther, 56 percent of the sub-professionals had found parts ‘of their i
experience neither useful or valuable, while only 35 percent of the
profeesionals and only 27 percent of the subordinate management grouj

at time of selection had criticisms to: offer (table 104), |

Ninety percent of the negative comments were related to aepeots of

:the training program such a8 universities or specific courses partioipantaﬁ
attended (31 percent)s visits made to specific places (28 peroent);

‘and to a much lesser extent, the onpthe-;ob training (10 peroent); ‘and thef
. orlentation program (two peroent). Only ten percent mentioned faotor5~
unrelated to the program itself, These included in almost equal nnmher
digoriminatory attitudes towards races or nationalities that pertioipants |
either experienced, observed or read abouty social and reoreational ’
’_aotivities, and oustoms and cultural attitudes which appeared to them
gtrange, embarrassing, or uninteresting (tables 102-105),

When asked whether thelr training required them to do or to see too
many different things, 48 percent of the group replied they were satisfied,
though as many as 32 percent indicated they would have liked their training
prosram to have inoluded mores The other 18 percent felt they had been

made %o see or to do. too much (table 106),
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A higher proportion of trainees in the fields of transportation
(38 peroent) and industry and mining (43 percent) than in other training'
Eields 1ndioated they would have liked more inoluded in their programs
{table 107). |

Length of stay does not seem to be a factor here, for we find only
a very slight differenoa in the percentage of participants indioating
they would have liked to see more from among those who had spent s:x
months or less in the oountry and among those who had spent more theu,
six months (table 108). |

Though almost 60 percent of the group felt the program was complete,
the general feeling of the other 40 percent was for more social, oulturalr
and recreational activities and for more travel (table 109)., ZThis :
reeling’was not particularly related either to respondent 's profession o
or education,

On the other hand, 56 percent of the participants indicated they had
had enough social activitles arranged for them (%able 110), and a large
majority indlocated they had‘been entertained in private homes (table 111),

Respondent s were asked what changes they would recommend in case they |
were to go through the program again, O0f the 269 multiple answers reoeited%
dn this query,gbnly 13 specifically stated that they desired no changes or
improvements, One hundred and twenty three proposed changes in the emphasis
of the training program. This group felt that the training was too general
and would have preferred it to be somewhat longer and with broader objectives
(68 of the 123), The next largest group (34) desired more specialized
training, To a lesser extent, some wished it had been more specifically

related to the needs of their Job (21),
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Seventy-six suggestions were 1n favor of changes in the arrangemont
of the training programs: speoifio requests 1noluded more advanoe 1nior-
‘mation on the program (25) a ohanoe to plan the program (20); better  ﬂ
planning of the program (18), and lastly, more help in their daily living
jexpenses (13), Fifty-seven of the replies were suggestions for changes,f
in the type of training, i.e. that it include more university_Of;goéﬁéﬁia
activities (23), more practical work (20) and more observaéion (i4) 
(table 112),

Asked how they felt about the entire training program, both befuru;?

and after, participaunts reacted as followss

Before Trainine After Training
No % No %
Well satisfied 154 70,97 Very satisfactorxry 127 58,53-
Not very 18 8629 - Moderately so 60 27,65
Don't know 44 20,28 Not too satisfactory 20 9,22

Not ascertained b 446 Not satisfactory at all T 3.22
Not ascertained 3 138
217 100,00 217 100400

Analyzing the 27 participants who were either "not too satisfied" (20)
or "not satisfied at all"™ (7), 22 of them are aged 39 and under, and a |
progressive increase in degree of satisfaction is found as the age groups
increase; this is especially apparent with those aged 40 and over (table 113
Also, when examining the occupational catsgorisze of the "dissatisfled™ group
(at time of selection) we find that 20 percent are in ths sub=pr:fessional
_ group, as compared Yo ten percent from the professionals {not engineers),
seven percent from the englneers and 12 percent from subordinalec maiagement
level (table 114), Trainees in industry and mining, and in education were
most satisfied with their programs (almost 100 percent each), Eighteen
percent of those in functional fields in transportation were dissatisfied
as compared to 15 percent of those in sgriculture, and eight percent of
those in public administration fields (table 115),
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- The’ numbor ot disaatisﬁ.ed people 19 rela.tively lower among thoae
who did not attend orienta-b:.on seasions (9) tha.n among thoae who did (18)
(table 116), Also, 13 from among the diaaatisﬁed g:roup had ea.rlier indi-
oated they had English language difficulties during their stay a.broa.d
(table 117), The length of the program also showed itself as a factor in
oreating disratisfaction for as ma.ny as 18 out of the 27 under disoussiqz;_
felt their program was too short (table 118)»

0f those who attended universities or took special courses during
their training program (85), all those who received degrees (19), and all but
two out of the 22 who received certificates were positively satisfied with
the program, Seven out of ths 44 who did not receive either degreex or cexre  '~
tificates expressed dissatisfaction with the program (table 119), A large
number (17 out of 27) of the dissatisfied were also participants who felt
they had not had sufficient social activities arranged for them (tables 120~127

The reactions of the group towards ‘the importance of the training program
to them as a whole was as follows:

61 percent felt it was "most important®

37 percent felt it was of "in-between importance"

1 percent felt it was a "waste of time"

Fifty percent of the group commented that the money USAID made available f
them was insufficient for the high cost of living in the United States, A few
persons also indicated that the money should be adjusted to individual needs
(tables 128, 129), Persons from all ocoupational backgrounds as at time of
selection were dissatisfied with the cash allowance, However, a somewhat
higher percentage is found among the engineers (63 percent), the sub=pro=
fessionals (61 percent) and the second level top policy makers (58 percent),
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than among other groups. Forty three percont of the subordinate management
officials and 38 percent of the professionals felt the money was 1nadoquato
(table 130),

In order to evaluate and appraise the UBAID trainins prosram moro
completely, we attempted o contact and 1nterview the present auperviear
of each participant. |

Unfortunately we were only able to locate 55 such'supervisors, who
in turn were supervising T9 {or 36 percent) of ouwr total group of 217
respondents, Iweniy~fivs »ticipants maintained they did not have super-
visorsy in ¢ther insianses supervisors were out of Cairo at the time of
the survey or sccupyilng very high governmental positions (ministers or undex=
secretary of State) and as such were almost impossible to contact. In many |
cases, supervisors constantly postponed meeting interviewers and when field
work had to be abruptly interrupted, many interviews were still pendinge.

The forthcomlng discussion and analysis is therefore limited to intere
views with 55 supervisorsl abous T9 participantse

Many of the supervisors we interviewed were in a good position to
evaluate the effect of the program on the participant, 0f the 79 participant
under discussion, 30 were siill working under the same supervisor they had

before their training abroad.2

1

Fowteen of these supervisors had themselves participated in the USAID
training program dvring the past ten yearse

2

Supervisors indicated that, in addition to the 30 partiocipants under -
their direot supervision, they were also familiar with the training program
of another five participants,
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- Bighty percent (24) had been recommended for the traihing program by

these same Bupervisors.} Aﬁd before 26 of these participants left,the
organizations for whioh they'vorked had already made épecial plans for the
utilization of their future training, | |

However, the ﬁupervisar did not seem to piqy a major role in 1nifia—-
ting or pianning the program for the participant, According to the supexe
visars, ten of the 35 participanis had initiated their own training programg
17 had it initiated by someone in their depariment or section and in eight~ 
cases by the ministry or other government officials, Supervisors had heiped
only 13 participants to plan their programs, either gntirely, or by decidiﬁg
on or suggesting subjeots to be studiqd, or activities to be observed, To a
lesser extent, supervisors recommended the country or the university, orga;j
nization or company to which the itrainee should be assigned,

Many of the supervisors had known the participants for several yeauisy:
twenty two of the pariicipants had been known by their supervisors for .
from 11 to over 20 years; in 52 cases, the supervisors had known the partioié
pants for from one to‘ten years, Only one participant had been known to his .

supervisor for less than a year, |

Perhaps even more important, in 48 cases, supervisors state§ they now
spent from 8 to 16 hours or even more per week with the participﬁnis;-‘In
20 cases, the supervisor spent less than four hours per week wifh the particie
pant, Thirty seven of the participants had, since retwrming, discussed their
studies abroad with their supervisors, Twenty-seven had also shared with

their supervisors some general experiences of their travel and training.
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General praise for the training program oame from the supervisors we

7~imxerviewed. For 65 out of the T9 participants, the supervisors felt thst

‘"not very important. Only in three oases did supervisors feel the training
was "not useful,"

A further confirmation of the value of the program oame from the super-
visors who assertesd that the program was worth both the time and money :
involved as far as 62 of the partioipamts werehoouoerned. Only for five
trainees did the supervisors feel the program was not worth either the trouoie
or money involved.

How suitable was the oourse and how’ useful has it proved to be to the
organizations to which the partioipsnts are atteohed? In 63 oases, supervisors
answered, the training was excellent end quite suitable. Supervisors for eiguu
of the 63 specifically mentioned that a) partiocipants are epplying theix -
training in their work; b) this is valuable to the employer and to the
country; and ¢) as a result of the training, the participant has become
more efficient,

The supervisors also agreed that many of the partiscipants had been sbie
to convey to others some of the information learned during their trainiug‘
period, According to the supervisors, 53 had been successful in this,'througm
formal teaching, leotures, seminars, and training sessions, Radio or

n
Supervisors could nct remember, or did not know enough about the mstter
to express a definite view for 15 percent of the cases,
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television broadcasts had also been used, as well as films ‘and slides.
To a lesser extent partioipants revised or improved methods and equipment.
oxr introduced new methods and equipment. A few partieipants had also
written articles,books, or manuals, had translated publioations or held
demonstrations.

The few negative comments offered by supervisors for five participants
 were mainly that training was unsuitable either in general terms or spe
 oifically because it was a) not appropriate to the work the participant is
: doing; b) cannot be applied; o¢) is not appropriate to the participants!
training and ability, or d) participant is not teaching it to others, For
j another ten, the supervisors said they could not evaluate the suitability
of the program because they either did not know enough about the program or
.'about the particilpant or both.

What changs3 would the supervisors recommend if and yhen other trainees
- were to be sent abroad for similar training? The multiple suggestions made
are tabulated below,

No change 25

Changes in program planning 12

Changes in program content 36

Lengthen program 8

Other 3

Infover-all reting of paxrticipants and program, the supervisors were
jseored on a series of four questions, To‘ﬁhat extent had participants been
’abie tofconvey $o others information acquired on training progran? Was the

progran worth the cost and diffioulty involved? How sultable was the
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training in increasing the participanti's usefulness to the organizetion tc
which he 19 atteehedﬂ How important did he consider the perticipants'
treining to be? The results formed enether totel utilizetion ecore“}end
the epread of soores was as follows:

wneenigneet score for 46 partioipants

Seeond highest scorefor 13 participants

Lowest score for 2 narticipente

In the case of 18 partieipents, it wan impessible to oompute the total

“fiﬁue to insuffirient data on one or more of the questions. a

. When esked to appralse the overall program, & few. supervisons (seven
in~onejcase,‘and up to ten in other cases) did not reply. .For the rest, the
reeponses were"ee followss V

as FProcedure of selec’lont Thirtyneight supervisors were setisfied
with the actual procedure by which participants were seleeted for the training
prosrama .Four felt that participants should have been selected by supervisorss
that mowledge and experience in the specific field should have been important
eriteria.for selections and that selection should have been more appropriate"
to the requirements of the participants? job, or to those of his employer -
or hie ceuntzy,

b? Subjeet matter of program: Thirty=eight superviscrs were satisfied
witn the eubjeet matter of the training program., Six found it inappropriate
to participants! beokground, felt it was too broad; or believed it included
too much theory and not enough practical work,

Two thirds of the aupervisars felt the level of the program was setia-
fectory. Three indiceted that the level was elther too elementary or good

for partieipants in eome fields but not others,
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We found fewer suporwisors who were satisfied with tho 1onsth of

the program. As many as 18 found this aspeot unsatisfactory, almost

alwaya beoauso it was too short (one speoifioally 1ndioated that partio;-

pan$ did not have time to get a degree), Twelve felt the program'was

not long enough to permit practical experience, or that the amount o:<

practical experience provided was insufficient, but 36 were satisfied‘

in this reapoot. Several suggested that the programs ahould be planned

to fit the specific needs of the partiecipant, his employer or his oounxry.
Again we f£ind the majority (35) satisfied with the country or ootmtriea

of training and only eight dissatisfied, Six of the latter felt that |

¢raining should have insluded visits to more countries and one spooifioally 

mentioned that some of all of the training should be in Europe. ‘
Supervisors also seid they hoped more people would have an opportﬁnity‘

to take part in such training programs, Returned participants should, they

added, have some means of keeping informed on new developments in their -

fields,

VI, ZPresent Picture

When the survey was conducted, 65 percent of the partioipahts had been
back from their tra;ning program for from five to seven years and over,
‘Almost all of the remainder had been'book from six months to three years
(table 132), Ninety four percent resided in capital city areas (as against
95 percent who did so before departure); four percent were living in rural
or village areas and one percent in provinclial city areas (table 133). Ninetr-

five percent were employed, principally by the government, two percent were
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unamployed and onn peroent wero on pqnaion (table 135).

Let us look more closely at how the partioipanﬁ's Job was affeoted by

his trainins Only 21 peroent of the group, a total of 47 persons  were

given posts upon returning which were differnnt trom those theyshad held

before departure.2

different to jcb held before departure

Given different Jobs ,
(but what they were expecting) ‘ 25

Given better jobs than expected (more salary,A'_j;T
more responsibility° higher status) 10

Given Job in fleld of training A
Given Job other than wha’ was promised
Gijen Job in a adifferent profession
Giver job xot in field ef training
Changed frcm private to government Job

Given worse job {(Lower salary, lower status)

Given different job, n:t specified

1 ;
Only omne pariicipamt ndleated he had never had a job since his returm,
while four more had apparsaily suffered from periods of unemployment ranging
from one month to two years ¢ more, The other unemployed respondent was
vague about ths periods a2 has not been working, Thse rest have never been
unemployed since returning %o the U.A.R. (table 136).

2 L] :
Throughout this sas%ion, the picture of job shifts has been affected by
a confusion of terms arising out of the schedule I1tself, Two questions in this
category will illustrate, DParticipants were asked, "was the first job you had -
when you returned from the training program the sane as the job you had when
you left for training?™ and "is your present position the same as the one you
had when you first returned or is it different?" (The latter apparently was
meant to refer to promotions within the same job,) As the Arabic translation
for "job" and "position" was identical, the answers reflect this, and thus
we have no record of promotlons or changes of position which may have been
given to participants in the same job,



Here dob ahifts ocourred for participants 1n education and 1n
1nduetry and mining. Fifty percent of the tradnees in education and
34 percent of those in industry and mining have assumed different
poeitions, ae ageinst 17 percent of the traineee in agriculture and
in health and sanitation respectively, and only seven percent of those
in community development (table 137). A summary of the change in Job
atatus ia shown below (table 138), |

First Job after return same as- aeb before departure 170

Firet Jjob after return different frcm Job before

departure | N ~.§7
Present job same as first job after return 106 -
Present job dlfferen> f£rom first job after return 102

0f those who now have different Jobs from those held when they:fdret;
returned, 78 percent have been back frcm their tralning program for}fdte;i
years and longer, and 19 percent have been back from one to three
years (table 139). u

The following set of comparative tables will demonstrate the range
of Job shifts, as well as ths changes in fields of interest which have
taken place since the trairing program was completed., An expanded

version of these tables will bs found in the Appendix (table 140),

1 .
In the case of nine respondents, this question was not applicable,



T&brle ; 1
Occupations of Trainees Bei’oro and After Tl‘aining

\.92.92&?.425" Mﬁw

Top policy ma.kers, executives and
administrators (national level and/or
national impact) . , - 1

Second level policy makers, ’e‘ze,outiﬁ'd,l@‘

and administrators 28
Program and administrative offluia.sy:
subordinate management 76, B2
Professional engineers 2 25
Professional occupations Ll
(other than program and administrative e
officials and engineers) 35
Sub=-professional occupations 37
Clerical workers ‘2’
Table 2
Economic Aetivities of Trainees Befor&
and After Training
Occupation w After 'l‘raiggg/ "

Services, government and non-government 48 51
Government administrative and regulatory .

gexvices 24 20
Specialized government technical services 18 15
Managemen) services in government agencles '8 5
Agrioculture, forestry and fisheries : 40 36
Mining and quarrying . 1 f'}_
Manufacturing, maintenance and repalr 9 12
Engineering and construction 15 16
Electricity, gas, water and sanitary aervices 4 ]
Transport, storage and communication services 48 48
Commerce, banking and insurance 1 1

R

Excluding the six respondents who were unemployed at the time of

+ha clunwrarr .




a3l

If we 1ook elosexy at the group ef tables, it seems apparent that no
startling changes have taken place in the empxoymenx status or tne part;-,
oipents since their return from the training program. One or two exeep-
tions deserve mention, howevery Seeond 1eve1 poliey makers more than
doubled in number (from 12 to 28) and one from this group became a‘top
policy level officlal, We also find a slight rise in the number of sub-;i’
ordinate management officials (from 76 to 82) and curiously enough. a drop
in the professions from 41 to 26 among engineers and from 47 to 35 among
all other professions, The latter: may be explained by the fact that many
of the professienals are now in administrative jobs, though still associa=
ted with their professions, and as such are c;assified under administration,

The participants themselves do not believe that the training program-‘”
was a vital factor in changing their Job status for 69 percent of the greup
stated that even if they had not taken the training, they felt their eceu-'
Potional status would have bsen the same, Fourteen percent felt it woulc
not have been as good, while three percent thought it would have been —
better (table 142), All those who had a year or more of training thought
that thelir present Jjob would have been the same (57 percent) or not as
good (21 percent) whether or not they had taken part in the pregram. The
few who felt that the training made them miss better jobs are among theise
with less than one year of training (table 143),

How were the participants able to utilize their new skills and
knowledge gained during the training program? To discover this, intere
viewers asked many different kinds of questions, Participants were firsf
asked whethexr or not they were able to utilize their skills at all, how



thqy were able to. uxilize them,xand whether or not they had been able

‘to oonvey some of their ideas to others;

The response was generally positive. Eighty-four peroent of the
group, representing all filelds, reported they were able to use, 15
varying degrees, some of their new knowledge in their ourrent Jobs
(tables 144-147); Fifty-four peroent said they had been able to use
"almost everything" or"everything.ﬂ and 27 peroent were able- to utilize
"gome" or "a 1ittle" of what they had learned (table 148) o The super-,
visors of participants seemed also to welcome these'nsw skills, for 63
percent of the participants who have supervisors indicated they found
the latter "very helpful® (51 percent) or "somewhat helpful" (12 peroent)s'
in enabling them to put the new training into action (tables 149-151).

As far as conveying new ldeas to others, this also has been aohieveug(
in varying degrees by 84 percent of the entire group (table 153), Fiftyee
three percent felt they wers able to transmit "almost everything" or
"everything ;" 28 percent could only convey "some" or "a little" In all
oases this was done mainly through lectures, formal training programs,
teaching, onethe-job training, and informal discussions (table 1534),

The percentage of those who were able to convey what they learnsd
during their training to others was lowest among the second level policy
makers and the subfprofessional groups as at time of selestion, for four
out of 12 offéhs former and 25 penoent of tiwe latter have not been able
to convey whaf they learned to others, This compares rather startingly
with the other ococupational groups such as the engineers and the other
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profeaeionala who by no less than 90 percent were ‘able tc transmit to
othera some of their new akilla and practices (tables 154, 155).

Twenty-six percent of the total group stated they had no‘plens'far;
using in the future training which had as yet not been utilized' (table 157).
Again the current second level policy makera and the sub-profesaionala
were high in this group, 42 percent and 29 percent respectively. On
the other hand very few (16 percent) of the professional groups combinedk
indicated they had no future intention of using training which they have
not until now been able to apply (table 158),

What were the difficulties which participants experieﬁced ;n7utilizing
their skills or conveying them $o other peovple? One ﬁundred‘ehﬁ aevenieen
sald they had found nn difficulty whatsoever, The other helf of the group's
reported difficulties cover a wide range, Ieck of equipment was cited in
38 instances, lack of funds in eighty problems of personal relations in the
Job situation in another 31 cases, and general administrative reasons in 22,
Insufficient authority was mentioned, as was lack of opportunity, and
difficulties arising from the training program itself, The latter were
very few in number (table 159),

Participants® activities

Participants wers also asked about what they had done in their Jobs
when they first returnsd to the UAR, Had they tried to introduce improve=
ments? If so, what were those improvements? Were they in any way related
to the training they had Just received? What did the participant himself

consider the most outstanding thing he had done in hils Job since returning?
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Eightyhthree percent (182 peraons) of the group related that they had
been etimulated to new aotivity upon return. The kinde of thinss they did

may be seen below:

Changed oxr improved procedures 78 .
Performed job in superior way ox -

assumed additional responsibilities 24
Taught others 18
Did research 17
Wrote books 10

Constructed something (dam, irrigation
system, etc.)

Made formal plans for future development

Instituted new curriculum, organization

Bought or instituted purchase of new
equipment

Continued studies

Othex

ip;n{ua ocob

About 95 percent of this group felt that in these activities they
used the knowledge acquired from the UBAID training program (table 160,.
Over 8l percent of the group indicated oxr implied that they themselves
had initiated and implemented the activities they had reported (table 161

Those who reported an activity which they believed to be outstanding
were in the following fisldss

Agriculture 23 percent
Transportation 21
Public administration 15
Industry

Health

Education

Community development
Labor

Other activities

M OA®DWOWY

If we turn to the 35 persons who had no first activity to report at a11,4
we find that the trainees in the field of transportation form the single
largest group (24 percent) (tables 162,.163).



=~ 35 ¢
V} The sdhedulo included a question on other new activities, Half the
group (110 persons) reported that they had undertaken, upon their return
from'training, a second activity which they believed to be outstanding,
The ﬁist:ibution, according to the kind of action and the fields in which
it ;és undexrtaken, follows the sameApgttern as the first aqt;vity
(tables 164-169). | B

U%;lization scoga

In order to oross-cheok the effect of the training program on the
participants a group of six questions were oombined, and the results tabu--
lated into what is called a "total utilization score." The questions are
related not only to the participants! employment status since their returh,
but also to their ability to utilize newly=-acquired skills and convey them
to other people, From an analysis of the participants' "utilization score,"
we may glean a further final insight into the program and its consequences
for the individual participants,

Fiftye-nine percent of the group under study received the highest
utilization score (75 or higher); 15 percent the second highest (50=74)
and none had less than a score .f 50.’ The break=down by occupation is
interesting; all trainees in industry and mining and all but one in edu=
cation received the highest utilization score.(table 170), In the middle .,
range (50-74) are found relatively more of the sub=professionals (as at the
time of selection) (table 171), subordinate management and health and

sanitation trainees,

]
It should be noted that 24 percent of the group did not receive any
utilization score because of the lack of data on one or more questions,
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| or thoseiparticipaﬁxs who emerged with the accohd higheat‘aoorb
(50-74) 33 peroont of these had found the level of the program too
simplu, !bt ve 8till f£iand that 26 percent of those partioipants with
the highest score reported they did not find their program just right
in one way er another (tables 172-181),

The over-all swurvey aeems to show a certain relationship between
satiafaction with the program and the person's ability to utilize the
training. Among those who reneived the highest utilization score, only‘;
seven percent had not been satiétied with the program as against 21
percent dissatisfied among those who received the second h;ghgét h&ili?ﬁé
tion score (table 182),

At the time of selection, 54 (24 percent) of the respondents had been
employed full time either directly or in a. Joint projeot with USAID, .An
additional six warked part«iime ox occasionally with USAID or in a Joint
government project (table 183),

After their return from the training program, most participants apparouy.y
maintained little contact with USAID (table 184), Only 67 people (almost
31 percent of the group) have had some dealings with USAID; 24 of them
have worked foxr USAID or in a Joint project with USAID since their return
(table 185).

Rel@tively more trainess in community development, transportation, and
industry and mining seem to have maintained their relationship with USAID,
For example 50 percent of the former and about 40 percent of the two

latter have continued some contact, as compared to 30 percent of those in



_publio administration, 25 peroen$ of those in eduoation, 23 peroent ot
thoso in health and sanitation and 22 percent of those in agriculture
(table 186). Also, there are relatively more among this group from aub-
protéssional ranks than from other occupational ranks at the time of
‘selection, Porty-eight percent of their tuial have had contact with

USAID compared to 33 peroent of the second level policy makére; 30 percent
of the combined professional groups and 21 percent of the subordinate |
management officials (table 187)s Even in terms of their ourrenx ocoupa= -
tione we f£ind sub=professional groups naintainingfrelatively more contact
with USAID (table 188),

Sixty-six persons (30 percent of the group) indicated that a USAID
technician is available to them (table 189).’1Tinnxyf§ix‘have frequent
contact with him, 35 meet him occasionally, fivé nane’néfen‘mot‘him at
all,) (tables 100-192) |

After their return, participants rarely asked for heip from USAID, Of
the 30 who did, (table 193) most requested technical advice or printed
mnteriai (table 194); one third however never received the hélp they
requested (table 195), A proportionately larger group from among the
ourrent professionals (other than engineers) asked for help than from any
other occupational category., We find that 25 percent of the professionals
'had‘requested help from USAID as compared to 16 percent of the sub=profession-
als, ten percent of those in subordinate management, seven percent of the
engineers and three percent of the second ievel top policy makers
(tables 196-198),
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Ont of the 174 participants whc attended general crientaticn sessions
e.nd e.s such shculd be receiving a newsletter, cnly 52 percent indicated
they were regular recipients (te.ble 199).
Of the totaJ. group, 50 joined U.S. prcressionsl sccieties during their
treining progre.m (te.ble 200) a.nd of- these 35 ave members cf these assccie.tions

(table 201)today . |
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SUMMARY

‘Judging the success of a program such as the USAID training progrem
depeh@s on}th9fcr;teria used, If, for example, we take change in Job
stavus as a oraiserion, then the program Wasgnotfpve:whelmingly successful,
for half of‘the trainees surveyed are stillyih,fhe same jobs they held
béfore departure and 69 percent stated thai‘evehfif they had not participa-
ted in the training program, they believed fh@irtoocupational status woﬁld
have been the same, However, the number of fhe second=level policy makers
among the participants is twice what it was beforé;thé'prpgram beganvandiéj
nnmber]of professionals seem to have gone into admini;tfﬁtion in‘their?;ﬁﬁi
fieidsg‘ Both facts are presumably signs of some'promotion. ;

‘But if we take as our criteria the participant's own view of whether-
or not the program was important to him or whether or not he was ab16 t§:
use his‘ training in his job, then the program seems conaiderably‘mqré
auccessful° Sixty-ons percent of the group believed the program to be
most important to them, and 84 percent, representing all fields, reported
they were able to use, in varying degrees, some of their newly-acquired
knowledg? in their current jobé, The direst superiors of the participants
also seemed to welcome these new skills, for €3 percent of the participants
found their supervisors "wery"™ or "somewhat™ helpful in enabling them to
put their new training into astion, Again, 84 percent of the participanté
felt they were able to teach these skills to others, One of the mos}
interesting results is that the majority of respondents were able to use
their training and initiate new programs and procedures despite obstacles
thqy may have encountered upon their return., Another indication of the

favorable impression made by the program is found in the supexrvisorst
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comments that more people thould have an: opportynity to.take part:in such
training,

Fifty-eight peroent of the partioipants found the" program very
satisfactory in almost every respeot. Over 70 percent approved of th¢
level of the program. The one single most frequent complaint was: that
the program was too short (both supervisors and partioipants mentioned
this), In fact we. find that 184 out of 217, or 84.7 percent of the
programs 1asted for 1ess than one year, This may have been a limiting
factor in the success of the entire program for many of the participants,
because the mejority of those trainees who dld stay long enough to earn
degrees or certificates were satisfied with the program, and many report
shifts 'of Jobs which presumably were improvements for them.

It is interesting that participants in some fields seem to have benefited
in more than others, In education and in industry and mining especially,
trainees show general satisfaction with the program and report they were
able to utilize their treaining, Also more Job shifts occurred after training
for'persons in these fields,‘ | |

Further investigation into the experience of trainees in other fields
might show in what ways the program could have been made more meaningful
for them, or why they encountered difficulties upon their return to the UAR
which were not present for education and industry and mining,

The reason is not clear, but most of the complaints and oriticisms
"about the program seem to have come from those in the 30-44,age_groupq 'Many

of those who said they lacked adequate information on the host country ox

n : e
The respondents in education numbered 8 persons; those in industry
and mining totalled 23,



- -
on their training program were 1n this group, and this was also the
“group whioh indicated more diffioulty with the English 1anguage.k
B When the question wes asked, "what was the Teast veluable oart

'of your experience? " only two people mentioned the orientation program.
rOne wonders however why 42 of the partioipants did not take part 1n the
orientation sessions and why 88,9 (193) of the partioipants did not )
reoeive any English lenguage instruction, Twenty-three peroent (46 persons)
of this latter group felt they oould have benefitedt by auoh instruotion.
And only 60 of the entire group of 217 attended the seminar in oommunioq-
tions, although the seminar was set up to show the partiocipants speoifio
rays and methods of applying their treiniﬁg and teaching it to others, -

Follow=up is another area in which the'program seeths to be weak,
Even though only 30 of the participants requeétod help from USAID afrer
their return, one third of this group never received the help;(feohnioel
advice or printed material) which they requested, Of the 174 parfioipants
who attended general orientation sessions and as such should be'reoeiving
a newsletter, only 52 percent said they were regular reoipienta.

The beneficial effects of such training, for Egypt as well as for -
the individual participant might well be maximized if some of the suggestions
of both participants and supervisors could be incorporated into future

programs,



féble 1,

PARTICIPANTS AREA OF RESIDENCE
AT TIME OF SELECTION

Arsa of Residence No,g;.i} % if°
Capital oity : 207 - 95,39
Provincial oity -3 139
Rural placs, town 7 3422
Tosal a7 100,00

Table 2,

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNED PARTICIPANTSF
AS OF TIME OF SELECTION

Age Grouype Noe %
Leeps thaz 25 3 1.38
25 = 29 26 11,98
30 = 34 BT 26,27
40 - 44 35 16,13
45 = 49 19 8476
50 = 54 13 5¢99
55 & over 3 1,38
Total 217 100,00

-3 -1-13 11 SaanRaSEssIInSooEaoRunsoms




“Table 3.

MARTTAL STATUS OF RETURNED PARTICIPANTS
"~ AT TTME OF SELECTION

Not married A8

. oTnes

22412

. Total f;71¢ff:ﬁ¢]2if,_

SNSRI TSNS S NSRS NREREE

"Table 4,
UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE OF‘PARTICIPANTE

100,00

PRIOR TO USAID TRAINING

{f;ﬁﬁiitai’Stafﬁsvﬁp2~ 7N§§§@%Z;ffgf€$7ikif;h7¢

 Attendange : Na."_’- |

'?:T?fi:gﬁ?:{:

Attended 180"

Did not attend .;31;

Ceéo§5
17,05'

Total 217

Table Se

- 100,00

IOCOATION OF UNIVERSITY ATTENDED
PRIOR T0 USAID TRAINING

dountry-of location No.

®

Egypt 160
England 11
U.S .A. 8
Lebanon 1

Did not attend Univere. 37 :

sity

7373
5407
3469

046

17405

Total 217

100,00

4



ACADEMIC ‘DEGREE RECEIVED BY PARTIOIPANTS
: o BEFORE USAID TRAINING

Received degrees ;"i""i78 82.03’
Did not receive ) 2. 692
Did not attend Universities 37 B 17.95, o

Total - "72'17, :|.oo.oo

éa.ble ' 76 E

PARTICIPANTS 'ATTENDANCE AT SPECIAL SCHOOLS
- PRIOR TO USAID TRAINING '

Attendance | ng""_ %

Attended | 72 733918
Did not attemd - - 145 66,82

Total 211 100,00

NN



e s
" TYPE OF SPEOIAL SCHOOL ATTENDED

. PRIOR TO USAID TRAINING

Type of special school ,f ﬁ6J:

Military sohool
Teachers schools

Public Health schools

Social Service schools

Public Administration schools
Business and Commercial schools
Engineering schools
Industrial and Trade schools
Special Language schools
Agricultural schools

Nursing schools

Seoratarial schools

Mags Communication

Others

Not ascertained

}ﬁcgppmuuamamméﬁff

)

Total - (T

Table 9,

UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE OF PARTICIPANTS
AND ATTENDANCE AT SPECIAL SCHOOIS
PRIOR TO USAID TRAINING

Special sehool Attended Did not attend Total
attendance No. & No. % No, %

Attended 42 23,33 30 81,08 T2 33.18
Did not attend 1138 76,67 7 18,92 145 66,82

Total .180 100,00 37 100,00 217 100,00

RN N ORI RN ENCEE RSN N RN RSN EERNrIRREm



Table 10,

PARTICIPANTS UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE PRIOR TO USAID
TRAINING AND TYPE OF SPECIAL SCHOOL ATTENDED BEFORE
DEPARTURE

Uhiversitygigigggiﬂae prior to USAID

Attended university Did not attend Total
university :

8

Type of special
school attended

Hy

o

Military

Agriculture
Engineering
Industrial

Public health
Nursing

Teachers

Business and Commerce
Public administration
Secretarial

Mapgs commvnication
Community development
Special language
Others

Not ascertained

Did not attend

phuorHrUVEHaLEN

=
o : :
Brhbrverivoatwrra

NHHEHEPDLEOPWOHEWOW G

S
.=

Total 280 ;. ar

Table 11,

PARTICIPANTS OCCUPATION OR TYPE OF
 EMPLOYER AT TIME OF SELECTION

Type of ocoupation

or employer No, % |
Government 208 95,85
Nationalized industry 6 2,77
Private 1 o4t
Othex 2 92
Total 217 100,00



Pable 12,

PARTICIPANTS TOTAL TIME OF SPECTALIZATION
AT TIME OF SELECTION

fi;éfs_of specialization Noe. V:$f~
None o o6
Tess than one 15 6491
One to less than two 3 ‘Le39
Two ‘to less than five 21 9,67
Five to less than ten . 35 16,13
Ten years or more 142 . 65.44
metal a7 100,00

Table 13.

OCCUPATIONS OF TRAINEES BEFORE TRAINING

Occupational rank o o ‘  ‘FO@EV‘Y‘

Second level policy makers, | -
executive and administratorss AR

Regional or local government
agency directors and deputy
directoras, general directors, e
division directors. -5

Controller gensral, controllers f?



_ Table 13 (cont'd.)
OCCUPATIONS OF TRATNEES BEFORE TRAIRING

Oooupational rank

Program and administrative of ficials = g
subordinate managementt : R (3

Chief inspectors, head of training,
regearch, administrative chlefs,
section chiefs, program division
chiefs, field office directors

Staff planners 2

Personnel & welfare offlcers, .
finance officers, property & supply
officers, legal officers, adminige
trative officers 11

Executive assistant s, technical
advisors, markeiing speclalists,
public relation and press officers 1l

School principals, inspectors
of education, hospitals and olinic
administrators, etce 3

Gther subordinate line and staff
management program and administrative

officlals

Professional engineers: 141
Civil engineexs p?ﬁ";
Chemical engineers 1
Eleoctronic emngineers &Q
Mechaniocal engineers 1
Agricultural engineers 12

Aeronautiocal engineers 5



Table 13 (ocont'ds)
)CCUPATIONS OF TRAINEES BEFORE TRAINING

Ocoupational rank No.

Professional occupations |
thsr than program and a 1gm
ative officials and engineers)? 4T

Agricultural scientists 2
Sociological and life scientists

Mediocal sclentists :

Economists

Sootal scientists (except
Economists)

Physical scientists

Teachers, university level,
sciences other than social
sciences

Teachera, Ll:ogiructors

WU HHEsU.

H-3

Sub=professional occupations: f§9‘

Laboratcry tecters

Hurses

Medical and public health
technicians ’

Other sub-professional :
occupatlons 35

Clexrical vorkers 1



Table 14

ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES OF TRAINEES, '
BEFORE TRAINING

Classification of Egonomic aotivities Nég

Services vernment and non-government s | 46
giness Lati edical
i 1% 86

Business, and professional enterprise
(performing services by oontract or fee) 5

Educational services (Univ, & Tech,) 8
Bduocational services (primary, noconda:y

and kindergarten) 4
Edncational services, voocational and .
trade schools 1‘2“
Bducational services, other 2
Medicel services, general 8
Medical servicss, public health 8
Welfare, sooiel & vaployment Security
Service 7
Comnunity development 2
Publio safely services 2
24
18
8
40
Crop production 14
Idvestook production & development 11
Iand and water resources 9
Agriculture and home egonomics T
extension ‘ _1,3
Forestry and logging R £
Other agrioultural services 2



Table iQf(obnt'd.Z

ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES OF TRAINEES
BEFORE TRAINING

Jlagsifiocation of economio aotivitiei ?HPQ?Q

Tobacoo manufactures

1
Textile mill products )
Paper and allied products - ,Qi\
Chemicals and allied products A
Maochinery, except eleotrical 1
Blectrical machinery, Euipment and

supplies 1
Profewssional, solentifio and oonwrolling
instrumenve, photographic, eto, 3
Enginsexing and qongtxuctiont S
General building 6
Highways and wtreetn "
Reavy consmtruabion .
:{f4;
Aty transportution and related services 30
Poatal mystem aperations &
Telephone, telegraph and telee >
aommunioa%ionu syatem 813
oitar o

Wholoualo und roﬂuil trndo | : ;;‘&;ﬁ



RANK OR LEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS! JOB

"ﬁablo_IS.

BY AGE AT TIME OF SELECTION

Age

Rank of participants job

P Second . Subordi- Engl- Pro= Sub=pro= Cleri- Not
group level nate mana~ neers fessionals fessionals oals working
policy gement :
kers —_ — —

__—E_%No. No, %  No, % No, #  No. # THo. % To. %
Less than .

25 1 2,44 1 2,56 -1 100,00
25 = 29 4 5,26 10 24,39 7 14,89 5 12,82
30 = 34 18 23,69 14 34,15 17 36,18 8 20,51
35 - 39 3 25,00 22 28,95 10 24,39 14 29,78 12 30,77
40 - 44 2 16,67 13 17,11 4 %75 T 14.89 9 23,08
45 = 49 2 16,67 11 14,47 1 2,44 1 2,13 4 10,26 _
50 = 55 4 33,33 T 9.2 1l 2.44 1 2413 N
55 & over 1 8,33 1 1,31 1 100.00
Total 12 100,00 76 100, 00 41 100, 00 47 ..100,00 39 100,00 1 100, 00 1 100.00}

Table 16,

NUMBER OF PEOPLE SUPERVISED BY PARTICIPANTS IN
POSITIONS HELD AT TIME OF SELECTION

Number of people

—Bupervised No, %

None 36 16,59
lep 42 19,36
6 =19 40 18,43
20 = 49 32 14,75
50 « 199 25 11,52
200 « 499 14 6445
500 - 999 6 2,76
1000 & over 13 599
Not ascertained 9 4415
Total 217 100,00



PARTICIPANTS TOTAY TIME IN FIELD OF SPECIALIZATION
-~ BY AGE AT TIME OF SELECTION

Total years in fisld of specialization

80 s Home Tess than Ome %o less Two %o loss Five to less Ten end
group ne than two than five than ten over
Noo Noo | No. No, No,
Less than ' -
25 1 4,76 2 1,41
25 = 29 1 6,67 T 33633 10 * 28,57 8 5463
30 = 34 3 20,00 1 33,33 5 23,81 15 42,86 33 23,24
35 = 39 1 4 26,67 1 33,33 6 28,57 8 22,86 41 28,87
40 = 44 2 13,33 . o 2 5¢71 31 21,83
45 - 49 3 20,00 1 33,34 2 9,53 ‘ 13 9,16 .
50 = 55 2 13,33 3 : 11 T.75
55 & over ‘ C 3 2.11 ‘
Total 1l 15 100,00 3 100,00 21 ’100;60 35 100,00 142 100,00
“Hﬂ===ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ======— 11131} NSRS enERENSEEINERENNREE uEREnenm
Table 18,
FUNCTIONAL FIEILDS OF PARTICIPANTS TRAINING
ACTIVITIES BY SEX
Funotional fields . Male  Femsle fTotal
Direct military supports | 2
Airfield construction : 1
Badar and communication network o
construction : ; o o
Agriculture and natural rescurcess B 53
Research, agricultural education, amd .= ' '
extension .10
land and water resources . [ B
Crop and livestock development 21
Agricultural economics, farm organization i
and agricultural credlt T
Agricultural marketing and processing 2

Other agriculture and natural resources 3



Table 168 (cont'd,)

FUNCTIONAL FIEIDS OF PARTICIPANTS TRAINING
\CTIVITIES BY SEX

?unctional fields Eq}é Eéﬁ%ig; é;f&fi

Indugtyy and minings s 23
Power end communications
Manufacturing and processing
Engineering and construction
Marketing and distribution
Industrial managemerd
Industrial training

SRR o S
S NRW RS

Transportation: ;g?: 50 -
Highways 16
Air transport T 44

Labor: A 1
TLabor management relations ‘;1; E

Health ond sanitations o T
Environmental sanitation e '
Health training and education 8L
A1l other health and sanitation SRS

(public health adminisbration, R
health statistics) 3

Educationt SR 8
Vocational agriculturs education 1
Professional and higher education
A1l other education (teacher training, ;
educational research techniques) 6

Public administrations Ll 36
Public administration o
Government wide organization and

management
Public personnel administration e
Organization and management nf particular -
ministries or programs v
Public budgeting and finance administra-
tion
Organiation and administration of
institutes or schools for public

-*‘~J°,Q!‘\ﬂ"§‘

or buginess administration X
Statistics, General and Census 12
A1l other public administation el

(Accounting and Auditing, :

Economic research and analysis) 8




Table 18 (cont'd,)

FUNCTIONAL FIRLDS OF PARTICIPANTS TRAINiNd'
ACTIVITIES BY SEX

Punotional Tields Male Female Total

Communtiy deretopuanty soolal welfare 14
and housings ‘
Communisy developmsnt
Socelel welfars
Housling
Bupporbing projecis, housing

pHMH
w

Geperal and migcelosnesvs: 13
(iociudings Ceology, chort production,
Mapp'lng,.sclaro Frerpy, Muclear Sclence,
Prigor adminiatratisn, Formation and

Flow cf eapital} 13
Total 211 .6 217.
L1 = ..:xur;muuam:aunmwm:::n;n::z:#:g==?§ﬁgééﬁu-u==ﬁh'====:



fable 19.

FIRST STEP MADE BY PARTICIPANTE
IN TRAINING PROGRAM

First R 3
Step made No. %
Made application 1j.b ;5;59" 
Was seleoted 202 93,09
Can'% remembex 1 o406
Not ascertained Y 1
Total 27 200400

IS T 13 S A I S N 3 54 A 5 5 00 % 5 56 O O O 6 5 O N 6 0

Table 20.

PARTICIPANTS FIRST SOURCE OF INFORMATIC..
REGARDING USAID TRAINING PROGRAM IN THEJR FIELD

First
Source of Information No,

A

From supexvisoxr
Non personnel source
From USAID personnel
From oolleague
From Ministry or governmen} .

official
From other organizations .
Selested or invited 20
Not ascertained

Total  ar

90,051 55 0 £ 0D . £ G531 SRS (508 5 MR T D £ TR i 0 Oy £ SRS S (RSN S N

{ B A D

ON




Table 21,

ORGANIZATION OR PERSON RESPONSIBLE FOR
SELECTING PARTICIPANTS FOR TRAINING PROGRAM

FOrganization selecting participants No,.

Supervisors
Ministry

USAID

Other organlization
Special board
Employer

Won scholarship
Ministry/USAID
Don't remember

Not ascertained

Naot _applicable
Total  217'i5*

- e == S=== == sanssnmas

= |
90
w1

T NN R E WO

Table 22,

FIRST STEP MADE BY PARTICIPANT IN USAID
TRAINING PROGRAM BY OFFICIAL RESPONSIBLE
FOR THEIR SELECTION

O0fficial responsible FPirst step made by particlipant
for selection Made Selected Don't Not As= Total
applicat by others gertained -
Supervisor 8 155 163
Ministry 1l 26 27
USAID 1 8 9
Other officials 2 4 6
Special board ' 3 3
Scholarship p s
Ministry/USAID 1 1
Employex ‘2 2
Don't remembexr 1 >N - 2
Not ascertained A i >N i L. 2
Not applicable L E 1 5 1
Total 13 202 1 2 a7

1



Table 23,

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF FACTORS INFLUENCING
PTHEIR SELECTION AND DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF EACH

 Degree of F a c t or 8

:?pgzzgggzl Perconal  Needs of  Personal  Language  Prof, and.
contacts ability Job - oontaocts abllity Eduoc, -qual
. Nos % No, % Nos & No. % Iﬁ?..iz?T

Very import- IR

ant 208 95.85 208 95,89 96 44,24 169 TT.88. 203 93.55.
Not very R

important T 3623 7  3.23 119 54,84 44 20,28 14 6,45
Not ascer- ' L

tained 2 92 2 092 2 492 4 1,84
Total 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00

Table 24,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL

ABILITY BY DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL CONTACTS
FACTORS INFLUENCING THEIR SELECTION

Q;gizza;:e Degree of 1mpor§§nce of personal ability
:zngzzzgnal Vexry Not very Not ascertained
Very important 95 45,67 1 50,00
Not very ime-

portant 111  53.37 7 100,00 1 50,00
Not ascertained 2 096 - : S

rotal 208 100,00 7 10000 2 200,00

AS

">



Table 25,

PARQICIPANTS OPINION OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF
NEEDS OF JOB BY DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL
CONTACTS AS FACTORS INFLUENCING THEIR SELECTION

'5egree of Degree of importance of needs of Job
impoxrtance of —
Vexry important Not very Not ascertained
personal contacts : 1mportant .
No, % No. % No. %
Very important 96 46,15 =
Not very important 110 = 52,89 7 100,00 2 - 100.00
Not ascertained 2 096
Total 208 100,00 7 100,00 Z 100,00
ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂaﬂ=H===q==ﬂBHHBH:BHH====HBB==================.HHBHHHH-Bﬁﬁ-- ’
Table 26,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF
LANGUAGE ABILITY BY DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF
PERSONAL CONTACTS AS FACTORS INFLUENCING THEIR SELECTION

Degree of Degree of importance of language ability

importance of

personal contaots Very important: Not very Not ascertained

important
No, % No, % No, %
Very importans 89 52,66 6 13,64 1 25,00
Not very important 79 46.75 38 86,36 2 50,00
Not ascertained 1 59 1 25,00
Total 169 100,00 44 100,00 4 100,00



Table 27,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION OF DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF

PROFESSIONAL AND EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS BY

DEGREE OF IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL CONTACTS AS
FACTORS INFLUENCING THEIR SELECTION o

Degree of Degree of im nog 6f Prof, & Educ,
impsrtance of
personal contaots Very important ?;t v?ryt Total
No,. { No. % No. %
Very important 92 45.32 4 28,57 9 44.24
Not very important 109 53470 10 Tle43 119 54,84
Not ascertained 2 «98 2 92
Total 203 100,00 14 100,00 217 100,00
ST EE T A 3 O 3 N 0 O 1 S D XS 2 2 O S R £ D 0 U D 5 T R 3 IS 5 20 50 Y NS 16 0 253 Y 19 3 1 £2 X0 150 R TS A 52 N IS 533 I OO I S B
Table 28.

TYPES OF TRAINING PROGRAMS OFFERED -
TO PARTICIPANTS

‘Partioipants Ubservation Un=the=job University 8p0c3 aL

Attendance tours training attendance group programs
No. % No, % No. % © Noe {
Attended 160 73,73 146 6T7.28 85 39.17 20 9,22

Did not
attend 57 264,27 71 32,72 132 60,83 197 90,78

Total 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00

u--:-n:--n:n-nnn-u-a--uBn-nun::::u-=====a==n===dn--un8m=n-——---- -
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Table 29,

DENGTH OF PARTICIPANTS ATTENDANCE OF
OBSERVATION TOURS

(Total 160)

Length of attendance - No, ®

Less than 2 weeks 18 11,25
2 weeks to less than 4 weeks 15 9.38
1 month to less than 2 months 26 16,25
2 months to less than 4 " 44 27650
4 months %0 less than 6 " 28 17.50
6 months to less than 1 year 25 15,62
One year or longer 1 63
Not ascertained 3 1.87
Total < 160 100,00

Table 30,

LENGTH OF PARTICIPANTS ATTENDANCE OF
ON=THE=JOB TRAINING
(Total 146)

Length of attendance No. | %
2 weeks to less than 4 weeks 5 3.43
1 month to less thun 2 months 11 Te53

2 months to less than 4 months 30 20,55
4 months to less than 6 months 39 26Tl

6 months to less than 1 ysar 51 34493
One year or longer 8 5.48
Not ascertained 2 1.37
Total 146 100,00



Teble 31.
LENGTH. OF PARTICIPANTS UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE

(Total 85)
Length of attendance *1Nq, 1%i
2 weeks to less than 4 weeks 2 '8.24:
1 month to less than 2 months 11 12,94
- 2 months to less than 4 months 16 18,82
4 months to less than 6 months 9 10,59
6 months to less than 1 year ° 29 34,12
one year or longer 13 15,29
‘Total ' | 85 100,00

Table 32.

' LENGTH OF PARTICIPANTS ATTENDANCE OF SPECIAL GROUP
PROGRAM NOT AT A UNIVERSITY

. (Total 20)

Length of attendance : ﬁbd ,5}

2 weeks to less than 4 weeks  1 5400
1 month to less than 2 months 4 20,00
2 months to less than 4 months 8 40,00
4 months to less than 6 months 1l 54,00
6 months to less than 1 year 3 15,00
one year or longer 1 56,00
Not ascertalned 2 10,00
Total ° o 20 - 100,00



’Tdbli 330
TYPE OF TﬁAlUING FROGRAILI OTFERED TO

' PARTICIPANTS
Type of training program Noo - %
Observation tours only 33 15,21
On-the~job training only 20 922
University training only 13 599
Special programs only | 2 «92
Observation tours and oo
on-the-job training 61 28,11
Obgervation tours and S
university attendance 15 6.91
Observation tours and L
.+ special program 7 3.23
On-the=job training and B :
university attendance 20 9.22
On=the=job training and ‘ T
special group program 2. 57}93
Observation, n-the-job and :
university attendance 33 15,21
- Observation, on-the~job and i,
special group program 6 2,76
Observation, university and e R
special group program 1 o446

Observation, on=the=job,
university and special group

program 3 1.38
Unknown 1 046
Total o 217 100,00




TABLE 34,

" UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE DURING TRATNING PROGRAM
" AND PARTICIPANTS FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Univereliy attendance

ziaigigsiiield Attended Did not attend ‘Not ascertained ;T9t91
Military - g 2
Agrioculture and R : L
natural resources 3 22 ; 53
Industry and mining 11 12 . 23
Transportation 6 43 1 50
Labor e s
Sanitation 6 11 17
Education 6 - -8
Public administration 16 20 36
Community development 3 1l 14
Miscellaneous 6 =T 13
Total | 8 ... 131 1 217

==H====HHﬁ8===ﬂﬂﬁBﬂﬂﬁﬂ======8==ﬂ=8=ﬂ=ﬁB========BS“BEB===H3=ﬂﬂ=ﬂ==ﬂ-=ﬂ=ﬁﬁ-=-

TABLE 35,

PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING DEGREES OR CERTIFICATES
DURING TRAINING PROGRAM AND THEIR TRAINING FIEID
OF ACIIVITY

Degrees or Certificates period

Training field

Academic Vere not Total .-
of activity degree Certificates Nothing scheduled to
Military 2 2
Agriculture and BN

nr:tural resources 3 8 20 22 .. 53
Industry and mining 3 2 .6 12 93
Transportation 5 1 44 30
Labor : - 1 3
Sanitation 5 - 1 1 L7
Education 4 - 2 2 8
Public administration 3 5 8 20 }6
Community development 1 - 2 1 L4
Miscellaneous - 2 4 7 3
Total ' 19 22 44 132 217



Table 36,

DEGREES OR DIPLOMAS RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
ATTENDING UNIVERSITY DURING TRAINING

Degrees received No. %

Received academic degree 19 22,35
Received certificate ", 22 25,88
Did not receive : 44 51,77
Total ' 85 100,00

‘ Table 37,

PARTICIP%NTS OPINION ON USEPULNESS or DEGREE

FOR FUTURE CAREER

_ Usefulness of degree

received No, 'fgﬁffff

Degree will help futwure

oareexr very much ’ 517’f;N89;47 B
Degree will not help - 1 o

future careser _ 2 10,53
Potal 19 100,00



Table 38,

PARTICIPANTS OFFERFD OBSERVATION TOURS
AND TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Training Participants of fered observation tours

field of VWere offered Were not Not Tota}
activity offered ascertained = .
Military 2 2
Agriculture
& natural e
resources 40 13 , 53
Industry and o R
mining 15 8 23
Transportation 36 13 p X 50
Labor 1 o ad
Sanitation 16 1 AT
Education 4 4 -8
Public admi- ' o L
nistration’ 23 L3 36
Community . e
development 11 3 14
Miscellaneous 11 2 13
Total 159 57 SR T 27

Pable 39,

PARPICIPANTS OFFERED ON /HE JOB TRAINING
AND THEIR TRAINING FIELD O# ACTIVITY

"Training field

Participaqgs ffered on=the=job o
— _,ﬁﬁfnlng~ Total
Were offered Were not Not

of activity
offered agcertained

Military 2 -2
Agricultwe and
natural resources 33 20 53
Industry and ~ il
mining 14 9 23
Transportation 48 1 1 50
Labor ' 1 Ll
Sanitation 12 - 17
Education 5 3 '8
Public Adminige L e
tration 21 15 36
Community : -

development 7 7 14
Miscellaneous 3 10 13
Total 145 71 1 217

T A A €8 2N T2 03 W B3 %H.-.B----B-H--.ﬂ-.B---ﬂ------m-ﬂ------.-----.-
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Table 40,

PARTICIPANTS OFFERLD SPECYAL GROUP PROGRAM
BY TRAINING PIzLD OF ACTIVITY

Special group program attendance '
Total

Training Tleld Atvended  Did not  Not
of activity attend agcertained
Military 2 2
Agriculture and L
natural resources 3 50 83
Industry and v o : o
mining 1 22 - 23
Transportation -6 43 1 50
Tabor G B T T
‘Sanitation .2 15 7
Education B | B ¢ - )
Publio adminise- iy o i
tration 6 30 :36
Community g e L
development ; 14

Miscellaneous = 1 12

Total 0 196 1

) -m-----;;-::-‘n--’-in"i-\!u-B---aid-hﬁg-—--------u-i;hnn----Liiiii’-n'-'

. Table 410 ‘ :
PARTICIPANTS ATTENDANCE OF SEMINAR IN COMMUNICATIONS

"Participants

Attendance . Foo %
Attended ' 60 27,65
Did not attend 52 - T0,05
Don't remember , 3 1,38
Not ascertained -2 092
Total | 27 100,00



Table 42,

POSITIVE COMMENTS OF PARTICIPANZS
ATTRNDING SEMIBAR IN OOKAUNICATION
(Tota) 60)

"'riojl.i:l.n oomments

uhawmthinc '(
Jeayuing to communigate with others ‘
’M.“:!-u %0 their eountyy what ves learnt

e e Lt

WL ®

ko> §5§§§

lﬂ u«ﬂmc

Tl 0, N
. PARTICIPANES ABILITY 20 URILIAR MARNRIAIS
' OR IDEAS FRON SHMTMAR IN HEIR WORK

o (mu ¢0) | | _,
AdL24%y to uﬂ.un mierial Yoo |
Syom semingy ,
m
Wows able ¥o utilies 4 76,66
Wors not able io uiutu i U DM

-!Q‘lll | 60 100,00 -

-m-mu--nmuﬂlmnn-n-numnm

8
g



Table 44.

NEGATIVL‘ CONMENTS OF PARTICIPANTS ATTENDING

" SEMINAR IN CONMIUUIICATIONS

(Total 60)

fﬁégéfive comment 8 Noe VV;%:fu“
Too intensive ?'3f;ff 5;00
Too short AT 16T
Too superficial : Sl - 16T
Location not suitable 2 3,33
Other reasons 6 10,00
Don't remember 1 1,67
Liked everything 46 76,66
Total 60 100,00

Table 45.

PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO UTILIZE MATERIALS
'OR IDEAS FROM SEMINAR IN COMMUNICATION BY
THEIR TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

(Total 60)

Ability to utilize materials

Training field of  m=—— Total

activity Were able Were unable
Agrionlture 9 75,00 3 25,00 12 100,00
Industry and mining 2 40,00 3 60,00 5 100,00
Transportation - 18 81,82 4 18418 22 100,00
Sanitation 3 75,00 1 25,00 4 100,00
Education 2 100,00 = - 2 100*00
Public adminig= o

tration 10 90,91 1 9,09 11 »100,90
Community devee .

lopment - . 1 100,00 1 100,00
Migcellaneous 2 66467 1 33,33 3 100,00
Total - . 46 T6.67 14 23,33 . 60 100,00



" Table 46.

‘PARTICIPANTS ABTIITY TO UTILIZE MATERTIALS
'OR IDEAS PROM SELINAR IN COMLUNICAT:ON BY
RANK OF “HEIR JOB AT TIHME OF SELECTION

Ability to utilize materials
Were able Were unable

YN SEES TR S R

Total

Rank of job held
at time of seiection

Seocond level policy

makers 2 100,00 2 100,00
Subordinate manage=

ment 16 88,89 2 11,11 18 100,00
Engineers 7T 60,00 5 40,00 12 100,00
Professionals 6 85,72 1 14,28 T 100,00
Sub=professionals 15 Tl.43 6 28457 21 100,00
Total 46 76,67 14 = 23,33 60 100,00

-.“BBUﬂﬂlﬂﬂﬂ:=HH-“B“-.-------.--.--.“-IHEH-H-BBIB--I [ g Lt

Table 47,

PARTICIPANTS ATTERDANCE AT SEMINAR IN
~ COMMUNICATIOF BY THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

R

Attendance of seminar in‘communication

Total utilizetion Iioraed Did mot Don's Mot Total
'°9?° attend remember ascertained ’
Highest score 32 68,00 95 84,00 1 100,00 2 100,00 130 79.14
Second highest s
acore 15 32.00 18 16.00 33 20.86
. Dotal 47 100,00 113 10000 1 100,00 2 100,00 163" 100,00

n .
It was impossible to give a total utilization soore to 54 respondents
because of inadequecy of data,



Table 48,

EVALUATION OF PARTICIPANTS ADPDPINDING
ORIENTATION SESSIONS
~ (Total 175)

:Péﬁfiﬁipants eviluation

Orientabion sessions were
‘yaluable o
Would have preferred to DR
spend time on rest of program:
Not ascextained R

Total l»quﬁ3Q if%Tij57‘i0O;O0f 

unnnna==a======ﬂ=--:i-qg—ﬁ-:::-iuﬁ-=nnﬁunnnunp.

Pable 49.

PARTICIPANTS SUGGESTIONS ON TMPROVEMENTS. IN
o ORIENTATION SESSIONS o
(Multiple answers)

'Sﬁgééstions for improvements

No improvements needed

Sessions should be longer

Sesgions ghould include more information
on country of training DR
Sessions to be conducted in participants’
own country before departure S
Sessions should be shorter

Segsions should be better organiged
Sessions should include more information
on training program :
Participants should be grouped by
Nationality, age, specialization and
orientation indicated to the knowledge

. or experience of these groups
Orientation to be conducted by someone from
participants' own country or someone '
familiar with his country

Should include more social activity
Participants to meel people of country of
training,visit families

Others (mainlys sessions not confined to

overnment officials; use visual aids,

. S
_easier language, not use propapsandag egc,} 36 17,31

Total 208 200,00 “\\




Table 50,

m Nl S ,R MDD “LRCDNT:*G’" OF PARTICIPANTSS OI‘I‘ERED
LTS LAIGUAGE INSTRUCTION '

Lngl*ah language ¥nstruction Noe %
Reoeived 19 8416
Did not receive . 393 88,94
Not applicable ; 5 2,30

Total ' a7 100,00

nﬂuu--m--nuu=aqq'q-qR-p-.-!q-GQQQU'--n.IUII--IUBU

Table 51,

NEED PELT FOR INSTRUCTION IN BENGLISH BY
PARTICIPANTS WHO HAD NOT RECEIVED ENGLISH
LANGUAGE TRAINING

(total 193)
Need for language instruction No. %
Felt the need 44 22,79
Did not feel the need 149 T77.21
Total 193 100,00

uu---u-n-n----g!!!gpl!lg!p!ﬂnuluauanaquu=====-



Table 52,

ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED
BY PARTICIPANTS DURING FROGRAM

Difficulties encountered Ko, %

No difficulties 162 T4.66
In being understood - 20 9022
In understanding others , 15 6091
In being understood and Co
understaending others 15 - 6,91
Not ascertained . 5 230
Total U 2T 200400

-BBB-B-B-B-B--BBH-B-BB-.-:---.BI--BI-B-“S----

Table 53.

VNEED FELT FOR MORE INSTRUCTION IN ENGLISH
BY PARTICIPANTS WHO HAD RECEIVED ENGLISH
; LANGUAGE TRAINING

(total 19) :

‘Feed felt for English language Ho. -
training : o

vFélt need
Did not feel need

Total



Table 54

 ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTIRED BY PARTICIPANTS
DURING TRAINING PROGRAM BY PREVIOUS ENGLISH LANGUAGso INSTRUCTION

English language di £ficultie s encountered

-irevtgug No diffi- Being Understand= Don't Not Total
'1225 ugti oulties  understood ing others Both remember ascer- ' .

rugeeion ta!geg : e
Received e
language

instruction 13 68,41 2 10,53 2 10,53 21G53
Did not -

‘Teceive 149 7#.20 18 9,32 13 6,74 13 6.74‘ B

Not ascer- L o I

tained E W et 120,00 480,00 5100

Total 162 74,65 20 9.22 15 6,91 15 6,911 .46 4 1,85 217100
Table 55,

DEGREE OF ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION RECEIVED BY
PARTICIPANTS ON COUNTRY OF TRAINING PRIOR TO
DEPARTIRE (From & total of five items)

Number of iteme received

information on . Noe %
Received adequate information on no item 9 4,15 - ¢
Received adequate informetion on one item 7T 3.23
Received adequate information on two items 4 1,84
Received adequate information on three " 13 5,99
Received adequate information on four " 18 8,29 -

Received adequate information on five " 166 76,50

Total 217 100,00




Tabie 56,

ADEQUACY AND TYPE OF INFORMATION RECEIVED
BY PARTICIPANTS ON COUNTRY OF TRAINING

: Use of Colloquial Religious Usage of Manners
Information restaurants speech 'nd practices money and
received ildioms custogg
No. % No. % Noe % No. % No.
Received .
enough L S e
information 182 83,87 187 86,18 193 88,94 204 94,01 183 84433
Did not . S D T T e T TR
receive ‘
enough ine T I A I L R
formation 35 16,13 30 13,82 '24‘~11.06- 13 5,99 34 15.67 .
Total 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217300,00
13- 13-4 1] - ===n spEsREREEm —ﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂ=======ﬂﬂ==ﬂ==”.nﬂ====..
Table 57

ADDITIONAL TYPE OF INFORMATION PARTICIPANTS
WOULD HAVE LIKED TO KINOW REFORE DEPARTURE
(Multiple answers)

Additional type of information No, %
No additional informaiion desired 171 70,37
Additional information on content of R o

program 19 T.82
Additional information on scheduling of ‘ : _

program 5. 2,06
Additional information on transportation 2 482
Additionel information on colloquial speech 2 82
Customs and conditions in country of '

training (mainly background on country's,

political, cultural and social conditions) 44 18,11
Total 243 100,00

--un--:--n-=|=l|=l=l========-=n==--====-=l==B===-B=====--------H----



Table 58,

DEGREE OF ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION ON COUNTRY OF TRAINING
RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS PRIOR TO DEPARTURE BY RANK OF
PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION

E;nk 2 Adequacy of information received e
0 ' On no item On 1 item On 2 items On 3 items On 4 items On all '~ Total’
participant's : dtoms Skant
Job S
Yo. %  No. &% No., % No, Oe ~ No, Oe ¢

Second level : L

policy 2 16,67 10 83,33 12 100
Sub management 2 2463 2 2,63 1 1,32 2 2,63 6 7,90 63 82,89 76 100
Professional ' R

enginecers 3 T.32 1l 2,44 - -~ 4 9,76 4 9,76 29 70,72 41 10C
o pessiond 6,38 1 2,13 2 4.2 510,64 3 6,38 33 70,21 47 10C
Sub-profession 1 2,56 3 7,69 1 2,56 2- 5,13 3 7,69 - 29 74,37 39 10C
Clerical ' g . S 1100.00 1 10C
Student . S T Cee e 1100,00 1 10(
Potal 9 4,15 7 3,23 4 1,84 13 5,99 18 8.29 166 76,50 217 10C

-Bﬂﬂﬂnﬂs--aﬂﬂﬂHﬂﬂﬂlﬂﬂ::ﬂﬁ:ﬂﬂf:ﬂtﬂﬂ===3==========BB=====B=====-B===B=====================l

Table 59.

DEGREE OF ADEQUACY OF INFORIATION ON COUNTRY OF TRAINING
RECEIVED BEFORE DEPARTURE BY AGE OF PARTICIPANTS

Age at time Adequacy of information received Potal
of seleotion On no isem On L 2tem On 2 items On 3 items On 4 items On all
items
Noe & Toe @ Noe % No, % No, No, No.
Less than 25 1 11,11 2 1,20 3 1,38
25 - 29 2 28,57 1 7.69 1 5,56 22 13,26 26 11,98
30 - 34 3 33,33 2 28,57 1 25,00 2 15,39 8 44,44 41 24,70 57 26,27
35 - 39 1 14,29 2 50,00 9 69,23 5 27,76 44 26,51 61 28,11
40 - 44 4 44,45 2 28,57 1 25,00 1 T.69 1 5.56 26 15,66 35 16,13
45 = 49 1 5,56 18 10,84 19 8,76
50 « 55 1 11,11 1 5,56 11 6,63 13 5.9¢
1 55 & over 1 5,56 2 1.20 3 1,38
+Potal " 9100,00 -7 100,00 ‘gﬁ;Qb;oov 13 100,00 18 100,00 166 10000217 100.C

/\M



Table 60,

ENGI:ISH LANGUAGE DIFFICUITIBS ENCOUNTERED BY PARTIOIPMB
.+ DURING TRAINING PROGRAM BY AGE OF PARTICIPANTS

Type of language difficulties encountered e
Total

Age ot tine Don't Kot

of aolgotion culties stood standing Both remember applioable
, —Others ‘

" Tess then 25 2 10,00 1 6.4k : : 3 1,38
25« 29 21 12,96 3 20,00 2 13,33 26 11,98
30 = 34 39 24,08 6 30,00 4 26,67 T 46467 ‘BT 26627

© 35 = 39 45 27,78 8 40,00 4 26,67 3 20,00 _ 61 28,11

40 - 44 26 16,05 3 15,00 3 20,00 3 20,00 o 35 16,13

45 = 49 17 10,49 1 5,00 - : 19 8,76

'50 - 54 11 6,79 EEER Y 1oo.oo 1 1oo.oo 13 5.99

- 55 & over 3 1.8 o R R e 3 18
‘Total | 162 100,00 20 100,00 15 100,00 15 100,00 1-100,00 1 100,00 217 100,00
- L -2 b 4311 2 1 2 -§-F 3-3 3 3 0 J-1 F X - QI3 -Foa My Y 1-3-Y-9.1 -1 1-71.1 ] CT (=31 L T 1 1 1 ' JN

Table 61,

- ADEQUAGY OF INFORMATION RECEIVED ON COUNTRY OF TRAINING
' BEFORE DEPARTURE BY PARTICIPANTS TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY.

o Adequacy of information received
Training field D
of activity On no item On 1 item On 2 items On 3 items On 4 items On all otai

‘Military . - 2 2
+Agriculture and .

natural resources 2 3 3 4 .6 - 37
Industry and Lo O R
mining 2 N b § A a9
Transportation 2 2 =y 5 -5 99
Labor B R : =5 7
Sanitation L it N7 3 s 13
Education e s wd 1
tration N b = St SR ]
Community o e . N S
development 1 D S S 3 2 M
Miacellaneous T e SR “'-???.1{*.13«;3* ‘
Total , 9 T 4 W 18 166 CoaaT

I---I---------------------------------------------------------u----q---------llnl-l



Table 62

ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION RECEIVED ON COUNTRY OF
TRAINING BEXQI. DFP/RTURE BY PARTICIPANTS
UNIVERSITY ... uiDATCE BEFORE TRAINING

" University

attendance Oa no itsm Or one On two On three On four On all Total
prior to item iteme dtems items items
training

No, % No. % No. @ Noe. &%  TNoe. % Nos % TNo. &
Attended 8 88,89 6 85,71 3 75,00 11 84,62 14 77,78 138. 83,13 180 82,95
Did not

attond 1 11,11 1 214,29 1l 25,00 2 15,38 4 22,22 28 16,87 37 17.05

Total 9 100,00 7 100,00 4 100,00 13 100,00 18 100,00 166 100,00 217 100,00
t 1 31 3¢—3-§-1-3-t-§-}-§-§-3 I} == au=H======-=BBBHﬂ==========..-=======BHHBB==========BBB
Table 63

PARTICIPANTS' PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING
OF TRAINING PROGRAM

Pariielypunts
Paxticipation in Noe %
Erogrem planalog ‘

Parsiclpatec 76 35,02

Did zet parsiolpate 138 63,60
Doa't know 3 1,38
Total a1y 100,00



Table 64,

"EXTENT OF TRAINRES PARTICIPATION IN
'PLANNING BASIS OF TRAINING PROGRAM

Training program based on No, .ﬁl o
Trainees ideas 36 ~ 160459
Ideas of others 2 92
Ideas of both equally L 22 10,14
Don't know B 1 Te37

Did a0t participate in planning 141 64,98

Total o a;am 100,00

Pable 65,

DEGREE OF ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION RECELVED
" BY PARTICIPANTS ON TRAINING PROGRAM - ‘

No, of items received R
information on Noo %

On one item 6 2,
On two items 14 6445
On three items - 260 11498
On four items 33 15,21
On all items . 137 63,13
Not ascertained S 1 446
Total 217 100,00



Table 66,

TYPE OF INFORMATION RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
ON TRAINING PROGRAM

Information Subjects to Places to Date of  Length of Other aspects

received be take? be visited gepart%;e program of proigam
No, No, , No. No. .NOO

Information ‘

received 156 71,89 180 82,95 201 92,63 211 97.24 186 85,71

Did not

receive

information 61 28,11 37 17,05 16 7.7 6 2,76 31“14;?§ 

Total 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00 217 100,00

Table 67,

DEGREE OF ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION ON TRAINING
PROGRAM RECEIVED PRICR TO DEPARTURE BY RANK OF
PARTICIPANT'S JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION

Rank of Adequacy of information received

participant's 9n vne O two On three On four On all Not as~ Total

10b 4tem dtems items 1tems items cegaain-
No,. % No, %ﬁ Yo, %_ No. % No. No. No.

Second level

policy 1 8,33 2 16,67 9 75,00 12 100,00
Subemanage= LT e ..

Engincers 1 2,44 4 9,76 4 9,76 T 17,07 24 58,53 1 2,44 41 100,00
Professional 2 4,26 5 10,64 6 12,77 7 14,89 27 5T7.44 47 100,00
Sub=~pro~

fessional 1 2,56 1 2,56 6 15,38 6 15,38 25 64,12 39 100,00
Clerical 1 100,00 1 100,00
Student 1 10Q,00 1 100,00
Total 6 2,77 14 6,45 26 11,98 33 15.21 137 63.13 1 .46 217 100,00

€0



Table 68,

ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION RECEIVED ON TRAINING
PROGRAM BEFORE DEPARTURE BY PARTICIPANTS AGE
AT TINE OF SELECTION

Adequacy of information received

Age of On one Oz two On three On four On all Not~5§-  beal
participants item items items items items certain-
at time of ed
gelection : ‘
No. % Noio ﬁ% No. % Noe % No, % Noes % ,No. %

Less than o N

25 1 33.33 1 33,33 1 330,34 ' -3 100,
25 = 29 s f}“f ‘ : _1 "3.85. 5 19.23 20 76.92 26 100,
30 - 34 1 1,75 4 T.02 9 15,79 8 14,04 35 61.40 57 100,0
35 - 39 3 4,92 6 9,84 6 9,84 12 19,67 33 54,10 1 1,63 61 100,0
40 = 44 1 2,86 3 8657 7 20,00 3 8,57 21 60,00 35 100,0
45 = 49 1l 5,26 2 10,53 2 10,53 14 T3.68 19 100,0
50 « 54 1 T.,69 12 92,31 13 100,0
55 & over 1 33,33 2 66,67 3 100,0
Total 6 12,76 14 26.45 26 11,98 33 15,21 137 63,14 1 .46‘217 100,0
ﬂ“ﬂﬂ:ﬂﬂ=====‘-======ﬂﬂﬂﬂ================================———=== = t-1-% 1] Hﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂd

Table 69.

ADEQUACY OF INFORMATION RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
ON TRAINING PROGRAM BEFORE DEPARTURE BY TRAINING
FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Adequacy of information recelived

Training : 3
field of On one On two Uz thrse On four On all Not ascere Total:
aotivity ftem 1t ems 4% ems Lt emg itoms____‘tained AT
Military 2 2
Agriculture 3 8 2 6 34 .53
Industry & e
mining - 1 4 2 16 23
Transporta= . T L
tion 1 2 7 8 31 1 50
Labor | B S SR T S L
Sanitation 1 4 3 9.l oo o redT
Education 1 1 6 : BN -
Public ade ~ R
ministration 1 2 5 7 21 . 36.
Community ; . o
development 1 1 4 8 14
Miscellaneous 2 2 9 13
Total 6 14 26 33 137 1 217 ?,\

--ﬂﬂ--ﬂ==ﬂ==Bﬂﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂ=======B=ﬂ==== ==================ﬂ=========-ﬂ=========-



Table 70,

NUMEER OF PARTIPANTS INFORMED BY PLACE OF
EMPLOYMESNT O PROGRAM PLANNING

Iaformation offered by
empleyer

No, %

Paxticipant was informed

Participant was not informed

Cant't remember

101 46,54
115 53400
1 .46

Total

217 100,00

SEoREtESEEss === (=33}

Table Tle

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS INFOKMED BY PLACE OF

EMPLOYMENT ON PROGRAM PLANNING BY ADEQUACY

OF INFORMATION RECEIVED ON TRAINING PROGRAM
BEFORE DEPARTURE

Employer Employer Don' know

Adequacy of infcmation gave ine did not Don't re~ Total

regeived formation give inf membex —

Yoo % Ne. % No. % No. %

On ona item 6 5e.22 6 2,77
On two items 1l 099 13 11,31 14 6,45
On three items 6 5,94 20 17,39 26 11,98
Or four items 16 15,84 1T 14,78 33 15,21
On all items 7T T6e24 59 51,30 1 100,00 137 63,13
Not ascertained 1 099 1l 046
Total 101 100,00 115 100,00 1 100,00 217 100,00




Table 72 °

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS INFORMED BY THE MINISTRY

ON PROGRAM PLANNING

Information offered

by Ministry ‘Ho.f»{
Participant was informed ' 4ifu_718.90 o
Participant was not informed ' .165. 76,04
Ministry was employer L6 2476 -
Don't remember .5 2,30
Total 217 100,00

Table 73,

PARTICIPANTS INFORMED BY PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT
ON PROGRAM PLANNING BY PARTICIPANTS EMPLOYMENT

WITH USAID AT TIME OF SELECTION

Employer Employer Don't know

Employment with gave ite did not Don't re=- Total
USAID formation ve inf membexr

Ho ° % No ° No. No Py 7
Was employed 35 34.€5 26 22,61 6l 28,11
Was not employed 65 €4,36 85 73,91 1 100,00 151 69,59
Not ascertained 1 99 4 3.48 5 2430

M\

Tot'al 101 100,00 115 100,00 1 100,00 217 100,00
S EBEQEE TtOENERESEnaSEERssRme SEEss B-HEBBHHHBHEHHHEHBBBHBBBBB“
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Table T4

: PARTICIPANTS DEGREE OF SATISPACTION WITH
TRAINING PROGRAM BEFORE DEPARTURE e

Degree of satisfaction oo R %

Well satisfled 155 T3

Not very well satisfied . - 18  Be29

Did not know enough o 44 20.28

Total R 1oo.oo

= = ! —. “’ﬂB=======-===ﬂﬂ-==-====-.
Table T5.

DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM“'
BEFORE DEPARTURE BY PARTICIPANIS TRATNING
FIEID OF ACTIVITY S

Training field of Well satis~ Not very well D:I.d not
activity fied satisfied know enough Total
Military 2 : '2' :
Agriculture and ' Sl
natural respurces kY4 1 15 53
Industry & mining 14 2 R f 23
Transpertation a7 8. 5 £ 50
Labor 1l ol I
Sanitation h7.} 1 2 17
Education 7 SESE 1 .8
Public administration 26 4 6 "36
Community develop= ' Lo
mert 9 5 14
Miscellaneous 8 3




Table 76,

?PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING OF THEIR
PROGRAM BY SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
BEFORE DEPARTURE

Satisfaction with Participation Pl Program

program before Participated Did not Don't

departure participate _remembep
No. % No PY Nos |

Well satisfied 60 78,95 95 68,84

Not very well

patisfied .6 Te89 12 8,70 ,

Did not know enough 1 13,16 31 22,46 3 100,00

Total 76 100,00 133 100,00 3 100,00

-ﬂﬂHBBEB:B:-"'..HBEE============ﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂ-=BBHEEEH:B:BBB:SBBBBHI..

T&bl. 77 PY

PARTICIPANTS SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
BY YEAR DEPARTING FOR TRATNING

L Degree of satisfaction
5?@4? : Well  Not very Don't know
A » Don't remembex

ey gmeer e

1951 8 5,19

Total

3 3 6482 11 5,07

1952 11 6,49 1 5,56 4 9,09 16 T.37
1953 18 11,69 2 11,11 2 4.55 22 10,14

1954 12 7.79 . ' 2 4455 14 6,45

1955 46 29,87 4 22,22 10 22,73 60 27,65

1956 18 11,69 3 16,67 8 18,18 29 13,37

1959 10 6,49 3 16,66 2 4455 15 6,91

1960 18 11,69 4 22,22 8 18,18 30 13,82

1961 14 9.10 1 5.56 5 11,35 20 9,22

Tbtai‘ 155 100,00 18 100,00 44 100,00 217 100,00




Table 78.

NUMBER OF PAREICIPANTS MEETING UPON ARRIVAL
- PERSONS RESPONSIBIE FOR PROGRAM ARRANG EMENT

ﬁbéting persons responsible No. %vff

Were met by someone who ERARURE
discussed program : 188 86464
Were not met by anybody . - 13.36

Total r;217 1oo.oo

Table 79.

PERSONS MEETING PARTICIPANTS UPON ARRIVAL
a IN COUNTRY OF TRAINING
{Total 188)

Persons meeting trainees N°§{i.ﬁ;3?ﬁ

Project manager or program S ST
specialis? 154 81,91

Someone else - 34 18,09
Total S 1e8 100,00



Table 80,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON EXMENT OF ATTENTION AND
GUIDANCE RECEIVED BY PERSON MEETING THEM UPON
.~ ARRIVAL DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM -

Extent of attention and

guldance received , No;;v;ﬁfﬁf}ﬂkfl
Received enough attention i?ﬁj;féi;ii {ﬂ
Did not receive enough ‘ S e

attention 2‘ 11507
Don't remember o L e84
Were not met upon arrival = 29 13436
Total L7 100,400

Table 81,

ExTENT OF PROGRAM COMPLETION AS FOUND BY :
PARTICIPANTS UPON ARRIVAL IN COUNTRY OF TRAINING

Extent of program completion Noe %

Se% up in complete detail 129 59.45
Set up in partial detail 63 29,03
Not set up at all 25 11,52
Total 217 100,00



Table 82,

'PERSONS MEETING PARTICIPANTS UPON ARRIVAL BY
EXTENT OF ATTENTION AND GUIDANCE RECEIVED BY
PARTICIPANTS DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM

Persons meeting participants

Project “Someone  Not met
manager else

Extent of attention and
guldance received

No. Noe No.
Recelved enough attention 143 33
Did not receive enough
attention 10 1
Don't remember 1 @ - -
Not met upon arrival S 29
Total , ;,F;(;f;154¢_hvijj4;j_;; 5Qh2Q1§;

Table 83,

 PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT OF OFFICIAL MANAGING PARTICIPANTS
PROGRAM BY EXTENT OF ATTENTION AND GUIDANCE RECEIVED BY
PARTICIPANTS DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM

Attention and Place of Employment of program manager ~
guidance received USAID Govern- Uni= Private Other Don't Not Not
from project manager ment Yersity remember Asc, Applic.
Received ennugh

attention 90 63 3 2 7 8 3

Did not receive ' ‘

enough attention 6 4 1
Don't remember L -

Not met upon . ‘ ' -

arrival . ) Lt e 29
Total 96 68 .3 2 7 - 9.. 3 29

'ﬂﬂﬂ.ﬂ:ﬂﬂﬂ=8=ﬂ=ﬂ=ﬂﬂﬂﬂ=ﬂﬂB-E-HBBBE=ﬂ=HEHBE:=ﬂ====ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ.ﬁﬁ--ﬂﬂg==:=Bﬁﬂﬂ:ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ=ﬂﬂ=
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Table 84,

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPATION IN
PLANNING TRAINING PROGRAM BY ATTENTION ARD
GUIDANCE RECEIVED DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM

Program based on ldeas of

| Extent of attention

Partiocle Partici- Don't Did not
and guidance received pant Others pant & remem~ take part
thers bexr in pl
Koo No. No, No. No.
Received enough SR
attention 35. 1 18 13 108
Did not receive RNE
enough attention ; . 3 : 8
Don't remember o O o L -1
Were not met by , s s . RE
project menager 1l B S Sl 3 .23
Total 36 -2 - 22 16 140

Table 85,

EXTENT OF PROGRAM COMPLETION AS FOUND BY PARTICIPANT!
UPON ARRIVAL IN COUNTRY OF TRAINING BY ATTENTION AND
GUIDANCE RECEIVED DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM

Extent of attention Extent of program completion

and guidance received Complete detail Partial Not set
detail _ up at all

Received enough

attention 110 47 19

Did not receive enough e
attention 2 6 3

Don't remember 1 L

Were not met by project ’ ‘ \ L
managers , 16 0 - 3.
Total v 129 Lo 83 L 8B

%



Ta‘ble 86 °

- EXiENT OF ATTENTION AND GUIDANCE RECEIVED BY
 PARTICIPANTS DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM BY TRAINING
FIELD OF ACTIVITY

. Dpaining field of Attention and guidance received

activity Reoeived Did not Don't Were not Total ' .
enough receive remem= met R
enough _ ber S
Military 1 1 2
Agriculture 47 3 3 . 53
Industry & mining 17 1l 5. 23
Transportation 4l 2 1 6 50
Labor 1 S N S OTI I S S &
Sanitation X6 R R SRR y (N
Education 5 1 K 2 .8
Public adminis- DR AT
tration - 25 - 3 - 8. 36
Community develop=~ ‘ S G AT
mextt 12 e 14
Miscsllaneous 12 E S 13
Total 176 1 oY 29 217
Table 87,

EXTENT OF ATTENTION AND GUIDANCE RECEIVED DURING COURSE
OF PROGRAM BY PARTICIPANTS OCCUPATION AT TIME OF SELECTION

Occupation at time Attention and guidance received

of departure Received Did not Dor't Were not Tetal
enough receive remem= met ‘
_enough _ber
Second level policy 10 2 12
Sub=management 62 3 11 76
Engineers 34 3 1 3 4l
Professionals 40 2 5 47
Sub=professionals 29 3 7 39
Clerical 1 1
Other 1l 1
Total 176 11 1 29 217

qo




Table 88,

j DEGREE OF PROGRAM COMPLETION BY PARTICIPANTS
©° TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Degree of program completion S
Arranged in  Arranged in  Not arranged f”Tgfé;;i :V

Training field ef

activity complete partial at all
detail detail R
No. % No. &% No. % No. %
Military 1 50,00 1 50,00 ‘ 2 100,00
Agriculture 29 54,72 14 26,41 10 18,87 @ 53 100,00
Industry & mining 12 52,17 10 43.48 1 4,35 23 100,00
Transportation 32 64,00 - 12 24,00 6 12,00 50 100,00
Sanitation 11 64,71 5 29,41 1 5.88 17 100,00
Education T 87,50 1 12,50 8 100,00
Public Adminise= o " i :
tration 20 55,56 13 36,11 3 8,33 36 100,00
. Community deve= {vy‘ﬁkfx‘.ﬁ"; s Y e
' lopmen?® 7 50,00 5 35,71 2 1429 14 100,00

Miscellaneous 10 76,92 2 1539 ‘1 T.E9 13 100,00 -

Pable 89, -

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON LENGTH OF TRAINING PROGRAM i

Opinion on length of program v';Ko;”: %
Too long 3 1,38
About right 95 43,78
Too shori 19 54,84
Total | e 217 100,00

G\




Table 90."

-?ARTICIPANTS OPINION ON LENGTH OF PROGRAM

BY TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Opinion on length of program

Training field of

Too long dJust right Too short

Not Ascer= Tot 1“' 

activity taine

No. % No. % No, f No. % No. % '
Military 2 100,00 2 100,00
Agrioculture 1 1,88 20 37,74 32 60,38 2 100,00
Industry and mining 15 65,22 8 34,78 23 100,00
Transportation 20 40,00 29 58,00 1 2,00 50 100,00
Labor ‘ 1 100,00 : 1 100,00
Sanitation T 7 41,18 10 58,82 17 100,00
Education 112,50 3 37.50 4 50,00 8 100,00 .
Publiec administration 1 2,78 16 44,44 19 52,78 36 100,00
Community develop- ‘ : : o
ment 6 42,86 8 57.14fﬁ 14 100,00 .
Migcellaneous . 6 46,15 T 53485 13 109;00 ,

Table 91,

'PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF LEVEL OF TRAINING PROGRAM

Noe

Opinion on level of %
progxam
Ton simple 46 21,20
Just right 154 70697
Too advanced 12 553
Dontt remembex 4 1.84
Not ascertained 1 «46
Total 217 100,00



Table 92,

ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED BY
PARTICIPANTS DURING TRAINING PROGRAM BY THEIR
EVALUATION OF PROGRAM LEVEL

Participants

English language difficulties encountered

evaluation of None Being Under= Both Don't Not  Total
program level mnder- st nding remems  AB0OI'=
stood _ others bexr tained :

No. %  No. % No. # DNo. % No. # No. % Noe ;

Too simple

35 76,08 3 6,52 4 8,70 4 8,70 46 100,00

Just right 115 74,68 15 9.74 10 6,49 10 6,49 1 .65 3 1,95 154 100,00

Too advanced 9 75,00 18,33 1 84,33 1 8.34 12 100,00
Don't rememe : ‘
ber 2 50,00 125,00 . 1 25,00 o 4 100,00
Not ascer=- ' ‘ ‘
tained 1 100,00 - X 1 100,00
Table 93,
PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF PROGRAM LEVEL
BY PREVIOUS UNIVERSITY ATPENDANCE
e & o :
Previous Pariicipants evaluation of program level notal
wniversivy Too simple Just right Too Don's Not
attendance advanced renember ascertained
No. T NO. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Attended 40 86,95 131 85,06 6 50,00 3 75600 180 82,95

Did not attend

6 13,04 23 14,94 6 50,00 1 25,00 1 100,00 37 17.05




Table 94,

'P,ARTIOIPAM.‘SVEVALUMION OF PROGRAM LEVEL BY
. TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Evaluation of Program level

ﬁgaigtisiiifld Too simple Just right Too Dont't Not Total
- advanced remember asoo%a;nog ‘

: “5. %— Oe Os No. No, No.
Hilitary 2 100,00 2 100,00
Agrioculture 10 18.87 42 T9.24 1 .89 53 100,00 -
Industyy and v

mining 3 13,04 18 T78.26 1 4.35 - 1 4.3 23 100,00
Transpertation 15 30,00 31 62,00 3 6,00 - 1 2,00 50 100,00
Laboxr 1 100,00 ' 1 100,00
Sanitatio. 4 23,53 11 64.T1 2 11,76 17 100,00
Education 1 12,50 7 87,50 . 8 100,00
Publio admie . . . ,

nistration T 19,44 24 66,67 - 3 8433 1 2,78 1 2,78 - 36 100,00
Commund ty : ‘ o R o

developmend 1 T4 10 T1.43 3 21,43 SRR A - 14 100,00
Md.scellaneois 5 38,46 8 61,54 U o 13200,00

Table 95.
LENGTH OF TIME SPENT BY PARTICIPANTS IN FIELD OF
SPECIALIZATION BY THEIR EVALUATION OF 1EVEL OF PROGRAM
Total time in field of specialization

Participants opinion Tone Tes5 than Over —

on level of program one year _1-2 yrs, 2- 8, 5=20 yrs, 10
No. % No. % No. Noe, G No. & No.

Too simple . 4 19,05 8 22,86 34 23.94
Just right 1 100,00 14 93,33 2 66,67 14 65.€T 24 68,57 99 69472
Too advanced 1 33.33 3 14,28 2 5.1 6 4.2
Don't know,

don't ysmembeX 1 6,67 1 2,86 2 1.4
Not ascertained , 1 ._73
Total 1 100,00 15 100,00 3 100,00 21 100,00 35 100,00 142 100,00

L o
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Table 96,

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING
OF PROGRAM BY EVALUATION OF LEVEL OF PROGRAM

Parbicipants opinion Extent of participation in planning program

on level of program Participated Did not Don't know Not asw
participate Don't re= certain-
membexr ed
Fo, & No. % No. % No. %
Simple 18 23,68 2T 19,71 1l 33,33 1 100,00
Just right 51 67,11 101 73,72 1 33,33
Advanced 4 5,26 7 5,11 1 33,34
Don't know,
don't remembex 2 2,63 2 1,46
Not ascertained 1 1,32
Total 76 100,00 137 100,00 3 100,00 1 100,00
nnﬂm::gm:ns:zm:m:z:ua=zn=r====::==1==-r=:=.-.-::ﬂ:'::ms:u:==r==x=:ﬂt=:1=mun::v==nl=m=======nu
Table <7,

PARTICIPANTS FOLLOWING PROGRAM AS ORIGINALLY PLANNED

Program followad

by partleipanis Noe %

Ap originolly planncad 150 73673
Underwert ‘mportant ckhanges 48 22922
Not asceriained 9 45
Total 21T 100,70

BSmmmEIrsamnmise = ==BBBBIIB““HHII-BNEHEMEEE:::::7‘.2::!—1!===1===H



'Table 98;'

KINDS OF CHANGES MADE IN PARTICIPANTS PROGRAM
DURING THEIR TRAINING (multiple answers) -
(Total 48)

.Kinds of changes made

Changed location of training

Changed or added to subjects

Incluced more observation .

Changed to degree program 5

Included more practice (on-the-dob

training) _ %

Made it a shorter program , 4

g

1
2

Made it a longer program
Change not rejected
All other types of changes

Total

= SRS R

Table 99,

SOURCES RESPONSIBLE FCR CHANGES MADE IN
PARTICIPANTS PROGRAMS

(Total 48)

Source of changes made fNo;*  l:f7% '
Charges requastsd by participans 31 64458
Changes wequestsd by others 2 4,17
Source of change not known, not ‘ .
remembered ' 15 31.35
Total a8 100,00
soasnoosn EssmoEmms ==,======;;" S =omes




Table 100,

" PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON THE NECESSITY OF
" CHANGES MADE IN PROGRAM .
* (Total 48)

f?a@ticipants opinion

Changes were necessary : 4
Changes were not necessary =

Total

aonoEosncEn =a===..l==—==a-:====-=I========-==-a- B

Table 101,

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF THE MOST USEFUL AND
" VALUABLE PART OF THEIR EXPERIENCE '

Most useful and wvalnable experience

Everything was valuable

Program related comments:
On=the~job training
Observation tours
Studie s
University attendance
Meating & working with professionalsj“*ﬂ,
Others e

Comments on conditions seens
Ways in which plants and offices

are organized .
Advanced procedures and equipment f~$:%

Comments on people

Others
Not ascertained

ﬁpaﬁagps4

Total ’»5217
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Pable 102,

PARTICIPANTS' OPINION ON THE LEAST USEEUL,OR VALUABLE

PART OF THEIR EXPERIENCE

(Total 82)

Least valuable experience

Program related comments
University attendance

Visits to specific places
One-the=job training
Orientation program
Other program aspects

Not_program related comments

Social and recreational
Customs, culture practices
Other social aspects

Other comments

TR eERHEN

 ,?31671
28,05
10498
2,44
15 85

'2;44
1,22
1,22
4,87

1,22

To%al

rarscesoos = mo=ass

Table 103,

LENGTH OF TIME SPENT BY PARTICIPANTS IN TRAINING
BY REASONS GIVEN FOR CONSIDERING CERTAIN PARTS OF

THEIR EXPERIENCE NOT USEFUL OR VALUABLE

(Tetal 82)

Reasons given by
pariicipants

Length of time spent in training
1-2 months 2=4 months 4«6 months 6-one One year
year & longer

Too shor% 1

Too elementary

Poorly planned 1
Not related to neceds

Overlapping :
Unnecessary in parts 1 1l

Too %heoretical 1 g 1

Too long
Too intensive
Too advanced

Not ascertained 1 2

Others

S LN

HOREDH

HFUWWWUIE RO

-
N

R T o e e

Total

; — 5_

AR T RN SRS RaREEE
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~ Table 104,

. RANK OR LEVIL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION BY
REASONS GIVEN FGR CONSIDERING CFRTAIN PARTS OF THEIR
+ EXPLRIENCE NOT USEFUL OR VALUABLE

; Reasons ghven Rank or level of participunts job

, by participants 2nd level Sub-mana- Pro=~ Subeproe .
policy gement Engineers fessionals fessionals Clerical Othor
makers — 5
. No, % NO.—% No, % No. % No. R % No. T
Too short 1 1,32 3 7.32 3 6,38 2 5-13,
. Too elementa- . o
LTy . 2 2,63 3 ' 7.32 2 5,13 1 100,00
Poorly planned 1 8633- 1 1,32 2 4,88 2 4,25 2. 5 13 '
Not related to 1 T S
. Overlapping S e L 20843 fh2?;15a13§3
Unnecessary 1 8.33g»2}3[2,63;?;ﬁ Va3 7469
Too theore- : T e R R R
tical 1 .8.33',2 [ 26637010 2,44 0 2 4,257 T
Too long s L 1432 01 2,44 0112,13 0 0 T2,56
Too intensive 1. 132 1. i B 2.56;
Too advan- S R A
oed 1 8,34 : S
Other comments 1. Bs34 2 2,63 01T 2,131 2, 56
Not ascertained ‘ 8 10,53 4 9,76 1 2,13 4 10,26 -
Found all o TS S S . e
*useful - 650,00 55 72,35 25 60,96 31‘.65&95‘17‘ 43.59,ﬁ 1*f S} 100600
Total ~ 12 100,00 70 100,00 41 100 00 47 loo 00 39 100, oo 1 100 oo 1 100.00

Table 105,

REASONS GIVEN BY PARTICIPANTS FOR CONSIDERING CERTAIN'
PARTS OF THEIR EXPERIENCE NOT USEPUL OR VALUABLE
(Total 82)

Reasons given by participants . Roa -

© Program too short or rigid
Program too elementary :
Program poorly planned
Not related to participants naeds
Too everlapping e
Some parts unnecessary
Too theoretical
Too long
Too intensive
Too advanced or diffioult for applioant ;
Other comments : R AP
Not ascertained ‘ ‘

y

P:v . p SR A ’
JRvRnerrona0 00

.‘m.l‘
(]

Total

SEIDIS SR IS NI 0 1N 3 AR = ax - mm. -
o . g § .
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Table 106.

}PARTICIPANTS ODINION ON TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

'Part101pants opinion on training

requirements | .be,»ankﬁf
jRequired them to do or see too much "40 18.#3
Would have liked to do or see moxe 70 32,26
Training alright as it was - 105 48,39
Not ascertained , L 2. 92
’motal 217 1oo oo,

Table 107,

«  PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

BY TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Training field of

Opinion on training requirements

activity Too many Wented Just right Not ase Total
more certained :
No. % No, No. %  No. No. %
Military 1 50,00 1 50,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 9 16,98 19 35,85 25 47,17 53.100,00
Industry and
mining 3 13,04 10 43,48 10 43.48 23 100,00
Transportation 5 10,00 19 38,00 25 50,00 1 2,00 50 100,00
Labor ‘ ' 1 100,00 1 100,00
Sanitation 4 23,53 4 23,53 9 52,94 17 100,00
Education 1 12,50 2 25,00 5 62,50 8 100,00
Public adminise o T
tration 9 25,00 8 22,22 18 50,00 1 2,78 36 100,00
Community deve= I ,
lopment 5 35.71 2 144,29 T 50,00 ... .14 100,00
Miscellaneous 4 30,77 5 38446 430,77 - 13 100,00




Table 108.

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON TRAINING REQUIREMENTS .
BY LENGTH OF TIME SPENT IN TRAINING

: Opinion on training requirements RN
Too many Wanted .~ Just »ight Not as= Tbtaiﬁ[ﬂ‘

TotaiAlength of -
time spent in

training more certained L
No, % Ro, % To, %  No. & To, '
1 less than 2 3 33633° 3 33433 13 33.34 , ,9}’100o0°'
months S I e
2 less than 4 S L T T L e |
months 313,04 10u'43-481710'43548f'__; ‘ Hf;i]f“?3ﬁj10°.00‘
4 less than 6 REEETIEE L J;rﬁ?,{ffz. :
months 6 24,00 8 32.00 10 4o.oo 1. 4,00 25
6 less than one SR SO
Jear - 23 180,11 44 34.65 59 45046:f7‘f1€t #78-127. :
One year or more 5 15,15 5 15,15 23 69,70 .~ 33 100.005

Table 109,

TYPES OF ACTIVITIES PARTICIPANTS WOULD HAVE LIKED
- MORE OF DURING THEIR TRAINING PROGRAM Sl
' (Multiple answers)

Types of activities _ 'yﬂééli;~[A;
Had enough activities during their stay 128,
Would have liked more travel, excursions. 23
Would have liked more cultural activities 21

Would have liked more invitation to private homes 21

Would have liked more social and recreational ;
activities 17

Would have liked more free time, (too many
planned activities)

Would have liked more meetings. uith professional
colleagues

Would have liked more meetings with groups from
dif ferent countries , e
Other types of activities - & . 10:
Don't remember
Not ascertained

\;’.\J.O;NP:;‘-"E\? AU

Total - S 236

u=======-=======g===§====‘gﬁ=g’§=h—vﬁé§:ﬁéuisa'==============§==========ﬂ \
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Table 110,

,?ARTICIPANTS OPINION ON THE SOCIAL ACTIVITIES
ARRANGED FOR THEM DURING THEIR TRAINING

Opinion on social activities No. A‘Jj%;g

They were t00 many 2 a9
They were enough ‘1237  .56,68
They were not enough ' 907 4le4B
Not ascertained Er T e92

Total S AR 2 7010

Table 111,

NUMBER OF PARTICLPANTS ENTERTAINED IN PRIVATE
HOMES DURING TRAINING

‘Were entertained 191 es.02
Were not entertained .26 11.98

Total T 100,00

2 0 T 3 90 20 R 03 0 020 152 1t O e 9 2 5 5 9 4 OF O 5 5 G 5 55 25 20 0 63 ¢ 20 5 O 53 3 £ 23 GRS SRS 0 53 MR U R
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Table 112,

* PARTICIPANTS REGOMMENDATIONﬁ FR CHANGES T0 BR
*MADE IN THE TRAINING PROGRAM

(Multiple Answers)

Types of ohang es reoommended . No» , 5 G
No_oheges 2 4563;;'””‘
Shanges in emphasis of programs S |
More training _68 25.28 ,'
More speoialized training program 34 12.64‘_'"
More specifically related %v needs of _ o
participant's job and country . 2.1. .'_7.81,,1,‘
Ohanges in arrangement of tralining program .. - £e
More mdvanoed information on program amd. . . .. onlo o
country of training - 25 9.29
. Chance to plan their own program S0 20 ‘«’7‘.44-:
Progrom better planned and organized . 18" : 6469
More help in daily living expenses S A3 74.83f
Changes in type of training program} L
Some or more academio training 23 8.55
SBome or more practiocal work S 207 TeA4
Some or more obgervakion 245,20
Total 269 100,00 ‘
[ 1 . 1 1 1] - = »n|
Table 113,

AGE OF PARTIQIPANTS AT TIME OF DEPARTURE BY
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
{ UPON COMPLETION

Dogroo of . ' e

satiafac= : Age of P&rtioipa.nts S e .

tion with - e ‘
less than 55 &

training - . - - L | -

program’ 25 . 25-= 29 30 =34 35 39 40 44 45 49 50 55 over

upon ocome

R T *mo. LIS TR T T T"T ﬁo. r‘i:.“;

Very satis=

fied 11 42.30 31 54.38 37 60465 25 1,43 12 - 63.16 9 69.23 2 66.67

Moderately

satisfied 1 33433 10 3844615 26.32 17 27.87 7T 20,00 6 31.58 3 23-08 133-33
Not too sa= .
 tisfied 1 33,33 3 11.54. 6 10,53 6 9.84 2 5,71 1 5.26 1 7.69

Not satip- ce ,

fied at a1l 1 33.34 1 3.85 3 5,26 1 1l.64 1 2,86

Rot asoor= ‘ 2 N
iained 123,65 2 2401 :
Total 3 100,00 26 100,00 57 100,00 61 100,00 35 100,00 19 100,00 13 100,00 }139.00

|07



TAble 114,
RANK OR IEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TTME op

DEPARTURE BY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH
TRAINING PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

Rank or level of parficipants Job

Degroe of

s::isfa:ziQn 2ndlevel Sub-mana- Engi- Pro- Sub=- ‘ o
zpogra: ning policy gement neexrs fessionals Prof, Clerical Other‘*

No. No, % TNo. % WNo, % No, % Ko, % RNo. &

Very satisfied 9 75.00 43 56458 21 51,22 32 68,08 21 53.85 1 100,00 RN
Moderately

satisfied 2 16,67 24 31,58 14 34.14 10 21,28 10 25.64
Not too satise

fied 1 8633 8 10,63 2 4,88 4 Be51 5 12,82
Not satisfied o . e

at all 1 1,31 1 2444 1 2,13 3 7.69
Not ascer- L T

tained 3 T.32
Total 12 100,00 76 100,00 41 100,00 47 100,00 39 100,00 1 100,00 1 100,00

= = == =ns

Table 115,

DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
UPON COMPLETION BY PARTICIPANTS TRAINING FIELD
OF ACTIVITY

Degree of satisfaction

Training field

Very sa- Modera=- Ne¢t tco sa-= Not at all Not as- Total
of activity tisfied  tely tisfied patisfied  certained

No, Neo No, Ne, Noe No,’
Militaxy 2 100,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 28 52,83 14 26,42 T 13,20 1 1,89 3 5.66 53 100,00
Industry and
mining AT 7391 § 21,74 1 4,35 23 100,00
Transportation 28 56,00 13 26,00 & 32,00 3 6,00 50 100,00
Labor 1l 100,00 1 100,00
Sanitation 13 76,47 211,77 1 5,88 1l 5.88 17 100,00
Education 6 75,00 2 25,00 ‘ 8 100,00
Public ad-
ministration 17 47022 16 44,45 3 8433 36 100,00
Commuhity deve=-
lopment 9 64029 321,42 1 Tl4 1 7.14 14 100,00
Miscellaneous 6 46,15 5 38,46 2 15,39 13 100,)0

\




Table 116,

PARTICIPANTS ATTENDANCE AT ORIENTATION SESSIONS BY DEGREE OF
SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION = -

Degree of Attendance at Orientation sessions

gsatisfaction with : ' . : Not .
tgg_lp_j_.ng_ program Att enggd. D:I.g' not attend _a.goertaiped-

Very satisfied 105

21 1
Moderately satisfied 51 ‘9 :
Not too satisfied 12 -8
~ Not satisfied at all ~ 6. iy
Not ascertained S 3
Total i 42 1

Table 117,
ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED BY PARTICIPANTS

BY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM UPON
COMPLETION

—

English languagé difficulties encountered

Degree of None  Bei Under- Both Don't know Not as=

satlsfaction undzgstood standing Don't re~ certaine
_others member .

Very satisfied 106 7 8 4 1l 1

Moderately ‘

satisfied 41 9 1 7 2

Not too satise &

fied 8 3 5 3 L

Not satisfied

at all 5 1 1

Not ascertained 2 1

Total 162 20 15 15 1 A



Table 118,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON LENGTH OF PROGRAM BY
. DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

Participants opinion on length of program

Too long Just right Too short Noz LT

Degree of satis-
faction with

training program

. Very satisfied 2 " 64 - 60 1
Moderately sa= s ‘
tisfied - 22 - 38

Not too satige :
fied 1.

Not satisfied ‘
at all

Not ascertained

12

el

Total 3 _ 19§ig',‘:' iiib.fniﬁf*-”

e ————————e e PP P LT DL DT LD DL D

Table 119,

PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING DEGREES OR DIPLOMAS DURING
TRAINING BY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING
PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

Degree of satise Participants recelving degrees or diplomas

faotion with Recoived Received Did not Did not
training program  degress certificates eceive attend unie
Rpox completion verpity
Very satistlsd 16 12 28 T
Moderately aae
tintisd 3 7 9 41
Not too satise \
fied - 2 5 13
Not satisfiled
at all - 2 5
Not ascertained 1 2
Total 19 22 44 132

B-BH-BHHEEHBNEEEH.BH..IHH..IH.----I---.-I-.-I--------.--ﬂ--.--------.
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Table 120,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON THE SOCIAL ACTIVITIES
ARRANGED TOR THEXM DURING TRAINING BY DEGREE OF ,
SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

D Extent of soclial activities , ,

egree of sa= o
tisfoction Don't Not ag= .
with training Too many Enough Not enough remember ocertained .
program - ,

Very satio~

fied 1 80 45 1 -
Moderately sa~- LE s I
tiefied 32 27 L
Not too sa= . oo SR e
tisfied ST 12 N
Not satise ' SR o
fied at all 2 5. o
Net ascer= R : -
¥aced ol 2

Total 2 23 9C 1l 2

BT S e U R IS T TR E M T A D R S PN T SN B I U P e e T =TT P et P e S T TR R e o ot

Tahle 12,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION OV TiIME LEFD BY PROGRAM FOR
THEIR PERSONWAL INTEREST RY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION
VWITH FRATVING PROGRAMN WUPON COMPLETION

Degres of sie Tine lefs for personal interests -
tisfastlon
with pr:geam Tos much Bysigh Too 1itile ‘
Vory satize
fied 4 8% N

Modeawately 58«

tleliad 5 32 23
Not 4o satige

fied 3 14 3

Not satisficd

at all 4 3
Not ascertained 2 1
Total 1z 133 67

P33P 4 L0 <L H i a3 2= 3 FA—$t 4 et —4—31 4 ::.’:!'.'.:.-_~==============H=ﬂ8==ﬂ===-=-==m-'
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Tabls 122,

TOTAL LENGTH OF TIME SPENMP IN TRAINING BY
DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
' UPON COMPIETION

Degree of sa- Total length of time spent in training
tisfaction with 1 less than 2 less than 4 less than 6 months one year

$raining program 2 menths 4 months 6 months less than and over
one yeaw .
Very satisfiled 4 9 14 75 25
Mopderately sa- , :
tisfled 3 10 e 38 5
Not too satise v B o . S
fied 2 4 5 8 !
Not satisfied T s E e DR
at all 2 3 2
Not ascextained , . S 3

Tobal, 9 .23 2 g3

ST : RN PR gt :
e R NSNS EREE S S nas O ECOEnRTEERONEEREEER

T&bl®‘123°

PARTTICIPANTS FOLIOWING PROGRAM AS ORIGINALLY
PLANNED BY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING
PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

Program fellowed ty participants

Degrss of sa-

s . Az eriginally  Program Dontt Not
2;3§§§2;035Y§£Zm plannsd undsrwexr’ remember ascertained
" ghanges

Very satisfied G 26 3 1l
Moderatzly satice ,

fied 40 15 - -
Not too saiisfied 26 3 1

Not satisfied at

all 4 3
Not ascertained 3 -
Total 160 AT 9L

SR T R n s N R RS R O rEananRREoEnERREeRs
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Table 124,

MARITAL STATUS OF PARTICIPANTS AT TIME OF
'SELECTTON BY DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH
PRATNING PROGRAM UPON COMPLEIION

Marital status

Degree of

satisfaction Married Not married =
Very satisfied 102 25.
Moderately sa= e
tisfied 47 3 -
Not too satisfied 14 6
Not satisfied at all 4 3
Not ascertained , 2 1
Total 169 YT R

Tanle 125,

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPATION IN
PLANNING OF PROGRAM BY DEGREE OF SATIS-
FACIION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM UPON COMPLETION

Participation in planning of program

Degros cf satige

R Partigle Did not Don't Not as=-
::ZE;?“ Wl;Ev»aq passd participate remember certained
Very sstisfied 51 75 1
Mrderately sa=- :

tisfied 17 4l 1 1
Net too satvisfied 5 i5
Net satisfizd at
all 2 4 1
Not ascertained 1 2
Total 76 137 3 - 1
[ -3 13-t - ——=r= =I=o= ==ﬂ=ﬂ====================HBHHHHHB-BBBEHQI!



Table 126,

DEGREE OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM -
BY EXTENT OF PROGRA)N COMPLETION

Degree of satisfaction with train rogram

Extenzozflgiggzém Very sa=- Moderately Not too sa=~ Not satis- Not as- -
P tisfied satisfied tisfied fied at all certained
In complete detail 86 28 8 4 3

In partial detail 27 26 8 2

Not set up at all 14 6 , 4 1

Total 127 - 60 20 ol 30

: . . W LT LR L U et e et e T 5 ST I
B======Bﬂﬂ====ﬁ=====BBB:BB=======B=ﬂ=='ﬂ======H:Bﬂﬂﬂﬂ‘.:ﬂﬂﬂ=======u==ﬂ=ﬂ- .

Table 12767"

DEGREE. OF SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING PROGRAM
‘UPON COMPLETION AND YEAR PARTICIPANTS DEPARTED
FOR TRAINING

ﬁégrae ¢f satisfaction wifh training program :
Very sa= MNoderate- Not too Not satis- Not ascer- Total -

Years departed

for training ;i\ pi04 1y satis~ satis- fied at  tained
fied £ied a1l
1951 6 4 1 11
1952 8 5 3 16
1953 16 3 1 2 22
1954 13 - 1 14
1955 41 13 6 60
1056 16 12 1 29
1959 5 6 1 2 1 15
1960 13 11 3 3 30
1961 9 . % 3 2 20
\\0



Table 128,

: PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON ADEQUACY OF MONEY MADE:
AVAILABLE TO THEM BY USAID

Participants opiniom | “’npaef;gxfj;v;
on money &llotment A T ,

Money was too little 109 50,22

Money was Just right 103.7 47,48
Money was too much "3 1438
Total . 217 100,00

Table 129,

REASONS GIVEN BY PARTICIPANTS FOR THEIR OPINION ON
INADEQUACY OF MONEY MADE AVAILABLE TO THEM BY USAID

Reasons given fur No. %
inadequasy of morey v

Cost of living %ov high 4T 21,66
Hotel and traveillng expenses -

too high 20 9,21
Could not maintain standard of :

living 14 6445
Had to borrow 12 5e52
Money tc b3 adjusted to

individval needs 10 4,61
Other reasons g ] 5.07

Thought money ellotted was right 103 47.48

Total | 217 100,00



Table 130,

‘PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON ADEQUACY OF MONEY MADE
AVATLABLE TO THEM BY USAID BY RANK OR LEVEL OF
THEIR JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION

Adequacy of money made available by USAID
Too ~ Just Too much- Not as=-

little right Lo certained
NOQ NOQ NOQ % NO. %
Second level

policy makex 7 58033 5 41.67

Rank or level
of Job .

Subemanage=

ment 33 43,42 41 53.95 2 2,63
Engineers 26 63,41 15 36,59 : ‘ ’
Professional 18 38,30 28 59,57 1 2,13 , 4T 100,00
Sub=pro= ; T Ch

fessional 24 61,54 13 33.33 2- " 5,13.- -39 100,00
Clerical 1 100,00 ' o i 0 1 100,00
Others 1 100,00 .- .. '

Table 131,
PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON ADEQUACY OF MONEY MADE
AVAILABLE TO THEM BY USAID BY AGE AT TIME OF
SELECTION
Adequacy of money made avallable by USAID

Age at time - . Total

of selectlion Tos Just Too Not as-

legs than 25 2 65.67 1 336,33 3 1Q0000
25 - 29 23 50,00 13 50,00 26 100,00
30 - 34 28 49,13 27 47,37 1 1.75 1 1,75 57 100,00
35 - 39 23 45,90 31 50,82 1 1,64 1 1,64 61 100,00
40 = 44 18 51,43 17 48,57 , 35 100,00
45 = 49 10 52063 9 47,37 : 19 100000
50 - 54 8 61,54 4 30,77 1 Te69 13 100,00
55 and over 2 66,67 1 33633 ' . 3 100,00
\V



" Table 132,

PEIOD 01' TIME BINCE PARTICIPANTS RETURNED l'ROI
!‘RAINING PROGRAM -

‘Period of time returned " No, ' ”5<;if

6 months to less than one year 25 . 11,52
'l year to less than 2 years 32 7 M8
2 yoars to less than 3 years 14 6445
3 years to less than 4 years 1 W46
4 years to less than 5 years 2 Y-
5 years to less than 6 years 23 10,60
6 years to less than T years 53 24442
7 years or more . 67 ¢ 30,88

Total Sy 217* 200,00

. .---.------l-----I-----*-Ih--.-“------------

Tabh 133.
“ARBA 0P RESIDENOE OF PARTIOIPANTB AI TIMB
or SURVE! '
E#?éd*ot,residonco~ o .1'3';f36?f¥;i$}jsf°-
Oapital oit&}area" B ;;11ﬂ263'7 94§01
Provinoial oity area 3 138
Rurel or 7111856 area - 20 4061
Total ,;,}{J;fi 217_100,00



‘Table 134,
AGE OF PARTICIPANTS AT TIME: OF SURVEY

fﬁgé;dfrparfioipgnts

25 = 29 - 10 4.61
.30 = 34 =18 8029
35 - 39 56 " 25,81
40 = 44 53 24.42
45 -~ 49 38, 17.51
50 =« 54 19 8476
55 and over 23 10,60

Total L 217 100,00

Table 135,

. PARTICIPANTS EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME.
OF SURVEY

Enployment status oo %

Fmployed 208 95.85
Unemployed 6 28T
On pension 3 38

Total 217 100,00



Table 136,

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS UNEMPLOYMENT PERIODS SINCE

JHEIR RETWRN FROM TRAINING PROGRAM

s

’Extéht of unemployment - No, -

Never had job since return 2};1?5;,1 ;46“f
Unemployed at given periods 4 1eB4
Never unemployed 211 " 97.24
Not ascertained ;j;;,{‘ 046
Potal B L 21T +100,00
'g=======a===== = az=c== sooscooooconenesEes

Table 137.

'JOB SHIFTS FOR PARTICIPANTS BEIWEEN JOBS HELD BEFORE
DEPARTURE AND THOSE IMIEDIATELY ASSUMED UPON RETURN
FROM TRAINING PROGRAM BY TRAINING FIEILD OF ACTIVITY

Change Zn job status after return
from trainir '

Training field of

)

activity Same job as Different Job Total
defore depare- as before de= _
ture pariure S
No. -% No. No. 7
Militaxy 1 50,00 1l 50,00 2 .100,C0
Agriculture 44 83,02 9 16,98 53 100,00
Industry and S i
mining 15 65,22 8 34,78 - 23 100,00
Transportation 39 78,00 11 22,00 50 100,00
Labor 1l 100,00 ' : 1 100,00
Sanitation 3 82,35 3 17,85 1T 100,00
Education 4 50,00 4 50,00 - - 8 100,00
Public adminige ‘ R
tration 27T  T5.,00 9 25,00 36 100,00
Community SERTRAE SR s
development 13 92,86 1 7,14 .14 100,00
Miscellaneous 12 92,31 1 7,69 . 13 100,00
Total 170 78,34 4T 21,66 21T -100,00
-4t -t 4-- 3 11 1t 3} {—1-] ============================ﬂ============




Table 138,

CHANGE IN JOE STATUS BERTWEEN JOBS HELD BEFORE DEPARTURE
AND THOSE ASSUMED IMMEDIATELY UPON RETURN FROM TRAINING
PROGRAM BY CHANGE IN JOB STATUS BEIWEEN JOBS ASSUMED IMMEe
DIATELY UPON RETURN AND JOBS HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY

Change in job status Change in Jjob status between before

between job held upon departure and upon return '.l'o'ba_l
immediate return and
as _of time of suryey Same Job Different Job _

: " Noe &% No, % No., %
Same job 88 51,76 18 38,30 106 48,85
Different job 75 44,12 2T 57445 102 47,00
Not working at preasent ISR '
(unemployed ard on A T :
pension) T 402 2 4,25 9 4,15
Totel 0 7 170100,00 47 100,00 217 100,00
- : i mnw . s m-mmn- .

Table 133

. LENGTH OF TIME PARTICIPANIS HAVE BEEN BACK FROM
 WRAINING PROGRAM BY CHANGE IN JOB STATUS BETWEEN
~ JODS HELD UPON IMMEDIATE RETURN AND JOBS HELD -

| AT TIME OF SURVEY

_ Length of time since return
hange in 6 months 1 year 2 years 3 years 4 years 5 years 6 years 7T years

Job to less to lees to less to less to less to less to less and Total
, than )12 than than than ' than than than over
onths 2 yeurs ear ears ears 6 years
No, No. . No, No. }‘Io. No,. No. No. 0o

SBame Job 25 23.59 18 16.98 6 5.66 1 ,94 13 12,27 16 15,09 27 25,47 106 100
Different _

Job 13 12,75 T 6.86 ‘ 21,96 9 8,82 34 33,33 37 36,26 102 100
Not working

at present 111,11 1 131 111,11 3 33.33 3 33.34 9100
Total 25 11,52 32 14,75 14 6,45 1 462 .92 23 10,60 53 24.42 67 30,88 217 100

.
\



able 140,
OCCUPATIONS OF TRATNEES BEFORE- AND APTER TRAINING

R '  L, T Before ‘ 'Aiterw;;ca
Occupational rank . < ftraining training‘ 

T olicy makers, executives and
administrators (national level and/or o
national impact) : , 1

Second level poligy makers, executive 120 . 28:
and administrators: Co S
Regional or local government,
agency directors and deputy S
directors, general director, B
division directcr o
Presidents, vice-presidents,
deans = colleges, technical
institution, =
Controller general, controller T

Program and adminjstrative officials - IR s
subordinate managements 76 82
Chief inspestors, head of training, o S

research, administrative chiefsy

sestion chisfs, program division g R
chiefs; field offics directars 26 41
Staff plauners 2 2
Personnel and welfare cfficers, . S
finance officers, pxoperty and

supply offissrs, legal officers, :
administrative officers 11
Executive assistants, technlcal ’
advisors, marketing specialists,

public relation and press officers 1l
School prinecipals, inspectors of
education, hospitals arnd clinie elh
administrators, etc, 3 i
Other subordinate line ard staff Lk
management program and adminise : R
trative officials 23 T

Professional engineers: AL 26
Civil engineers S - R
Chemical engineers
Electronic engineers
Mechanical engineers
Metallurgical engineers
Agricultural engineers
Aeronautical engineers

CuReBek

195;;ﬁf}e:$. -~



GUOTRATLONS OF TRATHRES BEIORE D APYIR TRATIENG

‘ : ‘ S ‘Before ~  After
Occupational rank ' o trainins training

fessional occupations :
ther t ro and administrative , B L
f4cials and engineerg)s ' o 47"““f7*v735n
Agricultural solentists 25 -
Sociological and life soientists - = -
Medical scientists a,.’"
Economists L
Social Scientists (except Eoonomists)?'
Physical scientists v
Teachers, university level, soiences o
othsr than social sciences
Teachers, university 1eve1' sooial
science and other
Teachers, instructors

fs&?w??rm
RH N maHERS

Sub=professional occupationss I
Iaboratory testers 1
Nurses ' . A
Medical and public health technioians 2
Other sub-professional occupations 35',

Clerical workers: | o '"kf»iv 2




fiébié5i46_io

'ECONOMIC -ACTIVITIES OF TRAINEES BEFORE AND. AFTER
TRATNING

C Refare = .
Classification of economic activities training

Services, government and noh-government:
business, education, medical, le ; o
housi blic security)s 48 50.
Business, and prcessional entere S
prise (performing services by
contract or fee)
Educational services (University
and technical)
Educational services (primary,
secondary and kindergarten
Educational services, vocational
and trade schools
Educational services, other
Medical services, general
Medical services, public health
Legal services
Welfare, social and employment
social services
Community development
Public safety services
Housing and town planning services

THOPG HONNH N R

L LI I

BTN B

Government administrative and regulatory R e
services 24 20

Specialized government technical services ‘18i ;is;
Management services in govermment agencies ;: 8f iisi

Agriculture, forestry and fisheriess 40 . . 36
Crop production R -
Livestock prcduction and development
land and water resources
Agriculture and home economics

extension
Forestry and logging
Other agricultural services

Mining and quarrying 1 3

S E S R Y X



Table 140 A (cont?d)
'ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES OF TRAINEES BEFORE AND AFTER
TRAINING

Before After

Classification of economic training training
activities .

Manufacturing, maintenance and 9 -
repairs :
Tobacco manufactures
Textile mill products
Paper and allied products
Chemicals and allied products
Petroleum refining and related
Industry
Stone, clay and glass products
Machinery, except electrical
Electrical machinery, equipment
and supplies
Professional, scientific and
controlling instruments, e
photographic, etce : 1.

Eggineerigg and constructions
General bullding

Highways and streets
Heavy construction

HEWH

M B

Electricity, gas, water and o _
sanitary services 4 3

Transport, storage and communication 48 48
servicess: W
- Air transportation and related Do
services 30 31
Railway transport and related !
services
Postal system operations
Telephone, telegram and

D
-

communications system 16 15
Other 1 -
Commerge, banking and insurance: 1 B |

Wholesale and retail trade 1 1



Table 141,

RANK OR LEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME
OF SURVEY BY SEX

4 Rank or level of participants Job v o
1lst 2nd Subemana= Engie= Pro- Subepro- Clerie Uneme Total

Sex
level level gement neers fession- fessional cal ployed
policy poliecy al
Male 1 28 79 26 33 36 2 6 211
Female 3 2 T S e
Total 1 = 28 82 26 35 37 o6 A

Table 142,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON IMPORTANCE
OF TRAINING PROGRAM IN CHANGING THEIR
JOB STATUS

Participants opinion ou SR
importance of training Noo %
program on their iob T

Without treiniug job would be

the same 150 . 69,12
Without training job would be SRS BN

better 7 3,23
Without tralning job would not o :
have been as gnod 32 14,75
Not asocertained 19 BeT6
Unemployed 6 2,76
On pension ‘ 3 138
Total ' 1T 100,00



Table 143,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON IMPORTANCE OF TRAINING
PROGRAM IN CHANGING THEIR JOB STATUS BY TOTAL
AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT IN TRAINING

Partioipants opig%gghgggigggﬁgﬁfggﬂgﬁgtraining program

g;z;: :_tm" Titiomt Witnout  Without  Not as- Unemployed Total
training training training training certaine and on T
job same Job better job not ed pension
ag_good S
: Ko, %‘ Noo. % Noo % Noo % Noo % Noo %‘

1 less than S

2 months T T7.78 2 22,22 . S 9 100,00
2 less than ‘ : o Sl

4 months 13 56,52 1 4,35 4 17,39 1 4,35 4 17,39 23 100,00
4 less than PR G e e ‘

6 months 17 68,00 1 4,00 -3 12,00 - 2 . 8400 2 8,00 25 100,00

one year 94 T4.,02° 5 3494 18 1léol 8. 6430 2 1,57 127 100,00
One year and SRS T e S S T

over 19 57058 T 2L, 618,18 T 3,03, 33 100,00

Table 144,

PARTICIPANTS ABILITIES TO UTILIZE SKILLS OR
KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED DURING TRAINING IN JOBS
HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY

Abilities to utilize skills and DR
knowledge acquired in training No, % .
in jobs held at time of survey Gl

Have been able 182 83,87
Have not been able 28 12,90
Not ascertained -1 046
Unemployed ‘ S - 2,77
Total L 217 100,00
P L ans s=nos =£g=$=n=n=====g=--



Table 145,

'PARTICIPANTS ABILITY T0 UTILIZE SKIILS OR KNOWLEDGE
ACQUIRED DURING TRAINING IN JOB HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY
BY RANK OR IEVEL OF JOB HELD AT TIME OF SELECTION

t 1

Ability to0 utilize Bkilis in job

‘Rank or level of Totaliyf.r*

‘yarticipants job Were able Were not able Not as-
at time of selection certained Ch
Noe —r Noo % ‘N?g % No. %
ond level policy maker 8 66467 3 25000 1 8,33 12 100,00
Subordinate menagement 62 8l.,58 9 11.84 5 (0,58 76 100,00
Engineers 37 90,24 4 9,76 41 100,00
Professionals 42 89,36 4 8051 1 2,13 47 100,00
Sub-professionals 32 82,05 T 1709 39 100,00
Clerical 1 7.100,00 : 1 100,00
Other 1 100,00 | 1 100,00
Total 182 83,87 28 12,90 7 3623 217 100,00
®rncluding 6 currently unemployedo
Table 146,
PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO UTILIZE SKILLS OR KNOWLEDGE
ACQUIRED DURING TRAINING IN JOB HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY
BY RANK OR LEVEL OF JOB HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY
Rank or level of Ability o utilize skills ia Jod e
participants Job Were able Were not able Not ascgr- Total
at time of suxvey tained L
Noo 7 No, T ——ﬁgo —% No. —r
1st level poliocy maker 1 100,00 1 100,00
2nd level policy maker 23 82,14 5 17.86 28 100,00
Subordinate management T1 86,59 11 13,41 V « 82 100,00
Engineers 24 92,31 2  7T.69 26 100,00
Professionals 32 91,43 3 8,57 35. 100,00
Sub-professionals 31 83,78 6 16,22 37 100,00
Clerical 1 50,00 1 50,00 . 2 100,00
Unemployed 6 100,00
Potal 182 83,87 28 12,90 7 100,00 217 100,00

x Including 6 currently unemployede

\W



Table 147 o

PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO UTILIZE SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE .
ACQUIRED DURING TRAINING IN JOBS HELD AT TIME OF
SURVEY BY TRAINING FIELD UF ACTIVITY

Ability to utilize skills in Job

Training field

of acbivity Were able Were not able g:zngzger- Total
No. T ‘-ﬁofo A‘%' Noo % Noe %

Military 1 50,00 1 50,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 44 83,02 7 13.21 2 3,77 53 100,00
Industry and :

mining 19 82,61 4 17,39 23 100,00
Transportation .= 46 92,00 4 8,00 - 50 100,00
Labor 1 100,00 1 100,00
Sanitation 13 T6.47 3 17,65 1 5,88 17 100,00
Education 8 100,00 : ‘ 8 100,00
Public adminise o .

tration 28 T7.78 6 16,67 2  5.55 - 36 100,00
Community deve= .

lopment 11 78,57 = 2 14029 1 “asl4 14 100,00
Miscellaneous 12 92,31 1 Teb9 - o e 13 100,00
Total ' 182 83,87 28 12,90 T 3.23 217 100,00

ﬂﬂﬂ“ﬂ==================I============================ﬂﬂ======B======Bﬂ-

= Including 6 currently unemployed.

Table 146 °

:bEGREE OF PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO UTILIZE SKILLS
AND KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED DURING TRAINING IN JOBS
HELD AT TIME OF SURVEY ‘

Degree of participants abilily Noo %

to utilize skills and knowledge o
Practically none 3 1le38
Only a little 15 6091
Some 45 20,74
Quite a bit 73 33.64
Almost everything, everything 46 21,20
Not been able 28 12,90
Unemployed ' 6. 2.T7

Fot ascertained 1 +46

B=ﬂ==========================ﬂ=== 14 -t =DssRaEn

Total : 217 100,00 \ ,I/g\



Table 149,

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF CURRENT SUPERVISORS
ATTITUDE TOWARDS HELPING THEM UTILIZE THEIR
- PRAINING (Total 186)

Supervisors attitude , 5N9;j;‘¥;:% 

avery helpful o ~'ﬂ95 ‘1‘f51.0éé
Somewhat helpful ‘, 22 11.83

Not helpful 42 22,58
Neither helpful nc?p unhelﬁful 26 13,98

Not ascertained 1 o3

Total . 186% 100,00

i1 f 31— mEsSEs —SosmmSnE= =================

B 31 respondents indicated they do not have supervisdﬁéif
of these 6 are currently unemployed.

Table 150,

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF CURRENT SUPERVISORS

ATTITUDE TOWARDS HELPING THEM UTILIZE TEEIR

TRAINING BY RANK OR LEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT
TIME OF SURVEY (Total 186)

Renk or level Supervisors attitude towards participants S
of participants utilizing training Total

Job Very Somewhat  Not Neither Not as-
helpful helpful helpful helpful certain=-
nor un-- ed
helpful
No, % No, % Noo % No. % Noo % No. %-
First level o
policy maker _ 1 100,00 1 100,00
2nd level c
policy maker 13 61,91 2 9,52 4 19,05 2 9,52 21,100,000
Subordinate 32 45,07 8 11,27 16 22,54 15 21,12 . 71.100,00
Engineers 6 25,00 7 29,17 5 20,83 6 25,00 24 100,00
Professionals 24 75,00 5 15,63 3 9,37 32 100,00.
Sub=pro=
fessionals 20 57,14 5 14,29 10 28,57 o 35 100,00
Clerical 2 100,00 . 2 100,00
Total 95 51,08 22 11,83 42 22,58 26 13,98 1 100,00 186"100,00
#3]l respondents indicated they do not have supervisars; //

oX these 6 are currently unemployed. \7ﬁ>



Table 151,

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION OF CURRERT SUPERVISORS
ATTITUDE TOWAF)S HELPING THEM UTILIZE TRAENING
BY MRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY (Total 186)

“Supervisors attitude towards utilizing training

T?:“i“ﬁﬁm Very Somewhat  Not Neither  Not as=  Total
of activity  ,oTeu1  helpful  helpful helpfulmor ocertained |
_yuhelpl .
Militaxy 1 i 1 © 2
Agriculture 23 5 14 1 48
Industry and o S o :
Transportation 22 T 9 46
Sanitation 8 2. N 3 14
Faucation 4 ‘ 1 1 6
Public ad- o
ministration 18 3 B 30
Community
development 4 2 4
Miscellaneous 5 ' e

u 31 respondents indicated they di

are currently unemployed. :

Table 152,

NUMEER OF PARTICIPANTS WORKING WITH PEOPLE WHO
* HAVE RECEIVED TRAINING AEROAD

Number of participants lu'king

with people who have been Noo
trained abroad g

Work with people who have
been trained abroad 155 Tl.43
Do not work with people who R
have been traiged abroad 55 2535
Not ascertained” ™ 7 3,22
Total 217 100,00

s Of these 6 are owrrently unemployed,

> |



Table 153

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO CONVEY TO OTHER.
PEOPLE WHAT THEY LEARNED IN THE TRAINING PROGRAM

Extent of participants

ability to convey Foo %
Were able to convey . }IéSf: 34;33 ‘l
Were not able to convey 130 13.82
Not ascertained | S 4 1e85.
Total ‘  :ﬂ ???7l?J¥ k217H,1°°°°° . :

Table 153.4,

MEDIA OF TRANSMISSAL USED BY PARTICIPANTS TO CONVEY
T0 OTHER PEOPLE WHAT THEY LEARNED IN TRAINING

(Multiple answers)

t

Media of transmission No. %
Gave farmal {Yraining program, S
lectures 108 132,24
Informal. discussious 80 23,88
On=the Jjob teaching and training T2 21,49
Wrote apzticles, other publications 42 12,54
Organization and reorganization 2 60
Orientation for persons going abroad 1l 30
Other activities 1 «30
Not applicable 29 8465
Total 335 100,00
============================ == = t-3-3-3-4 ¢ J




Table 154,

PARTICIPANTS ABILITY T0 CONVEY WHAT THEY LEARNED
1IN TRAINING PROGRAM 70 OTHERS BY RANK OR IEVEL
OF TEEIR JOBS AT TTME OF SELECTION

Paxticipants ability to convey

Rank or level of pare
tioipants job at time Were able Zg;: not a§::rtained Total
of seleaction — N—

NO. % No. % NO. % No. : T
2nd level policy meker 8 664,67 4 33,33 12 100,00
Sub-management 66 860,84 T 9.2 3 3,9 76 100,00
Engineers 37 90,24 4 9.76 41 100,00
Professionals 42 89,36 4 8,51 1 2,13 47 100,C0
Sub=professionals 29 T4,36 10 25,64 R ' 39 100,00
Clexrical 1 100,00 R 1 100,00

Other S 1 190;90;; 1 100,00

Total .. 183 84,33 30° 13,83 ~'“ﬁff1.34 217 100,00

B-“ﬂﬂ-ﬂl-wﬂﬂmB“E‘-===========”===============B-===-===BBBHBB_===H--

Tabls 1550

:QP.A.RTICIPANTS ABILITY TO CONVEY TO OTHERS WHAT THEY LEARNED
'IN TRAINING PROGRAM BY RANK OR LEVEL OF THEIR
- JOBS AT TIME OF SURVEY

Rank or level of Ablilit> to convey
participants job at Were able Were not Not Total
time of survey - able agce, d i
No Py % No. % No, No,
lst level policy ;
makex 1l 100,00 3 100,00
2nd level poligy )
makey 23 82,4 5 17.86 28 100,00
Sub-management 75 91,46 7 8o54 82 100,00
Engineers 23 88,46 3 1l.54 26 100,00
Professionals 30 85,71 5 14429 35 100,00
Sub=professionals 28 75.68 9 24,32 37 100,00
Clerical 1l 50,00 1l 50,00 2 100,00
3 50,00 ‘ 3 100,00 6 100,00
Total | 183 84,33 30 13,83 4 1,84 217 100,00
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Table 156,

PARTICIPANTS ABILITY TO CONVEY TO OTHERS WHAT
THEY LEARNED IN TRATNING PROGRAM BY PREVIOUS
UNIVERSITY ATTENDANCE

Ability to convey to others

University .
attendance Were able zgiz nbét E:gert Total

No, % Noo % Noo, % Fo. %
Attended 153 85,00 23 12,78 4 2,22 180 100,00
Did not attend 30 81,08 T ;8.92 37 100,00
Total 183 84,33 30 13,83 4 1,84 217 100,00

Table 157,

PARTICIPANTS PLANS TO UTILIZE TRAINING THEY HAVE AS
_YET NOT BEEN ABLE TO CARRY OUT

Participants plans No. %

Intend to utilize training 15T T2.35
Do not intend to uwtilizs : S
training 58 26673
Not ascertained 2 092
Total g 217 100,00

WA



fARIIOIPANTS FLANS TO UTILIZE TRAINING THEY HAVE

-AS YET NOT BEEN ABLE TO CARRY OUT BY RANK OR LEVEL

OF THEIR JOB AT TIME OF SURVEY

"Rank or level of

Plans to utilize training

A!otqi}’

participants job at Intend to Do not intend Not
time of survey utilize to utilise asoertained -
‘ tgain%?g tgg;g;gﬁ :
' No. No, :i°. 7 io. '
" 1st level polioy

make r 1 100,00 -1 100,00
2nd level polioy .

maker 16 57.14 12 42,86 ‘ 28 100,00
Subordinate mana- o ,

gonent 61 74.39 20 24,39 1 1,22 82 100,00
Engineers 21 80,77 5 19,23 - 26 100,00
Professionals 29 82,86 5 14,28 1 2,86 3% 100,00
Subeprofessionals 26 170,27 11 29,73 ' 37 100,00
Oleriocal ' - 2 100,00 2 100,00
Not asceritained 4 65,67 2 33,33 6 100,00

Table 159.

BAJOR DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED BY PARTICIPANTS IN USING
SKILLS LEARNED OR IN CONVEYING THEM TO OTHER PEOPLE

(Mal%iple answers)

Kinds of diffioulties enbount@rad

Xoe

Diffioulties related to conditions of gountpys

Laock of funds
Iack of equipment

Other administrative difficulties

fioculties related to othe
Employers unocooperative
Employees do not cocperate
lack of help from superliotrs
lack of trained staff

Laock of educational facilities

USAID does not help ex partioipants

D ties relate 0 pa an
Not sufficient authority

Job not enabling transmissal training

lack of time to transmit

Difficulties related to training progran:

Other difficultiep
Not ascertainsd

8

38
22

LA

ée

= o -3

Total




Table 160,

EXTERT OF PARTICIPANTS UTYLIZATION OF TRAINING TN
| FIRST ACTIVITY PERFORMED SINCE RETURN
(Total 182)

Extent of utilizing
Participants _" ” ii?éif‘94350jix{
used training - ' S
Participants did not use

training . 6 3430
Not ascertained f'  4:f‘ 2,20
Total 0w 182 100,00

SEsEsEssEgRE R S NSO EEREERRREEEEsEREng

Table 161,

DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED BY PARTICIPANT
IN PIRST ACTIVITY PERIORLED SIHCE RETURN
(Total 182}

Degree of initiative displayed  Noe %

Activity initiateld by partlclipant

himself 149 8L.87
Aotivity initiated vy others 18 9,89
Not clear who initiated ectivity 15 8424

Total 182 100,00

SEsoOmnsSSEEsERaREsInSSSENEERssRasmsEnIoEEEEnEaERsSEn
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Table 162,

DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED BY PARTICIPANTS
IN FIRST ACTIVITY PERFORMED SINCE RETURN BY -

THEIR TRAINING

FIELD OF ACTIVITY

Degree of initiative displayed by participant

Field of

- Activity Activity Do not Total
ek initiated  initiated have
o v by partici- Dby others Not clear activity
ant
Rﬁb. ‘ﬁo. :% No. R No. ' % NO. r
Military 1. 50,00 ' -1 50,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 40 75,47 2 3077 7 13021 53 100,00
Industxry i RIS T
and mining 17 173.90 2 8,70 .2 8,70 23 100,00
Transportation 28 56,00 6 12,00 /12 24,000 50 100,00
Labor 1. 100,00 SRR G 1 100,00
Education 7 874,50 R RCEE 1 12,50 8 100,00
Public ad= . ' ’
ministration 25 69,44 5 6 16,67 36 100,00
Community R '
development 10 Tl.42 2 14,29 14 100,00
Miscellaneous 9 69,23 3 23,08 13 100,00
Table 163,
DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED BY PARTICIPANTS
IN FIRST ACTIVITY PERFORMED SINCE RETURN BY
RANK OR LEVEL OF THEIR JOBS AT TIME OF SURVEY
Rank or level Degrse of initiative dlispleyed by participant '
of participants Activity Activity Do not Total
Job at time of initiated 3initiated Not clear have
survey by parti=~ by others activity o
No, % No, %  No., %  No, & No, %
1st level policy e no e D
maker 1 100,00 1 100,00
2nd level policy
maker 19 67.86 4 14,29 2 T.14 3 10,71 28 100,00
Sub-management 62 75,61 6 T,32 3 3,66 11 13,41 82 100,00
Engincers 16 61,54 3 11,54 2 T.69 5 19,23 26 100,00
Professionals 25 Tled43 2 5,71 5 14.29 3 8,57 35 100,00
Sub~-professionals 21 56,75 3 8,11 2 5,41 1l 29,73 37 100,00
Clexrical 1l 50,00 1 50,00 2 100,00
Not employed 5 8333 1 16,67 6 100,00

oV
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DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED BY PARTICIPANT

IN SECOND ACTIVITY PERFORMED SINCE RETIRN

Degree of initiative displayed No,

%
Aotivity initiated by pariticipant 100 46,08
Aotivity initiated by others 4 1.84
Not cleax 6 2,77
Do not have second activity 107 49.31
Total . 217 100,00

Table 165,

NATURE OF SECOND ACTIVITY PERFORMED BY PARTICIPANIS

SINCE RETIRN
(Potal 110)

Nabture of activity Noo
Changed or faproved procedures 56
Performed job in a supexionn way 13
Did research 9
Wrote hocks : 8
Institutod new organizotiong - 6.
Made farmal plans for future deve= :

lopment 5
Taught 9hhers 5
Constructed something 4
Othex 3
Not ascertained >N
Total . 110

EOaRRSEEomIEs ==ﬂ=ﬂ=ﬂ===ﬂ=ﬂﬂ========---ﬂﬂ=======-P“
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Table 166,

'PFIEID OF ECONOMIC ENDEAVOUR OF SECOND Acnvmf

PERFORMED BY PARTICIPANTS SINCE RETURN
‘ (Total 110)

Field of cconomic endeavour

Agriculture 25

Tranaportation 8.
Public administration AT
Industry and mining 12
Sanitation Al
Education Al
Community development 8
Labor 2
Other 5.
Not ascertained L

Potel 110

i s o S S TSI BRI T LTI ST NE ‘ e Ci I I I e T S eIt

Tavle 1iTe

EXOENT OF PARTICIPANTS USILIZATION OF TRAINING
IN SEOCMD ACTIVITY YERYORLED SINCE RETURN
(Moted 210)

EBxbont o utilisiag traiuniig No, %
Participants uged training 107  97.277
Pariieipants did not use fwaliaing 1 91
Not uscerbalined 2 l.B2
Total 110 100,00
u=='==:a==::.:::==nu===m========u============BB========



DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED
SECOND ACTIVITY PERFORMED SINC

Table 168

TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY

BY PARTICIPANTS IN *
E RETURN BY THEIR

Training field of

Degree of initiative displayed

b rtici . o
activity Tmitiative Initiative Not as- Do not Total .~
displayed displayed certained have 2nd o
by partici- by others activity _
ant ‘
No, & Noo % Foo %  No, % No. 4
Militaxry 2 100,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 29 54,72 1 1,89 23 43.39 53 100,00
Industry and :
mining 12 527 . 11 47.83 23 100,00
Transportation 17 34,00 . oini. 4 8,00 29 58,00 50 100,00
Labor S ~1.100,00° R 1 100,00
Sanitation B8 47,06 'H2j}11;76f ‘7 41,18 17 300,00
Education 4 50,00 4 50,00 8 100,00
Public adminis- T R D :
tration 17 47.22 1 2,78 118 50400 36 100,00
Community deve= S s L
lopment 8 5T7.14 ;1*w7.14;;;5;j35.72 14 100,00
Table 169,
DEGREE OF INITIATIVE DISPLAYED BY PARTICIPANT IN
PERFORMANCE OF SECOND ACTIVITY SINCE RETURN BY
RANK OR IEVEL OF THEIR JOB AT TIME OF SURVEY
Rank or level Degree ¢f initiative displayed by participant
of participant Initiative InZtZative Not as= Do not
Jjob displayed displayed certained have 2nd Total
by particie- by others activity
_pant
Noe Noe % No. % No. %  No. 9
1st level policy 1 100,00 1 100,00
2nd level policy 15 53457 1 3,57 1 3,57 11 39.,29 28 100,00
Sub-management 41 50,00 2 2,44 1 1,22 38 46.34 82 100,00
Engineers 9 34,61 1 3,85 16 61.54 26 100,00
Professionals 16 45,71 1 2,86 18 51.43 35 100,00
Sub=professionalsl5 40,54 2 5, 20 54,05 37 100,00
Clexricals 2 100,00 2 100,00
Not applicable 4 66,67 1 16,66 1 16,67 6 100,00
/
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Table 170,

TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE OF PARTICIPANTS BY
PHEIR TRAINING FIEID OF ACTIVITY

S ‘ Categories of utilization score -
Training field of  § oot Second Highest No. utilie  Total

activity 75 + 50 = T4 zatlon score S
No, % Noo % Noe % No, 7‘$fﬂu7

Mildtary 1 50,00 1 50,00 2 100,00
Agriculture 35 66,04 6 11,32 12 22,64 53 100,00
Industry and ' o ; o
mining 15 65,22 , e '8 34,78 23 100,00
Transportation 30 60,00 11 22,00 9 18,00 50 100,00
Labor . Lo 1 100,00 1 100,00
Sanitation 7 41,18 6 35,29 "4 23,53 1T 100,00
Education 7 87,50 1 12,50 8 100,00
Public adminis- v B '
tratlion 20 55,56 5 13,89 11 30,55 36 100,00
Community deve= o .

lopment 7 50,00 3 21,43 4 28,57 14 100,00
Miscellaneous 8 61,54 1 7T.69 4 30,77 13 100,00
Total 130 59,91 33 15,21 54 24,88 217 100,00

Table 171,

'POTAL UTILIZATION SCORE OF PARTICIPANTS BY RANK OR
LEVEL OF JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION

Categories of utilization score
Highest T5+ Sesond Highest - No. utillza-

Rank or level of job at

time of selection 50 = T4 tion Score

; Noe % No. % o, %
2nd level policy maker 4 3,08 2 6,06 6 11,1l1
Sub~-management 46 35,38 11 33,33 19 35.19
Engineers 29 22,31 4 12,12 8 14,82
Professionals 33 25,38 6 18,18 8 14,81
Sub=-professionals 17 13,08 10 30,31 12 22,22
Clericals 1l oT7
Other 1 1,85
Total 130 100,00 33 100,00 54 100,00

\



‘Table. 172,
PARTICIPANTSfOfINION ON 1EVEL OF PROGRAM BY
PHEIR TOPAL UTILIZATION SCORE

Categories of total Opinion on level of program

utilization score Too simple Just right Too advanced Not as= Total
. certained
No. % No., %  No. % No. %  No. &
Highest 75 + 26 20.00 95 7T3,08 8 6,15 1 .77 130 100
Second highest
50 = T4 11 33.33 20 60,61 2 6,06 ‘ 33 100
No utilization - ‘ L
score 9 16 67 ‘39 T2422 23,70 '4‘17,41f 54 100
~ Pable 173,

TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE OF PARTICIPANTS BY THEIR ‘
"AGE AT TIME OF SELECTION

Categories of utilization score :
Age of participants  FrE T Sooond hignest Noy whilization  Total

at time of selection 75 + 50 - 74 goore

No, % Noo % Nse % No, T
Less than 25 1l oT7 1 3,03 1l 1,85 3 1.3¢€
25 « 29 19 14,62 1, 3,03 & 11,11 26 11,96
30 - 34 31 23.85 9 2T7.27 17 31.48 57 26,27
35 - 39 40 30,77 11 33,34 10 18,52 61 28,11
40 - 44 22 45,92 6 18.18 7 12,96 35 16,12
45 = 49 ' 12 9,23 3 9,09 4 Tedl 19 8.76
50 = 54 : 4 3,08 2 6,06 7 12,96 - 13 5eY
55 and over i oT7 2 3.7 3 136
Total 130 100,00 33 100 00 54 100.00-3 217 100,0(




Table 1T4s

LENOTH OF TIME PARTICIPANTS SPENT IN TRAINING BY
THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

Length of time spent in training

'Oatogorus of
T to less 2 to less 4 to less 6 to less One year Total
utilisation than 2 than 4 than o than one and more

soore
-— N%%gm%—-_ﬁ%;nt % gﬂ.th ; %00 ; r@o*r. ii. ‘ ,

Highest 75 + 4 3,08 B8 6,15 16 12,31 78 60,00 24 18,46 130 100,0
Second highest o

50 = T4 2 6,06 3 9,09 -4 12,12 19 5T.58 5 15,15 33 100,0

Ro utiliza= .. - R , :

tion score 3 5.55 12 22,22. "5 . 9:26 .30 55456 4 T 54 100,0
Table 175,

'DEGREE OF ADEQUATE INFORMATION RECEIVED BY PARTICIPANTS
ON TRAINING PROGRAM BEFORE DEPARTURE BY THEIR TOTAL
UTILIZATION SCORE

.

No. of questions received adequate information

Categoxiss of

One Two Three Four A1l Not Total
:'::.ﬁzation question questions questions questions quesiions asodre '
Noe %  Nos, % No, % RNo, % fioe 0 % Ko,

Highest 75+ 5 3.85 9 6,92 13 20,00 17 13,08 65 65.38 1 ¢T7 130 1C
S8econd highest |

50 = T4 2 6,06 412,02 618,28 21 63,64 33 1C
No utiliza~ : . :

tion score 1 1,85 3 5,55 9 16,67 10 18,52 31 57.41 54 1C
Potal 6 2,76 14 6,45 26 11,98 33 15,21 137 63,14 1 46 217 1

Y



Table 176,

EXTENT OF PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING THEIR
PROGRAM BY THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

Categories of Extent of participants participation

utilization FerTrapated Did mot  Don't re- Not as-  Total
- Beore participate membex certained
Yo, % Yo, %  No, % No, % No. %
Highest T5 + 49 37.69 78 60,00 2 1,54 1 77 130 200,00
Second highest o
No. utilization Co :

score 14 25,93. 39 72,22 1 1,85 ff54g1oo;oo

Table 17

-3

EXTENT OF PROGRAM COLPLETION AS FOUND BY PARTICIPANTS
UPON ARRIVAL I¥ THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

Extent of programw vpon completion

Categoriss of  _ .. — —— Total
uwtilization Conplels Yaxriial Yot set up o
poore detail detail at all

Vo, 9 Noe % No, %

Highest 75 + "R OEL,O0 3T 28,46 15 11,54 30 -1 v
Second highest ey Rl
50 =74 23 €e,70 6 18,18 4 12,12 =~ 33 100,00
No. wiillzation R R s Y
BCLTY 28 51055 20 37.04 6 11,11 54 100,00




‘Table 178,

PARTICIPANTS OPINION ON EXTENT OF ATTENTION AND GUIDANCE
RECEIVED DURING COURSE OF PROGRAM BY PERSONS MEETING THEM
UPON ARRIVAL BY TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

Extent of”attgnt%on and guldance

.Categories of

utilization Enough Not enough Don't'know W;:: not - ?Qfﬁii
_Boore ‘ :
Highest 75 + 208 9 13 130
Second highest ' e
50 - 74 29 1 3 3
No. utilization .
score 39 2 , 3. .54
Total . 176 11 1 29 217

Table 179

ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTIES- ENCOUNTERED BY PARTICIPANTS
DURING PROGRAM BY TOI'AL UTILIZATION SCORE

Zgh 2 ] 2 2] d
Categories of English langnage difficzlties encountere

utllization No diffi- Being Not being Don't re~ RNot
score culties. under~ understoocd Beth membex appli- Tota
stood, gshl%z_.____
No. % Noe % Noo % Noce % DNoo % Nos No, !
‘Highest 75 + 100 76,92 11 8,46 20 7,65 6 44062 3 2,31 130 L
Seocond highest
50 - 74 26 78,79 412,12 1 3,03 2 6,06 y \ 33 1
No. utilization ‘ ,
score 36 66,67 5 9,26 4 T4l 712096 1 1l.85 11085 54 1

W



‘Table 180,

. PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING DEGREES OR DIPLOMAS DURING
TRAINING PROGRAM BY THEIR TOTAL UITLIZATION SCORE

Partiolipants receiving degrees of diplomas

Categories of

Received Received Did not Not appli- Total -
::iiization degrees Certificates receive cable o
NO. % No, { Jﬁao g NOQ i NO. T )
Highest 75 + Y 10,77 14 10,77 30 23,07 T2 55,39 130 100,00
Second highest , N A
50 - 74 3 90 1 3,03 T 21s21 22 66,67 33 100,00
No. utilization : B :
Buoxre

2 3.7

7 12,9

T 12,96

38¥570;37‘ T54t1°°oQ° ,

Table 121,

3

PARTICIPANTS EVALUATION O CUiREIT SUPERVI SORS
ATTITUDE TOWARDS HELPINCG THEL UTILIZE THEIR
TRAINING BY THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

(Totad 2e6)

Supervisors ~ititude towards utilizing training -

Categories of

Very Sonevhnat  Not Neither Not ase Total
utilization helpful helprul helpful  helpful nor ocertained
score
unhelpful
No, & Tlic, %  Ho, o, % No, %  No, @
Highest 75 + 64 56464 13 11,50 19 16,81 17 15,05 113 100,¢i(
Second highest S
50 = 74 18 64429 3 10,71 ¢4 14429 3 10,71 28 100,0u
No. utiliza~ T S
tion score 13 28,89 6 13,33 19 42,22 6 13,33 1 2,23 45 100,00
Total 95 51,08 22 11,83 42 22,58 26 13,98 1 ,53  18¥ 100,00

“31 respondents indicated they did not have supervisora;' of these 6 are

currently unemployed,

A



Tabls 162,

,DEG-REE OF PARTICIPANTS SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING ,
PROGRAH UPON COMPLETION BY THEIR TOTAL UTILIZATION SCORE

ISy

& Oafhgories of tntal
Atilization score

Degree of satisfaction with training program

Very so~ lModerately Mot too sa- Not satis- Not ase  Total
fied at all certained -

tisfied satisfied t;nfied

BEghest 75+
.Second highest o

' 5074 o
‘No. utilization
. soare .

Noo % No, % No. &

Bl 62,31 38 29,23 .9 6,92

(16 4049 9 202/ 5 5.5
/30 55,56 13 24,07 - 6 w11

No, ‘;
1 oT7

Tor ¥ Tor K

2 6,06

1 g7 230200
13,03 :33:'104.};

nas 54200

Tabhle 183,

EXUENT OF PARTXCLPANDS ENPLOYMENT WITH USATD OR IN A
JOINI PROSEOT VIZH USAID DY YEAR DEPARTING FOR TRAINING

]
K

Year puxticipente

Twpe of employmeat witk USAID

" departed for - TFuliebime Partetime Ooscesional Don't re- Not working Total

training member with USAID
1951 ' 1 11
1952 2 1 13 .16
1953 6 16 22
1954 2 1 - 14
1955 12 3 f 45 60
1956 12 1 216 29
1959 -5 1 S8 15
- 1960 6 C24 30
1961 8 12 -20 -
Total = -~ 54 . 5o AR R || EA | §
e 3 e ittt
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Pabls 1840

. EXTENT OF CONTACT MATNTANED BY PARTICIPANTS WITH .
o USAID SINCE THEIR RETURN

Contact maintainod with USAID No. % :
Had soniact 67 30,88

Did not have contact . - 1150 69,12

Total &7 100,00

o mmemastSimm = CoNEEs s o Py

Tabla 185,

NUMBER OF PARIICIPANTS EMPLOYMED WITH USAID OR IN
& JOUINT PROJESCT WITH TSAID '

Participarts smoloyuat

with USATD No. %
Emploved with USAAD 24 11,06
Not empioyved with USAXID 43 9,82
Had not contact with USATD 150 59,12
Total 217 100,00

L I T A e I L L s e R N L T N U AN A SRR naE R RRERE IS R RE
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EXTENT OF CONTACT MAINTAINED BY
SINCE THEIR REMRKN BY TRAINTNG

Table 186,

PARTICIPANTS WITH USATYD
PIELD OF ACTIVI®Y

Training field

~ dxtent of oontﬁgh%aintamd with

Total .

of activity Had contact Had no oontact
. No. &% Ko, & No. &

Mlitary 1 50,00 1l 52, 2 100,00
Agri culture 12 22,64 41 77,36 $3 100,00
Indnstry and

mining 9 39,13 14 60,87 23 100,00
Transportation 20 40,00 30 60,00 50 100,00
Laboxr 1 100,00 - 1 100,00
Sanitation 4 23,53 13 76,47 17 100,00
Bducation 2 25,00 6 75,00 8 100,00
Publio adminige . ‘

tration . 11 30.56 25 69.4‘ - 36 100.00

- Commnity deve- R
lopment 7 50,00 T 50400 14 100,00
Misoellaneous 1 7.59 22 92,31 13 100,00
Total 67 3C,.88 150 §9,12 - 27 100,00
[ Pt T - [ ] ] -
Tahls ' 1870

RANK OR IEVEL OF PARTLCIPAN
BY CONTACT MAINTAINED WI

TS JOB AT TIME OF SELECTION

TH USAID SINCE THEIR RETURN

———T

Partiolpants Rank or level of rartiad pants Job at Ei:o; of seleotion
oontact with 21d level Subordi- Engingers Proe Subeprow Total
USAID polioy - nate v fessional fessional Clerical Other

maker ‘

No, % Ho, g Ko, ; EO. z ﬂoo 4 ﬂoo ‘; ﬂo. ’ ﬂo. »
Had contact 4 33,33 16 21,05 10 24,39 17 36,17 19 48,72 1 100,00 .. . 67 30,88
Had no ‘
‘contact . 8 66,67 60: 78,95 71 75,61 30 63,83 20 51,28 1 100 150 69.12
Total 12 100,00 76'100.00 41 100,00 47 100,00 39 100,00 1 100,00 1 100 217 100&L0
= L UL TP P O es mnem um
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Tables 188,

RANK OR LEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME OF SURVEY
BY CONTACT MAINTAINED BY PARTICIPANTS WITH USAID
SINCE THEIR RETIRN

Rank or level of participants job at time of sur#qy'

Paxticipants _ »

contact with First Second Sube Pro= Sub=pro- Not em=

USAID level level ordinate Engineers fession-fession= Clerical ployed
policy policy manage= als als

maker maker ment

Ne, % No, % No, % TNos % TNo, % TNos ® Tos & Fo. &
Had contact 1 100,00 10 35,71 17 20,73 7 26492 12 34,29 1T 45,95 1 50,00 2 33,33
Had no '

contact 18 64429 65 79,27 19 73,08 23 65,71 20 54,05 1 50,00 4 66,67
Total 1 100,00 28 100,00 82 100.00 26 100,00 35 1oo.oo 37 100,00 2 100,00 6 100,00
[ 1 B3 1 SIS I R LTI =y = a:!E==========u==u--a-unHBIBEI--------------
Table 189.
EXTENT OF USAID TECHNICTANS AVAILABLE T0
PARTITIPANTS
Availatility of USAID No. %

techvidciang

Participants have tachniocians

availabie 66 30,41
Papticipants do not have R
sechniclung availavle 132 60,83
Don's know 1¥ tachnicians 1 SR
are available 19 8,76
Total 2127 100,00



Table 190,

'FREQUENCY OF CONTACT MAINTAINED BY PARTICIPANTS
WHO HAVE USAID TECHNICIANS AVAIIABIE TO THEM

(Total 66)
Frequency of contact malntained No. ‘qf;:
Met USAID technicians frequently 6 '139;592;
Met USAID teohnicians occasionally 35 53.03
Never met USAID technicians ,  5 7.58
Potal 66 1oo.oo

Table 191,

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT MAINTAINED BY PARTICIPANTS

WHO HAVE USAID TECHNICIANS AVAILABLE TO THEM BY

RANK OR LEVEL OF THEIR JOB AT TILE OF SDHECTION
(otal ©6)

. Frequency of contact Rank or level of Jjob at time of selectlion

maintained with 2nd level Sub= . Pro- Sub=pro- Total
USAID tachnlcians polioy - o*dlnate Enginvers fession~ fession~

cox emont als als g e

Yo, & wo. % No, % No, % No. &% No, %

Frequent contact ~ 5 31,25 6 50,00 5 41,67 10 41,67 26 39439
Ocoastonal contact 2 100,00 8 50,00 5 41,67 T 58633 13 54,17 35 653. Oé
Nover met J 18,75 1 8,33 1 4,16 5 T.58
Tated ' 2 100,00 16 200,00 12 100,00 12 100,00 24 100,00 66 100,0

(e



Table 192,

FREQUENCY OF CONTACT MAINTAINED BY PARTICIPANTS WHO
HAVE USAID TECHNICIANS AVAILABLE TO THEM BY RANK OR
- LEVEL OF THEIR JOB AT TIME OF SURVEY

(Total 66)
oroquenay, - Rank or level of perticigants Job o i
_maintained Ist level 2nd level Subordi- Pro- Subepro- Unem=  Total -
with USAID polioy policy nate Enginecr—n fession-~ fesslone ployed
-technioclans makex maker manage=- als als ,
ment L '
o Ho. % No, % No, ; No. % HO. % NO. ; No. r No. T
Frequent ‘ :
oontact 9 47.37 5 55.55 3 37 .50 9 39-13 ‘ 25 39.39 '
Ocoasional : R

contact 1 100,00 3 75,00 9 47,37 3 33.33 5 62.*0 13 56.52 1 50.00 35 53-03
Have never :

met 125,00 1 5.26 1 11.11 . 2 4.35 1 50.00 5 758
Total 1 100,00 4 100,00 19.100,00 9 100,00 8 100,00 23 100,00 2 100,00 66 190.00_
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Table 193. .
BARENT OF HBLLP RmU:ESTED BY PARTICIPANTS FROM USAID ’

-t

Help requested by participants from No, %
USAID ,

Have woquested help : 30 13.62
Have not roquastsd help : 187 86,18
Totul © 2T 100,00

W\



Table 194,

'KIND OF HELP REQUESTED BY PARTICIPANTS FROM USAID
(Total 30)

Kind of help requssted from USAiDj fﬁﬁ:

Printed material

Technlcal advice

Equipment

Additional training grant for himself
Assistance in training staff memebers
Training graut for othsrs
Audio=-visual aids

Financial assistance for project
Others

ICTTITTTTTINTOR S <

Total 30
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Tablis 195,

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING HELP REQUESTED
FROM USATD

Nunber of panticipunis receiving Nog;i_fiﬁV
helpy requeated - Clon

Recsived helip 18 8429

Did not receive halp 10 4,61
Not asmcertained -2 92
Did uot wequest uslp 187 86,18
Total 217 100,00
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Table 196,

RANK OR 1EVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME OF
SURVEY BY PARTICIPANTS REQUESTING HELP FROM USAID

dertioipants Rank or level of participant job'at time of.sivey

;:g:’::i:g 1st level 2nd level Subordi- Engi- Pro=- Sub-pro- ot aa-
USAID ) polioy policy nate neers fession= fession= Clerical ocertain=
‘ - makex makey mANAg e als als od

ment

No, % No. % No, & No, % Nos &% Tos % FNos % THo. 1"‘"

~Requested

help - 1200,00 1 3,57 920,98 2 7T+69 9 25.71 6 16,22 2, 33,93
Did not ' ' ; . .
- request . , . , o

- help: - w27 96443 73 89,02 24 92.3126 74,29 31 83,78 2 100,00 4 66,67
Total . .1 200,00 28 100,00 82 X0.00 26 100,00 35 100,00 37 10000 2 100,00 6 100,00

] L e | mun L L 010 20 0 0 0 00 0 O 1 8 00
. i

- lable 197, .

RANK OR IEVEL OF PARTICIPANTS JOB AT TIME OF
SELECTION BY PARTICIPANTS REQUESTING HELP FROM USAID

Rank oxr level of participants job at time of selection

:;iz ;;z;;ated énd level Subordi- ' Pro- Subepro- '

‘ , policy nate Engineors fession~ <fession- Olerical Othex
' roker mAYUE g o= A als als
mert

Requested '

help 1 8,33 6 Te89 4 9,76 12 25,53 T 17.95

Did not request

help 11 91,67 TO 92,11 37 90,24 35 T4.47 32 82,05 1 100,00 1 100
Total 12 100,00 76 100,00 41 100,00 47 100,00 39 100,00 .1 100,00 1 100.
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Table 198,

PARTIOIPANTS REQUESTING HELP FROM USAID BY THEIR
TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY.

(R |

?Tféihing £101d of Bxtent of help requested from USAID

Total -
activity , Have requested Have not requested ‘
' help help
Noe % No, % No. ;—
Military ' 2. 100,00 2 100,00
Agrioultwre 10 18,87 43 .81.13 53 100,00
Industry 2 8470 2 91,30 23 100,00
Transportation 9 18,00 4L 82,00 50 100,00
Labor 1 100,00 1 100,00
Sanitation 1l 5.88 16 94.12. 17 100,00
Education - ” -8 100,00 - 8 100,00
Public adminis- e L
tration 3 8633 33 91,67 36 100,00
Community deve- . .
lopmnt 4 28,57 10 71,43 14 100,00
Miscellaroous 1 .7.69. 12 92,31 13 100,00
Table 199.

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS RECEIV'J.NG NEWS-LETTERS SINCE
RETURN (Applicable to 175 participants)

Participants recelving newsletter No, %

Reveiving newsletter 9L 52,00
Do not receive newsletter 83 4T.4
Not ascertained : N o5
‘Total 175 100,00



‘Table 200,

'NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS JOINING U,S, PROFESSIONAL
SOCIETIES

Participants joining professional  No.:
societiles L

Joined professional societies 50 | 23.04
Did not join professional societies 167 76.96

Total “217 1oo.oo

~ Table 201,

" NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS MEMBERS OF U;S. PROFESSIONAL
SOCIETIES

Membe*sh ip iu U.S, professional

socleties _ Noo ‘:f &
Participants are members » 35 16.13f
Particlpants ere not members 18l 83.41;‘
Not ascertained 1 U .46*
Total - an 100.00‘7?‘ e

i anian ==£=========="ﬂHBHHHH===H===B===B==BB==BHBH-H .



TPable 202,

'NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING U, S. PROFESSIONAL
: PUBLICATIONS

?Péitioipants receiving U,S,
professional publications

Receive U,S, professional

publications - 42.40
‘D6 not receive U,S, professional f;v

publications | 5 57 50
Total ‘ | | 217 1oo.oo

Table 203,

e NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS WHO COMPLETED THEIR

TRAINING PROQRAM

Participants completiing ~ No, 95

training program S o

Completed program | 204 | 94501

Did not complete program ‘ ‘10 4,61

Not ascertained ‘ o 3 1,38

Total 217 100,00
Table 204,

REASONS GIVEN BY PARTICIPANTS FOR NOT COMPLETING
TRAINING PROGRAM

Reasons far not completing training ”:NQS?
program L B

Recalled by government
Business reasons
Personal reasons
Other reasons

Not ascertained :
Total , 13
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