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PREFACE
 

The Development Education and Training Research Institute1 

(DETRI) Training Institution Profile Reports are designed to 

provide you with reliable information about training programs as 

they are viewed and evaluated by A.I.D. participants. The 

reports were prepared for those U.S. institutions attended by 30 

or more A.I.D. Academic participants who later recei\ed exit 

interviews at DETRI. The exit interview period was July 17, 

1967, through February 29, 1972. These interviews cover partic­

ipants hose programs ended between these dates and whc departed 

through Washington, D.C. 

Each report is divided into three sections: 1. Narrative, 

2. 	 Statistics, and 3. Noteworthy Comparisons. The first sec­

parti ci pant at your i nsti ­ti on presents the vi ews of a typi cal 


tution and of other participants who hold different opinions.
 

When applicable, quotes from participants will be used so that
 

you can "listen" to the participants speak for themselves.
 

The second section contains tabular and graphic presenta­

from the DETRI exit interview questionnaire. Thetions of items 

items were chosen by A.I.D.'s Office of International Training 

to represent important aspects of participants' training experi­

to these items are compared
ences. The participants' responses 

with the responses of A.I.D. Academic participants enrolled in 

all training institutions. 

1. See Appendix II. 



When responses given by the participants at your training
 

institution differ significantly from those of all Academic 
participants, the differences will be described in Section 3,
'I 

Noteworthy Comparisons. Differences which are not statistically
 
significant will not be mentioned in this section.
 

The reader interested primarily in statistical information
 
may want to go directly to the sections on statistics and note­
worthy comparisons. As statistics alone have a tendency to make
 

one lose iwarenes of the individual, the narrative :ection has 
been personalized, presenting a non-statistical description of 
the information given by the participants interviewed. The 
reader looking only at this section should keep in mind that the
 

narrative is an oversimplification of the data in this report.
 

There are two appendices to the report. Appendix I con­
tains information on the procedures used to collect the data for
 

these Profile Reports and on the reliability, validity, and
 
comprehensiveness of that data. Appendix II, The Glossary,
 
defines Academic and Special participants, explains the scaling
 

technique, and provides some information about DETRI. 
These reports were prepared by Paul R. Kimmel, William C.
 

Ockey, H-rman J. Sander, Robert McCarthy, and Ann Fenderson of
 

The American University, DETRI, under contract AID/csd-2865.
 

The authors were ably assisted by Dorothy Daun, Pamela Griffith,
 
Pamela Nash, and Richard Seabrook.
 

2. "Significantly" means statistically significant. The test
 
used was one of the "5 per cent level of confidence." This
 
means that the differences between the data could have occurred
 
by chance alone less than 5 in 100 times. It is unlikely that
 
such obtained differences are a result of chance alone. It is
 
probable (95 out of 100 times) that the differences obtained-are
 
attributable to causal factors--although the causes may not be
 
known.
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SECTION 1
 

NARRATIVE
 

This report will describe the 
backgrounds and experiences of 117 

A.I.D. participants who completed their 

training at Michigan State University at 

East Lansing between July 1967 and Feb­

ruary 1972. The largest number were 

from Latin America, chiefly from Brazil; 
many who came from Near East-South Asia 

were from Turkey, which has a contract 

arrangement with Michigan State Univer­

sity. Most of the participants were 

graduate students who came to Michigan 

State to study education or public 

administration. They usually had had at 

least 13 (many had had 17 or more) years 

of formal education before they began their A.I.D. programs. 

Now we would like you to meet "Aidre," our hypothetical
 

A.I.D. Academic participant at Michigan State University who 

completed the DETRI questionnaire. His opinions and evaluations 

on any given item are those of most of the participants from 

Michigan State on that particular issue. When there are impor­

tant differences on any item between Aidre, as the "typical" 

respondent, and his fellow participants, they will be mentioned. 
All quotes are taken from the participants' cwn accounts of
 

their experiences at M.S.U.
 

Aidre had conferred with representatives of his home govern­

ment and USAID about the plan for his training program. He knew
 



it called for a Paster's dotrue 

and was. pleased that Mi chi gan 

State Uni versi ty h;ad been 

seecL~j as his academic insti­

tuti on., He ildi cated that pre­

-iou s . partici pants fromI .. 

hi s ho me co un try hiad to 1d hi m 
that "M.S.U. is one of the top 

uni versities in the U.S. for 

K,. foreign students. 

Although Aidre attended a
 

formal orientation program for
 

foreign students at Michigan 

State University before begin­

ning his graduate work, many of 

his fellow parti cipants did not. 
Some of them who were on contract programs, and did not have time 

for A.I.D. orientation to the United States in Washington, said 

that a good orientation at [Michigan State might have saved them 

"time and trouble at the beginning." 

During his stay at Michigan State University, Aldre got to 

know the Foreign Student Advisor whom he always found available 

when he wished to consult him. On a scale which ranges from "1" 

(extremely useful) to "7" (not at all useful), Aidre and many of 

his fellow participants rated the helpfulness of the Foreign 

Student Advisor at "1" or "2." A few participants, who felt 

that the Foreign Student Advisor was "very formal and difficult 

to find" when they wanted to talk to him, found that their pro­

fessors were usually "willing to help with more than course 

work.'' 

Aidre was satisfied with the assistance his Faculty Advisor 

had given him in "getting iseful courses." He felt that his 

Faculty Advisor had not only "taken a personal interest in me," 

but had also been a "strict and fair man" in helping him keep up 

in his work so "there was no wasted time." A considerable number 

of the other participants were much less satisfied with their 
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Faculty Advisors and rated their hellp at "4" or below an the 1-­

point scale. Some of them expressud resentment that they were
 

"forced to take too many useles; courses" they didn't want. 

Others said that their Advisors or Contract Coordinators were
 
"no help at all" or "too obstructing and iiflexible." 

After considering a list of academic difficulties which
 

A.I.D. participants have sometims; explerienced, Aidre said that 

too much assigned reacding was the only one that applied to him. 

This had been especially irksome during the early part of his 

program,when he was getting adjusted to campus life, and English 

was still a problem. He liked his courses, wlhich were neither 

too simple, repetitious, nor unrelated to his major field. He 

was impressed with the "freedom of classes where you can express
 

everything." Some of Aidre's fellow participants had difficulty
 

with the frequency of quizzes, and unfamiliar testing procedures.
 

While they felt that objective tests, given periodically, had
 

some advantages over the type of exams they were accustomed to 

in their home countries, they found them very difficult for for­

eign students whose "English was not very good to remember what 

[they] read and heard." 

Aidre felt that about the right proportions of time had
 

been devoted to seminars, lectures, discussion, laboratory work,
 

and individual research at ,.S.U. He would have preferred more
 

field trips so that he could have "seen or practiced the theories
 

and concepts" he had learned. He said he had offered to "work
 

free during part of the summer to get more practical experience."
 

While Aidre was satisfied with the laboratory facilities and the
 

helpfulness of professors in letting him do his own research,
 

some of his fellow participants felt there should have been more
 

opportunities to do individual research. Others would have liked
 

more discussion groups related to the lectures and seminars.
 

Aidre and many of his fellow participants rated the useful­

ness of their courses at the "1" or "2" level on the 7-point
 

scale. They found most of their professors to be "very compe­

tent" in helping them "really learn the material" they studied.
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-[here w.(ere soiWmu partLici . hy v.,. G.o ,,va thuir cout r. 
a ratin of ",K" or .a. ow. Them iere t ilat'1y participt anits wt,,ho 

wer~ie at ihi ga Stbtu Uiir onC cortracL arrano:: P0 L , and(.nivers: it 


who ful Ltheir CWOr W;.CoordirovItors h. dihemCC.I "to takte 
too many1 tqeles couSrpOS \:re . i' Li u d(ndergrad­l 'hic:h a r1put, z o f 

al home." This ed to" valuable
 
timiie";' in onie casJe "a., wh'iole selmosteu:r . "
 

uate Lr inini L * a: em 'a'ste 

Some of Aire's courses required the use oF instrumenLs
 

and equi pmn12L, ie said that
 
these lere similar to the 

instrLm 5ntsand equipi-men)t avail­

able in his hoIe cou1ntry. 

Aidre and the otLher par­

ticipants were * theirdivided in 

evaluations of the suitability 

of thei r acaderli c training to 

the i r home counttry conditions. 

About an equal numbeiOr ga\'e rat­

i igs i n each of: the top 3 posi­

ti ons on the 7-point scale. 

Those whose faculty advisors and 
[ad been in theirprofessors 

home countries expressed appre­

ciation for "most helpful pro­

grams , and felt there would be 

no problem using their training 

at home. Others said that they 

had "received some new ideas 

for use at home, but it would 

have been better if more places were visited to see how they 

worked.'' 

While Aidre and some of his fellow participants indicated 
they were satisfied with their technical training at Michigan 
State University, they felt that some aspects of their social 

and personal lives had caused problems , particularly during 
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their first semesters. Some found the University too largo, 

confusin , and imp.rsonal--"even the Faculty Advisor didn't 

know my name." Th rol(d winter and generally bland American 

food were sources of unhappiless for many until they got used 

to them. Although many pa rticilp'ants were satisfied living in 

the Owen Gradute Center, others who wanted off-campus housing 

(parti cul arly those who had brought their families) found di ffi­

culty in obtaining it. Many considered transportation, to and 

around the campus, a seri ous problem. 

However, Aidre and many other participants "liked the small­
town atmosphere of ast Lansing.," and found that the people 

there were generally "friendly, good neighbors." As Aidre put 

it: "ly life at r.S.U. gave me a very good impression of Ameri­

can life and education. I found more than I expected in human 
relations. East Lansing was my seconc home during that time,' 
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SECTION 2
 

STATISTICS
 



Table I 

Q. What regions of the world were the partici pants from? 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADFHIC 
REGION MICHIGAN STATE 

U IVERS] TY 
PARFICIPA'TS 

I of 117 'of 337 

Near East-
South Asia 29.1 20.3 

Far East 24.8 32.0 
Latin America 39.3 16.0 
Africa 6.8 31.7 

Table 2 

Q. 	 In which fields did the participants receive their 
educati on? 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC 
FIELD OF MICHIGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 
TRAINING UNIVERSITY
 

% of 	88 % of 2342 

Agriculture 14.8 	 25.4 
Industry &
 

Mining 5.7 3.8
 
Transportation 	 0.0 0.9 

Heal th & 
Sanitation 
 4.5 11.0
 

Education 43.2 
 44.4
 

Pu b 1 i c
 
Admi ni strati on 31.8 
 14.5 
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Tabl e 3 

Q. 	 flow much education did the participants have prior 
to he(gilnning their A.I.D. training programs? (Itern
169) 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC
 
YEARS MICHI GAN STATE PARTICI PA I S
 

OF EDUCATiON UNIVERSITY
 

, of 115 	 % of 3360 

7-11 	 0.8 4.2 
12 	 3.5 7.5
 
13-15 	 23.5 26.6 
16 	 25.2 23. 7 

17-18 35.7 	 25.9 

19 and over 11.3 	 12.1
 

Table 4
 

Q. 	 What type of students were the participants?
 
(Item 60)
 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC
 
TYPE MICHIGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 

OF STUDENT UNIVERSITY
 
%* of 117 %* of 3387
 

Graduate
 
student 94.0 
 69.7
 

Undergraduate 
student 3.4 23. 7 

Non-degree 
student 	 3.4 11.8 

* Percentagas add to more than 100% 
because participants
 
were allowed more than one answer.
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Q Di d thc o 1ar ici 1) t ' training lrO(Ivais in clu(Ie a 
plan for them to ear I I aII [ de i c degr'e in the 
Uni ted State? ( Item 61) 

DEGREE 

PARTII(:PANTS AT 
DGE1CII GAN STATE

PL.ANN EDI)UNIVERSITY 

, of 115 

ALL ACADEHII C 
PARTICI:AN'TS 

% oF 3343 

No 7.0 17.2 

Yes 93.0 82.8 

Table 6
 

Q. 	 What academic degrees did the particilpants earn? 
(Items 62 and 63) 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC
 
DEGREE EARNED MICHIGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 

UNIVERSITY
 

% of 115 %* of 3299
 

None 7.8 17.0 
Associate 0.0 1.1 
Baclhel or' s 3.5 2 .2 

Mas ter' s 82.6 58.8 

Doctor's 7.0 6.2 

* Percentages add to more than 100% because participants 
were allowed more than one answer. 
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Table 7 

Q. 	 Were the participants in disagreement with or 
unclear about the training institution selected 
for them in the proposed plan for their training 
program? (Item 27d) 

DISAGRFED WITH PARTICI PANTS AT ALL ACADEM1iIC
 
OR UNCLEAR ABOUT MICHItGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 
PROPOSV) TRAINJING UNIVERSITY
 

I NSTJUION % of 93 Z of 2494
 

No 	 94.6 92.5 

Yes 	 5.4 7.5 

Table 8
 

Q. 	 Were the participants in disagreement with or
 
unclear about the training institution selected
 
for them in the final plan for their training
 
program? (Item 38b)
 

DISAGREED WITH PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC
 
OR UNCLEAR ABOUT MICHIGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 
FIIAL TRAINING UNIVERSITY
 
INSTITUITION % of 93 % of 2495
 

No 	 94.6 93.1 

Yes 	 5.4 
 6.9
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Table 9 

Q. Didthe participantrLs have 
foreign students at their 
47) 

a formal 
academic 

orientation program for 
institution? (Item 

ATTENDED 
PARTICIPAITS AT 
MICHI GA, STATE 

ALL ACAD[IEC 
PARTI CIPANTS 

ORI ENTATION UNIVERSITY 

% of 115 % of 3376 

No 49.6 46.7 

Yes 50.4 53.3 
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Table 10 

Q. What diffficulties did the participants have with their
 
academic training? (Item 60)
 

MICHIGAN STATE 	 3362 ACA[)EMlIC
UN] VE RSI * Y PART IC IPANTS 

DIFFICUILTY 117 PARTICIPANTS 

None Some Much None Some Much
 

Too much assigned 
reading 41.0 41.9 17.1 41.0 41.2 17.8 

Too many quizzes** 54.8 34.4 10.8 49*3 37.1 13.6 

Too many courses 
unrelated to 
major field 75.2 15.4 9.4 71.0 20.4 8.6 

Testing procedures 
un fam 1 iar,-, 67.0 28.6 4.4 67.2 26.2 6.6 

Grading system 

unfami liar** 73.1 19.4 7.5 73.6 19.9 6.5 

Too little 
discussion 76.1 18.8 5.1 72.7 22.6 4.7 

Too little 
lecturing 75.9 20.7 3.4 81.5 15.1 3.4 

Too much dupl ica­
tion of subject 
matter in dif­
ferent courses 72.7 25.6 1.7 70.3 25.5 4.2 

Subject matter too 
abstract 

Subject matter too 
62.4 35.9 1.7 66.5 29.8 3.7 

specific 69.2 29.1 1.7 69.2 25.6 5.2 

Courses too 
advanced 67.2 29.3 3.5 68.6 28.5 2.9 

Courses too 
simple 74.4 23.9 1.7 77.1 20.7 2.2 

* 	 Percentages add to 100% by rows in this table because each parti­
cilpant had to respond to each alternative. 

** The total number of participants responding to this item was less 
than the total shown in the table, due to the addition of the
 
item in a questionnaire revision during the reporting period.
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Table 11 

Q. 	 What recommendations did the participants have about the 
division of their academic training time among various 
educational methods? (Item 69) 

MICHIGAN STATE 3219 ACADEMIC 
UNIVERSITY PARTICIPANTS 

EDUCA1I ONAL I05 PARTICIPANTSECTIONA
 
About 
 About
 

Right Less More Right Less More 
Amount Needed Needed Amount Needed Needed
 

Field Trips
 
related to
 
courses 30.5 6.7 62.8 40.3 6.1 53.6
 

Indi vi dual 
research 52.0 4.9 43.1 57.2 6.0 36.8 

Laboratory
work 	 58.5 12.8 28.7 58.0 9.7 32.3
 

Lectures and
 
small dis­
cuss ion
 
groups** 55.0 5.0 40.0 64.8 5.9 29.3
 

Seminars 60.0 	 34.3
5.7 	 61.9 9.1 29.0
 

Lectures
 
(only) 
 80.6 4.9 14.5 75.1 12.1 12.8 

* Percentages add to 100% by rows in this table because each parti­
cipant had to respond to each alternative.
 

** 	 The total number of participants responding to this item was less 
than the total shown in the table, due to the addition of the 
item in a questionnaire revision during the reporting period.
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Table 12 

Q. Did the partici pants have a Faculty Advi.sor who helped them 
arrange thei r cnorse nch-(u1 at: the insititution where they
had most of their acadgmic trai ning? ( item 64) 

HELPIED BY PARTJCIPANTS AT ALL ACADEMIC
 
FACULTY MICiIGAN STATE PARTICIPANTS
 
ADV I SO RN IVERSI TY 

% of 117 % of 3374 

No 0.8 3.5 

Yes 99.2 96.5 
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Table 13 

Q. 	 How useful did Lhe 1)articipants find the help provi de(I
 
by their Faculty Advisors? (Item 65)
 

PARTICI PANTS AT 
MICHIGAN STATE A.L ACAD[IIIC 
UNIVERSITY PARTICiPANTS 

(N=l14) 	 (N=3219) 

I (Extremely , 
useful) 

Yo
 

36.8 


7~W~ 47.9
 
:-12
 

23.2
N 97 

14.9 	 x I . 

58.2
 

7 (Not at all 15.8 
useful )* 9.6 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are grouped because of the 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates 
"not at all useful." 
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---------------------------------------------------------

Tahi e 14 

Q. Did the partici pant~s receie\ help prom a [oreigjn Student
 
Advisor at their trainingq iivs;:itution? (Item 136)
 

HIELPD BY PATICIJPAN!TS AT ALL ACADFIIC 
FORIEIM STUIEl1INT ICHI GAN STATE PARTi CI PANTS 

ADV I SO{R UNlI V[NS I TY 

% of 115 % of 3377 

No 37.4 24.2 

Yes 62.6 75.8 

IF YES:
 

Q. 	 How often was the Foreign Student Advisor avail­

able? (Item 137)
 

% of 72 % of 2556
 

Always 62.5 56.8
 

Usually 20.8 29.6
 

Sometimes 16.7 13.6
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Table 15 

Q. 	 How IIsc I:[l d, d the prti cipirts fi nd the help they

recei vCd flrOi FO[Ci (IJn SI.ud:lit / visor? (Irem 138)
 

PAPTICIPAN1TS AT
 
MICHIGAN STATE ALL ACAI1EFNIC 

UNIV Y PARTIC PAIRIS 
__________(Ni=73) (Iu=2487)___ 

I (Extremely 

useful) ,
 

32.9 

C C. 

30 1 

3 	 30.127.4 

4 	 24.7 
19.5 

5.-	 80.9.6 

7 (Not at allI 
useful)* .7 6.7 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are grouped because of the
 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates
"Inot at all ueful." 
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TabIe 16 

userul the participants firnd
Q. o.How did their courses? 
(Item 70) 

PARTICIPANTS AT 
MICIIIGAN STATE ALL ACADEMIC 

UNIVERSITY PARTICIPANTS 

(Nl7) (0=33Wo)
 

f'j 1 (Extremely V,
 
useful)
 

28.2 31.3 
* S 

e ,.
 

3 35.9 
 39.2 

["] 19.0 

.
 9.4 
7 (Not at all Ott 6.6

useful )* 4 4 3 1"" 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are grouped because of the
 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates

"not at 
all useful.'
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Table 17 

Q. 	 How satisFied ,enre the participants with their total
 
teclhnical trailning? (Item 84)
 

PARTICIPATS AT ALL ACADEIIC 
MICHIGAN STATE P/NTSPARTICIP A 

UNI VIRSTY 
(N=ll6) (N=3381) 

~~>E1 (t r emel I
 
sati sfi ed)
 

22.4 	 , 26.8 
26.8
 

12	 
A 

47.4r 	 39.8 

N\, 	 ,I 47\ 

18.1 	 ' 21.0 

7 (Not at all 	 5.2 

satisfied)* . 
. 6.9 	 .5.0 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are grouped because of the 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates
"not 	 at all satisfied. 
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---------------------------------------------------------

Table 18
 

Q. 	 Did the participants have courses at tleir training iist.i.­
tutions where instruments and equipl rent were used? (1Itemn66) 

PARTICIPANTS AT ALL ACADEM.IC
USED IN;STRU., TS MICIIIGAN '.;TATF PARTI Ci PANTS
 

AND EQUIPMENT UNIVESI!TY
 

Z of 	 116 % of 3375 

No 	 44.8 34.0
 

Yes 	 55.2 66.0 

IF YES:
 

Q. 	 Were such instruments and equipment similar to
 
those now or soon to be available in the parti­
cipants' home countries? (Item 67)
 

% of 	63 % of 2208 

No 	 20.6 33.9
 

Yes 	 79.4 66.1
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Tabl e 19 

Q. 	 -IHow did the particilpants aiss;ess the suiLahiab lity of 
their technical tLra i ning pirograms to their home country 
condi ti ons? (I tem (23b) 

______ 

PAT I CI PAITS AT 
MICHI-GAN STAT-

UNIVERS ITY 
(N=85 ) 

ALL ACAII IC 
FARICi P\NTS 

(N=244~2) ____ 

'K~} l (Extremely
suitable) 2. 

2 
24.7 

* 31.0 

4 
-- " 23.5 

424.0 

7 

.­ '-,16 

(Not at all 
suitable)* " 

.5 

510.5 

10.6 7.7 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are grouped because of the 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates
"not at all suitable." 
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Table 20 

Q. 	 1ow.. satisfied were tle p riticipnlt!; with their total
 
exp)erielce as A. I. D. p)articipart ? (Item 162)
 

PARTICIPANTS AT 
MICHIGAH STATE ALL ACAi)N:1TSC 

UNIVERSITY PART iC) PANTS 
(N--_-116) 	 (N-3385) ____ 

,I, (Ex;tremlely 

sat is 	fie d) 

29.3 	 25.5 

10 '1 3 

H, 3 	 44.9 44.6 

19 .8 	 21 .2 

7 (Not at all
satisfied)* 4.3 	 5.9

1.7 	 2.8 

Data for ratings of 5, 6, and 7 are groujed because of the 
small number of cases. Only a rating of 7, however, indicates
"not at all satisfied." 
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SECTION 3
 

NOTEWORTHY COMPARISONS 

This section oF the report presents importanK differences 

between A.I.D. participants' experiences at Michigan State 

University in East Lansing and those of particilpants at other 

academic institutions for which we have data. Percentage com­

parisons of these experiences are contained in the tables and 

graphs of the preceding section. Here we will note only those 
i tems on w l i c h .i icj itate' pa_rtitcijan.ts di f fer si on . f i can t]Ly, 

either positively or negatively, From all ot hers. It is not 

possible to statistically explain these differences, as the size 

and composition of the groups of participants at these institu­

tions vary considerably.
 

Of the 3378 participants in all academic programs, 117 

studied at Michigan State University, making it one of the top 

five in size. A significantly larger percentage of Michigan 

State participants had an academic degree in their training 

program plans than did all other Academic participants (Table 

5). As expected, the percentage of ,.S.U. participants who 

earned academic degrees was significantly higher than that of 

all other Academic participants (Table 6). There was also a 

significantly higher percentage of Master's degrees earned at 

Michigan State University than at all other academic institu­

tions ; convorsely, the national percentage of Bachelor's degrees 

earned was about 7 times the Michigan State percentage (Table 6). 

The Michigan State University participants' evaluations and 

ratings were statistically comparable with those of other 
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Academic participants on all but one iteam. Their ratings of 

the usefulness of their Faculty Advisors' help were signifi.­

cautly lower than the ratings o[ all other parLicipants. 

Specific Illy, 11 per cent less felt that the Facultv Advisors' 

hIe1p hiad O wn e;.xtrr iely us;eful and 12 pr cen ! mora gave d 

utility rating of 0'" or below on the 7-o int scale (Table 13). 

While a signif icantly smller percen'C of par­,ltage H.S.U. 
ti ci pants sai d tha t they had recei ved help from a Forei gn 

Student Advi sur than did all other Academic pdrticipants, 

assessments of this Advisor's availability and utility of his 

help did not differ significantly between the two groups 

(Table 14). 
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APPENDIX I 

DETRI PROCEDUR IS AND RELIABI LITY OF DATA 

The data in these profile reports were collected in the 
same manner as the data presented in the Annual Reports from 
DETRI to A.1.D. (May 1969 and July 1970). Participants fill out 
a printed standardized, structured questionnaire under the super­
vision of a person trained in its administration. Thry also 
receive an oral, unstructured interview conducted by a cultural 
communication specialist on a private, anonymous basis. More 
detailed information on the instruments and procedures used to 
collect the exit interview data are included in the Final Report 
on A.I.D. Participant Training Exit-Interview Development Study, 
December 1967, and the Guide for Users of the DETRI Exit Inter­
view, November 1970. 

There is ample evidence that these data are both reliable 
and valid for the participants interviewed. Tests of (1) the 
internal consistency of participant responses to the question­
naire, (2) interviewers' estimates of the validity of p)artici­
pants' res)onses, and (3) comparisons with results of cther 
studies show the data to be technically acceptable. (For more 
detailed information see the First Annual Report, May 1969, 
pp iv-v.) 

It is vital that the reader remember that the data pre­
sented in these reports come only from those participants who 
passed through Washington, D.C., on their return to their home 
countries, and who appeared at the DETRI exit interview. There­
fore, the information in these reports does not represent all 
the A.I.D. participant trainees who departed from the United 
States. The data available in all DETRI reports does, however, 

represent the most systematically gathered and most dependable 
data on the largest group of foreign trainees ever studied. 
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APPENDIX II 

GLOSSARY
 

Acad ei pljrog ram jarti ciLant: a parti ci pant who had a training
 

program for one or more academi c terms in regular
 
curri cul uI courses in an accrecdi Ced institution which
 

grants an academic degree, whether or not a degree is
 

an objective and whether or not courses are audited or
 
taken for credit.
 

Special )rqram participant: a parti ci pant whose training
 

included one or more of the foll owing types of train­
ing: (I ) courses, seminars, or other organized programs
 

in a specialized field which may result in the award of
 
a certificate or diploma; (2) intensive briefings and
 
instruction on a specific job or group of related jobs
 

with an opportunity for close observation of tile work 

activities, actual work experience, or both; (3) brief 

visits to offices, businesses, factories, government 
agencies, or other organizations to observe work pro­

cesses and activities.
 

One to Seven Scale Graphs: these graphs are based on a scale 

where one (the top category) is designated as "Extremely 

useful (or satisfied), could not have been better," and 
seven (the botton category) is designated as "Not at all
 

useful (or satisfied), could not have been worse." Only 
the two extremes are given wri tten al ternati ves . Numbers 

two through six have no wri tten alternatives, which 

allows the parti ci pant to make up his own defi ni tion for 
these scale points. (This type of scaling is a modifi­

cation of Cantril and Free's Self Anchoring Scale.) 
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This form of uva'wuation scale is being used for 

two reasons: (1) it reduces the amount and the ambi­
guity or arbitrariness of the written alternatives 

that appear on most ra ing scales, and (2) it helps 

to alleviate the ingrati ation factor of giving very 

favorable responses to evaluative items. Since the 

end categories are so extreme, they are less often 

used and the participant is freer to utilize the 

remainder of the scale, which he defines. 

Develojment Education and Training Research Tnstitute (DETRI): 

established by The American University on I July 1966. 

Its purpose--applied social science research--helps to 

fulfill the University's commitment to comnunity life 

through public service contributions which complement 

and are compatible with the University's major instruc­

tional function--graduate and undergraduate. Within 

the University, DETRI is attached to the Office of the 

Dean for Graduate Studies and Research. It is located 

off-campus.
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APPENIIX III 

RE F LR E N. CCS 

A., I .D. Pa rti i ~ ra'IJ [ Itn! Prv i Pw Dc!e opien Study 
iashington , D.C., Oftice oi lntern i on-I Training, Agency 
for International Dlevelopm]ent , ARC" Catalog Nio. 374.013, 
A 512c, U.S. Department of State, December 1967. 

A narrative report which discusses the purpose, scope, 

and background rationale for the Exi t Interview; the require­

ments for the Exit Interview program; the plan for developing 

instruments and procedures; technical considerations in con­

structing instruments , gathering data, and recording results; 

and reports from DETRI to AID/OIT. (5 Appendices) (Out of 

print)
 

Parti cipatL A__Assessment of A. I. D. Tral ni.ng Procrams: A Descrip­
ti r e Stati ti cal ort . Washington, D.C ., Uffi c of 
International Training, Agency for International Develop­
ment, ARC Catalog lo. 374.013, A 512, U.S. Department of 
State, May 1968. 

Descriptive findings from Exit Interviews conducted with 

859 Academic and Special participants and 342 Observation Train­

ing Team members between July 1967 and February 1968. An over­

view of these participants' perceptions of, and reactions to, 

their training programs. 

Particij~ant Assessment of A.I.D. Traininj Projrams: First 
Annual R'ej)oorrt , .! ashington, D.C., Office of International 
Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Catalog 
No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State, May 1969. 

Descriptive and analytic findings from Exit Interviews con­

ducted with 1810 Academic and Special participants and 610 

Observation Training Team members between July 1967 and September 

* 
A.I.D. Reference Center, Room 1656 NS, AID/State Department, 
Washington, D.C., 20523.
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1968. An overview of th. a pticipants' reactions to various 
aspects of thci r \ .1 M .e',arience tiod vn .xamin L ion of the 

rel at:i on .i p b0 1 een Ley respon:,:, ai roMilnP.iLhar­

acteris -ics. Inuluid:a. a special intensive a'nalysis of he 
princil ,;itis Factions oF GcMd<ric and .Special i' ctiCipnts. 

,,.com, nda:ions. (One Appenidix) 

Parti cip An,:,, - nt of A. I. [. TFraining Pro rm-. SecondMlI/,l i:,::r; iasiiqton D.C.. .f;i e of ilt,,ril ia1 ornal 
r0 1in1111n5 0 ,,,4j:I International]i a, i ... ARC -'H1OiCav~l~ 3)' -,, for 51 Tn OSi el0evo:ltpm,I onk,' 

do..Catalog A 512a, Department oF State,04.03, U.S. 

J ulIy 19*0.
 
Descri ptive aId analytic Findings from Hxit JInterviews 

conducted with 1324 Academic and Special participants and 
503 Observation Triining Team members between September 1968 
and September 1969. (Same format as First Annual Report, 

above. ) 

Guide for Users of the DIFTRI Pit Interview. Washington, D.C., 
Offi ce !Jtva~oe annJCec for International 
Developmunt, ARC Catialog No. 374.013, A 265f, U.S. Depart­
ment of State, November 1970. 

A narrative handbook to answer questions of those who have 
received Exit Interview questiionnaires and reports and to 
reassure those who believe participant reactions imply personal 

critici sim. A discussion of common problems raised by users of 
the Exit Interview with suggestions for reading individual ques­

tionnaires and using results in future programming. 

Participant Assessment of A. ID. Training ProGrams: Status 

Rep{}ort_1 Ser.')'ies_. Pas hinig tori, D.C. , (O/fice ofi"ternationall~aF_idII~i S , r /\ II 6II i 1iM C i21 If. f ce1o f 11e i -r A! "fC aT6 a I 

Traininri, Agency for International Development , ARC Cata­
log No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State. 

Descriptive findings on selected items from Exit Interviews 

conducted with Ac Iademic and Special participants and Observation 
Training Team memnlbers. Comparisons between most recent partici­
pants' perceptions and reactions and those of participants inter­
viewed during previous fiscal years are presented and summarized. 
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Partic. Asqcv.y!n K FacLevp Rel ated to .HMc. Htd :SPs 

,Infrn(i DevelopmntrPioi IaI 	AOL 'Af hq. )y'for: 
1 ' 	

(
U0S Li p ,r 2 n o "Lo, . rt1 

De<c rnl 	i2 , fir 2,i.P, From Exit Ilte'vi ,, con(ductu'd with 

Fr.' ,,,,w'hihad or Academic andpartic i ants coes ch 125 more 

Special plar icii r"s a dI/l 3 Ohservati on TraininFig Teaims or more 

par'ate roports for each USAID. Coinpari­at DLE) ,I. P'r epared ias s 

SOls betWC i p)e1CCi/tiolS ant Opinions of participifnts fro'oil the 

country being relported on and those of plorti cipants from other 

the region made. 	 reactiois arecountries in same are Overall 

analyzed by fiscal year. (Out of print)
 

Assess 'ent of Factors Relte d to Selected PASAs"Particij 	ant 
e I .rof oreS. 	 i 0n-- ,--O-i-ce-o-6-f-tapYor t s! Vhi .C. e r­

nati ona1 1raiii ll, Aency for international Devel opment, 

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

Descriptive findings from Exit Inter'view.;s conducted with 

parti cipants programmed by agencies which had 170 or more Aca­

denic and Special particilpants and/or 10 Observation Training 

Teams or more at DETRI. Prepared as separate reports for each 

PASA. Comparisons between percelptions and opinions of partici­

agency being reported on and those of participantspants from the 


from other agencies are made. Overall reactions are analyzed by
 

fiscal year. (Out of print)
 

Partici ant Aysessrnnt of Sjecial Programs: Profile Report 

Series. Washington, D.C., Office of International Training, 
Agency for International Development, ARC Catalog [los. 374. 

013, A 512n-q, U.S. Department of State. 

Descriptive findings from Exit Interviews conducted with
 

orAcademic participants who took part in *Pre-Acade-ijkfc Worlshops 

SpecialMi d-Wi nter ConjinLni ty Seiia is ,and with Academi c and par­

ti ci pants who had En glishl 1angla training, ori entati ons at the 

Washingtoi International Center, or Commtnnications Worklshop 

of partici-Program. Comparisons among perceptions and opinions 


pants at different training sites in the Pre-Academic Workshop
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s.
and C.omminn caLi oils 'io t'kshurep op"Lr Cutitpbri;oans be tween the 

reactio s of pom'ti cipain: ts of the A; eip:,;r one 1 rtiorte(I 

(inim~um A 10 par Uicai pPAQ aiInd of I as particai pant s atIal] 
'
otler ci ties htUIIrv"> (V itr. ,!Ili b mii uports.i '! (i y r e 

Compa ri so;n s ;aU il r,acti os or par icipants From t.h four 

major woarld( rapiuns , and be Wen part icip)ants whlo had trai ni ng 
only in their home coutrics and only in the United States, in 

the Fng1lish i 1an iguae train ingq report. Comparisons amiong percep­

tions and op inions nf participants who attended programis at the 

Washington International Center during: (1) 1966-1968, (2) 1969, 

and (3) 1970-Sept. 1971, in the Washinqton International Center 

Orientation Program report. (Out of print) 
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