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Participant Training in Thailand 

This is a sample interview survey of Thai participants sent to the United States or 
selected third countries for technical training or as participants in seminars from U.S. 
Fiscal Year 1951 to March 31, 1960. Participant training is under the joint auspices 
of the Thai Technical and Economic Cooperation of the National Economic Develop- 
ment Board, and the United States Operations Mission to Thailand of the Agency for 
International Development. The survey also includes interviews with the immediate 
supervisors of the sampled participants, and interviews with the USOM Technical 
Advisors assigned to the Projects under which the participants' training was 
programmed. 

The results of the Survey are presented in two volumes: 

Volume I: 

Volume 11: 

The Report 

The Appendix 

The Report gives the basic findings of the study and recommendations based on these 
findings, together with supporting tables. 

The Appendfx includes a full description of the methodology employed as well as 
additional tables not included in Volume I .  

Solely because of cost considerations, only a limited number of copies of Volume If: 
The Appendix have been published. These are available on special request from the 
Training Division, US0M:Thailand. 
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financed by counterpart funds made available by 
joint agreement between the Thai Government 
and USOMJThailand. 

The research project in Thailand was under 
the d~rection of Frederic L. Ayer, Technical 
Director of Business Research Ltd.. and carried 
out in collaboration with the USOM Training 
Office and a Thai-American Research Advisory 
Committee. 

World-wide. the study was under the general 
supervision of Dr. Forrest E. Clements, Senior 
Evaluation Officer, International Training Divi- 
sion. A.T.D. 
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FOREWORD 

Throughout the conduct of the final planning, field work, and reporting of this 
survey, the Training Ofice and the contractor were assisted by the "Joint Advisory 
Committee on the Participant Evaluation Survey" appointed in November 1960 by the 
Director of USOM in cooperation with the Director of NEDB. 

This Committee. at the outset, included the following Thai and Arnencan Officials: 

Professor Snoh Tanbunyuen 
Head of Department of Mathematics 
Chulalongkorn University 

Dr. Choop Karnjanaprakoru. Permanent Lecturer 
Institute of Public Administration 
Tharnmasat University 

Nai Praween Nanakorn, Chief 
Discipline and Appeal Division 
Civil Service Commission 

Dr. Amnuay Viravan, Chief 
Fiscal and Accounting Systems Division 
Comptroller General Department 

Nai Suratin Bunnag, Assistant Director for Training 
Thai Technical and Economic Couperation 
National Economic Development Board 

Nai Dejo Savanananda, Instructor 
College of Education. Prasanmitr 
Ministry of Education 

Mrs. Ernily Krueger, Regional Consultant 
United States Information Serv~ce 

Dr. Robert Van Duyn. Chief 
Education Division 
United States Operations Mission to Thailand 

Mr. Floyd Arnold, Chief 
Agricultural Institutions Branch 
.4griculture Dlvision 
United States Operations Mission to Thailand 



The tirst object~ve of the Committee was to review the questionnaire issued hq 
ICAiW and to consider whether there should be additional questions specifically related 
to the experience with the participant training program in Thailand. Committee mem- 
bers were invited to make suggestions and from these suggestions a list of ten questions 
was added to those supplied by Washington and these were askcd of all respondents 
during the survey. 

The second and continuing objective of this Committee was to consult with the 
contractor from time to time and with the Training Office of USOM concerning the 
progress of the survey and to offer suggestions and advice concerningany problems that 
arose. At one point the contractor reported that he had encountered considerable 
difficulty in getting a number of participants either to go to Chulalongkorn Univeraily 
for interviews or to be interviewed in their offices. The Committee as a whole heard the 
contractor's description of his problem and appointed a subcommittee to deal with it. 
This sub-committee sought out on a man-to-man basis those participants who had failed 
to respond and attempted to ascertain Lheir reasons for their non-cooperation. As a 
result of the efforts of the sub-committee nearly all of the reluctant participants were 
induced to cooperate. 

Because of the delay in the receipt of coding instructions, the contractor was not 
able to proceed with the processing of data for a period of more than six months. Dur- 
ing this period and for some months thereafter the Committee was dormant. It was 
reactivated in April 1962 with somc changes in membership. 

Nai Sak Ratanasart, Chief of the Administrative Division of the National Economic 
Development Board was designated as a member of the reactivated Committee. Nai 
Vibool Phinit-Akson, who in the meantime had been assigned responsibility for train- 
ingactivities at TTEC took the place of Nai Suratin Bunnag. Mr. Dan Camp, who had 
succeeded Mrs. Emily Krueger at USIS, took her place on the Committee, and Dr. Fred 
Shipp, who had suceeded to the position of Chief, Education Dirision of USOM, took 
Dr. Van Duyn's place on the Committee. In December 1962. Mr. O.J. Scoville 
replaced Mr. Arnold who had conlpleted his tour of duty. 

While  he scope of the survey and the general outlines of the report were pretty 
well prescribed by AIDJW. the Committee considered and recommended the format 
and final content of the Thailand report. They were among the first to read the report 
in draft, and their valuable suggestions have in a large part been incorporated into the 
version here presented. 

M. George Goodrick 
Chief, Training Office 

L1 SOMIThailand 



CHAPTER I 

THE RESEARCH SETTING 

1 ,  INTRODUCTJON 

In the age in which we live, travel has become both swift and safe. This situation 
has given impetus to the beliefs and aspirations of member nations of the Free World 
that all can benefit from an exchange of knowledge. We accept the truth that none of us 
know everything, and that we all can benefit from am exchangc of techniques and ideas. 
Furthermore, we believe that learning one from another, in respect to both mechanical 
and human engineering, is a requirement for survival in this period oP nuclear power, 
marked by the surging upheaval of established political and socioeconomic systems. 

Educational programs for training outside the home country have existed for many 
years both in the United States and in other countries. OP relatively reccnt origin. how- 
ever, are government to government cooperative projects for the training of persons 
from countries seeking more rapid progress toward social and economic growth. An 
exemplification of this type of program is the activity of the Agency for International 
Development and its predecessor agencies. 

On a world-wide basis. these U.S. agencies, in cooperation with thc govcrnments of 
some sixty other countries have programmed training for approximately 70,000 partici- 
pants during the past decade. In essence this training may be characterized as the trans- 
fer of various kinds of skills and knowledge for the purpose of accomplishing a variety 
of development projects. The skills transferred have, of course, varied from country to 
country as the needs of the countries varied. Also, the amount of training in relation 
to the cooperative projects launched has varied with rhe existing level of skill and the 
indigenous opportunity for their acquisition within the cooperating country. 

The nature of the skills required for development projects, the availability of such 
skills,and theopportunities for learning them havevaried widely from country to country. 
In  every case an erort has bccn made to develop training programs which will meet the 
needs of developmental objectives, and A . I . D . 1  training programs have varied widely 
from country to country. 

The following report deals with a specific research project to ascertain the success 
of the A.I.D. training program in one country: Thailand. To better understand the 
findings and the conclusions drawn, some knowledge of the Thai situation in which the 
participant training program operates is required. 

2. A.I.D. TRAINING AND THAT TRADITION 

As is true of other elements of the U.S./Thai cooperative program, which is now 
in its twelfth year of operation. participant training has been almost entirely in the public 
sector of the Thai economy. Of the 3,000 Thais who have participated in the program 

~- -~ --- -- -~ -~ - -~ - - - 

I Throughout this reporl the lelters A.I.D. are used to refer to both the United States Agencv for btrrnational 
Development and ils predecessor agencics such as thc International Cooperation Adrninistralion, the Econo- 
mic Cooperation Adminislntion. (he Mutual Sccurity Agency. and the "Poinl IV"  Proyram. 



2 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PKOGRIM 

t o  date, only a very few havecome from agencies other than governmental. Consistent 
with the agrccd upon rleeds of the Kingdom, participants have been drawn from the 
various Thai government agencies, including educational institutions. This is a l ~ o  
consister11 wilh a long established policy of the Thai government which sent its first 
scholars for foreign study in the latter part of the eighteenth century. Since that time, 
the kings of Thailand, and later the Civil Service Commission have awarded scholarships 
o r  grants first to children of royalty or  of high government officials and then to qualified 
citizens of all classes for the specific purpose of studying abroad in order to return to 
government service and aid in the development of the kingdom. 

In assessing the findings of the present study, it is imperative that due weight be 
given to  the Thais' frame of reference: the setting in which the local citizens perceive the 
training program. There are many parallels between the participant training program 
as curried out by USOM-Thai government cooperation and the various unilateral Thai 
government training programs which have been in operation for more than a century. 
It is only natural that there would exist a tendency to confuse both practices and pur- 
poses, and where the traditional program and thc contemporary USOM program difler, 
to  assume the traditional rather than the new. 

Discussing the behavior of Thai people in public administration, Mosel stated: 

"This great continuity of tradilion has led to  an important result: a situation where 
the formal structure of government and administration resembles familiar ana- 
logues in the West; but where the administrative behavior occurring within this 
structure is largely a continuance of patterns antedating the structure. This behavior 
is not what we would predict from a knowledge of the formal structure. given 
Western premises; it is an  expression of the national culture and is typically Thai. 

" . . . the observer assumes the formal structures to have the same functions as 
they do in Western socie~y. Actually, these structures have been reinterpreted; 
they have assumed new functions as a result of transplanting, functions which f i t  the 
nccd of the iridigenous behavior system."' 

In its operations in Thailand, USOM has, in effect, extended an existing program 
for training government officials. To  put the USOM program into proper perspective, 
it is in order to  sketch the history of thc underlying roreign study program in Thailand 
upon which it has been superimposed. 

Nearly two hundred years ago members of the Court were sent to Europe to gain 
knowledge to  aid in the country's progress. During the next hundred years succeedine 
Kings continued sporadically to send students to accompany diplomatic missions to 
foreign countries. Tn the reign of King Rama V (King Chulalongkorn) the procedure 
was systemetized with the establishment of the King's Scholarships awarded through 
competitive examination, first to members of royalty, and later extended to  the public. 
Successful candidates were expected to serve in the government after their return from 
training. This program was continued and expanded during successive reigns until the 
- ~- -~ -~ - - - - ~- ~~~ - - - ~~ - - - ~- -~ - ~- ~- - - ~~ 

1 "Thai Administrative Behavior." James N. Mosel: in Tnword the Compororiv~ Sludy o f P ~ B l i r  Admlnisrrrrrion. 
W.J. Sifin,cd. Indiana Lniversitg 1957. 
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coup d'e'tat in 1932 which established the present Constitutional Monarchy. 

After the coup the responsibility for selecting candidates and administering the 
government scholarship program was vested in the Civil Service Commission where it 
continues to lie today. The Commission expanded both the scope and number of schol- 
arships and revoked restrictions on the requirement of government service after training. 
After World War 11, government service was again made obligatory for returned gran- 
tees, and Ministries and Departments of the Government were permitted to send for 
foreign study personneI specifically committed to their organizations. In fact, the suc- 
cessful candidate was required to sign a contract with the appropriate ministry before 
departure for training. Scholarships under this program were with few exceptions 
awarded to winners of competitive examinations-usually prepared and administered 
by the Civil Service Commission-examinations so difficult that it was not unusual for 
half the available number of scholarships to go untaken for lack of personnel able to 
meet the required standards. Since the Civil Service Commission has been adrninister- 
ing government scholarships, an average of about fifty people have been sent abroad 
each year for study. 

Some salient characteristics of this operation are worthy of note: (1) since 1932 
those sent abroad to study under government sponsorship have been selected primarily 
through competitive examinations-such study thus limited to those of proven capabili- 
ty: (2) except for a brief period of about ten years, recipients of government funds for 
their study abroad have been expected and required to work for the government after 
their return. In general, the requirement was that the recipient returned and worked 
for the sponsoring government agency. However, there is some evidence that if it could 
be demonstrated that the change was for the general good of the government, the 
transfer of a grantee to another agency of the government was usually approved; (3) 
scholarships under this program have consistently been pointed to the attainment of the 
individual's academic goal (and since World War II this has been almost always a 
university or graduate degree), and have included the tacit encouragement of a period 
of observation and or work experience after the formal academic program is com- 
pleted. since applications by scholarship recipients for such extensions are in practice 
usually given favorable consideration. 

In addition to the more or less formal scholarships which provide all study, travel 
and living expenses, the Civil Service Commission has since 1938 administered a pro- 
gram whereby more than 500 government officials per year may be granted official leave 
with pay to study abroad at their own expense or as recipients of study funds from 
non-government sources. 

111 either case - the formal government scholarship or official leave with pay to 
study abroad-an inherent part of the program has been an extended stay abroad 
usually for the purpose of individual enhancement through the attainment of a degree. 

In this regard, officials of the Thai Technical and Economic Committee had this 
to say: 

"It can be regarded as a fact that the Thais are extremely 'degree-conscious' 
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people for the fact that it has been accepted as a custom that respectability, among 
other things. comes with a higher degree of learning. So deep is this trend of think- 
ing that it could be regarded as the 'habit' of an average Thai. This is not at all 
surprising. Since the receiving of anadvanced degree . . . would automatically lead 
to promotion. 

"An example [to illustrate this point is that] a university graduate upon enter- 
ing the government will be classified as a third grade officer receiving the salary of 
approximately Bt. 1000. with the position of 'attached to the section'. If the per- 
son should go abroad for additional training and . . . return with a master's, his 
salary in accordance with the CSC regulation will automatically be increased to 
about Bt. 1.900 an increase of Bt.900, which norn~ally would take at least five 
years without higher degree. 

"But more importantly, comes with it higher position, more respectability 
and authority. This is by no means an overlooking of the importance of the 
need to be thoroughly project-oriented. But on the contrary. no matter how well- 
trained the returned participant may be, no amount of newly acquired knowledge 
and skills could be utilized or disseminated effectively project-wise, if the person has 
not gained [the respect of his colleagues and subordinates, along with] authority 
through appropriate promotion."' 

Since, as has been noted, there are many similarities between the traditional Thai 
program and that sponsored by USOM, it is not surprising that the average Thai prob- 
ably views the latter as merely an expansion of that to which he has long been accus- 
tomed. Though differences exist between the two, they are actually few in number, and 
Thai officials understandably find it easier to overlook or misinterpret these differences 
than to accept the new concept inherent in the USOM program of "project oriented" 
training with emphasis on the attainment of a specific skill to accomplish short-range 
project objectives. 

It is only logical that Thais find it difficult to assimilate into the traditional pattern 
short-range concentrated training in which the emphasis is on accomplishing project 
objectives, and in which the individual may or may not gain the personal recognition. 
status and satisfaction that has long been asociated with study abroad. Similarly, 
officials in a sponsoring Thai Go\,ernment agency may not wholeheartedly endorse a 
policy of restricting a returned participant to a specific project within the agency, parti- 
cularly if they feel that the returnee's qualitications might be of better service to them in 
some other position. 

In a similar fashion, the A.I.D. policy in regard to participant selection deviates 
from Thai tradition and creates confusion. The history of the Thai program shows 
only two methods of selection predominating: by competitive examination generally 
open to all who could meet minimum qualifications, or by the unrestricted choice of a 

p~ -- - -~ p~ - -- ~ -- 

3 Sak Ratanasart and ~ l b a a l  Phinit-Aksan. "Comment an Survey of USOM Participant Training Program", 
Memorandum No. 2143,12506 (January 1963). Office of the Thai Technical and Economic Cooperation, 
NEDB. to Mr. M.  George Goodrick, USOM. 
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person in authority. I t  would be only natural that foreign study be perceived either as 
an award for proficiency, or as a result of being reasonably well qualified and in the 
right department at the right time and known to the right person; and that the two a t  
least subconsciously -would be felt to be mutually exclusive. 

In short, the USOM program of sendingThais abroadtoattain skillsand knowledge 
is not a new concept in Thai culture. While the program has an expressed purpose 
which is different from the traditional and is spoken of operationally in new and different 
words there is a strong predilection for Thais to look upon it and accept it as just an- 
other means through which the education of civil servants abroad has been expanded. 

In fact, the program in any given year has included only a fraction of the civil 
servants who go abroad for study.4 

3. HlSTORY O F  USOM PARTlClPANT TRAlNlNG IN THAlLAND 

Participant training has been an important part of the technical cooperation pro- 
gram of A.I.D. and predecessor agencies in Thailand since its beginning in September 
1950. 

These agencies have been operating on the premise that the essential ingredient for 
the development of a modern state is trained man-power. Technical advisors from 
abroad may provide short term assistance in their fields of specialization. The importa- 
tion of commodities and equipment can help to bring about dramatic changes within a 
short period of time. But the ability of a developing nation to make effective use of 
technical advice. commodities, and equipment, and, more importantly, its ability to 
generate and sustain a self-sufficient rate of economic, technical, and social progress 
will depend over the long run on the knowledge, skills and insights of its own leaders and 
the men and women who are responsible for the continuing operations of government 
and private enterprise. 

The leaders of Thailand are well aware of the importance of trained man-power as 
evidenced by the fact, noted earlier, that for generations they have been sending the best 
of their young men and women abroad for education and training. Moreover, they 
have given their support and encouragement to the improvement of the educational 
system and the development of institutions of higher learning in Thailand. 

Scope of Training by Functional Field 

To the effective date of the participant survey herein reported a total of nearly 1800 
Inen and women had completed participant training and had been back on their jobs in 
Thailand for not less than six months. 

This is not a large number when compared to the thousands of Thais who have 
studied abroad in recent years. But the training of these participants differed signifi- 
cantly from the traditional patterns of study abroad in that the pattern for training each 

- ~~ -~ 

4 According to Thai Civil Service Commission records, more than 1,000 Thais on the Civil Service list were on 
leave for study in United States in 1962, of whom less than one-third were USOM participants. 
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participant specified joint planning by a Thai official and his American advisor to meet 
specific needs in a specialized aspect of Thailand's program for economic, technical and 
social development. 

In accordance with the basis on which U.S. funds were made available, planning for 
participant training has been based on the fiscal year cycle of the U.S. government, i.e. 
from July 1 to June 30; each fiscal year being identitied by the calendar year in which 
it ends. 

A summary of the functional distribution of participants sent abroad for training 
by reference to the fiscal year in which the training was planned is set forth in Table 1-1 
The collective judgments of the Thai officials and their American advisors with respect 
to the relative importance of various fields of training during the period are reflected in 
this table. 

Tablc 1-1 
Number of Participants by Fiscal Year in 

which Training was Programmed 

Furrcrio~~ul 
F;e/(l 

1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 Total 

Agriculture 12 28 37 74 32 37 59 59 153 113 604 
Industry & Mining 2 15 19 15 13 17 17 2 9 19 128 
Transportation 3 8 14 18 26 35 36 22 16 3 0 2 0 8  
Labor - - - -. 3 4 7 - - -  14 
Health & Sanitation 61 8 41 79 59 33 38 25 24 31 399 
Education - 7 26 81 58 68 124 95 168 83 710 
Public Safety - - - - - -  3 25 35 34 97 
Public Administration - 18 10 21 25 29 37 55 52 39 286 
CD. Housing - - - - -  1 4 - -  7 12 
General & Misc. - - - - -  2 20 17 24 9 72 
Total 78 84 147 288 216 226 345 300 481 365 2530 

In the first year (FY 1951) by far the greater number of participants (78 %) were 
programmed for study in the tield of Public Health. During the second year the field of 
Agriculture accounted for more participants than any other (33%) in a total program 
that first included participants in the fields of Education and Public Administration. 

In FY 1953 Public Health once again accounted for more participants than any 
other function, but in FY 1954, a year in which the program nearly doubled in size 
(from 147 to 288 participants), the field of Education accounted for more participants 
than any other (81 or 28%). Education thereafter accounted for more participants 
each year until FY 1960, when the number of Agriculture participants was greatest. 

As indicated elsewhere, nearly all participants have been enlployees or officials of 
the Government. Thai civil servants are strategically situated to participate in impor- 
tant developmental activities, not only through the performance of the usual govern- 



THE KESEAllCH StTTINti  7 

mental functions but also in the actual implementation of operating programs in indus- 
trial activities such as those related to transportation, power and communications. 
Nonetheless the relatively small number of participants progran~n~ed for the fields of 
Industry and Mining (most of whom are concerned with various aspects of Public Works 
activities) is noteworthy. 

Because well trained teachers in the public schools are in a strategic position to 
make important contributions to the development of Thailand, emphasis was placed on 
projects in Teacher Training. In implementing this part of the total program, a con- 
tract between USOM and Indiana University was signed in 1954. Under the contract a 
total of 150 Thai teachers were sent abroad for advanced training. Most of them 
returned as members of the faculty of the College of Education, which has increased in 
enrollment from two hundred in 1954 to 2500 in 1962. 

A high proportion of skilled craftsmen is essential to a modern industrial society. 
To meet the need for such persons the Government of Thailand has fostered the develop- 
ment of technical institutes in Bangkok, Chiengmai, Korat, and Songkhla. A total of 
fifty-three educators since 1952 have received at least one year of participant training 
in the United States to prepare them for better service in the vocational education 
program of Thailand. 

As part of the Thai-American cooperative program to improve agricultural methods 
more than 100 Thai Agricultural extension workers were trained in the U.S. and other 
countries, beginning in April 1954. 

For several years the Thai-American cooperative program has been sending partici- 
pants abroad for specialized training in electronics, air traffic control, communications; 
airport design, and related fields, to help enable the Bangkok airport handle its rapidly 
growing volume of air traffic. Eighty-eight participants have been trained in this field. 

These are but a few of the examples that might be given of the types of participant 
training during the last twelve years. 

Operation of the Participant Prograni 

It is misleading to speak of the Participant Training Program of USOMiThailand: 
for the activities reported under this general identification include many programs. 
Neither is it entirely accurate to speak of an Agricultural participant training program, 
or a Transportation training program; for the work in each of these fields has been 
subject to a series of specific projects operated under established policy which requires 
that specific training needs be identified and plans made to meet those needs on the pro- 
ject level. However, from an administrative standpoint participant training can be and 
is grouped by broad fields of activity as represented by USOM's several Technical 
Divisions. All projects requiring training come under these divisions. 

Under the terms of the bilateral agreement it is expected that project technicians 
and their Thai counterparts decide not only the fields of specialization in which training 
is needed, but also select the persons to be trained and draft the descriptive statements 
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of training desired. Technicians also have the responsibility for explaining to the 
participants the purpose and nature of the training they are to receive, to work with 
participants when they return, and with their supervisors to see to it that the training is 
effectively applied toward the achievement of project goals. 

Role of the Training Office 

The Training Ofice is responsible for seeing to it that agency policies and proce- 
dures with respect to the Participant Training Program are understood and observed by 
all concerned and for formulating and administering local policies and procedures which 
will facititate the programming, selection, and processing of several hundred partici- 
pants each year, and their subsequent reassimilation in project-related employment. 

Staff assistance and support for participant training was first identified as a distinct 
function in the USOM organization by the assignment of Mr. Hans Farber, in the Spring 
of 1955, as a Training Program Advisor in the Program Office of USOM. 

Mr. Raymond Towle succeeded Mr. Farber in this position in the summer of 1957. 
Afew months thereafter the Training function was assigned to the Training Division in a 
newly established Ofice of Technical Services. This office included several other func- 
tions as well and operated under the supervision of Mr. Joseph Garber as Assistant 
Director for Technical Services. 

Mr. George Goodrick arrived in March 1960 to take up the position of Chief of 
the Training Division within the Office of Technical Services. In the summer of 1960. 
with the departure of Mr. Garber the Office of Technical Services was discontinued and 
the Training Division was designated as the Training Office and became one of four 
staff offices in the Office of the Director. 

The persons responsible for the training function in USOM have had their primary 
liaison with the Thai Government through officers assigned to  Training activities at 
TTEC. Training Officers of USOM have not dealt with Ministry officials except upon 
the invitation of the USOM technicians who had primary responsibility for liaison with 
such Ministry officials. 

Working cooperatively. training representatives of TTEC and of USOM have 
sought to acquaint Thai oficials and American technicians with the policies, procedures 
and qualifying criteria as established by A.I.D. and predecessor agencies for the Partici- 
pant Training Program and to facititate the operation of that program through the 
issuance of relevant local policies and procedures and the expeditious processing of 
training proposals. 

Participants are nominated to USOM by TTEC, usually on the recommendations 
of the Ministries which have had the advice and assistance of USOM technicians in 
selecting candidates for training. Nominees have been accepted for participant training 
only after they have met all qualifying requirements including adequate competence in 
the use of the English language (unless interpreter services are to be used). 
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English Language Testing and Training 

It was recognized early that adequate command of the English language was per- 
haps the most formidable barrier confronting Thais otherwise qualified to receive parti- 
cipant training. During the first few years of the program in Thailand men and women 
were selected as participants who were of relatively high positions in the government 
and who had, generally speaking, a good working knowledge of the English languaze. 
In successive years, however, as training has been programmed for men and women at 
lower echelons, as well as for persons who have lived for the most part outside Bangkok, 
the problenl of English language training has become progressively more acute. 

USOMiThailand has been fortunate in having available the services of a bi-national 
center to provide English language instruction and testing services. This bi-national 
center was established on June 14, 1951 by collaboration between USIS and the Ameri- 
can University Alumni Association of Thailand. It began to offer English language 
instruction in January 1952. 

There is no record of any formal arrangement during the first year whereby USOM 
sponsored English language training at the AUA language center. It is probable, how- 
ever, that persons who had been selected as participants made some use of this facility 
in improving their English language skills. 

A year later, however. a special English language brush-up and orientation pro- 
gram was organized as a special service to persons who had been nominated for partici- 
pant training under sponsorship by the Special Technical and Economic Mission 
(STEM), predecessor to USOM. This program which began on March 2, 1953 was 
financed in full by STEM. Classes met 3 hours a day for 5 days a week for 4 weeks. 
Of the total of 60 hours, 50 hours were devoted to intensive English language study and 
10 hours were devoted to orientation on life in the U.S. The course was concluded 
with a proficiency examination which was developed and administered by AUA. 

Approximately 150 people participated in this special program during calendar 
year 1953. During 1954 and 1955 the course was progressively expanded. first to 40 
hours of English instruction with 20 hours of cultural and practical orientation, and 
finally to 80 hours of instruction of which 60 hours was devoted to English and 20 to 
orientation. 

In his report for the second quarter of calendar year 1955 the Director of AUA 
bi-national center noted that participants' competence in English "was markedly in- 
ferior to the original group for which the brush-up was planned." He also noted that 
USOM was receiving many adverse reports from universities and other training agen- 
cies in the U.S. concerning the inadequate English language abilities of Thai partici- 
pants. To deal with this situation he recommended the establishment of a 320 hour 
program, the development of new materials; including recorded tapes and the establish- 
ment of a sound laboratory. USOM accepted the proposal. 

The program recommended by AUA was installed on a modified basis in January 
1956. Under the new plan the course was to meet for 6 hours a day 5 days a week for 6 
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weeks. thus providing a total of 180 hours. But it was to be repeated for those partici- 
pants who needed further instructions. Tape recorders were installed at that time and 
the use of tapes became an important part of the program. One hour of each day during 
the 6 weeks was devoted to orientation. 

In 1959 ICA asked whether AUA would participate in the use of new text materials 
which had been developed by English Language Services on apilot basis. This proposal 
was accepted and the pilot course was given on August 24-September 18, 1959. The 
course was well regarded here as well as by 1CA and text materials developed by ELS 
became the basisof English language intensive training at AUA in January 1960. 

Prior thereto, AUA had used text materials of its own making. They also had 
developed a series of proficiency tests. In the Summer of 1957, however, they began to 
use tests prescribed by ICAiW which had been developed by the American University 
Language Center. These tests were used in conjunction with the AUA tests and for 
the next 3 years the standard of Enghsh language competence required for participants 
training in the U.S. was a weighted score which included scores on the AULC written 
test, the AULC oral test and the AUA comprehensive test. With the introduction of 
the ELS text materials it was possible to have a succession of three 6 weeks courses each 
of which made use of material progressively more difficult. Also, the written texts were 
supplemented by a complete set of related tapes. 

With the introduction of these materials AUA organized conversation classes 
which met for 6 weeks following the intensive program. These classes were organized 
in groups of 6 or 7 and met for 3 hours a day, 5 days a week for a period of 6 weeks in 
the home of the teachers, most of whom were wives of American personnel posted to 
Bangkok. 

4. PURPOSES O F  THE EVALUATION SURVEY O F  PARTICIPANl 
TRAlNING 

As early as 1957 USOM and Thai officials considered the question of the personal 
interview survey to ascertain the success of their participant training program. 

In fact, discussions and some preliminary planning occurred in 1957, considerably 
in advance of learning of the interest of the International Cooperation Administration 
(1CA) in a world-wide survey. With the development of the latter, country plans were 
shelved, and the decision made to participate in the worldwide study under the direction 
of ICA (A.I.D.) Washington, which prepared the questionnaires; guidelines instructions. 
codes and related materials. 

As a general statement, the purpose of participating in the worldwide survey 
was two-fold: 

A. To ascertain the extent to which the participant training program in 
Thailand may be considered successful. 

B. To permit the addition of the experience in Thailand to the global picture 
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of participant training and its value as a means of furthering develop- 
ment assistance. 

As stated by 1CA:Washington the major objectives of the survey research 
undertaken were: 

A. To ascertain whether the participants (1) are returning to the positions 
for which they were trained, (2) are effectively utilizing their training, 
and (3) are transmitting to others their newly acquired knowledge and 
skills. 

El. To identify significant factors which contribute to or hinder utilization 
of training and communication of knowledge and skills. 

C. To ascertain if the technical training provided by ICA is at the appro- 
priate level, of good quality, and relevant to the needs of the participants 
in the context of the home country situation. 

D. To ascertain if the non-technical aspects of the training programs, that is, 
oretraining orientation in the U.S. overseas missions and in Washinaton 
br in the third country of training, community participation and hispi- 
tality, and instruction in the economic. social, and cultural factors 
influencing the specific professio~i or field of activity, were emphasized 
in the right proportion and were effective. 

E. To ascertain if the administrative practices and procedures of ICA are 
adequate and effective and to identify weaknesses and causes of 
dissatisfaction. 

F. To produce other retiable information concernjng matters about which 
there is presently only speculation; such as, the relative merits of U.S. vs. 
third-country training, the relevance of the age of the participant of the 
accomplishment of a successful training program and subsequent utiliza- 
tion of the training and the like. 

The A1D:'W research objectives stemmed from a United States Congressional 
Mandate which set forth the need for "systematic, periodic evaluation studies of re- 
turned participants on a world-wide basis, and [the utilization of] information resulting 
from these studies to (I)  determine the extent to which the participant training program 
is meeting its objectives and (2) to improve future and current training programs."s 

5. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 

ized 
best 

As designed, the evaluation survey of returned participants may best be character- 
as an opinion or attitude survey, involving a personal interview with those in the 
position to speak as to the success or failure of the program. 

Interviews were conducted with a sample of returned participants. their immediate 
---. ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5 Evalualion of P;uticipanlTraining, lnternalional Co0per;~tion Adminisinlion, apaper,Nov. 1959. 
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supervisors, and the U.S. technicians concerned with the projects under which training 
was sponsored. 

In the participant interview a battery of questions was used to ascertain the partici- 
pant's attitudes and opinions, and his level of knowledge and behavior patterns in 
respect to the pre-departure phase of his training. the period while he was away, and 
the period following his return. 

The supervisors were questioned about their participation in the selection, orienta- 
tion, and program planning phases of the participant's training and their opinions as to 
the participant's utilization of the training received and its value to the project. 

American Technical Advisors were questioned concerning their knowledge of the 
participant and his training program; the amount and nature of their post training 
participant contacts, and their opinion as to the utilization of training being made by the 
participant and Thai administrators. 

The questionnaires used with the three respondent groups appear as a part of the 
complete methodological report on the study in Volume 11, Appendix I .  

6. CONSIDERATION O F  LIMITATIONS TO BE PLACED ON THE 
FINDINGS 

A primary consideration when looking at the survey results against the stated objec- 
tives of the congressional mandate is whether there is a reasonable degree of conformity 
between the objectives of the participant training program as exemplified by develop- 
ment assistance legislation and basic policy orders, and the concepts under which the 
program operates at the country mission level. This consideration is important because 
the research design (personal interview technique, respondent groups, questionnaires. 
etc.) appears to assume that the objectives of the participant training program are clear 
cut; and uniformly understood and accepted. For example, the questionnaire appears 
to assume that participants for training abroad are selected only to fill pre-determined 
training "slots" which are set up solely for the purpose of satisfying a project need for 
skills and disciplines which cannot be otherwise obtained, and the absence of which 
seriously jeopardizes the attainment of project goals. This assumption is exemplified 
by the fact that the questionnaire does not ascertain whether the participant returned 
to a project related position, the duration of his work on the project or the extent to 
which training furthered the accomplishment of project goals. Neither does it ascertain 
whether the participant's pre-departure work was related to the project which spon- 
sored training. Therefore, the research objective to ascertain the extent to which the 
participant training is an effective "input" in accomplishing project goals is not, on a 
case-by-case basis, adequately covered by the questionnaire. 

Perhaps an even more serious limitation of the results due to the research design is 
the fact that a number of the questions which were framed against an AIDIW concept of 
the objectives of participant training were likely answered on the basis of a concept 
somewhat difl'erent. 
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For example, Thai supervisors6 were asked: "Do you think that this training pro- 
gram [for a specific participant] was worth the cost and difficulty it caused your organi- 
zation, or was it not worth i t ? ' l n  the first place, the "cost" to a department supervisor 
is likely to be seen at ~rrosl as the salary of the participant during his absence on the 
training program. This is the only monetary cost which would be carried in the depart- 
mental or section budget. Even for this, however; additional funds may be budgeted 
for paying the salary of a replacement. Since such funds would be normally requested 
from higher government authority there is an understandable tendency to perceive this 
as a gifr either from the Thai or U.S. government, not to see it as a cost item. Moreover, 
there is a distinct relationship between the value of the answer to this question and the 
respond~ril'.r concept of the objective of any participant's being sent abroad. If the super- 
visor's concept of the participant training program is simply that it is another scholar- 
ship program through which deserving Thai government officials are sent abroad for 
foreign training, the answer is almost certain to be "Yes". Thai supervisors are also 
USOM participants. Fifty-four per cent of the supervisors interviewed had been 
USOM participants, and 84% of the participants interviewed reported that their super- 
visor had studied abroad (Tables 4.2-62 and 4.3-24). If the Thai supervisor answering 
had not yet himself received such a grant, he was in all likelihood in line for one. 

There is no doubt but that "participant training" is a concept synonymous with 
"scholarship" among the Thais. The King's Scholarships, and later the Thai Govern- 
ment Scholarships (discussed in Part I of this chapter) have long sent people abroad for 
training in programs analogous in many respects to the training programs now spon- 
sored by joint USOM/Thai action and grants from other sources such as Fulbright, 
UNESCO, WHO; and the Colombo Plan under which Thai officials are also eligible for 
study abroad. 

In addition, the only conceivable way to translate the constantly recurring phrase 
in the AIDIW questionnaire, "your training program abroad" was by a Thai phrase 
which is also used to express the English word "scholarship." 

Thus, there are several reasons why there is no assurance that the Thai supervisor 
compared the value of the "input" (the application of the skills and knowledge acquired 
in training in accomplishing project goals) against "outgo" (the loss of the participant's 
services to the project for the duration of the training, Baht cost for travel and salary, 
etc.) when answering the survey question. 

It is suggested that to the extent that the foregoing consideration did not enter into 
the supervisor's thought processes when answering the survey question, the question 
actually answered was not the one framed by those who developed the questionnaire. 
By the same token, the validity of the survey results as an indication of the extent to 
which the participant training program is meeting its objectives depends largely on the 
concepts of the program's objectives. As was stated earlier, i n  many respects the objec- 

~ ~ ~ ~~p- --- - ~ 

6 Those interviewed were the imnrrdiorr supc~n:is~rs of the parlicipanls as identified by thc participants them- 
selves. The study design called for interviews with these people an [hone being in a strong position to eraluale 
the participants' effectiveness (see Appendix I) .  Many of the questions relating to "supervisors" relation- 
ships with USOM officials, then, may be somcwhat unyielding, since USOM officials normally work with 
Thai "counterparts" who may or may not be the immediate supervisor of a partieipant. 
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tives of participant training under A.I.D. concepts parallel or coincide with those which 
underlie traditional Thai scholarship programs for study abroad. To the extent that 
this is true, the survey data speak very favorably of the success of the program. 

A further consideration in respect to the survey results stems from the fact that 
almost without exception the respondents (participants, supervisors, technicians) all 
worked directly for announced sponsors of the research-the Thai and American govern- 
ments. Furthermore, those who conducted the interviews with Thai respondents were 
also employees of the Thai government. 

The extent to which the results are colored by "courtesy bias9'(the social scientist's 
term for the tendency of a respondent to give the reply which he feels would be most 
acceptable to  the interviewer and research sponsor) remains unknown. Business Re- 
search Ltd. was aware of the problem and exercised every possible precaution to mini- 
mize such bias. In discussing their rationale for not only permitting, but in some cases 
choosing younger government officials as interviewers. Business Research Ltd. had 
this to say: 

"We firmly believe that consistent with Thai behavior patterns, when investiga- 
tion is put in the frame of reference of iinproviirgan existing product, organization, 
or  program, and anonymity is reasonably guaranteed, respondents are more likely 
to be frank and speak critically to a "peer" group (particularly if their peers are 
somewhat younger and of creditable status, as was the condition in this study where 
interviewers were young university lecturers) than they would to "outsiders" whose 
personal feeling must be considered out of courtesy. A Thai government official 
will feel able to complain about certain U.S. government practices to another Thai 
government official, where politeness would not allow him to make those statements 
to a U.S. government official, and loyalty would deter him from making them to a 
non-government Thai. He feels that another government official is acquainted 
with the same things, so there is little harm in discussing them with him. 

"On the other hand; bias may certainly result from a tendency to avoid "biting 
the hand that feeds"; while frank and honest answers could be inherent in helping 
to improve the program. where an answer to a question might be perceived as 
jeopardizing the continuance of the program, or in reducing the chances for col- 
leagues and compatriots to  "win scholarships", there is every likelihood of bias, no 
matter who the interviewer. Allowance for this type of bias must be taken into 
consideration in making generalizations from the results obtained." 

In addition to  the limitations which stem from the research technique, there is the 
limitation to  be noted as a result of the decisions in sampling, and the inability to  get 
better sample coverage. The sampIing procedure and results are described fully in 
Volume 11, Appendix I .  

Deserving specific mention here is the fact that though interviews were taken "up- 
country" (outside of Bangkok), the respondents were not selected with any known 
probability. Therefore, the 52 interviews completed are not considered to be representa- 
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tive of all up-country participants. The up-country interviews were tabulated seperately 
and the results with some comment appear in Volume 11, Appendix 3. 

The reader is duly reminded that the sections comprising the body of this report 
were developed solely from the results of the Bangkok sample. All generalizations, 
observations, and recommendations presented in theanalysis apply only to participants 
whose address of record was Bangkok'at the time of sampling, and who were found to 
be in Bangkok at time of interview. 

Finally, the writers of the report are cognizant of the fact that the data at their 
disposal have by no means been fully exploited. To explore fully the possible interrela- 
tionships of many of the variables for which the necessary information is already 
punched on data cards would require considerable additional time and funds. It is 
estimated that several months could be devoted solely to the empirical experimentation 
with multiple correlations of various factors possibly related to utilization of and 
satisfaction with training. 

The report, then, is more limited in scope than the survey itself. While an  earnest 
effort has been made to answer the most important and most obvious questions, there 
is no doubt but that questions will occur to the reader for which answers could be de- 
veloped from the data, but are not reported here. 

The foregoing notwithstanding, the reported results of the survey do provide valua- 
ble insights into the participant training program in Thailand, and pinpoint certain 
administrative and operational deficiencies which require corrective action. These are 
highlighted in Chapter 11; and Chapter 111 reports corrective action now underway. 

~ - ~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

7 lneluder metropolitan area consistins of Bangkok City proper, Thonburi. and Samuthprakarn Pmvinrrr. 



CHAPTER I1 

HIGHLIGHTS OF SURVEY FINDINGS 

The survey deals with the responses of participants to over 150 questions, and of 
their supervisors and the USOM Technical Advisors1 assigned to their project to nearly 
50 additional questions. The results were collected into about 500 tables, several 
hundred of which are reported in Chapter IV_ "Survey Findings" and in Volume I I, 
Appendix 2. This chapterpresents in brief form some of the major survey findings related 
to the conduct of and the success of the participant training in Thailand. 

A detailed report of the survey data together with comments appears in Chapter IV, 
and supporting tables will be found either in the appropriate section of that chapter or 
in Volume 11, Appendix 2. 

There are several approaches one could adopt in presenting the highlights of the 
results of research of this type; the one chosen has been to organize this chapter in the 
order of the sequence of events in the training process, identifying where possible those 
operational phases of the program which, according to the data, appear to be strong and 
those which appear to be weak, thus indicating need for corrective action. 

In identifying the strength and weakness of the conduct of the program, the findings 
are evaluated against the objectives of participant training set forth in basic policy orders 
and procedural guidelines, and accepted concepts of effective personnel training. 

The activity comprising the total training process relates to three specific time divi- 
sions: 

The pre-departure period, 

The period while abroad, and 

The post training period 

Taken in the order of mention the major findings are: 

Pre-departure Period 

The survey data show that participants departing from Thailand to other countries 
for training do in general meet the basic requirements as set forth in A.I.D. and USOM 
policy statements. 

At the time of selection the participants interviewed were in most instances mature, 
well educated, and experienced in their particular field of work-coming from policy- 
making or management positions of a relatively high level. Moreover, possessing the 
characteristics of maturity, experience, and status, those selected have not been so old as 
to limit seriously the period of time subsequent to training in which they could function 
-- ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ -~ - -~ . 
1 Throughout this report, although not always stated, reference to the participant's "supervisor" always means 

the Thai official who was reporled by the participant to be his immediate supervisor; the terms "Technid 
Advisor" and "Technician" are used interchangeably to  refer to the USOM personnel assigned to projects in 
an advisory capacity. 



HIGHLIGHTS OF SURVEY FINDINGS 17 

effectively as agents of change in their country's development. The profile of the typical 
participant interviewed speaks well as to the caliber of the Thai participants selected. 
The profile is: 

Age 35.5 (median) 
Sex Male (72 %) 
Marital Status Married (65 ";) 
Education 16.4 years (median) 

(Actually, 46% had completed 17 or 
more years of formal education, 79 % 
had attended a university and 52% 
held a university degree) 

Experience 9 years (median) (45 % had 10 or more years' experience) 
Position Professional or sub-professional (53 %) 
Furthermore, selection has been consistent with the overall program in Thailand 

of concentrating on projects in the public sector: almost all participants interviewed 
(99%) were employed by the government and nearly two-thirds were selected for train- 
ing in the fields of Education, Agriculture and Public Health-thus conforming with 
country needs as indicated by the cooperative agreement between USOM and the Thai 
Government. 

Only four per cent had been on more than one A.r.D. sponsored program. 
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FIGURE 1 
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F I G U R E  2 
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The foregoing strongly indicates that generally speaking there had been an adequate 
number of qualified Thais from which to select participants. Indirectly, at least, the data 
give some insight into how those receiving training were actually selected. So far as 
participants are concerned, it is apparent that they see the selection process as inherently 
local and unilateral. If their selection is a joint process in which USOM Technical 
Advisors play an active role they are largely unaware of it. While over 80% of the par- 
ticipants said that their immediate supervisor played at least some part in their selection. 
only seven per cent mention USOM personnel as participating. Nine per cent of the 
participants said they were not selected-that they had made application; five per cent 
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said they had won a scholarship, and two per cent reported that they had selected them- 
selves. 

Regardless of the way in which participants perceive their method of selection for 
training, a high per cent regard their personal ability, educational and professional 
qualifications, English language proficiency, and the needs of the job as very important 
considerations in their selection. Only ten per cent said their personal contacts was a 
very important factor in their selection. 

The data from Thai supervisors support, in part, that given by the participants. 
The supervisors said that they had encouraged the selection of four-fifths of the partici- 
pants interviewed who were working for them a t  the time of selection. 

The survey results do not present a clear and complete picture of the way the selec- 
tion process works. Of particular concern, however, is the amount of dissatisfaction 
with the selection of participants voiced by both supervisors and USOM Technical 
Advsors. Nearly half(45 %) of the Thai Supervisors were critical of the selection process. 
Of those who expressed dissatisfaction, 70% felt that the criteria for selection were 
unsatisfactory. More than a quarter emphasized that proficiency in English should be 
given greater weight in determining who was selected for training (although 12% said 
that English proficiency was over-stressed). One out of six supervisors cautioned that 
more attention should be paid to the job needs when selecting people in order to assure 
that participant qualifications would be appropriate to the training programmed. Fif- 
teen per cent stressed that the selection should be made by the immediate supervisor or 
another superior at the place of employment. 

It is significant that in their criticism and suggestions for improving the selection 
process, Thai supervisors made no mention of USOM personnel or their participation 
in the selection process. 

Though USOM Technicians were not so specific in their comments as the supervi- 
sors, nearly a quarter stated that participant selection is an  area which needs improve- 
ment, and 23 % of those interviewed suggested specific changes in the selection criteria, 
when questioned about how greater benefits could be obtained from the participant 
training program. Moreover, when asked to name the areas in which they were dissatis- 
fied with what USOM had done to  insure utilization of training, 14% of the Technical 
Advisors volunteered that "Selection of participants is not such as to insure or provide 
for the best utilization." 

The survey findings in respect to  pre-departure preparation fall into two major 
areas of interest. 

(1) Participant orientation in respect to how to get along in the country of training. 

(2) Participant orientation in respect to the substantive aspects of the program 
undertaken. 
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FIGURE 3 L 
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(1) ORlENTATlON FOR LIFE I N  A "STRANGE LAND" 

In respect to orientation for life in a "strange land" it appears that the conduct of 
the program has been relatively strong. Ln only one area-religious practices in the 
country of training-do the results indicate that the orientation program might have 
been inadequate. About 40% of those interviewed said they had insufficient informa- 
tion on this point. which was twice the number reporting dissatisfaction with orienta- 
tion in what to expect in regard to manners and customs, use of currency, food. restau- 
rants, behavior in public places, and the like. More than half of those interviewed 
said they received all the information needed to  adjust to all aspects of life in the country 
of training. Only eight per cent reported that they did not receive adequate informa- 
tion for such an adjustment. 

Nearly two-thirds of the sample had attended orientation sessions conducted by the 
American University Alumni Language Center. Almost two-fifths of those who had 
attended these orientation sessions found them completely adequate and could make 
no suggestions for impro\ement. The most frequently mentioned suggestion was for 
more instruction in English language-a feature which is not a pro~rammed part of the 
orientation sessions. 

(2) ORIENTATION IN REGARD TO TRAINING PROGRAM 

In respect to  orientation in the substantive aspects of the training program under- 
taken the survey results give a somewhat different and much less favorable picture. 

One out of three (35%) of the participants interviewed said they had received no 
information about their training program prior to  their departure, either from their 
immediate supervisor or the Ministry which sponsored them. Moreover, those who 
reported receiving information expressed considerable concern over the fact that they 
did not receive sufficient information or that the information received came too late-it 
was not timely. In speaking of weaknesses of the training program completed-things 
they would want corrected if they were to do it over -29% mentioned this point speci- 
fically. 

Of those receiving program information about half said they got information from 
their supervisor at their place of employment and a fifth said they learned about then 
program from USOM personnel. 

In general, the information received was reported as being non-specific information 
about the subject matter of the program; 73% said they were not toldanything about the 
level of their program prior to departure; only five per cent said they weretoldanything 
from any source about the use of their training subsequent to their return to Thailand. 

While more than one-third reported receiving no information at all, less than one- 
third (29%) said that the program information received was completely adequate. 
Additional evidence of the weakness of this aspect of program operations is the fact that 
more than one out of five stated that at the time of their departure they had so little 
infortnation that they had no basis for feeling either "satisfied" or "dissatisfied" with 
what they were undertaking. 
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F I G U R E  4 

W o r k i n g  o n  a J o i n t  U S O M / T H A I  P r o j e c t  a t  T i m e  of S e l e c t i o n  

N o t  o n  p r o j e c t  

D o n ' t  k n o w  170 

The survey also revealed that an almost unbelievable number of participants left 
for training completely unaware that their pre-departure job was connected with a joint 
Thai-American effort. USOM records show that the policy of selecting Thai partici- 
pants from joint USOM/Thai Government projects has for the most part prevailed. 
yet when participants were asked: 

"Were you working with USOM or working on a joint USOMiThai Government 
project at the time you were selected?" 
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only 46% answered the question "Yes", moreover, 45% stated that insofar as they 
knew at the time of interview. their work prior to their selection had never had any 
connection with such a project. It is obvious that pre-departure preparation and pro- 
gram orientation has not succeeded in impressing participants with the fact that their 
work and their training are both directly rzlated to joint Thai-American activity. 

FIGURE 5 

(N= 4 60) 
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D. PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM PLANNING 

The number reporting that they actually participated in the planning of their pro- 
gram exceeded the number who said they had been adequately informed-46% as 
compared to  29%. However, 18% of those taking part in the planning said they did 
not participate to the extent they u,ould have liked. Of those who said they had no 
opportunity to participate in planning their program 84°/, felt that their program 
would have been improved if they had done so. 

A related finding is that the immediate supervisors of participants appear to have 
played only a limited role in planning the training program. Three hundred and sixty- 
six of the participants in the survey were at the time of interview working for the same 
immediate supervisor that they worked under at the time of selection. In only 59 % of 
these cases did the supervisor say that he participated in planning the training program. 
Supervisors also reported that the training program originated in their ofice for 59 % of 
the cases; 17% were originated by USOM. six per cent by the Ministry, and a rather 
startling 11% by the participants themselves. 

Although in 92 ://, of the cases the supervisor said his office had a project which 
could use the training, 64% of those who did help in program planning report that their 
participation was limited to suggestins a subject for study; only 20% said they discussed 
the program in general, and six per cent said they planned the entire program. Less than 
one per cent said they had participated in establishing either the level or the length of 
thc training planned. 

It would appear that the immediate supervisors of Thai participants have had rela- 
tively little opportunity to participate in the planning of all aspects of training pro- 
grammed for their operations. 

Generally speaking the participants surveyed found the program they had corn- 
pleted to be satisfactory. Eighty per cent bay Lhat the level of the program completed 
was about right even though less than half had taken part in the planning and 73% 
claimed to have been unaware ofthe level of training at time of departure. 

The participants' satisfaction with the level of their program was corroborated by 
their Thai supervisors. Seven out of ten of the supervisors interviewed rate the level 
of all A.I.D. training programs with which they are familiar as being in general satisfac- 
tory. Though the number of the instances when the level of the training is not in accor- 
dance with the participant's background and ability is relatively small (no more than ten 
or twelve per cent of the participants surveyed) the level is more often "too advanced" 
than "too sinlple." 

Other findings which speak to the fact lhat those planning training programs have 
in general done a good job are: 

(1) Only one out of six of the participants intcrviewed reporled changing their 
program to any major extent after arriving in the country of training Most of those so 
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reporting said they had personally requested the change or at least had agreed that the 
proposed change was necessary. 

(2) Half of the participants said the training program as a whole was "very" satis- 
factory, and an additional 407" said it was "moderately" so. More significantly, 71 % 
felt their training experience was the most important thing that had ever happened to 
them. 

(3) Supervisors overwhelmingly felt that the investment in sending participants in 
their charge had paid off; 93 %of  the participants were so rated. and in 92 % of the cases 

F I G U R E  6 

G e n e r a l  S a t i s f a c t i o n  with P r o g r a m  

N o t  s o  s a t i s f i e d  970 N o t  s a t i s f i e d  at all 1% 
L 

V e r y  s a t i s f i e d  
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the supervisor said thc training was "essential" or "very important" to the ability of the 
participant to perform his present job. 

kven though the data show that general satisfaction with the training program 
prcvails with both the participant and his supervisor, both are critical of certain aspects. 
Both felt that A.I.D. training programs were often of far too short a duration, and super- 
visors in particular voiced considerable concern that adequate provision for sufficient 
practical experience of the right kind was a weakness in program planning. Only 58 % 
ofthe supervisors interviewed were satisfied with this aspect of the programs with which 
they wcre fan~iliar. About 20Y/, of the participants said their program, if repeated, 
couId be improved by adding more practical or observation experience. 

G. SUMMARY: PRE-DEPARTURE PERIOD 

In summary the major findings of the survey in respect to the pre-departure period 
are as follows: 

Participants covered by the survey were at time of selection maturc individuals, 
wcll equipped with professional experience and other highly desirable characteristics. 
Moreover, most of them depart for training equipped with the knowledge and under- 
standing required for adjustment to life in  the country of training. 

Though they and their immediate supervisors have had rather limited opportunity 
to participate actively in planning the training programs undertaken, program planning 
appears in general, to have been satisfactory. Both the participants and their super- 
visors express overall satisfaction with the training completed, with seven out of ten of 
the participants characterizing their experience as the "most important thing that ever 
happened to them," and supervisors rcporting that the training of nine out of ten of the 
participants in their charge was "essential" or "very important" to their ability to per- 
form current assignments. 

None-the-less the data definitely speak to the fact that some aspects of the prc-de- 
parture phase of training have not been conducted as well as they should, or could have 
been. Though the proccss of participant selection remains pretty much unknown, the 
data from those in the best position to know strongly imply that selections have not 
always been made in accordance with accepted criteria, or havc not always been the 
result of a joint consideration as to what was best for the project. Regardless of how 
selected, the data show that participants in large numbers have departed for training in- 
adequately informed as to the program they were undertaking and its project-related 
objectives. In fact. no more than about half of those covered by the survey were 
aware that their work had been in any way related to a joint Thai-American project. 

Period Abroad 
Thc participant's time abroad logically divides into two types of experience: that 

related to the content of thc prograni (technical) and that related to the life in the country 
of training. 
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(1) PROGRAM ARRANGEMENT, GULDANCE AND COMPLETION 

In the eyes of the participants those who were in charge of their program in the 
country of training2 have done a tery creditable job. More than nine out of ten of the 
participants surveyed reported that they werc met after their arrival by either their pro- 
ject manager or  some other official who discussed their program with them. Nine out 
of ten also said that their program had been arranged in a t  least partial detail at the time 
they arrived. However, ten per cent said that their program was not set up at all. 

Although this latter group is small it deserves particular attention since an analysis 
of the data shows that these people are more likely to report both dissatisfaction with 
their program and low utilization of training. 

Nearly all the participants (95%) say thcy received some guidance on their program 
and only one out of tcn felt that the guidance he received was inadequate. 

When a change in the program was made after the participants' arrival; the change 
was initiated by the participants in half the cases. It is of interest to note that these 
changes were most often changes in the location of the training. The next most frequent 
in mention was a change to a "degree" program. This characterizes 20 "/, of the changes 
made-yet, as previously pointed out, one of the most frequent criticisms of the A.I.D. 
Training Programs made by participants' immediate supervisors was that they pro- 
vided too little practical experience. Only four per cent of the participants reporting a 
program change said that the change was to include morepractice or more observation. 

Ninety-five per cent of the participants report completing the training for which 
they went abroad, and only two pcr cent say they failed to complete the program 
bccause of the way it was arranged. 

(2) EXTENSIOBS 

Though only 15% of the participants report that there was a major change in their 
program after their arrival in the country of training, almost one quarter of those who 
answered the relevant survey question said that they had received an extension. More- 
over, the data show that when an extension is granted it is initiated more often than not 
by the participant himself. Almost half of the participants who say they themselves 
requested a n  extension also received one. For those who say they did not personally 
request an extension, only about one out ofeight reported receiving one. 

(3) LANGUAGE PROBLEM IN THE COUNTRY O F  TRAINING 

The data show that: 

- Nearly nine out of ten of Thai participants required a knowledge of English to 
complete their program. 

- - -  --- ~ - - - - -~ ~~ -- - - - - - -  ~ ~ 

2 Ninety-two percenl oflhr sample w r c  trained in the Uniled States. 
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Almost half of all Thui parricipants arrived in the country of training feeling a 
necessity to improve their English b ) ~  additional instruction. 

Yet, only 38% of those whose program required proficiency in English actually 
took lessons after their arrival. 

- Eighty-nine per cent of those who took lessons felt more instruction would 
have been helpful. 

- And 59% of those who did not take lessons on arrival felt that instruction in 
English would have been useful. 

No matter how adequate participants felt their English proficiency was on 
arrival or how much additional instruction they had, 57% of the sample ex- 
perienced some difficulty in English, and those who report having the most 
trouble with language are those who also reported taking additional English 
instruction. 

(4) MEMBERSHIP 1N PROFESSIONAL ASSOClATlONS 

About one-third of the Thai participants surveyed have joined a U.S. professional 
society and 25% were members at the time of interview. An additional seven per cent 
reported that they were members of a professional society other than U.S., while 68% 
did not hold membership in a professional society of any country. Lack of professional 
affiliation, however, does not indicate lack of access to professional publications as a 
source of information on professional and technical developments. Even though only a 
quarter of the participants belonged to U.S. professional societies at the time of inter- 
view, three out of five say they receive U.S. professional publications. Moreover, 36% 
of all participants report that they receive professional journals from some country other 
than the U.S. 

(1) ORIENTATTON IN THE COUNTRY O F  TRAINING 

The study shows that seven out of ten of the participants arriving in the country of 
training during the period covered by the survey attended a general orientation session 
which exceeded one full day in length. Better than 90% of those who attended orient- 
ation sessions did so in the United States and most of these were oriented at Washington 
International Center. 

Those attending sessions in the U.S.A. view this experience as highly valuable 
-only 14% thought this time could have been better spent. and more than half thought 
the program was wellorganized, complete and requires no improvement of any kind. 

(2) A.I.D. ALLOWANCE 

Two-thirds of the sample found the per diem and other allowances provided by 
A.I.D. adequate, and one per cent felt they could have got along on less. Of those who 
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felt the amount should have been greater, many were older participants on short-term 
programs, who, in general, held policy-making positions in the Thai Government. 

F IGURE 7 

(N= 460) 
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(3) COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND HOME HOSPITALITY IN THE 
COUNTRY O F  TRAINING 

The opinion has been expressed that A.I.D. participants who go to the U.S. from 
Thailand rarely get acquainted with the American people and their institutions well 
enough to gain any real understanding of American cultural values, group action, 
and individual aspirations. It has been said that because of the language problem. 
Thai participants must spend such a disproportionate amount of time with their books 
and related training materials that they have insufficient leisure time for more rewarding 
social contacts. The survey data provide interesting commentary on this opinion. 

While six out of ten of the sample said their program allowed enough time for 
their personal interest. 37% felt that too little time was available. Only two per cent 
said that they had too much spare time. 

On the other hand, over 90% of the participants said they were invited into private 
homes and seven out of ten reported meeting with local people on a socia1 basis as often 
as three times a week or more. Except for a rather insignificant three per cent who 
claimed they did not Like these visits. participants said the home visits were valuable 
because they gave a chance to (I) learn about the country and its people, (2) make 
friends, and (3) exchange ideas. 

About 40% of those going to the U.S. say that there are no difficulties to Thai- 
American understanding. Over a quarter mentioned that general differences between 
the two cultures make it difficult for Thais and Americans to understand each other 
and almost a quarter stated that the language problem was a major barrier to mutual 
understanding, while eight per cent felt that the personalattitudes of Americans caused 
some difficulty. They said that Americans look down on foreigners, and Americans 
are not sincere. Three per cent said that Americans do not make friends as easily as 
Thais. 

(4) PARTIClPArlON IN A COMMUNICATION SEMINAR 

Less than a quarter of the participants attended a seminar in communication prior 
to return to Thailand. Of those attending about 70% say they have used materials or 
ideas in their work which were obtained from the seminar experience. The remainder 
either said that the seminar offered nothing which was useful to them in their work, or 
that they had not as yet had an opportunity to use what they had gained. 

About one-third of those attending were at the seminar run by Michigan State 
University under a contract arrangment with AIDiW. 

Post Training Period 

The research shows a healthy picture in respect to the returnees' opportunity to use 
training through full employment. 
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Almost all of the participants surveyed report being en~ployed continuously since 
their return. Better than three-fourths returned to the same job they had at time of 
selection and 73 % of those who returned to something different got the position they 
bad expected. 

Almost half of the participants had a different job at time of interview than they 
had immediately after return. However, regardless of job shifts, an overwhelmingly 
high per cent of those who returned to a different job, or later changed jobs, were work- 
ing for the Thai government at time of interview. 

The data show that job shifts, regardless of when they occur, usually result in a 
better job for the participant: three out of four said that the change resulted in more 
salary, more responsibility, etc. 

Though participants return and continue to work for the government the propor- 
tion who actually work in positions related to the project sponsoring training remains 
unknown. Just as half of the participants failed to identify their pre-training work as 
being related to a joint Thai-American project, more than one-third say that their post 
training work has not been related to a project. 

Assuming that the participants surveyed were sent from and returned to project- 
related jobs, the data show that about four per cent of the participants were assigned 
jobs on return which did not require their training. and indicate that at least 16% trans- 
ferred out of project work sometime between the date of return and time of interview. 
However, in these cases the data do not permit a calculation of the length of time spent 
on the project prior to transfer. 

As has been reported the data show that many participants depart with no true 
concept of the relationship of their work to a joint Thai-USOM project. The picture 
is not much different after their return. All participants in the sample had been back 
in Thailand at least six months at the time they were interviewed, yet no more than 
two-thirds of them reported having had any contact with USOM. 

Moreover, a third of those who claim to have contact with USOM say they have 
never worked o n a  joint project since their return to Thailand. 

Regardless of the fact that USOM records showed 77% of the participants inter- 
viewed were presumably assigned to a project for which USOM technical advisors were 
aboard at the time of interview, only 44% of the participants said there was a USOM 
technical advisor available to give technical recommendation and advice where they 
currently worked. 

Of this group slightly more than half reported they had as much as "frequent" 
contact with the technician which is about the same proportion of all participants 
surveyed who reported that they had since their return requested USOM assistance.J 

-- ~ 

3 Of those who did request help, however, 80% said that they received - a1 least partially- what they asked 
for. While about half these requests were for equipment or financial assislance, the remainder were mostly 
for technical advice, and training assistance. 



HIGHLIGHTS OF SURVEY FIXDINGS 

FIGURE 8 

(N= 460) 
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The participants' reports indicating low identification with joint projects and limited 
USOM contacts are wellborne out by the reportsfrom the technical advisors interviewed. 
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The technical advisors were able to give information on less than half of the 357 
participants who: according to USOM records, were assigned to projects with which 
they were concerned. 

Furthermore, of the participants in the sample who had departed and returned 
since the technical advisors interviewed had been in their current assignments, only 547; 
were known. This is most surprising since presumably the technical advisor partici- 
pated in the organization of the training program for those participants, and in their 
selection, preparation, and placement on return. 

Moreover, technicians were unable to answer questions related to utilization for 
29% of the participants whom they knew well enough to talk about in other respects. 

Yet, in general, the USOM advisors reported relatively little interference with 
their contacting participants as much as they thought desirable. They said nothing 
interfered with their seeing about one-third of the participants they knew-and that their 
own workload interfered with their seeing about ten per cent of the participants known. 

The data show that those participants known by the USOM technical advisors for 
which they report ''no interference with contacts" are the ones which they say they 
contact less often. Those for which they report some kind of interference are in general 
those which they report seeing frequently or regularly. 

In summary the data show post-training contacts between USOM and the partici- 
pants to have been relatively low. A higher proportion of participants say they met 
with USOM technical advisors than technical advisors reported meeting. This is logical. 
USOM personnel no doubt have contacts with returned participants whom they are 
unable to identify by name, but whom they would know in face-to-face contacts. Thus, 
the proportion of known contacts as reported by the findings is perhaps lower than the 
actual contacts which have been made. 

None-the-less the fact that only two-thirds of the participants say they have 
contacted USOM since their return, and that less than half of these say that there was 
a technical advisor available to give recommendations and advice, plus the fact that 
only 27 % of all participants have requested assistance or advice from USOM, strongly 
indicates that post-training relationships have been considerably short of program 
objectives. 

The survey data speak highly favorably of the extent to which participants use the 
training received in their current jobs, both in respect to direct on-the-job application 
and in its transmission to others. Over nine-tenths of returned participants said they 
had used "something" from their training on their current jobs; three-fifths said they 
had used "quite a bit" or "almost everything". Training acquired knowledge and 
skill has been passed on to others in nearly the same proportions. Technicians and 
supervisors substantially corroborated these responses for participants whom they 
knew. 
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F I G U R E  9 
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Ofthe 167 pnrticipants reportcd on by Tecllnicians. 75'.>crejudged by the Technl- 
ciur~r hcing "~at~,fattor)"ln the util~ration of their training. 

The immediate supervisors of the participants surveyed strongly support the 
participants' claim of high utilization. The supervisors said that 92% of the 440 
participants on which they reported had conveyed to others in their organizations the 
skills and knowledge acquired in training. 

Both the participants and their supervisors frequently characterize thc way in which 
transmission has occurred as being in a "formal" situation. This strongly indicates that 
the "multiplier effect" of training is accomplished in Thailand as a programmed part of 
the returned participant's activity. 

The survey gives some evidence that participants returning to Thailand function 
effectively as agents of change. Both the plans for future use of training and the post- 
training accomplishments which participants' report speak to this fact. In respect to 
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the reported plans for future use of training, 23 per cent were classified by content 
analysis as being plans to institute "new" organizations, institutions, operational 
procedures, or services. Though only about half of the participants reported any 
notably outstanding accomplishment since their return, over 40% of the accomplish- 
ments reported fall into the categories of improving an established organization or 
procedures, or instituting something new. More significantly, the role of the participant 
in these cases was clearly that of theinnovator. 

In summary, the data show that a high per cent of Thai participants return and 
utilize their training, both in respect to direct on-the-job application and by trans- 
mitting it to others. Furthermore, the data show that in  the utilization of the training 
received the participants play a significant role as agents of change in their 
respective fields of endeavor. 

In analyzing the data the relationships between reported utilization and other items 
of information covered by the survey questionnaire were investigated. In this process 
each participant was scored on a 100 point utilization scale developcd by AIDIW. 

In application. an individual participant's score could be as low as "0" or as high as 
"100" on a scale developed for each of the three reporting sources.4 

The results of the scoring show that three-fourths of the participants scored 74 or 
higher on the scale developed from the participants' questionnaire. Four-fifths scored 
80 or higher on the scale developed from the supervisor questionnaire, and over half 
scored 74 or higher on the scale developed from the Technician Questionnaire.5 

In the aforementioned investigation of factors which relate to utilization only the 
participants' utilization scores were used. By applying a technique commonly used 
in test item analysis. "high" and "low" utilizers were identified by rank-ordering the 
utilization scores of all participants, and dividing the distribution at the natural breaking 
points closest to the upper and lower 27 %. 

This resulted in the classification of 96 participants as "high" utilizers and 108 as 
"low" utilizers. 

The relationship of high and low utilization with various factors measured by the 
study was explored through cross-tabulations, and several statistically significant 
relationships were revealed. While no one of the factors measured shows a high 
correlation with utilization (all the correlation coefficients computed were less than .SO). 
and it is impossible from the data to assume that any one or any combination of these 
factors causes high utilization,6 it is possible to present a composite picture of the 
"typical" high utilizer. 

-~ - ~p ~p~ -- 

4 See Volume 11, Appendix 4. 

5 Proportions are based on the number of participanls for which queslionnaires were completed; Supervisor 
Questionnaire, 440; Technician Questionnaire, 167. 

6 See the fuller description uf the lirniralions of interpreting correlations in Chapter LV; page 71 
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The particpant who is a high utilizer of his training was likely to have these charac- 
teristics a t  the time of interkiew: 

- he had been back from training six years or  longer 
(23% of the high utilizers; 10% of the low group) 

in retrospect he rated the training program he had completed as being "very 
satisfactory" 
(63 %of the high utilizers; 41 %of  the low) 

he believed his training program was the "most important experience" he 
had ever had 
(85%of the high group; 56% of thc Low) 

- he reported his immcdiate supervisor "very helprul" to his ability to utilize 
his training 
(72% of the high utilizers; 29 "/,of the low) 

- he tinds the major obstacles to the application and transmission of his training 
are the lack of resources in Thailand. and the lack of adequately trained 
personnel 
(51 %of  the high group mentioned difficulties related to country resources. 
compared to 26% of the low; 31 % of the highs mentioned difficulties 
related to people, compared to 18 0/:, of the lows) 

he said his supervisor had been abroad 
(89% or  the high group; 81 %of  the low) 

he felt his current job was a better one than he would have had without AID 
tralning 
(56% of the high utili7ers; 3 1 %of  the low group) 

- his supervisor felt that the training rrceived was essential or  very important 
to the participant's ability to do his work 
(96% of the high; 87% ofthe low utilizers) 

- he was aware of the availability of a USOM Technical Advisor to give him 
advice and consultation, and reported "frequent" contact with him 
(29% of thc high; 15 7; of the low group) 

- his program abroad was at least partially arranged when he arrived in the 
country of training 
(95% of thehigh; 89% of the low) 

- his training was at least in part at a university 
(64% of the high group attended a university: 47 % of the low utilizers) 
and 
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- he had received a degree (64% of the high utilizers who attended a uni!.ersity 
got a degree; 39% of low utilizers who were in a university received one) 

an ohservation tour was not part of his program 
(62% of the low utilizers went on an observation tour as part of their 
program; 44% ofthe hieh utilizers) 

he spent two or more years abroad in training ( 8 %  of the high utilizers; I % 
ofthe low) and regardless of the length, felt that his program was too short 
(54u4 of the high; 42% of the low group) 

- he had had 10 or more years of experience in his tield of specialization prior to 
departure 
(55 %high. 38 % o f  the low utilizers) 

he left for training feeling he had adequate information particularly in regard 
to the substantive aspects of his program (39% of the high group. 27% 
of the low said they had adequate information in all five program areas 
investigated; 59% of the highs, 49% of the lows had adequate information 
in all five non-progrunr areas questioned in the survey) 

he had partic~pated in the planning of his program 
(55% ofthe high utilizers; 40% ofthe Low) 

he was in Public Health or Education 
(33 %of  the highs, lo"/ of thelows were in the field of Public Health; 31 9, 
of the highs and 21 %of  the Iowa were in the field of Education) 

his program was under the direction of a USOM contract group 
(16% of the high utilizers:9% ot'the low) 

Up-country Participants Interviewed 

As has been pointed out in Chapter I, the reaponses from up-country participants 
do not constitute an  adequate and precise rample of those returned participants who 
were working up-country a t  the time of the survey. Since locations for interviews up- 
country were chosen with an eye to concentrations ot' returned participants, the 52 
interviews completed probably do not give an unbiased picture for all up-country 
returnees. This was recognized at the time the research was planned. 

The main purpose for including this "group" of up-country participants in the 
survey was to determine the likelihood of presence or ahsence of differentiating charac- 
teristics which might make more rigorous sampling procedures outside the capital city 
area advisable on future studies. 

. [lascd on the findings, Eome of the possible differences which may exist between 
participants in the Bangkok area and those up-country are described briefly below. 
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- Those interviewed up-country tended to be younger than the Bangkok sample; 
the median age of the 52 interviewed was 32 as compared to a median of 35.5 
in Bangkok. 

- Forty-five of the 52 had had university training as compared to 79% of the 
Bangkok sample. and 40 of the 52 had college degrees; About half the Bang- 
kok participants held college degrees prior to training. 

- Forty-six of the 52 said their supervisors had participated in their sele~lion. 
and only 3 of 14 supervisors were dissatisfied with the selection process; in 
Bangkok. 86 % of the participants said that their supervisors had played some 
role in their selection but 36% said they were not satisfied with the selection 
process. 

Attitudes and responses of participants about prcdcparture information and 
activities appear to follow about the same pattern as those of their Bangkok 
colleagues. However, up-country si~pervisors in a significantly large amount 
would Like a larger sharc in the planning of part~cipants' programs. 

- A smaller proportion of the up-country participants surveyed were satisfied 
with their orientation at AUA than were the Bangkok sample, but they were 
far less specific about what they felt needed improvement. 

It appears that considerably more of those participants from up-country areas 
have difficulty with English than do their Bangkok counterparts. Forty out 
of the fifty-two in the group said thcy felt they needed additional instruction 
after they arrived in the country of training, and 30 of them took extra 
language training. 

- Three-fifths of the group studied abroad for one year or more, and fewer of 
them were on short programs than were those surveyed in Bangkok. Never- 
theless, a higher proportion of the rural group thought that their program was 
too short. 

Ten of the 52 said the money A.I.D. supplied was insufficient; two-thirds of 
the main sample were satisfied with the amount they received. 

- Indications are that more tariety of program and activities abroad would be 
appreciated by thosc comlng rrom outside Bangkok, although they bad about 
the same amount of ~ocial  contacts and community activities as those in the 
primary sample. 
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E. PCST-TRAININC~ EXPERIEKCES 
- Seventren of the 52 returned to direrentjobs, and 21 had changed jobs between 

thcir return and time of interview, most to a better job. 

- Thirty-four of the 52 said they would not have had so good a job without 
USOM training; 46% of the Bangkok sample replied thus. 

- Forty-two of the group felt that the training program was the most important 
thing that ever happened t o  them; 71 % in Bangkok were this enthusiastic. 

- While it might be expected that thosc up-country would have less contact with 
USOM than (he two-thirds who report this in Bangkok, still over half the 
up-country group said they had some contact with USOM since their return. 

- While it is difficult lo determine any indication? about relative proportions of 
participants haring contact with Technicians, about half of those who do 
report contact, report "frequent" contact. 

- Thoseinterviewed tended to show a much greater variety in the ways in which 
they put their training into practice. Thirty-three of the group mentioned at 
least two "outstanding" ways in which they had used their training, and a 
much larger proportion of this group said they had transmitted training 
through informal discussion and writing, t h a n  did thosc in the city. 

- Of the 46 whose supervisors were interviewed, the supervisors said they had 
discussed with the participants what they had learned during their programs. 
This appears to be much more prevalent than in the metropolitan area. 

The foregoing clearly indica~es that an carnest effort to obtain a sufficient valid 
sample of up-country participants on  any future evaluation surveys is not only 
warranted but strongly advisahle. 
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This section may be appropriately started with a preamble consisting of the words 
of U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk.' 

"Without pointing niy finger a t  you, I should like to  suggcsl t o  all of us, 
whethrr in  Government or in the private field, that when wc are talking about 
education, and particularly when we are talking ahout bringing young peuple from 
other countries to the United States for training, that the emphasis had perhaps 
better bc on tllc quality of the job, rather than the nurnhers of those who migl~l be 
somehow involved. 

"Two halves don't make a whole in this matter. Two ill-prepared or half- 
prepared young people going back to their country cannot make the contribution 
which one well-prepared person can make. And if you have six young people who 
come here for training, who go back disappointed or frustrated, or with a sense of 
failure, there may be six young people who had better not havc conle in the first 
place. 

"And so 1 would urge both those of u s  in Governnient and those us in 
private organizations to take this business of playing with the lives of people with 
the greatest of seriousness. And if we involve youug people abroad in this process 
of education by any effort of ours, we do so dctcrmined LO do it right, whatever 
the numbers involved" 

Though the remarks of Sccretary Rusk were dlrected to those in the United States 
isrho are concerned with training as a tool in accelerating Social and Econonlic Develop- 
ment around the world they apply equally well to both the Americans and Thai who are 
engaged in the training aspects of  the program io Thailand. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

On the basis of the findings in this evaluation study, the following recommen- 
dations are made. 

1. It is reconm~~lided ihat the selecrion process be re-examined and appropriaip 
ivritteil crirerinfor s~lection bc csrublishrd; and ihnt procedures in ~i?akiilz selectiows 
be adopted ii,hicb mill assure thaf the esfablished criteria are rigidly adhered to. 

In this cxaniination and development, consideration should be given to the 
opinions and 3uggestions of the I h a i  officials under whose immediate supervision 
the participants are to work upon their return. 

/~nprovirlg criferia and procedures for selection arc mentioned more frequently 
than any other aspect of A.T.D. training a s  needing improvcment. Almost half of 

- - ~  - ~~ ~ ~. . - - - - - -  ~ 

I Address l o  [he Nalional Conference on inlemat~anal Social and Economic Development. December 1 ,  1961 
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the supervisors were dissatisfied with this aspect of the program and their criticism 
was supported by the opinion expressed by a significant number of USOM 
Technical Advisors. 

2. I t  is recomended  tho^ project trainrng need.7 be more thorougltiy exornined. oarrd 
where it can be jus/$ed in lernts ofproject ohjcrfives nnd A.I.D. policj'. thnt longer 
term academic type training kuding to a degree or rli/~loma olways he given prcfermce. 

In addition to the fact that participants completing programs of less than one 
year's duration are more likely to be "low" utilizers, the data clearly indicate that 
training resulting in a diploma or a degree is strongly associated with both 
participant satisfaction and high utilization. Furthermore, two-thirds of the 
participants whose attendance at a university led neither to a diploma nor a degree 
said that such an attainment would have been helpful in their work. 

A sharply distinguishing feature of the Thai Govcrnment bureaucracy from 
thc American is the extremely high premium placed on academic degrees in 
relation to demonstrated proficiency through job performance. Though the Thai 
system recognizes and encourages the latter, it is rarely acceptcd as a substitute for 
the forn~cr. 

As emphasized in Chapter I of this report, Thai tradition accepts the degree 
as a "proficiency" credential for higher pay, respect, and influence. The degree 
provides both the individual's social and professional identity in the administrtive 
hierarchy of superior-subordinate relationships which have been described so well 
by Dr. hlosel in his discussion of Thai Administrative Behavior. Hence. in 
planning training programs for Thais, considrration must always he given to the 
attainment of a credential which places the individual in a position to function as an 
agent of change, as well as assuring that he gain the skills and knowledge required 
for him to do so effectively. 

3. Consistent with the foregoing it is recomntended tltut when .~hort-term. non- 
academic troinirlg is planned, t l~e  participants be srkcted fiorn those who ~'ithirl their 
owrt orgarlizational power .slruc~irre have already uttuined the req i~ i~ed  ler,ei o f  
arrthority and respect to use eflecrively the training programmed. 

4. It is ~rrongly reco~amendud tlrat both the  upe en is or and the purticipanl hare an 
opportlmily to share n1orefir1l.v in progrum planning. Recogfuzing that thc data, by 
and large, show the program planning phase of the operation to havc been in 
general satisfactory, and recognking that participant involvement at this level 
may not always be feasible, the fact remains that in only about half of the programs 
covered by the study did the participant or his supervisor claim to have been 
included in the planning process. Moreover, participants specifically state that their 
programs would have been better if they col~ld have shared inplanning. 

5. The opinion of Thai supervisors that A.I.D. training has far too frequently 
failed to provide participants with practical experience pro\,ides the bass for a 
further recornmcndation that when a d e ~ r e e  program is planned, uo'cguute tinre he 
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provided nnd an orrangenlent nrade Jbr strbject-nlattcr relatedprucrical experience 
ylon co~npktioti offhe academic work. The most pronounced criticism of program 
content made by supervisors was that programs "do not provide sufficient practical 
experiencc'' for the participant. 

6. Just as there has been an  established program to orient participants for lire in 
a country which is both culturally and climatically different, it is strongly reconi- 
n~e l rd~d lhar there he developed a program or p r o p m s  to orienr .~y.~ten~aficaily each 
pnrticipm~f in respect to  IS pnrticu/nr program, its relotionship to development 
objectives rvhirh ore beirry joir~rly lrndertnken nnd the post-training responsihilitj, 
whirl1 the prgrun? inrplies. 

The data show that neither the Thai nor the American effort in this area has 
been adcquate. In fact the data imply that the effort at best has been a hit-or-miss 
proposition which resulted about as often in a complete miss as it did in an 
adequate hit. While 29 % of the participants claim in retrospect that they received 
adequate information, 35% said they received too little information from their 
employer or ministry, and almost one-quarter claim to have known so little about 
their program prior to departure that they had no basis for feeling either satistied 
or  dissatisfied with what they were undertaking. 

Furthermore, there is strong evidence that many partic~pants depart and return 
completely unaware of the true reason for their having the "most important ex- 
perience that had ever happened" to them. Forty-five pcr cent aaid that in-so-far 
as they know, they had never done work prior to their departure which was 
cor~nccted with a joint ThaiiUSOM project, and an  almost equally high per cent 
claimed at the lime of interview that they had never worked on such a project 
since their return. 

To implement a prozram to change radically the picture just presented, it is 
suggeslzd that there be appointed for each project or  training activity, Thai and 
American "Technical Orientation Officers." The function of those so designated 
would be to dcvclop and schedule regular technical orientation sessions which 
participants would be requircd to attend. In the conduct of such a program the 
respective Technical Orientation Officcrs should have the services as required of 
those in their organizations who are best prepared to lead the scheduled topic for 
discussion. This program should start early in the predeparture phase of training, 
coinciding perhaps with the participant's enrollment for A.U.A. English Language 
instruction. Possibly, the technical orientation officers concerned would find a 
joint program most productive. Space arrangement to conduct sessions in carrying 
out the program could perhapa be scheduled and held at A.U.A. 

7. There is no doubt but what the picture of inadequate participant preparation 
as shown by the data is in part related to the fact that in a high per cent of cases 
participants depart prior to the Mission's having received the program set up in 
the country of training. This occurs either because the Mission fails to provide 
the programming country adequate lead time, or  because the programming 
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country fails to live up to its programmiilg commitment. In any event this situation 
jeopardizes the auccess of the overall training objective. 

Therefore. ir is recornnie~ided thrrt where cir.c~ims/urrces dictate thrrt o progrurlr 
ranrrot he a(leq.rlliafe1.v preparedandforit.crrded la t11e rl-lissiorr for reb'icw and r.ori.sirlera- 
tion by both thr An?eriraji und Thai personnel concrrried. irrclurling the pnrticiparir. 
prior to / / I P  depovri~re date, the trairiir~g request be cancelledor postponed. 

Such a policy would not only assure an opportunity for the departing 
participant to be more cornplctrly informed about h i  program, but would insure 
that the program he complelcly arranged upon the participant's arrival. fhe 
survey data show that prior to April 1. 1960 about ten per cent of the participants 
arrived in the country of training to find their program had not been arranged. 
and that these participants tend to hc low utilizers. 

8. Ir rrco~nmcnded rhar hoth llS01ll personriel in lhuilurid and Project ~Uu~iagers 
in rhr Urrired States inclrrcle in tl~eir cliscussions with partiripunts errcoirragemet~r 
to join uppropriate U.S.  pri~fkssional socklies, pointing out that initial costs of 
such lnembcrship are, under current policy, borne hy .4.1.D. 

A high per cent of the participants survcyed were trained in the United States 
where there are appropriate associations or societies for those engaged in 
professional and technical fields. The survcy finding that only 35% of the 
participants had joined such an organization and that 25;; were members a t  time 
of interview is considered unfavorable to accomplishin_e the objective of the 
formation of lasting association with American organizations and institutions. 

9.  The participmlr /oUos,-up proce(lur~.s now specified b.v LlSOM Policy Order No. 
75 (Sepren~her 10. 1962). "Parriciponf Follow-up Program", slronld be conti~n~ed. 
givirig additional ert?phasis ro that aspect o f  the prograrn concerrring octivitics 
folloa'ing the l>urticipanrs' return. The shortcomings show11 by the data in respcct to 
participant's awareness of the availability of a USOM Technical Advisor. and the 
extent to which kriown contacts occur between participants returning Lo a project 
and the assigned Technical Advisor, is related to  and as serious as the findings in 
regard to pre-departure orientation. 

The stage for an effective follow-up rrlationship between the technical advisor 
and the participant is set during the planning, selecting and preparation phase of the 
program. If there is a n  absence (and the data show thnt there has been) of contacts 
and discussions in the earlier phase, there is a strong likelihood that this will persist 
following the participants' return. 

10. It  is recommended that botlr LWOM ond the Thai Go~~ernment shor~lrl re-rxuniirre 
on a project basis r/lr ullocatiorr of rhe rrchrrical advisor's tirlie arid rhar qf Iris 
counterpart, ro the pru-departure and ,follow-up phases o f  participant iruirririg. 
Such an examination must rakc into account the relative importance o r  magnitude 
of training as a project ir~pur a s  compared to other inputs such as technical 
consultation, commodities, and the like. Flagrant disproportionate time allocations, 



ifrevealed, should be immediately corrected. Where it is found that due to pressure 
of other recognized project responsibility, the project lacks sufficient personnel to 
program and carry out the pre-departure preparation and follow-up phase of the 
training for the number of participants being sent, it is suggested tkdt the following 
advice given by Mr. Fowler Hamilton, formerly Administrator of thc Agcncy For 
International Development be given careful consideration: 

"If SOU don't have the administrative resources to do a job wcll, you must cut 
it down to size. Either do it well or don't do it  at all. If you have morc than 
you can enectively undertake. 1 urge you to establish a priority of assignments. 
If you hnvc to cut oul a project in order to avoid being spread too thin, go 
ahead and eliminate it. Otherwist-, you'll be 'in trouble.'"2 

I I .  Related to the conduct of the training program, the research expcricnce 
uncovered some short-comings, the corrections of which may well expedite the 
operational aspects of the program. 

A rhorough reorgunizarion of the GSOM Parricipnt~r , f i r  is stmngly indicated, 
10 ifuure t h a ~  perii17er7t datu are not only on,file fbr each participant, but also that sirch 
b$brw~atior~ is easi!,. occ~ssible arid locatable. 

In preparing the sample of participants for this study, the contractor used what 
was purported to be the latest available information (to USOM) on location of the 
participants in  the sample drawn. Participants who had returned prior to April 
1960 were included, and the Directories provided were dated as late as March 1960. 
Yet out of a sample of 428 participants listed in thc Directories as being in Bangkok 
as of March 1960, nearly fourteen per cent were found to be up-country, five per 
cent were outside the country, four people had died, and six per cent could not be 
locatcd at all (Volume 11. Appendix 1. Table 2), either through the efforts of TTEC. 
USOM, or the contractor. Presumably if time had permitted. the whereabouts of 
the latter six per cent could have been determined, but they were unlocatable within 
a two-month period. 

Much of the data rcported as "Characteristics of Participants" was abstracted 
prior to interview from material in USOM files. Some of these "vital statistics" 
had to be extracted from correspondence in the file. Some other information was 
not available at all. For example, for eighteen per cent of all participants sent dur- 
ing the period under consideration, thedate of birth was not listed in  the files. For 
four per cent of all participants not even the ?lumber of countries of training was 
known (Volume 11. Appendix 1, Table 4). Most participants going to the United 
States since 1957 have been given the AULC Language Test, yet out of nearly 200 
participants in the sample who left Thailand after 1956. AULC English Grade 
Scores were located for less than sixty. The amount of formal education received 
prior to sclcction was not available from files for ten per cent of the sample, mostly 
from those who had leFt since 1958. 

. ~ . . ~ ~ ~~ 

2 S ~ c e c h  given at  the Ftnl Policy Repnrl Conference, State Departmcnl Auditorium. Washington, D.C., 
November9.1962. 
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CORRECTlVE ACTION UNDERWAY 

Some operational weakness of the Paticipants Training Program highlighted by 
the survey findings were apparent upon complction of the straight tabulations of the 
questions in the Participant's Questionnaire in July 1962. Also in some instances the 
findings served primarily to veriry the existence and establish the magnitude of suspected 
"soft" spots in the conduct of the program. Hence for several months prior to the 
publication of this report certain plans and programs have been crystallized and 
launched which have a bearing on the recommendations set forth earlier in this chapter. 

The corrective action now underway falls into the categories or predeparture and 
post training activities. 

(1) At the project level the procedure has been changed from that of selecting and 
naming a "principal" and an "alternate" as ~rominees to fill an established training 
slot, to that of selecting as many as three rmld;datcs for A.U.A. language training 
with the understanding that ilorninulio~r of the "principal" and "alternate" will be 
made from those who meet the required level in language proficiency. 

(2) American project officials have been directed (USOM Policy Order No. 75) to 
develop jointly with their Thaicounterparts and set forth in writing specific criteria 
against which each possible candidate is judged in filling the training "slots" 
established for the project. 

These changes represent srvcral specific advantages o\.er procedure previously 
followed : 

(a) For some projects criteria of selection have been dcvcloped to assure that 
the qualifications of candidates are in line with the lype and Ievel of training required 
by the project, and procedures have been adopted to assure that equal and fair 
consideration be given to each potential candidate. 

(b) Enrollment of candidates at A.U.A. instead of nornirmted "principals" and 
"alternates" eliminates the delay which often occurs due to a "late" signing of thc 
project agrccment (pro-ag), thus permitting language preparation Lo commcnce 
earlier in the year in which training is funded. Of equal importance is the fact that 
candidates now enter A.C.A. language training on equal footing-nonc have the 
psychological advantage or disadvantage of entering this extremely important phase 
of preparation carrying afirst or secorld choice label-hence each has the incentive 
to do his best. Mso since this procedure permits more time, the success of the 
following steps inaugurated in June: 1962 is enhanced. 

(c) Beginning with those departing for FY 62 train~ng, participants are being 
systematically queried about their program and their pre-departure experience to 
ascertain: 



I .  their level of information, 

2. elemcnts which comprise their satisfaction-dissatisfaction pattern, and 

3. their perception of the relarionship between  heir work, their selection, the 
training proyram and joint Thai-USOM activity. 

This procedure has two principal objectives: 

1. to provide a continuous measuremen1 of the overall adequacy of the 
predeparture phase of participant training, and 

2. to identify specific areas of pre-departure activity which am weak, and 
indicates the nature of the corrective action which is most urgent. 

(d) Beginning in June, 1962, special orientation sessions were held for 
participants completing their last week of pre-departure preparation. These 
sessiorls emphasized the relationship of participant training to USOM-Thai 
projects and the functional role of USOM, the l'hai ministries and NEDB 
(TTEC) in project development and implementation. The session with each group 
of departing participants followed their completion of the aforementioned 
questionnaire and is considered to have been at best only a stop-gap in correcting 
a serious deficiency in pre-departure participant indoctrination as to the training 
program being undertaken. The groups worked with represented many projects 
from various functional fields-imparting program information to fit individual 
needs was not feasible. Effective action in this respect must be launched at the 
project level by those responsible for program planning. 

(e) The USOM Tralning Office has audited iht. six-week (one hour a day) 
orientation course given at A.U.A. to prepare the participant for life in the U.S.A. 
Though, in  general, the survey revealed this program to be satisfactory and meeting 
wilh participants' approval, reports on the audit are now being cxarnined with an 
aim of general improvement, particularly strengthening those information areas 
shown by the sur\ey results to be relatively weak. 

( f )  Related to the above, in June 1962 there was launched by the American 
Women's Club of Bangkok a Home Ilospitalily Program for the purpose of 
extending to eachThai going to the U.S.A. an opportunity to experience "living" 
orientation before his departure. This undertaking was given strong encourage- 
ment and assistance by both USOM and USIS. 

Through this program most FY 62 participants visited in the home of an 
America11 Pdmily in Bangkok prior to departure and had the opportunity at a 
luncheon or dinner actually to eat the "different" American food and observe the 
"diffcrent" behavior pattern of American family life which had been discusscd in 
A.C.A. orientation. 
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The action underway in respect to "post training activities" is set forth in 
USOM Policy Order No. 75, September 10_ 1962. "Participant Follow-up 
Program." 

Encompassed in this Policy Order, the following directives related to survey 
findings are now ineffect: 

( I )  Criteria of selection are jointly developed by Thai-American project officials 
and are a matter of recorded agreement. 

(2) Follow-up reports on participants who have completed a training program of 
six nlonths or  more in duration are now being submitted six months following 
the participants' return by: 

(a) USOM technical advisors on the project sponsoring training, and 

(b) the participants themselves. 

(3) "Thai-American Program Notes", a participant's news-letter, is now a regular 
quarterly publication. 

(4) In addition, the "Participant Follow-up Program" embraces the following 
policy procedures : 

(a) Guideline dircctives to both the USOM project technical advisor and his 
Thai counterpart in respect to their role in pre-departure "technical" 
orientation and preparation of the participant. 

(b) Advance nolice of the participant's return (one month if possible) to the 
Thai official concerned via the prqiect technical advisor; permitting joins 
pre-return discussions and considerations of the returnee's job placement. 

(c) Interviews on return, both by the USOM Training Office and Technical 
Advisors. 

(d)  Personal follow-up contacts subsequent to the participant's return by the 
project Technical Advisor to:  

(1 )  give consultation, advice and encouragement as required; and 

(2) evaluate the extent to which training is being utilized and the job-situ- 
ational factors which appear to be fostering and hindering full utilization. 



CHAPTER 1V 

SURVEY FlNDINGS 

Section 1. Characteristics of Participants Interviewed 

Information available from the questionnaires on the Esrrluation Srrrver. of' 
Tllni Prrrriciponts dcrnonstrates quite clearly that in selecting participants in  
Thailand, basic A.I.D. concepts and USOM policy as to who should be trained 
have in general prevailed 

Thai participants have been selected from age groups which give a reasonable 
assurance that those who were trained are mature, and have earned recognitio~~ in 
their respective fields. However, given these characteristics, those selected have 
been neither so old as to limit seriously thc period of time subsequent to training 
in which they could function effectively, nor so young that they could not have the 
requisite respect of their colleagues and subordinates in actively acl-ving rheir 
country in accomplishing project goals. 

Over 75 U/, of the participants with which thc survey dealt were between 25 and 
44 years of age, with no more than five per cent of the 460 either under 25 or over 
50(Table 4.1-I).' 

Professional maturity and position status of the participants is vouched for by 
the fact that a strong minority (45%) had ten years or more experiencein their field 
of specialization, and 73 :/, of the sample had had at least five ycars' such experience 
prior to their departure for training (Table 4.1-2). Furthermore, Thai participants 
had at the time of selection already achieved positions of relatively high level. 
Almost half wcre in pulicy making or management positions, with slightly more 
than half having a professional or sub-professional status in their field. It is 
significant that more than 995; departed for training from positions higher than 
the supervisory level (Table 4.1-3). 

Thai participants have departed for training with a relatively high level of 
formal educarion. Almost half of the sample had completed at least 17 years of 
education at the time they were selected (Tablc 4.1-4). More noteworthy is the fact 
that 79% attended auniversity prior to their selection. and of that group, 93% had 
received degrees (Table 4.1-5 and 4.1-6). In addition, the selection process appears 
to have adhered to the A.I.D. concept that training be reserved for thosc who have 
not had prior training abroad. Of the 365 participants in the sample who had 
attended a university prior to training, 84% had obtained their college training 
in Thailand (Table 4.1-7). 

- - - - - -  ~~ ~- ~~ ~- ~- ~ ~ ~ ~ 

1 ~ l f i a b l e s  refcrcnccd in this chapter appear in rheir order of mention at the end of each section with an appfo~ 
priate footnote to indicate the source of the data. The faotr~otr desiznation for the participant quesltonnalre 
is Q P lollowed by the survey question number; that for the Thai superviwrs is Q S :  and for the USOM 
Technical Advisor Q T. 
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Furthermore, of the participants in the sample, only four per cent had been 
on a previous A.1.D. training program ('Table 4.1-8). 

Out of the total sample, 72% were male, (Table 4.1-9), and 65% were married 
at the time of their departure for training abroad (Table 4.1-10). Al~iiost all 
(99%) were employees of the Thai Government at the time of their selection 
(Table 4.1-ll), a strong minority (37%) of whom wcrc engaged in some type of 
educational services (I'able 4.1-12). 

As shown in Table 4.1-12: Kirtdof Worlc Done ar Time of Departurefor Training 
and at Time of Interview, Thai participants do return to work in the same general 
fields from which they left. In no instance is the small perrentage shift shown for a 
category in the tablc statistically significant 

hlormver, the study shows a distinct trend to shift upward i n  the level of 
position held at time of interview as compared to that held at time of departure for 
training !Table 4.1-13). This shift is indicative only of the per cent of participants 
who, by a change in level, are in a more responsible position subsequent to their 
training. The per cent who are in a higher position salarywise would be considcr- 
ably greater. The Thai Civil Service policy awards an  aulomatic salary increase 
where a degree is obtained in certain countries ab road ,hnd  an increase in civil 
service rank with a corresponding pay increase within the same job position is 
almost always possible after return from foreign training. The questionnaires 
used in the present study did not ascertain such increases in pay or civil service rank. 

The training program for approximately 28 9.; of the 460 participants surveyed 
terminated wirh a degree's being obtained (See Table 4.3-39 in Section 3 of this 
Chapter). 

Partic~pants at the tirne of selection did not supervise very nlany subordinates. 
As shown by Table 4.1-14, over half of the sample reported supervising fewer than 
twenty pcople at the time of departure; the majority of these reported no 
supervisory functions. 

As ahown by Table 4.1-15, Name of Ministrj Sponsoring Training Program, 
the sample included participants sponsored by nine different Ministries of Thai 
Government, plus miscellaneous departments and agencies, most of which fall 
directly under the Ofice of the Prime Minister., The Ministries of Education 
(25 o/,), Public Health (18 %), and Agriculture (15 %) accounted for the sponsorship 
of over half of the participant5 covered by the study. This picture conforms well 
with the prograrn~ning of training by USOM Technical Divisions is shown in 
Tablc 4.1-16. Traininr Field o f  Activitl!.  - 

~ - ~~ - - - -  . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- ~ - - - - -  
2 A decree from a university in the U.S. entitles one lo such aromation; almost all of the participants in the 

s a m ~ l e  recei\,inp a drerce vent to the U.S.A. 
3 in general, trarning of these participanls was pragrammcd through USOM'S Public Administration Division, 

or by contract groups. 
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A strong majority (87%) of those covered by Lhe study were sent abroad under 
regular A.J.D. sponsorship (Table 4.1-17). Abour half had left prior to July 1956, 
and half had returned prior to April 1957 (Tables 4.1-18, 4.1-19). 

Cross tabulation shows that at time of selection female partic~pants were 
slightly younger than the male (Appendix 2, Table A2.1-8). Where the median age 
for Inale participants in the sample was 38.2 years, females showed a mcdian of 32. 

Total time in field of specialization, level of position, and the number of people 
supervised at time of selection all show the expected relationships to age and to  
each other. In general, the older participant has spent more time in his speciality, 
has a higher level position, and reports a larger number of subordinates 
(Appendix 2, Tables A2.1-5, A2.1-6 and A2.1-7). 

SUMMARY 

As shown by this survey, the profile of the typical participant when he left 
Thailand for training was as follows: 

Age 35.5 years (median) 

Sex Male (72 y ; )  

Marital Stutirs Married (65%) 

Education 16.4 years (median) 
Attended University (79%) 
U nivrrsity degree (52 %) 

Employnienr Thai government (99 O,d) 

Experie~~re 9 years (median) 

Position Professional or suh-professional (53 %) 

Supen'iuion Fewer than 20 subordinates (57:i) 

Sponsor~hip Regular ICA (87%) 
Ministry of Education. Health, or Agriculture (53 Y X )  
USOM Functional Field: Education, Public Health 

or Agriculture (65 7; 
Prior ICA Training 

None (First Program-96%) 
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Table 4.1-1 
Aze at Time of Departure Cor Training' 

Age i11 Ycars 
under 25 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
4549 
50 and older 
Not ascertained 

'I otal per cent 

Median 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - 

I Q P-7: Agr r8mc of departure 
2 Due to round~ny 

4 
2 1 
23 
18 
15 
10 
5 
3 

- - 

l o o p  
35.5 years 

. - - - - - - - - - - 

lable  4.1-2 
Total Time in Field of Speciali~ation at Time of Departure' 

Rare (460) 

~Vunrber qf' Years in Field 
10 years or more 
5 to just undcr 10 years 
Lower than 5 years 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 100% 
- ~ ~~~ ~- - - - - - - 

1 Q P-4: Total lime i n  field of spaiallralion at lin~e of depnrrure. 

+ Less than 0.5"; 



?-able 4.1-3 
Level of Position at Time of Departure for Training1 

Base 

Lel'el of Posirrotr2 

Top and second-level Policy makers 8 

Subordinate Management 39 

Professional, Sub-professional and Supervisory.: 53 

Not ascertained + 
. ~- 

Total per cent 100 y..; 
- ~~p - -  ~~~~~ ~~~ -- ~ - - 

I Q P-5: Kind of work done (at time of depacture). 

1 Lsvel of  occupation was coded accoiding to standard ICA codes in Lists I and 11 of Manual Order 1363.7, 
"Fields of Specialization for Individual Participants." The three categories shown in the table can be defined 

Policy mrlkers: Occupations concerned with highest and second-level policy making or adminislration 
of a central government activity, large enterprise, or organization whose policies, programs, orgimiza- 
tional acrivities, or operations are national in scope and/or interest, or top level policy making or admi- 
nistralion of  regional or local government aetivilies, enterprises. ororganizarions. 

Sa,hordi,>oru .kfanop~,nenr: Occupations concerned with organizational program managemsnt or 
operating projecr functions subordinate to basic policy formulation or executive direction and program 
administration, involving planning, administrative management control. and direction of housekeeping 
and st3 @'services, project superrision, and program coordination and evaluation activities. 

P,al'e.~.sio,ral, Sub-prqkssionol, and Srrprrvisur?: Those working at a level requiring knowledge similar to 
that acquired through at least four years of college work: rhoseprimarily concerned with thc opplicacion 
of research, applied or relaled engineering, scientific. educa~ional, or creali\,e techniques, procedures. 
or methods, laboratory analysis and testing or field operalions, demonstration, survey or collection 
activities which include the exercise of judgement by persons who have had some rpecialirrd training or 
equivalent experience in any field of engineering. science; heallh, arts, or humanities; occupations 
concerned primarily wirh carrying our program or production oblectives by laying out, supervising, 
directing, instructing. checking, inspecting the product or output of clerical, manual or service workers 
cngaged in staff, ser\,ice, sales, production. construction, or maintenance activities. 

3 Includes less than 0.5:; "Supervisory". 

+ Less than 0.5U,, 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.1-4 
Total Years of Education at Time of Departure' 

Number of Yenr.~ of Ed~rcation 
Less than 13 years 
13-16 years 
17 years or more 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
Median 

6 
39 
46 
10 
- ~ 

loot 
16.4 years 

~- ~- -- - 

1 Q P-9: Total years of education at lime of departure 
t Due lo rounding. 

Table 4.1-5 
Attendance at University Prior to ICA Training' 

Base 

Attended University 
Did not attend University 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent I 00 %t 
- ~p -- -p~~ -- ~- - 

1 Q P-13: Attendance at university prior to TCA training. 
+ Due to rounding. 

Table 4.1-6 
Participants Receiving University Degrees Prior to ICA Training1 

Base* 

Received degree 
Did not receive degree 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-- ~- -~~ - 

100% 
-- 

I Q P-17: University degrees before ICA training. 
Reported only for those who attended university prior ta their ICA training program. 

+ Less than 0.5 ", 
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Table 4.1-7 
Location of University Attended Prior to ICA Training1 

Base* (365) 
% 

Locurion 
In Thailand 84 
Outside Thailand 15 

U.S.A. 6 
England 3 
Philippines 3 
Japan I 
Germany t 

Belgium + 
Australia + 
Not ascertained I 

Not ascertained I 

Total per cent 100% 
~ - p~ ~ -- - -~ -- ~ - - -  

I Q P-IS: Location of univcrsily allcndcd prior to ICA training program. 
* Repurlcd only for those u,ho attcnded university prior lo their ICA Training Program. 
i Less than 0.5"; 

Table 4.1 -8 
Type of Participant Questionnaire Form Coded' 

Base 

Participated in a single program only 
Participated in more than one program 

Total per cent 

Table 4.1-9 
Sex of Participant1 

Base 

Ser 
Male 
Female 

Total per cent 

4 
-- ~ 

loo % 
- ~ - 

-~ ~~~~~~ ~~ 

1 Q P-8: Sex of participant. 
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Married 
Not married 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

Table 4.1-10 
Marital Status at Time of Departure1 

- - p~ . ~ 

I Q P-10: Marid  status a1 tirue oldeparlure 

Base 

Table 4.1-1 1 

Type of Employer at Time of Deparlure' 

Employer 
Government 
Private business 
Other 

Total per cent 

I Q P-2: Typc of employer at time u l  departure 

1 i.css lhan 0 .5  ",.; 
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Table 4.1-12 
Kind of Work Done at Time of Departure for Training' 

and at Time of Interview2 

Kind qf Work Done 
Agriculture. Forestry and Fisheries 
Mining and Quarrying 
Manufacturing, Maintenance and Repair 
Ellgineering and Construction 
Electricity, Gas, Water and Sanitary Services 
Transport, Storage and Communication Services 
Commerce, Banking and Insurance 
Educational Services 
Medical Services 
Welfare, Community Development, Housing 
Other Government Services including Public Safety 

Total per cent 
-~ ~~~p p ~ - ~  p~ - - ~  ~ ~ 

1 Q P-5: Kind of work done at time of departure. 
2 Transmittal Sheet of Participant Questionnaire: PTewnt Position 

Reported only far those who were employed. 
t Due to rounding. 

Departure Interview 
(460) 

0 1 
(457) 

0 / 
.lo /" 

Table 4.1-13 
Level of Position at Time of Departure for Training] 

and at Time of Interview' 

Base* 

Level of Position 
Top and second-level Policy makers 
Subordinate Management 
 professional^ Sub-professional and Supervisory3 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- 

1 Q P-5 : m d  of work done at time of departure. 
2 Item 7, Factual Dam Sheet of Participant Questionnaire: Present Position. 
3 Includes lrss than 0,P~~'"Supcrvisory". 

Reported only for those who were employed. 
+ Less than 0.5% 

Departure Interview 
(60)  

I). 

(457) 
0 7: - -- 
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Table 4.1-14 
Number ot' People Supervised at Time of Departure] 

Base (460) 

Number oJProplr Suprrvl.sr~/ 
None 
1-19 
20-499 
500 or more 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- 

I Q P-6 Number of people super,tred a1 time or depdrlurc 

Base 

Table 4.1-15 
Name or Ministry Sponsoring Training Program 

Ministry 
Education 
Public Hcaltll 
Agriculture 
Comn~unications 
Interior 
Finance 
Drfensr 
Industry and Mining 
Foreign Affairs 
All other agencies 
Non-Government Sponsored 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~- ~ 

I Q P-19: Name of ministry sponsoring trainins program. 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
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Table 4.1-16 
Training Field of Activity 1 

Base 

Field of  Activity. 
Agriculture and Natural Resources 
Industry, Mining and Transportation 
Health and Sanitation 
Education 
Public Administration, Labor, Community 

Development, Miscellaneous 
Public Safety 

Total per cent 

Base 

Sponsor 
Regular 1CA 
University contracl 
Independently financed 

Total per cent 

Table 4.1-17 
Participant Sponsorship1 

Table 4.1-18 
Date Left for Training Program ' 

Base 

Year 
1951-1954 
1955-1956 
1957-1958 
1959-1960 

Total per cent 
Median : July 1956 
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Table 4.1-19 
Date Returned from Training Program 1 

Base 

Year 
1952-1954 
1955-1956 
1957-1958 
1959-1960 

Total per cent 
Median: April 1957 



Section 2. Utilization of Training 

Participant training, though educational in a broad sense; does not have as its end 
objectives the self-enhancement of the individual. In short, the purpose of participant 
training is to bring to bear the specific knowledge and skills required to complete a 
particular Thai/American project. 

The purpose, as stated, inherently provides for the development of project training 
objectives and the selection of individuals to accomplish these objectives-to serve, in 
a sense, as a reservoir in which the required knowledge and skills are shared, and 
transported to the project. 

The stated purpose of participant training. however, does not inherently provide 
that those selected and trained will always function as a sufficient reservoir, or  that the 
expertise stored will be applied in furthering project goals. 

Training as such does not imply use-nor does the participants' use of the 
knowledge and skills acquired in training necessarily imply utilization on the project 
of concern. 

This section deals with the extent to which Thai participants are utilizing their 
training on return.1 

The survey design elicited information to shed light on this subject from three 
sources; the participant, his supervisor, and the USOM technician on  the project. 

Ideally, utilization of participant training takes two forms; (1) direct use of the 
acquired skills and knowledge in job performance, and (2) the sharing-imparting of the 
acquired skills and knowledge to others (whose project job function would benefit 
accordingly). 

As measured, the study shows Thai participants in general to be high utilizers of 
training. A series of questions in the participant's questionnaire was used to ascertain 
both of the job application and dissemination aspects of training utilization. When 
asked about their use of training in their current jobs over 90% reported that something 
was being used. As shown in Table 4.2-1, over 60% said they were using quite a lot, 
or nearly all they had learned. 

An equally high per cent (94%) reported that they have conveyed their acquired 
skills and knowledge t o  others. Again, almost 60% said that they had conveyed quite 
a lot, or  almost all of what they had learned (Table 4.2-2). 

Those who say they have conveyed their training to others add validity to their 
claim by mentioning specific ways in which the transmittal occurs (Table 4.2-3). 

~~~~ ~ -- ~ - ~ - ~ ~ p  ~ -- ~~p 

I The reader should bear in mind lhat Ihe data collecled give insight only inlo whether or not the skills and 
knowledge acquired in training had been used in Lhe job held by the participant at Lhe lime of interview. 
Neither the arnounl of skills or knowledge acquired nor the regularily with which they were used is measured. 
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I t  is significant that 67% of those who say they transmit to others mention two or 
more different ways which they used in doing so. Perhaps even more significant is the 
fact that a high per cent of the reported ways indicates that transmission occurs in a 
formal setting which is indicative of programmed activity'. Other data from the survey 
strongly corroborate the participant's report on the extent to which training has been 
utilized. 

Of the 167 participants reported on by USOM technicians, 75% werejudged by the 
technicians as being "satisfactory" in the utilization of their training (Table 4.2-4). 

Data from the participants' supervisors covered 95"b of the 460 participants 
interviewed. Table 4.2-5 shows that in response to the supervisor's question: "Has 
(participants name) passed on to the other people in this office what he acquired from 
the training program?'The supervisors answered "yes" for 92;:; of the participants in 
their charge. 

The supervisor's report that participants do convey their training to others is 
given additional weight by their mention of more than seven different ways in which 
they know that training has been transmitted (Table 4.2-6). 

In the supervisors' report on the participants' conveyance of skills and knowledge 
to others, the high frequency with which transmission in a formal setting is mentioned is 
considered very significant. This duplicates the report by participants and gives weight 
to the evidence that in Thailand the attainment of the "multiplier effect" of participant 
training is a programmed part of the returned participant's job activity. 

The fact that this process perhaps stems from long-standing Thai tradition (see 
Chapter 1) in no way detracts from its value in terms of 4.I.D. objectives. 

In addition to the reports on the extent to which training had been applied on the 
job and transmitted to others, the survey elicited the participants' intentions for using 
skills and knowledge which, as yet, they had been unable to use. Three out of every 
four participants interviewed said they had acquired skills and knowledge in training 
for which there were definite plans for future use (Table 4.2-7). 

They further reported the type of future use which had been planned (Table 4.2-8). 

It is significant that in answering the free response question: "Can you tell me 
something about these plans (for future use)?" 45% of the plans mentioned fall into 
categories which indicate that participant training in Thailand is resulting in "change". 
Twenty-two per cent of the mentions indicate participants' interest and concern with 
instituting new organizations, services, and the like as a result of their training. 

The fact that the attainment of the A.I.D. objective that those trained under A.I.D. 
sponsorship function as "agents of change" is being approached, is further borne out by 
the participants' reports on work completed, which they considered "notably out- 
standing" accomplishments. 
- ~-~ ~~ 

See rahle 4.2-6. 



SURVEY FLNDINGS 2. L~tilizafion of Training 63 

Participants were asked: "After your return froni the training program, do you 
think you have ever done one or two pieces of work which were notably outstanding?"; 
"Can you tell me something about that?"; "Have you used anything from your training 
program on that ? T h e  responses to these questions were coded on four dimensions : 
(1) degree of participant's initiative indicated, (2) nature of the activity reported, 
(3) field of activity in which accomplishment occurred, and (4) use of training in the 
accomplishment. The results appear in Tables 4.2-9, "Degree of lnitiative Displayed". 
4.2-10 "Nature of Activity", 4.2-1 1 "Field of Economic Endeavor", and 4.2-12 "Use 
of Training". 

The participant is credited with initiating the activity reported in more than halt' 
the cases (Table 4.2-9). In Table 4.2-10, in the case of the first activity reported, over 
40% of those reported exemplify the participant's role as an "agent of change". Thirty- 
two per cent represent changing or improving established organizations or procedures, 
and an additional ten per cent represent instituting something "new". Though in the 
case of the second activity reported this "change" role of the participant is not quite 
so pronounced, the 35 % falling into the aforementioned categories represent a strong 
minority. 

It is interesting (Table 4.2-1 1) that notably outstanding accomplishments by "Field 
of Economic Endeavor" distribute here about in the same proportion as the total sample 
of participants is distributed by (USOM) functional fields of training (Table 4.1-16). 

Table 4.2-8,4.2-9, and 4.2-IOall support the thesis that a fairly high per cent of Thai 
participants return in a frame of mind to bring about change in their respective field of 
endeavor, and that a reasonably high number of them proceed to do so. Table 4.2-12 
shows that more than eight out of ten appear to have used the skills and knowledge from 
their training in their accomplishments. 

However. it is to be noted that in response to the questions dealing with "notably 
outstanding" accomplishments since return, only about 54%-sljghtly more than half- 
of those interviewed recalled such an activity. Though this compares rather unfavorably 
with the fact that over 90% reported that they had both used their training on their 
jobs, and shared it with others, it is pretty much in agreement with the fact that about 
60% reported that quite a bit, or almost all of their training had been utilized. 

The participants' high utilization of training and his function as an effective agent 
of change. as evidenced by the foregoing could not have just happened. As stated at the 
outset of this section, training as such does not imply use. Even the most well prepared 
and enthusiastic of returnees may be completely thwarted by an unreceptive or in- 
different attitude on the part of those with whom he is to work. In Thailand these 
persons are almost invariably government officials who are in high positions in their 
respective ministries or departments. As shown earlier, the participants themselves are 
officials with several years experience and relatively high status. 

The fact that so high proportion of the participants reported effective utilization of 
their training, and the fact that this report was by and large supported by Thai 
supervisors and USOM technicians strongly indicates that, in general, the working 



situation to which Thai participants return is quite favorable. That is. they return to 
positions which require their newly acquired skills, and they work under enlightened 
and receptive supervisory management. 

Some survey results testify that the foregoing is true. USOM technicians were 
asked to evaluate the participant's supervisor, and his ministry or department on a 
satisfied-dissatisfied-can't rate scale, in respect to utilization of training. Though 
such a rating was obtained for only 167 of the 460 participants interviewed.' the result 
gives a highly favorable picture (Table 4.2-13.4.2-14). 

The USOM technicians voiced satisfaction with the role of both the participant's 
supervisor and his ministry in  utilization of training for about three-fourths of the cases 
rated. 

In addition, in talking with participants about their current jobs, the question was 
asked: "Now, talking about the supervisor of your present job, how much does he help 
you to apply the knowledge acquired (in training) usefully ?" The coded results show: 

Table 4.2-15 
Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training 

Base 

Helps considerably 
Helps some 
Does not help at all 
indifferent, not ever interested 
Has no supervisor 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

The fact that one-half reported their aupervisora as helping "considerably" and an 
additional 31 said their supervisors helped "some" is significant-additional ev~dence 
that the work situation to which Thais return is favorable for full ut~lization of tra~ning. 

As shown by the foregoing section, the reports of participants, their supervisors, 
and USOM technicians clearly indicate a high level of training utilization both in respect 
to  on-the-job application and dissemination. It is to be emphasized, however, that 
these reports concern the activity of the returned participant in his position at the time 
of interview. 

It will no doubt be agreed that "effective" utilization of A.I.D. training depends 
first of all on the returnee's being placed in project-related positions requiring the skills 
and knowledge acquired and the use made of training, through time, in accomplishing 
- - .- - -~ 
3 The technicians rcport deals with only this portion of the sample. See descri~lion of procedures, Volume IT. 

Ao~endix I .  



project goals. In other words, the fact that training has had an impact on the 
participant's work and that of his colleagues, becomes truly significant as an indicator 
of the success of the training program only as the impact related to project or country 
program activities. 

For this reason a series of questions was included in the participant questionnaire 
concerning the participant's work prior to, and subsequent to training. Unfortunately. 
the questions did not elicit a clear, complete picture of employment in relation to joint 
Thai-American program activities. 

The picture does show, however, the extent to which participants have been 
employed, shifts in employment, and to some extent the nature of their employment. 

Participants were asked to report on their employment at the time they were 
selected for training: "Were you working with USOM or working on a joint USOM/ 
Thai Government project at the time you were selected?" The response was: 

Table 4.2-16 
Participants Stating Connection with a USOMIThai Government 

Project at Time of Selection 

Base 

Working on a joint project 
Not working on a joint project 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained (one case) 

Total per cent 

Those who responded "Not working on a joint project" to the foregoing question 
were asked: "Prior to your being selected to go abroad, had you ever done work in 
connection with any project of USOM?" They answered as follows: 

Table 4.2-17 
Participant Stating Connection with a USOM/Thai Government 

Project Prior to Selection* 

Base* (249) 
0 ,  

Had worked on a joint project 
Had not worked on a joint project 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ 

+ Less than 0.5 "i, 
Reported only for those who stated they were not working on a joint project at time of selection. 

5 QP-28 
6 QP-30 



The foregoing tables present a significant, and, to some extent, disquieting picture. 

First of all, in retrospect, less than half (46%) of the participants interviewed 
identify their positions prior to training as  being directly related to USOMIThai 
Government projects. Secondly, as they now view their work prior to training, more 
than half (53%) say that they had never done work in connection with such a project. 

From a factual standpoint, the picture is certainly misleading. Though no doubt 
there have been a few illstances where the departing participants had not previously 
worked on a USOMiThai Government project, the bilateral policy that participants be 
selected from those in project related positions has, as a matter of record. largely 
prevailed. Thus, it is disturbing that a relatively high per cent of Thai participants d o  
not identify their activity prior to training as project related. 

Equally disturbing is the fact that more than one-third of the participants reported 
that their work subsequent to training was not on a joint prqject (See Section 5. Table 
4.5-43). 

These insights into the program strongly indicate that the relatiouship of training 
to USOM activities has not been clearly established in the minds of a surprisingly 
large number of participants. This observation is substantiated further by the fact that 
USOM personnel get relatively few mentions for participating in the selection process 
(See Section 5, Table 4.5-1). 

Though training is jointly programmed to meet the needs of joint Thai/An~erican 
projects, the bilateral nature of this process is not perceived by many Thai participants. 
Though it is not offered as justification. an explanation for this situation is the fact that 
joint projects launched by a given USOM technical division and the Thai government 
are frequently broad in scope and embrace a training need in various disciplines. 
Thus, the participants programmed by a USOM division are drawn from many different 
fields of work (Table A2.2-4, Volume 11, Appendix 2). 

The research shows a healthy picture in respect to the returnee's opportunity to use 
training by full time employment. Four hundred and tifty-eight (99.5%) of the 460 
participants interviewed reported being continuously employed since their return. 
Only two reported periods of unemployment and both of these were retired a t  the time 
of interview. Though not clearly shown, it is believed that their reported unemploy- 
ment was due to their own retirement (Table 4.2-18 and 4.2-19). 

By and large, Thai participants returned to positions held prior to training. To 
the extent that they departed from project-related positions, they returned to these 
positions. As shown by Table 4.2-20, 77% get the same job on return that they held 
prior to departure. 

Those who returned to a "different" job, in general (73%). got the job they 
expected to get (Table 4.2-21). 

Thus, as shown by the tables mentioned above, more than nine out of ten of the 
participants sent either returned lo the same job o r  one which they had reason to 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2. Utilization o f  Training 67 

expect. Unfortunately, the questioning procedure did not establish the number of 
those returning to the same job who departed expecting to return to something different. 
Therefore, the extent of participant satisfaction with return assignments as might be 
discerned by the correlation of return assignments with expectations remains unknown. 

It is shown, however, that of the smallnumber (22) who returned to a different and 
unexpected position, a strong minority (43%) received assignments which gave them 
more salary, more responsibility, more important work and prestige than they had in 
the position from which they had departed (Table 4.2-22). 

It is further shown that those who returned to a different job than that held prior 
to departure. regardless of expectations, supervise more subordinates than they did at 
the time of their departure (Table 4.2-23). 

The reports ofjob-shifts occurring between the time of return and time of interview 
afford some interesting observations. Almost half of the participants (49%) had a 
different job at the time of interview than they had immediately after return (Table 
1.2-24). 

From the participant's standpoint, the reason for the change is quite evident. 
The shift for three out of every four who reported this change resulted in a better job 
(more salary, more responsibility and status, etc.), with a larger number of subordinates 
(Tables 4.2-25,4.2-26. and 4.2-27). 

The foregoing tables give some speculative insight into the question as to the extent 
to which the already demonstrated high use of training results in project implementation. 

It is to be noted that in talking about the differences between their current job and 
the one returned to, at least 16% of the mentions indicate a high probability that if we 
assume that the participant originally returned to a project-related position, he 
transferred out of it some time prior to the time of interview. Also, another four per 
cent quite clearly indicate that the immediate job on return did not require the training 
which had been received. Of course, since the questioning did not ascertain the elapsed 
time period preceding the job change, whether or not the acquired skills and knowledge 
were brought to bear on project problems for an effective length of time is not known. 

It is known that an overwhelmingly high per cent of the participants remain in the 
service of the Thai Government. At the time of interview, 97% of those who returned 
to different jobs were government employed (Table 4.2-28). 

Also, a high per cent was doing work at the time of interview which falls into the 
same general classification as that done at the time of departure (Table A2.2-5, Volume 
[I, Appendix 2). 

It is interesting that those who had a different job on return are also the ones who 
are most likely to change jobs later. As shown by Table 4.2-29, 61 % of those who 
returned to a different job had again switched jobs prior to the interview, while only 
45 % of those who had returned to the same job did so. 

Though the difference in job "shift-rate" between the two groups is not explained, 
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most shifts reported resulted in a better job and almost half (464;) of the participants 
felt that they would not be in so good a position without the training program. The 
question was asked: "Supposing you had not gone on the training program, do you 
think you would be working in the same position as you have now, or in a better one, 
or not as good? 'The  response is shown in Table 4.2-30. 

With respect to the above, it was found that participants who credit their 
supervisors with selecting then1 are more likely to feel that they would not have had as 
good a job without training(Tab1e A2.2-3, Volume 11: Appendix 2). 

Although over nine-tenths of the participants claim that they both use their 
training and pass it on to others, slightly more than halfof them reported some difficulty 
in doing so. In response to the question: "Generally speaking, what do you think are 
the main obstructions in  using or in passing on to other people the knowledge obtained 
from the training program?" 45 % said they had no difficulties at all, one per cent could 
not remember any, and no reply was obtained from an additional one per cent. Of the 
remainder, four-fifths reported difficulties related to the resources or conditions of the 
country, almost all mentioning lack of equipment or money. About half of those with 
difficulties said that the trouble was related to other people, predominantly their lack 
of education and training. 

Only two per cent of all participants in the sample asserted that any difficulties they 
had were the fault of the training program itself. While a significant number of 
participants blame their superiors for not being receptive to new ideas, or feel that their 
job is such that it gives them no opportunity to utilize their training, no more than a 
tenth of all participants believed any one of these was important enough to mention. No 
more than one out of a hundred participants thought that USOM was not helping 
him enought. In the eyes of the participants the major obstacles to utilization and 
transmission of their training appear to be in areas which are integrally related to the 
goals of the country program: the building up of the material and human resources of 
Thailand (Table 4.2-31). 
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SUMMARY 

Section 2A & B: Utilization of Training 

Ninety-two per cent of the participants interviewed say that they have used 
something from training in their current jobs. Sixty-two per cent say they have 
used quite-a-bit or almost everything. 

Ninety-fourper cent of the participants say that they have conveyed something 
acquired in training to others; 59% say that they have conveyed quite-a-bit or 
almost all of their training to others. 

Over sixty per cent mention two or more ways in which their training has been 
passed along, and conveyance in a "formal" situation best characterizes the 
procedure followed (Comprises 75 % of the mentions). 

The participant's supervisor and his USOM technician (iftheTechnical Advisor 
knows him) both corroborate the participant's report on utilization : 

USOM technicians were "satisfied" with the utilization made by the 
participant in 75 % of the cases reviewed. They were "satisfied" with the role of 
the participant's supervisor and his ministry in assuring high utilization for three 
out of every four cases rated. 

Thai supervisors report that 92% of the participants under their supervision do 
convey their training acquired skills and knowledge to others. 

Eighty-one per cent of the participants say their supervisor is "very" or 
"somewhat" helpful in their useful application of the knowledge acquired. 

Almost all (over 99%) of the participants interviewed were given employment 
on their return and have never been unemployed. 

Seventy-seven per cent returned to the same job they had prior to training and 
a high per cent (73%) of those assigned to a different job got the one they had 
expected to get. 

Almost half (49%) of the participants had a different job at time of interview 
than they had immediately after their return. 

The job-shift resulted in a "better" job in three out of every four cases. 

Ninety-seven per cent of the participants were working for the Thai Govern- 
ment at the time of interview, and, in general, participants were working at the 
time of interview in the same "kind of work" they were doing at the time of 
selection. 
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Participants who returned to a different job are also the ones who are most 
likely to change jobs later. Whereas 61 % of these participants switched jobs 
between the date of return and the date of interview, only 45% of those returning 
to the same job did so. 

Though a high per cent of Thai participants report both on-the-job use and 
dissemination of the skills and knowledge acquired in training, 55% say they have 
difficulty in doing so. In most instances the difficulty experienced is attributed to a 
lack of resources with which to work (42%), or to the short-comings of the people 
with whom they work (26 %). 

* * * 

As shown by the system developed' to arrive at a composite utilization score 
for each participant: 

Three-fourths of Thai participants scored themselves 74 or higher on a 100 
point scale (Table 4.2-32). 

Of the participants rated. 53 % were scored 75 or higher on a I00 point scale 
by USOM technicians (Table 4.2-33). 

Of the participants rated, 81 X were scored 81 or higher on a 100 point scale 
by supervisors (Table 4.2-34). 

One of the primary objectives of the research reported was to ascertain which of 
the various factors covered by the questionnaire. if any, relate to utilization. In looking 
a t  the results of this investigation, a word about the development of utilization score if 
in order. 

The utilization scores reported in this study from the participant questionnaires 
are derived from six questions. By accepted ranking and judging procedures A.I.D./W 
assigned weights to various types of response to these questions to obtain a score that 
would vary directly with the amount that a participant said he used his training in his 
job.2 The questions deal with actual employment, use of skills or knowledge gained, 
transmission of skills or knowledge gained, and future plans for use of training as 
reported by the participant. The scoring system functions so that the more utilization 
is reported, the higher the score. In application an individual participant's score could 
be as low as "0" or as high as "100". 

In order to provide a realistic picture of the relationship of various factors to the 
utilization of training in Thailand, a technique commonly used in test item analysis is 
employed. In selecting objective test items, the usual practice is to take the 27% of 
the group tested who score highest on the base test, and the 27% who score lowest,3 

- .. -- -- 
TSee Volume 11, Appendix 4 far n full reparl an the development of the syrlem. 
2 See Volume 11, Appendix 4. 
3 Thex proporlions were delermined empirically in the early 1950's as rhose including the largest number of 

the tested group necessary lo estimate a biserial correlation with less than one per cent error. 
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and to measure the discriminating power of an individual item by the proportion of 
the "High" and "Low" groups which passes or fails the item. Thus an item which 
discriminates perfectly would be "passed" or answered correctly, by all of the High 
group, and "failed", or answered incorrectly, by all of the Low group. Such an item 
would show a correlation of + 1.00 with the total score. In practice, of course, this 
rarely occurs, for in that case a one-item test would be sufficient. The rule-of-thumb 
generally used in item selection is to retain those items which show a correlation of 
plus or minus .50 with the total score on the test (the direction of the correlation is 
immaterial, since it can be changed by altering the wording of the item or the sign of 
the score points assigned). 

In the application of this techique to the present study, any question which shows a 
statistically significant relationship with "High" and "Low" Utilization Scores as 
measured by all six of the questions mentioned above can be considered to have sonw 
relationship with the utilization of participant training. In this connection it may be 
pointed out that the term "statistically significant" means that such a shown relation- 
ship is not likely to have occurred by chance alone; it does not mean that the shown 
relationship is necessarily a close one. For example, in this study a correlation of .09 of 
any factor with utilization as measured is significant at the five per cent level (i.e., a 
measured relationship that large is not likely to occur by chance more than five times 
out of IOO), but a correlation as small as .09 gives a very weak predictability of one 
factor by the other (we would have to take more than 200 measures on one of the factors 
in order to predict accurately one score or rating on the other). It is also essential to 
remember that relationship between two factors (such as Utilization Score and Field of 
Training) does not imply that one factor caused the other, although that may be true 
or partially true, but means only that the two factors are related to each other or to the 
same other factors. For example an agricultural study in the United States showed a 
high correlation between the number of flies in a county and the county's production 
of milk; this did not mean that flies produced milk, or that increasing the number of 
flies would increase the amount of milk produced; the two factors both have a direct 
relationship with the number of cows in the county. Thus while Utilization Score and 
Field of Training may be related, it  is not safe to say that a high or low score on 
Utilization as measured by this questionnaire is a resrrlt of being in a particular training 
field. 

In the Utilization Score tables which follow, sta~isticalsignificunce of relationships 
is indicated by the following symbols in the "correlation" column: 

0 means no statistically significant correlation. 
+ or - means a correlation significant at the 5 %  level4 

+ + or - - means a correlation significant at the I % level4 
+ + + or - - - means a correlation significant at the 0.1 % level4 
+ is positively correlated, i.e., the more of one, the more of the other. 
- is negatively correlated, i.e, the less of one, the more of the other. 

-- ~~~ ~- ~ ~~~~ - ~ ~ ~ 

4 For a base of 450-4M), r = .09 or better is statistically significant at the 596 level, r = .I3 or beller at the I % 
level, and r = .I5 or better at  lhe0.1 " d  level. 
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The High and Low group were determined by arranging the total utilization scores 
in rank order, and dividing the distribution at the natural breaking points closest to 
the upper and lower 27%. This resulted i n  the following: 

Table 4.2-35 
Distribution of Total Utilization Scores 

Group Scores No. Per cent 

High 90 or above 96 21 
Middle 74-89 246 53 
Low 73 or lower 108 23 
No total score I0 2 

All cross-tabulations of participants' utilization scores, then, are reported by the 
96 high utilizers and the 108 low utilizers, with the middle group not reported since it is 
non-discriminating. 

The research design also developed measures of utilization from the interviews 
with supervisors and technicians, a full description of which is contained in Volume 11, 
Appendix 4. In interpreting the results, however, these were found to be not particularly 
useful in this study. For the 440 participants rated by supervisors, more than 80 % were 
given a score higher than 80 with practically no distribution which would provide any 
discrimination. Technicians' comments were available for only 167 (36%) of the total 
sample, and nearly a third of these were not known well enough to be given a utilization 
rating. Thus, while supervisors' ratings were not discriminatory enough to show 
meaningful relationships, technicians' ratings covered too small a portion of the sample 
to be used as an accurate measure of utilization in general. 

Cross-tabulations made on the applicable cases show that three-quarters of those 
participants who rated themselves low on utilization, according to the developed scale, 
were rated high by their supervisors (Table 4.2-36). Of the 163 rated by both super- 
visors and technicians, supervisors gave a high rating to nearly nine-tenths of those 
whom the technicians had put in the low category (Table 4.2-37). There was also little 
agreement between the technicians rating of those they knew and the scores from those 
participants' questionnaires (Table 4.2-38). 

Table 4.2-39 shows that there is significant positive correlation between utilization 
score and training in the fields of Education and Public Health. This may in part be 
due to the presence of a higher proportion of teachers in these two fields than in others: 
since the questions used in construction of the utilization score tends to favor those in 
teaching positions. However, a cross-tabulation of Utilization Score by the occupation 
of the respondent at the time of interview shows only a slight (though significant) 
positive relationship between being employed in a teaching capacity and high utilization 
(Table 4.2-39 and 4.2-40). 



Experience in the field of specialization shows a highly significant relationship 
with the ability to utilize training, according to the participant's evaluation. More 
than half the high utilizers had ten years or more in their field prior to departure. At 
the same time, more than four-fifths of those reporting low utilization had less than ten 
years' experience (Table 4.2-4). Not only those with more experience but also those 
who left for training prior to 1955, had more than two years' training abroad and have 
been back for more than five years tend to fall in the high utilization category. While 
relationships are not particularly strong, the direction is significant, and the tendency 
for association between these aspects of training and the putting of that training into 
practice is important to consider. It would appear that people who feel secure in their 
special field by virtue of long experience, long training, and an extended length of time 
after training in which to initiate innovations may be better able to utilize their training 
(Tables 4.2-42.4.2-43, 4.2-44 and 4.2-45). 

Related also to utilization is an attitude that predeparture information given was 
entirely adequate. Participants who said they had been given an opportunity to take 
part in the planning of their program also were slightly more likely to be found among 
the high utilizers (Tables 4.2-46,4.2-47 and 4.2-48). 

The importance of prior planning to ultimate utilization of training skills and 
knowledge is further indicated by the fact that 95 of those who obtained high 
utilization scores said that their program was at least partly arranged when they 
arrived in the country of training. Those whose program was not set up at all before 
their arrival, or who could not remember anything about it were more likely to be 
among the group attaining lower utilization scores (Table 4.2-49). 

The question of whether all training should come directly under A.I.D. control, 
or whether the present practice of letting portions of the participant training program on 
contract to universities should be continued or expanded has long been a matter of 
controversy. Though they comprised only 12% of the total number surveyed, the 
study gives some evidence that insofar as reported utilization of training is concerned. 
those who studied under a university contract were somewhat more likely to be in the 
high utilization group (Table 4.2-50). 

Much discussion has also revolved around the advisability of university training, 
particularly on a degree program, as against observation tours and on-the-job 
experience. In responding to the pertinent questions, participants in the sample were 
not too clear about whether or not they had received on-the-job training under 
A.L.D. sponsorships; there was little question, however, about the reliability of their 
recollections about university training and observation tours. There is a highly 
significant correlation between receiving a degree from university training and a high 
utilization score (Table 4.2-51 and 4.2-52). 

On the opposite side of the picture there is an almost equally high negative 
correlation between participation in an observation tour and post-training use and 
- -- -- -- ~ ~-~p~ 

Tne n ~ m k r  u l  parll:ip.tnis uhr, repurled on-lne- oh i r d n n p  ~ a <  c i ~ n s ~ J e r ~ h l y  hidncr r n m  ine proporlion \o 
Irancu acmrJlng lo  USOhl record, l r  s probahlr 1r.l re,pondents lcncrd lo lnlerprrl un!. ~ o r k  e v e r  cncc 
.~hro.lJ a, un-#he- oh I r ~ i n ' n d .  e w n  ihoxph '1 ma, not harr hwn~pai f i .?~ . l )  a part o f  lnclr pl4nnr.I propnm. 
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transmission of knowledge gained. Those who had had an observation tour tended to 
fall among the low utilizers (Table 4.2-53). 

The data seem to support the position that those who have obtained a university 
degree during their training program are more likely to be using their training in their 
work, and be passing this training on to others. 

The participant's general outlook and attitude toward his training program and its 
importance is strongly associated with the degree to which he puts that program into 
practice. Eighty-five per cent of the high utilizers said they thought their training 
program was the most important thing they had ever done compared to only a little 
over half the low utilizers who responded thus (Table 4.2-54). This was partially 
corroborated by the supervisors. who also stated that for 96% of the high group, their 
training was "most important" to their work ability in their current job. [Supervisors. 
however, said in addition that the training was "most important" for 87% of the low 
group (Table 4.2-55).] 

While the opinions expressed by supervisors and Technicians seem to support the 
desirability of an increased amount of third-country training, the data show that for the 
period covered by the study, training in third countries tended to be associated with low 
utilization. There is a low, but statistically significant positive correlation between the 
United States as a primary country of training and high utilization, and a corresponding 
negative correlation between third country training and utilization (Table 4.2-56). 

More than half of the high utilizers thought they would not have had so good a job 
if they had not had the training, while an almost equally large proportion of the low 
utilizers felt that they would have been working on about the same level even without 
the ICA training (Tables 4.2-57). The majority (63 %) of the high utilizers were "very 
satisfied" with their training program in general, although 54% of them would have 
hked it to be longer (Tables 4.2-58 and 4.2-59). The low utilizers were. on the other 
hand, only moderately satisfied with their total program, or not satisfied at all, and more 
of them tended to feel their program was too long. The participant's assessment of the 
level of the program seems to have little relationship with utilization of training, unless 
he felt that the training was too advanced for him. There is a highly significant 
correlation between low utilization and feeling that the program was on too high 
a level (Table 4.2-60). 

In general it appears that the same people who are likely to attach great importance 
to their training program, to feel that it has contributed to their job advancement, and 
who were satisfied with everything but its length, are also likely to be high utilizers of 
that training. 

The helpfulness of Thai supervisors, and contact with USOM and the American 
Technical Advisor, are significant factors in the degree of participant utilization of 
training. There is a highly significant correlation of .43 between high utilization and 
the participant's believing that his supervisor is "very helpful" in making useful 
application of his knowledge. However, if the participant believes that his supervisor 
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is only "somewhat helpful" he is more likely not to be putting very much of his training 
into practice (Table 4.2-61 ). 

Also, the investigation discloses that participants who report their supervisors were 
trained abroad are more likely to report high utilization (Table 4.2-62). Interestingly, 
those who report other colleagues trained abroad are equally likely to be low utilizers 
along with those who say none of their colleagues (including supervisor) were trained 
abroad. 

Actually 84e.i of the participants had a supervisor who had been trained abroad. 
Of this group 52% said their supervisor had been very helpful in their making useful 
application of their training and 48 % said their supervisor was something less than 
very helpful. However. 46% of the participants whose supervisor had not been trained 
abroad also rated the supervisor as very helpful, and 5496 thought otherwise. Though 
the picture appears to favor the concept that supervisors of participants should all be 
trained abroad, there is no statistically significant evidence in this respect (Table 
4.2-63). 

As shown by Table 4.2-64 only 24 % of the participants interviewed reported having 
"frequent" contact with USOM technical advisors since their return. Actually, as 
high as 35% said they had not made any contact with USOM. Yet, the absence or 
presence of such contacts do associate with utilization. Those who have contacted 
USOM and have had frequent contacts with the USOM technicians are certainly more 
likely to be high utilizers. A check was made to ascertain how "occasional" contacts 
related to utilizatioti and, interestingly enough, a negative correlation resulted. Only 
when the participant describes his contacts with the USOM technician as "frequent", 
do we get a positive relationship. The reader might be reminded that the association 
here discussed does not necessarily imply causation. That is, the evidence is not 
sufficient to say that absence of contacts between technicians and returned participants 
results in low utilization. Neither can we assume that "frequent" contacts will insure 
"high" utilization. However, the existence of a relationship is unquestionable, and 
this alone warrants that every effort be made for frequent contacts. 

There is some indication for speculation that those who are low utilizers are often 
those who return to jobs in a relati,iely low status in respect to their colleagues. A 
comparison of the patterns of response to the question, "Generally speaking, what do 
you think are the main obstructions in using or passing on to other people the knowledge 
obtained from the training program?" shows that the high utilizers tend to see the 
major obstacles related to lack of physical equipment and finance, and lack of a trained 
group of subordinates and colleagues. The low utilizers, on the other hand, are more 
likely to blame the circumstance in which they find then~selves-the "government". the 
"bosses", or the job-as standing in the way of their effective use of their training 
(Table 4.2-65). 

The high utilizers' only complaint about their jobs in this respect was that it did 
not lea,ie them time enough to transmit their training to others (three per cent), but 
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eight per cent of the low utilizers said that the kind ofjob (or position) they had did not 
allow them to use their training, either because it was unrelated, gave no opportunity. 
or did not carry with it enough authority. The fact that the high utilizers associate 
difficulty of use of training with a lack of material things and with insufficient education 
of colleagues and subordinates, while the low utilizers associate difficulty with "the 
bosses", strongly implies that the low utilizers feel that they are subordinate to other 
people, while the high utilizers seem to feel themselves in positions of authority. but 
subordinated to physical conditions and the limitations of the staff which they work. 

In addition to the tables described above, cross-tabulations on these variables 
showed no relationship with utilization of training: 

Age in Year at Time of Departure 

Sex 

Technician's Rating of Job Importance 

Country of Training for Those Whose Program Was Less Than One Year 

In summary, the information in the survey shows that high utilization is associated 
with these factors: 

Strongly Associated 

Ten or more years of experience in the field of specialization prior to departure 
for training. 

Attendance at a university during training, and receipt of a degree or diploma. 

High degree of satisfaction with the program in general 

- Belief that the training program was "the most important thing [the participant 
had] ever done". 

- Participant's feeling that he could not have had so good a job without USOM 
training. 

- Participant's belief that his supervisor was "very helpful" to him in utilizing his 
training. 

- Supervisor's belief that the training was "very important'' to the needs of the 
participant's job. 

- Obstructions to use and conveyance of knowledge gained primarily related to 
the resource of the country and the lack of adequate training of colleagues and 
subordimtes. 

Frequent contact with the USOM Technical Advisor 



Moderately Associated 

- Public Health ur Education Fields of Training. 

- Residence in Thailand at least six years since completion of program. 

- Participation in planning own program. 

- Belief that pre-departure program information was adequate. 

- Arrangements for program at least partially complete upon arrival in country 
of training. 

- Training under a University contract. 

- At least two years of training under the program. 

- Absence of an  observation tour. 

- Participant's feeling that his program was too short. 

- Participant's immediate supervisor had been abroad. 

Some Asociation 

- Participant's primary job in a teaching position. 

- Belief that pre-departure information about other than program activities was 
adequate. 

United States the primary country of training 

- One to somewhat less than two years of training 

No Association 

- Age of participant. 

- Sex of participant. 

- Technician's rating of the importance of participant's job to the project. 

- Country of training for programs less than one year in length. 
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Table 4.2- 1 

Amount of Skills or Knowledge from ICA Training Program Used in Current Job' 

Base* 

Amount of Knowledge Cr.sed 
None 
Practically nonc 
4 little 
Some 
Quite a lot 
Nearly all or all 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~ - ~- ~- - ~ ~~ ~ -~ 

1 Q P-It9+120: Nou Palking about knowledge and other things acquired from the I raining Program. There 
are many participants who had said that not much of what they had learned had becn applied to their work. 
How about you yourself? Could you use some ofwhat you ha\,elearned frotn the program in the work that 
youdo atpresent? Could yousay about how much is used? 

Reported only for those who were employed. 

Table 4.2-2 
Transmission of Knowledge from ICA Training Program to Other People1 

Base (460) 

Anrou!rr of h'non'ledgc Trarrsmitted 
None 
Practically none 
A little 
Some 
A lot 
Almost all or all 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent I00 % 
~~~ ~ -~ . -. -~ ~~. 

1 Q P-t21+ 125: Talking about passing on what )ou hare learned from ahroad to others. have you ever passed 
on anything of what you have learned to others? 
How much have bou pavzd on to others the knotvlcdge obtained? 
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Table 4.2-3 
Number of Ways Used for Transmitting Knowledge Gained from Program1 

Base* (435) 
O/' 
/' 0 

h'urwber of W U ~ S  
One 33  
Two 32 
Three 3 1 
Four 4 
Not ascertained I 

Total per cent 
-- -~ - ~- ~~ 

1 0 o x t  
~p~ 

- - - - 

I Q P-126: By what means have you done this? 
Reported only lor those who had transmitted knowledge ro other people. 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-4 
Technician's Satisfaction with Participants' Utilization of Training' 

Base* (167) 
n ., 
/o 

Sari.fact;on with Participanrv' Utilizarion of Trir in in~ 
Satisfied 75 
Dissatisfied 10 
Can't rate 14 
Not ascertained I 

- -~ 

Total per cent 100% 
- - - -- - - - - - A~ - - -~ 
I Q TI-8C: Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with what the parlicipant himsell/herself has done to make for good 

utilization of the lraining? 
* Reported only for those whose technician was inrerviewed and who remembered the par~icipant well enought 

to rate him 

Table 4.2-5 
Participants' Transmission of Knowledge Gained on ICA Program: 

Supervisors' Report' 

Particfpanl: 
Transmitted knowledge 
Has not transmitted knowledge 
Don't know 

Total per cent 
- - - ~- ~~ - -- -~ -- - -- -- 

I Q S1-12: Has (participant) passed on LO other people in this office what he has acquired from the training 
program? 

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were intcrvieu,cd. 
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Table 4.2-6 
Means of Transmitting Knowledge Gained on ICA Program 

Supervisors' Report to Other People1 

Base* (403) 
0 /  
/O 

M a n s  of Trcmsnrission 
Formal teaching. lectures, seminars, training sessions; 

radio or tclcvison broadcasts; made or showed 
films or slides 75 

Supervision, guidance, or direction of other workers, 
subordinates, employees 19 

Wrote articles, books, manuals, other publications; 
translated publications 14 

lnformal discussions on!ob. conversations 13 
Revisions or improvements, in methods, equipment 

techniques; introduction of new methods, equip- 
ment, techniques 13 

Demonstrations of techniques, equipment 6 
Reports given in meetings I 
Other methods 4 
Don't know or don't remember I 

Not ascertained I -- 
Total per cent I 47 %t 

- -- - ~ -  

I ~ ~ 1 - l j : ~ o ~ ~ d  hedait?  
Reported only for those participants whose supervisor reported transmission of program to other people. 

t Total adds to more than 10". because somerespondentsgave more lhan one snrucr. 

Table 4.2-7 
Plans for Future Use of Training' 

Base (4603 
% -- 

Participants: 
Had plans for future use 75 
Had no plans for future use 25 
Not ascertained + -- 
Total per cent 100% 

p~~ --- ~- -~ ~- ~- - - ~- -- - -  -- 
I Q P-127: Have you any phna to m k e  your knowledge from the program usefu1,but have not had the 

opprtunity to do so? 
+ Less than 0.5% 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2. L'lili~atiofl 0fTroifliflg 

Table 4.2-8 
Kinds of Plan for Future Use of Training1 

Base' 

Dejinite Pluns 
Plan to change procedures, reorganize an organization 

or section of an organization, introduce new proce- 
dures, change curriculum, change or recommend 
changes in laws 

Plan to institute a new organization or service 
Plan to write a book, manual, article, pamphlet, report 
Plant to conduct research or survey or census 
Plan to teachothers. lecture, demonstrate 
Plan to introduce, purchase, or install new equipment 
Plan to construct something-dam. bridge, building, 

irrigation system_ etc. 
All other definite plans 

Plan To Be Carried Out Conditiorrolly 
Generalized Plms 
.Not Ascertained 

Total per cent 
- 

O P-121 ( a n  > C , I I  I:II m: r.,murhing~b,,ul Inuw plan, ' 
Rrp,,nr.J o n 1  for tho* uho had nlar-< for futolr. . ~ r r . u f t ~ ~ t n . n g .  

t 1 ol:il IJJ, 10 more lndn IW". b c w u r  rcrp,>ndr.nl\ gdsc moru lhGnonu nns-cr 



Base* 

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.2-9 
First Dimension for Outstanding Activities' 

Degree of Initiative Displayed 

First Second 
activity activity 

~ ~~p - -~ 

(250) 
0, 

(125) 
0,' 

/" /o 

The participant stated or implied that the planning, 
organizing, operations, changes, etc.. which charac- 
terize the activity reported were initiured by J~imself 58 52 

The participant stated or implied that the planning. 
organizing, operations, etc., which characterize the 
activity reported were initiated by others, or .joint/y 
by the participant and others, or he functioned as 
a consultant or adviser to the initiating individual 
or group 26 33 

The information given concerning the reported activity 
did not permit a determination of the degree of the 
initiative displayed by the participant 17 15 -~ 

Total Per cent loo%? loo% 
-~ -~ ~ ~ 

I Q P-143: 4fter your return from the training program, do you think you have ever done one or lu'o pieces 
of work which were notably outstanding? 
Reported only for those who menlioned having accomplished or~tclanding activities. 

.i Due l o  rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2. D'li/i20lion o f  Training 

Table 4.2-10 
Second Dimension for Outstanding Activitie9 

Nature of Activity 

First 
activity 

Base* (250)- 
7; 

Changed or improved procedures, reorganized an 
organization. introduced new procedures, changed 
curr~culum, changed or recommended changes 
in laws 32 

Taught others, lectured, demonstrated 15 
Instituted a new organization or service or  school 

curriculum 10 
Conducted research, survey, or census 10 
Wrote a book, manual, article, pamphlet, report 8 
Constructed something-dam, bridge, building, 

irrigation system, elc. 6 
Made formal plans for future development (presumably 

the plans had not been put into effect a t  the time of 
interview, but would be in the future) 4 

Introduced, purchased, or  installed new equipment 4 
Obtained a better job 3 
Perfbrmed regular occupation, farming. practiced 

medicine, performed occupaton in a superior way. 
took on additional responsibilities. etc. 3 

Continued own studies, wrote thesis, obtained higher 
degree - 

All other types of activity not included in the above 
catergories 4 

The information given is i~uuflicient to determine the 
nature of the activity performed by the participant 2 

l otal per cent lGght 
~~ - ~ - -  ~~ - -~ 

1 Q P-143: ATLer your return from the rrain~ng program, do you think you have erer done one 
of work which were notably outstanding? 

* Reparled only For those who mentioned having accomplish outstanding activities. 
i Due lo rounding. 

Second 
activity 
-- 

(125) 
0, 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.2-1 1 
Third Dimension for Outstanding Activities' 

Field of Economic Endeavor 

Base' 

Education 
Agriculture and  natural resourceb, including any 

branch of agriculture, land and water resources. 
agriculturalextension, home economics, rural youth. 
forestry, and fisheries 

Health and sanitation 
Public safety and public administration, including 

government organization and  management, public 
budgeting. taxes, census and other government sta- 
tistics 

Industry and mining, including any phase of industry: 
power, communications, engineering, construction, 
and marketing 

Transportation, including highways, railways. ship 
operations, air transport, ports, harbors. water- 
ways, and urban transit 

Community development, social welfare. and  housing 
Labor 
All others fields, including mass communications, 

atomic energy, and  others 
lnsufficient information is given in the responsc to the 

question t o  determine in what field the participant 
performed the activity 

Total per cent 

F ~ r s t  Second 
activity activity 

2 5 0 )  (125) 
0 ,  
/ U  ;< 

27 26 

~ ~- - - -- - - -  - ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ -~ - - - 
1 QP-143:After your return from the trainng program. do you think you have ever done one or two pieeces oi 

work which were notably outstanding? 
* Reported only for those who mentioned having accomplished oulstanding activities. 
+Less than 0.5% 
t Due to roundmp. 



Table 4.2-12 
Fourth Dimension of Outstanding Activities' 

Use of Training 
First Second 

activitiy - - activity 
Basc* ( 2 5 0 )  (125, 

:4 :4 
Csed 85 82 
Not used 3 2 
Not ascertained I2 ~ - -  I5 
Total per cent l@.i, 100% 
-, - - - - - - - ~ ----- ~ ~ - - -  - - - 

I Q P-143: After your return from the !raining progrilrn, do you think you have ever done one or iwopicces 
of work which were nofahly outrtandcng? 
Keported only for thost who mentioned having accomplished outstanding aclivities. 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-13 
Technician's Satisfaction with Supervisors' 

Utiliration of Participants: Training1 
Base* (167) 

"/ 

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
Can't rate 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
. ~-~ - ~ ~ ~- -~ - - - - - -  - ~- 

1 Q TI-?A: Are you satisfied or dlssatisfird wi'h the utilizatton of iparlicipants') training by hisiher present 
superv~sor? 
Reported only for those whose techn~cian was interviewed and who remembered participant W F I ~  cnough to 
rate him. 

t Duetorounding. 

Table 4.2-14 
Technician's Satisfaction with Utilization of Participant's Training 

by Department or Ministry' 
Base* (167) 

?L . "  
~ 

Satisfied 76 
Dissatisfied 3 
Can't rate 19 
Not ascertained - 7 -. - 
Total per cent 100% 

- -~ - - - -- - - - - - - - - -  - 
I Q TI-8B: Are you satisfied or dissaiisfied with the utilization of histher training by the department or ministry 

for whom heishe works? 
Reported only for those whose technician was intervieucd and w h o  remembered participant well enough to 
rate him. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.2-18 
Participants' Unemployment Since Return' 

No. of 
Respondents 

Unemployed for periods 2 
Never unemployed 458 

~ - -  

Total 460 
~~ - - ~ - - ~  ~ ~ ~- - ~ 

1 Q P-I01 :Since you returned from rhal program, hove youever been unemployed at any period? 

Table 4.2-19 
Employment Status at Time of lntcrview' 

Base 

Employed 
Not employed 

Total per cent 
I Q P-l I ?  Arc )ou uolklng at pre<ent7 

Table 4.2-20 
Job Changes Between Departure and Return' 

Base (460) 

Returned to the same job 
Returned to different job 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- ~ ~ - 

I Q P-108: Talking about the firsliob you had after your return from the lraininz program, was ir the same as 
theone you had priorto your departure'? 
Less than O.S":, 

Table 4.2-21 
Job Expectancy on Return1 

Base* 

Returned to expected job 73 
Returned to job not expecled 19 
Don't know or don't remember 7 
Not ascertained I 

Total per cent % 
p ~ ~ ~ ~ - -  ~ - 

I Q P-109: Wus this the jab you expecred la have when you returned? 
Reporled only fur lhose whme first job after return was different from Il~ciob at  departure. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2 Utilization of Traitring 

Table 4.2-22 
Differcnce Between Position at Departure 

and 
First Position after Return from Training' 

Base' 

Participant Returned ro: 
A better job 
A job i n  different government department 
A job in his field of training 
A job in a different field from the one in which he was 

trained 
Other differences 
Not ascertaincd 

Total per cent 
~ , -~ - -- - - - ~~ ~ ~ ~ - - - -~ - - ~- - - - - ~ .~ ~ -~ ~. 

I Q P-110: What was the diRerence between this job and the one you had previously? 
Rewried only for thosc whose iob was not the same 3s at time of departure M I  the one e x w t d ~  

Table 4.2-23 
Number of Pcople Supervised at Time of Departure' 

by 
Number of People Supervised on First Job aftcr Return2 

Number of people supervised after return 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Base' 

Number of People Stcpervised at 
Time of Departure 

500-1000 
20-499 
1-19 
None 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

Not 
500-1MX) 20-499 1-19 Nonc ascer- 

tained 
- - - - - - -- - - - - - 

(108) 
"/ 

(1) (26) (46) (32) (3) 
/a % % % % %  

~ -- -- - - - - - -- 
1 Q P-6: People supervisad at lime of departure. 
2 Q P-111: How many peopledid you supervi* in thntjob? 

Reporled only for those who* first job after return was direrent from one at time of dcpanure. 



PARI'ICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.2-24 
Job Changes between Return and Time of Lnterviewl 

Had not changed jobs since return 
Had changed jobs since return 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- ~~ - - - - -------- - .~ -.-- ~. - -~ ~ 

I Q P-114: Is your present position the same as rhat when you first returned. ur is i t  different? 
Reported only foi those who were employed. 

+ Less than 0.5 Y; 

Table 4.2-25 
Diffcrence between Participant's Present Position 

and 
the Position to Which He First Returned' 

Base* 

~ - 
Presenl Job is: 
Better than the first job aftcr return 76 
In different government department 14 
DiKerent in the same general field 9 
More rclated to trainig 4 
In different non-government organization I 
Not in the field of training I 
In a completely different profession. trade, or skill 

from the one in which trained 1 
Changed from a government position to private 

business, industry, or professional practice + 
Other differences 1 
Not ascertained 1 

Total per cent log%? 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -  ~- ~. -- 

1 Q P-115: What is the difference between your Dresent position and the one you had when you first returned? 
* Reported only for hose whose present position is differen1 from the one held at tlme of return. 
t Total adds to more than IW% because some respondenrs gave more than one answer. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2. Utilization o f  Training 

Table 4.2-26 
Number of People Supervised on Changed Job' 

On the first o n  present 
job after re- 

On the job turn if dif. job if differ- 
at time of ferent from entfrom first 
dcparture job after re- 

job at de- turn 
parture 

~ ~. -~ ~ 

Base (460) (108) (223) 
% ?: x 

Number of People Supervised 
None 34 30 19 
1-19 23 42 36 
20-499 24 24 37 
1OOO or more 3 1 6 
Don't know or don't remember - -. + 
Not ascertained 16 3 I -- - 
Total per cent 100% 100% loo%? 
- 
1 Q P-6: Number of people supervised at time d departure. 

Q P-l l l  : How many people dld you supervise rn that job? 
Q P-116: How many peo~lle do you supervise in lhis job? 

t Due to rounding. 



Base 

Table 4.2-27 
Number of People Supervised at Time of Departure1 

by 
Number of People Supervised on Present Job? 

Numbcr of people supervised at present job 
~ o ? t  
know 

or Not 
Or 20-499 - 9  None don,t ascer- 

more rained 
remem- 

ber 

Number oJ People Supervised 
at Time of Departure 
500 or more I 10 I I - - - 
20-499 22 50 37 6 12 100 67 
1-19 24 - 22 38 12 - - 
None 35 20 24 39 52 - 33 
Not ascerta~ned 17 20 16 16 24 - - 
Total per cent I#%%? I & %  100% l00;: 100% 100% 100% 
--. - .  . - ~ - -  - 

1 Q P.6: Number olpmple supervised at the lime of departure 
2 Q P-116: How many people do you supervise on this job? 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY F I N D I N G S  2. Utilirafion of Training 9 1 

Table 4.2-28 
Type of Present Employment of Participants Who Returned to a Different Job' 

Base* (223) 
0 ,  

'h - 

Employer 
Government 97 
Private business 2 
Foreign government, USOM + 
Not ascertained + 
Total per cent l 6 g  

- ~ - 

I Q P-117: What type ofjob is i f ?  
Reported only for thaw whoxfirstjob aRcr return was diKerenr Ciom thejobat departure. 

+ Leu than 0.5 % * Due lo rounding. 

Table 4.2-29 
Job Changes Between Return and time of Interview' 

by 
Job Changes Between Departure and Return2 

Return to Return to Not 
same job different job ascertained - oo- ~- - 

Base* (457) (352) (107, (1) 
% % % % 

Had not changed job since 
return 51 55 39 - 

Had changed job since return 49 45 61 
Not ascerlained + - - 100 
Total per cent 160% 100 % 100 7: r00~% 

~ - oo oo oo - oo oo - - - -~ ~ - p ~ o o  ~~ - - ~ -  -- - 

1 Q P-108: Talking about the hnt  job you had after your return from the training program, was it thesameas 
the one you had prlorlo your departure? 

2 Q P-114: Is your prcmt  puaition thesameas that when you first returned? 
Reported only for those who were employed. 

+ Less than 0.5% 



Table 4.2-30 
Kind of Position Expected without ICA Training1 

Base' 

Kind of Position Expected 
Same 
Better 
Not as good 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 
Total per cent 

-- -------- 
1 Q P-118: Suppose you had not gone for the training promam. do you think you would be workins in the 

same positionas you have now? 
Reponed only for hose who were cmplopd. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 2. Utili~cllion 0f Training 

Table 4.2-31 
Major Difficulties in Using Skills Learned 
or in Conveying Them to Other People 

Base (460) (460) 
% o/ 

~ - - !"~ 
Positive Comment 

No ditficulties 45 
D(fficulties Related to Resources qf Conditiunsof Country 42 

Lack of equipment, machinery, facilities: materials, books 24 
Lack of money 16 
Government and general organization of the country are 

not amendable to application of things learned on 
training program 2 

D$$culries Related to Otlzer People 
Lack of educational preparation among people with 

whom participant deals or works 10 
Government, ministers, heads of departments, "bosses" 

do not want to accept nrw ideas, do not cooperate 7 
Lack of trained staff 4 
Lack of help from supervisor, supervisor does not know 

enough, misunderstanding on the part of supervisor 2 
Colleagues, employees, the general public do not want to 

accept new ideas 2 
USOM does not help ex-participants; they need, or or- 

ganization nceds, help from a technician I 
Difficulties Related to Participant's Job 

Lack of time to use or teach what was learned 6 
The job is not rclated to the field of training 3 
Lack of qufficient authority to apply or teach what was 

learned 2 
Job gives no opportunity to apply the training 2 

Difficulties Related to rhe Training Program 2 
Other difjicrrlties 5 
Don't know I 
Not ascertained 

.- 
i 

Total per cent 135%t 
-- - - - - -- - -~ ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
I Q P-142: Generally speaking, what do you think are the main obstructions in using or in passing on lo 

other p e o ~ l e  the knowledge obtained from the training program? 
t Totaladds to more than 100% because some mpondens g;lvernorctl,an onc answer. 



Base 

90 or higher 
74-89 
Under 74 
No total score 

Total per cent 

PARTICIPAhrT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.2-32 
Tolal Utilization Swrel 

Table 4.2-33 
Total Utilization Score' 

Technician's Rating 

Base* (167) 

75 or higher 
18-74 
Under 18 
No total score 

Total pcr cent 
- ~ - --- - - - - - ---- ~- - - -  - - 

1 Q TI-8: Total utilization rare. 
Reported only for those who= technician was interviewed and who remembered ~ a r t i c i ~ a n t  well enaunh to 
rate him 

t Due to rounding. 



Table 4.2-34 
Total Utilization Score1 

Supervisors' Rating 

Base* 

81 or higher 
20 to 80 
19 or lower 
No total score 
Total per cent 

- - - - - - 

I Q SI-17: Total utilization score. 
Re~orted only for those whose superrisor was interviewed. 

Table 4.2-36 
Supervisor's Utilization Score 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Total 
- - 

High 
- - -. 

Base* (440) (89) 
Super~rsor's Utilizalion Score 
High 81 85 
Low 10 6 
No total score 9 

- --- 
9 

Total per cent 100% 100% 

Low 
~~ ~- .- 

(104) 

- - 

Rsportd only for thore whose supervisors were interviewed. 



PARTICIPANT TRAININ(; PROGKAM 

Table 4.2-37 
Supervisor's Utilization Score 

by 
Technician's lltiliration Score 

Tcchtnriun'~ 1Jrilizario11 
Score 

Total H~gh - Low No total score 

(163) (86) (30) 
0 ,  

(47) 
"/, % /" O 4  

Supervisor'.r D'tilizoriotf Scorr 
High 8 1 85 87 74 
Low 10 7 3 15 
No total score 9 8 10 I I 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~~ - - - 

* Reported only for those whose technicians and supel-visors were interviewed and remembered their partbci- 
pants. 

Tahle 4.2-38 
Technician's Utilization Score 

by 
Pnrticipant'r Utilization Score 

Base* 

Technician's Citiliznrion Score 

High 
Low 
No lotal scorc 

Topal p e r  cent 

P<~rficiparrt's Utilizarion Score 
- - - - 

Total High Low 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

~~ . - 

* Reported only for those whose technician wns intervtewed and remembered parlicipant. 



Table 4.2-39 
Functional Field of Training' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Base* 

Field of  Training 
Agriculture and Natural Resources 
Industry, Mining, and Transportation 
Health & Sanitation 
Education 
Public Adminislration, Labor, Commu- 

nity Development, Miscellaneous 
Publ i~ Safety 

Total per cent 
- - -  

1 Q P-pap 1 
{ Duc ro ruundin_e. 

Base* 

Occupation 
Teacher 
Other 

Purriciponi's L?tilizarion 
Score 

Total H i g h  Low Correlation 
-- -- - -~ - - 
(460) (96) (108) 

0, 0, 0' 
/ o  /" / o  

Table 4.2-40 
Occupational Category at Time of interview' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Por/icipunt'.~ Lllilizotion 
Score 

~ ------------ ~ 

Total High Low Correlation -- ~~~~~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - -  
(457) (96) (108) 

0 ,  " ,' 
h /o Y: 

Total per cent 1OO"/d 100"/,100% 
- -- - - - - - - - -- -- 

1 Tranr~uillrl Sheet. 
* Reported only far tliube who were employed at time of inlerview. 



Base 

Table 4.2-41 
Total Time in Field of Specialization at Time of Departure' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Parficipnnl'.~ Ufi/izafion 

- ~~ 

Score - -  ~ 

Total High Low Correlation 
-- - ~- - - - 

Torul Number of Years rtl Frrld o f  
Specralizafion 

I0 or more 45 55 38 + i  i 

5 to just under 10 28 21 3 1 -- 
Less than 5 27 23 3 1 - 
Not ascertained + 1 - 

- - - 0 

Total per cent 100% loOm/, 100% 
~ - 

I Q P4: Total t i m  in field ~Trpecialization. 
+ Less than 0.5 % 

Table 4.2-42 
Year Left for Training Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Base 

Year e f t f o r  Training 
1959-1960 
1955-1958 
1951-1954 

Total per cent 
- - - - - - - - 

1 Q P-page 1 
t Due to rounding. 

Participant's Ufilizafion 
Score 

Total High Low Correlation 
- -. - ~- - - ~ 

(460) (96) (108) 
% :< 0 '  

/o 



SURMY FINDINGS I .  Uliltation of Training 

Base 

Year of Return 
1959-1960 
1957-1958 
1955-1956 
1952-1954 

Total per cent 
- -  - -  

I Q P-page 1 

Table 4.2-43 
Year Participant Returned from Training Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Partici~ant's Utilization 
Srore ---- - - 

~ o t a i  High Low Correlation 
- - --- -- - 

(460) (96) (108) x % % 

Table 4.2-44 
Total Amount of Time Spent in Training' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Utilization 
Score - - - - - - - 

~ i t a l  HI& Low Correlntlon - - --  --- 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
% % % 

Nzimber of' Years Spent in Trainirrg 
Two or more 
One to two 
Less than one 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 



PAKTlClPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Rase 

Tahle 4.2-45 
Length of Time Since Return1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Parlicipant's Utilization 
Score 

. ~~ 

Total High Low Correlatiorl 
- .  

(460) (96) (108) , , . , ~, 
0 '  a /  "/ 
.!m 2'0 / o  

Number of Years Sirtce Return 
S k  or more 17 23 10 t t  
Less than six 83 77 89 -- 
Not ascertained t - I 

. . .--- ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% lW?{ 
--. ----. ~ ~ .----.-..-.- ~ - 

1 0 P-100: How long has i t  been since you returned? 
i Lcss than 0 5 7: 

Table 4.2-46 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program) 

hv 
- 2  

Participant's Utilization Score 

Parricipanr's liriliiarion 
score 

~ ----.-- -- 
Total High Low Correlation --- .-- .-- -- 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
PC % x 

Number of" Ye.!" Answers to Ffse 
Related Questions 
All five "Yes" 29 39 27 + +  
Less than 5 "Yes" 71 61 73 -- 

- - ----------. 

Total per cent 100 ;/, 1009; loo:!; 
- - -  

1 Q P-37: Prior to your departure for abroad. did you receive sufficient information about the program that 
was arranged for you? Particularly in connection with: a) Details of study; b) Details of places to 
allend, c) khcduled time for departure: d) Duration of prozrarn; c )  Whether theotherdetails about the 
prosram which were given to you prior to yourdeparture wcrc sufficient? 



Table 4.2-47 
Adequacy of Pre-departure 

Information on How to Get Along in Country of Traimng 
by 

Part~cipant's Utilization Score 

Partiuipartf's L'1ili:ariorr 
Score 

Total High [.ow Correhtioli 
- .  ~~ ~ - ~ 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
0 ., ;< 0 ,  

/'" ./o 

N~tt~tber  o f  '' Yes" Ariswrrs ro Five 
Relurrd Questions 
All 5 "Yes" 53 59 49 + 
Less than 5 "Yes" 47 4 1 51 - 

- - ~ - ~~ ----- 
Total per cent loo?/, l o ~ " / ,  1004; 

~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ - 

I Q P-40: Prior (o your departure, - aparl from the information about the pro-mm -did you havc enough 
lnforrnalion regarding how to eel along in(country underlinrd in Q. j9)? 

for ivslomc: Jn/ormnl,o,r regarding behabiour (how to do) in restaurants and in public places. 
Jtl/ormu~ios regarding idioms and spoken language. 
I,t/'ornnr~in,, regarding ihc religious practices or the people in lhat country. 
Informution regarding the use nfrurrency, i.e. how should i r  be used. and the prices or articles. 
Irfirmorioa regarding manners and customs in .general. 

Table 4.2-48 
Share in the Planning of Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Porricipa~it's U1ili:ation 
Score 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total High Low Correlation 
-- - - -  

Base (460) (96) (i08) 
"/  O 
/ o  ,'" 9/, 

Shared planning program 46 55 40 + + 
Did not share in planning 53 44 60 -- 

Don't know I 1 - 
- - - - - -- - - - 0 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
--- --- -- - - - -- -- -- - - - -  - -- --------- 

1 Q P-L12: Did you have any share in the planning of your training program? 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.2-49 
Extent of Program Arrangement after Arrival in Country of Training' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Purficipant's L'tiliiation 
Score 

. - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Total High Low Correlation 
. - -- 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
% %? % 

Program arranged in complete or partial 
detail 90 95 89 t i 

Program not prepared up at all, don't 
know or don't remember 10 5 11 -- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
.- - - - - -- 
I Q P-48: When you arrived in (country underlined in Q 39). did thcy arrange the program for you in complere 

detail or jut partly, or did Ulry not prepare anything el all? 

Table 4.2-50 
Participant Sponsorship' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Utilization 
Score 

- - - - --- - - 
Total High Low Correlation - - - -- - -- 

Base 

Sponsor 
Regular ICA 
University contract 
Independently financed 

Total per cent 
-- - -- - - - - - -- 
I Q P-pap l 
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Base* 

Table 4.2-51 
Participant Receiving a Degree or Diploma' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Scorc 

Pnrriripanl's UtiIizulior~ 
Score 

~ - - - - -  

Total High Low Correlation 
- - - - - -  ~ ~ - ~- 

Received an academic degree or diploma 
Received a certificate or other non-acade- 

nlic citation 
Received nothing 

Total per cent 
- - - - - -  - - - -  ~- 

1 Q P-58: Did you receive a degree or a diploma? 
Keponed only Tor those who entered university. 

Base 

Table 4.2-52 
Attendance at a University During Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Parricipant's L'lilizafion 
Score 

~ . 
Total High Low Correlation 

- - -- - --- . - - - -  

Attended a university2 
Did not attcnd a university 

Total per cent 
~ ~ - - - - - - - - - -  

I Q P-55 C: Now 1 would like to ask about your training program. Usually there are many types of training 
program for those who went. Can you please tell me what type was your training program? Thcrc arr the 
Observation Tows which normally take from 3 to 8 wcrks, On.the-job-training where participants will haw 
experience from working, Attendance at a University. and Program arransd specially for groups af partici- 
pants not at a university and not Observation Toun,  

1 Artendonce 01 o Uniwrrirs as an  individual ur membrr of a group. 
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Table 4.2-53 
Observation Tour During Program1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participanf's Cili[i:alion 
Score 

- - -  ~ 

Total High Low Correlation 
--- 

Base ( 6 0 )  (96) (108) 
% % % 

Participant went on an  observation tour 
during program 52 44 62 - - -  

Participant did not go on an observation 
tour during program 47 56 38 + + 4 

Not ascertained i - - 
~. ~ 

Total per cent l00%t lCO% 100% 
~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . 
1 Q P-55 a :  Now I would like to ask about your training program. Usually there arc many lyper of training 

Dropram for those who went. Can you please tell me what t y ~  was your training program? Thereare the 
ObwrvationTours which normally lake from 3 to 8 m l s ,  On-the-job-{raining where wrticipants will have 
experience from working, Attendan* at a Univenily, and Program arranged specially for proupof  
participants notat a university and not Observation Tours. 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-54 
Participant Attitude as to Importance of Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Ufilizafion 
Score 

-. - -.. . ------ 
Total High Low Correlation 
- -- --- 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
% % % 

Porticipont Felt Thot Hir. Program Was: 
Most important thing he had ever done 7 1 85 56 - - - 
Not the most important thing he had ever 

done 29 15 44 + +  + 
Not ascertained + - - 

- - - - - - - - - - - -. 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
--- -- --------- ----------- ~ ---- --- - - - 
I QP-145: Some of those who received the scholarship and have returned have the idea that the training 

program was the most imporlant thing they had done; some think, that it was a pure waste of time: and 
some cornpromisingly say that it was somewhere in &tween. What a your opinion about it? 
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Table 4.2-55 
Supervisor's Opinion about Importance of Training to Participant's Work Abilities' 

bv 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Parficipant'.r Uli/ization 
Score 

- - - ~ - 

Base* 

Total High Low Correlation 
-- - - - - - - -  - 
(440) (89) (104) 
" ,  ,, , A ,  -, ". ;< / o  / o  

Pro~ram's Degree of In~portunce to 
Participanf Abilities 

Most or very important or essential 92 96 87 t + +  
Not so important, or not useful 8 3 13 - - - 
Don't know or don't remember + 1 - 

~ ~ - -  ~ - - - - -  - 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
~- - ~ - - - ~~~ - . ~- ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ - -  - - - - - - - -  

I Q SI-17: Regarding the work abililia of (participant) at pcescnt, how important do you think wan the facl 
that he had been on ihr training~rogram? Most imporlard, very important, helpful but not so important, 
not useful, or would ~t have been better that he had not &one far the training? 
Reportedonly for those whose supervisor wasinterviewed. 

+ Less than 0.59; 

I'abie 4.2-56 
Country of Training1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Base 

Countrj of Traininy 
United States 
Third Country 

Total per cent 

Participarzt's Ufi/i;ation 
Score 

~.~ - - - -  -- - - 
Total High Low Correlation 

- - - -- - -- 

(460) (96) (108) 
0 ,  0, n/ 
/ o  / a  / o  

1 Q P-I*: P1c.a~ tell me the n.>mr., io.r,rrtcr \rltcrc yo, xcnl  lor ,tu.l* or uhcre ~ J I .  rrellt lor u{,rhng 
ciwracn~e 3 ihu order o f a t l c ? d a n ~ ~  Whr,rc Ad y o  . -n.tnr. ) ~ L I  fin1 aaininy and hcu .dnp.ltd $1 ].the yo,. .' 
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Table 4.2-57 
Kind of Position Expected without ICA Training1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participanr's C'iilization 
Score 

~ - - - - -  - -  

Total High Low Correlation 
~~ - ----- -~ 

Base* (457) (96) (108) 
:4 

Kind of  Position Expected 
Same position 38 31 52 - - - 
Better position 10 7 9 0 
Not as good 46 56 31 + + + 
Don't know 5 4 7 - 
Not ascertained I - - 

---------- ~ - - - -  ~ 

Total per cent ICO% lOO%t l ~ % f  
--- - - - -  - - - -  ~- ~~ - ~~ - - - - - - -  -~ ~ -~ - -~ ~ - -  

1 Q P-118: Supposing you had not gone for the trainingprogmrn, do you think you would be working in the 
same position asyou have now, or in obetler one: or not as good? 
Reported only for lhose who were em~loyed. 

t Due lo rounding. 

Table 4.2-58 
Satisfaction with Training Program1 

Participant's Utilization Score 

Parricipanl's Urilizutio?~ 
Score 

.~ ~. --.- ~ ~ ~ 

Total High Low Correlation 
- - - . - - 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
% :4 :4 

Sntifaction ~vith Training Program 
Very satisfied 50 63 4 1 + + +  
Moderately satisfied 40 31 43 - - 
Not satisfied 10 6 17 - - -  
Not ascertained + - - 

~ ------. . . ~ ~ 

Total per ccnt IOO~/, loo./, loo%? 
~ --- - - -- -- ---- ------ - -- - ------ -- --- - - - - - 
1 Q P-1%: In general, haw satistied were you with the Iminhgprogram, verysalisfied, somewhat satisfied, not 

so salafied, or not satisfied a1 all? 
A Less than 0.5 j: 
t D u e  to roundinp. 
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Table 4.2-59 
Participant's Attitude Toward Length of Program1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Utilization 

~ ~ p ~ p  

Score 

Total High Low Correlation 
p~ . p~~ -- 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
0 /  
/o % % 

Participant Felt Program Was: 
Too long 6 2 8 - - - 
Too short 49 54 42 + + 
Just right in length 45 44 50 0 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
- ~ ~ -- - ~- ~ - - -- 

I Q P-64: Did you think that the length of your training program was too1ong.just right, orroo short? 

Table 4.2-60 
Participant's Attitude Toward Level of Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Base 

Participant Felt Level of Program Was: 
Too simple 
About right 
Too advanced 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

Participunt's Utilization 
Score 

Total High Low Correlation 

(460) (96) (108) 
0 ,  
/a % % 

p~-p-~-- -~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~-~p~p~--p~ 
~ ~ -- ~ -. ~~~ p-p-p ~ ~-. 

1 Q P-67: How would you rate the program that was arranged Tor you? Considering the background and 
experience which you had at that time, would you say in general that it was too easy for you, just right, or 
too difficult? ~ ~ 

+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding 
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Base* 

Table 4.2-61 
Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Parlicipant's Utilization 
Score 

Total ~ i g h  Low Correlation 
-- - -- - 

Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilization 
Considerably helpful 50 72 29 + + + 
Somewhat helpful 31 16 37 --- 

Not helpful at all 14 8 28 --- 

Indifferent, not ever interested 3 3 5 - 

Had no supervisor 1 I - 

Not ascertained I - 4 

Total per cent 100% 100% loo%? 
----- ~~ - ~ 

1 Q P-121: Now, talking about supervisor of your present job. How mueh does he help you to apply the 
knowledge aequired usefully? Can you say that he helps you considerably, some, or does not help at all? 
Reported only for those who were employed. 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-62 
Whether Participant's Colleagues Had Gone Abroad1 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Utilization 

~~~ 

Score 
--- - 

Total High Low Correlation 
- 

Base* (457) (96) (108) 
% % % 

Supervisor had been abroad 84 89 8 1 + t 
Other colleagues had been abroad 10 6 10 - 

No colleagues had been abroad 5 5 9 - 
Not ascertained 1 - - 

~ ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
-~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

1 Q P-122+123: Is there anyone working with you who had been abroad? Is he your supervisor? 
* Reported only far those who were employed. 
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Base* 

Table 4.2-63 
Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training' 

by 
Whether Supervisor Was Trained Abroad2 

S~ipervisor Trained Abroad 
--  ~~p~~ -~ ~~ 

Yes Not 
ascertained 

Helpfulness o f  Supervisor 
Considerably helpful 5 1 52 49 20 
Somewhat helpful 3 1 33 22 40 
Not helpful at all 14 13 22 - 

Indifferent, not ever interested 3 3 8 -. 

Not ascertained 1 + - 
-p 

40 

Total per cent 100% l00%t  loo%? 100% 
CR.05 = k 12.27% 

- ~ -~ ~ .- 
1 Q P-121: Now talking about the supervisor of your present job. How much does he help you to apply the 

knowledgeacquired usefully? 
2 Q P-123: Is that your supervisor (who has beenabroad)? 

Reported only for those who had an immediate supemisor. 
+ L a  than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.2-64 
Frequency of Contact with USOM Technician] 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Participant's Utilization Score 
-~ ~ - 

Total 
. ~ High -~ Low Correlation 

~ - 

Base (460) (96) (108) 
% % % 

Contacts with U S O M  Technicians 
Alway keep in touch 24 29 15 + + +  
Contact occasionally or never at all 76 7 1 85 --- 

-- - - - 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
~ - ~~ 

- 

1 Q P-132: D o  you always keep in touch with (theTechnician who isavailable) or occasionally or do you never 
seehimat all? 
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Table 4.2-65 
Major Difficulties Encountered in Using or Transmitting Training 

Acquired Skills and Knowledgel 
by 

Participants' Utilization Score 

Purticipunt's Utilization Score 
~ ~p 

Total ~ i ~ h  Low Correlation 
-- 

(460) (96) (COB) 
or/ % % 0 
..'D 

-- - - 
/ O  Posirive Comment 

No difficulties 45 45 0 
- 

44 
-p - -  

D[ficulties Related to Resources or 
Conditions o f  Country 32 52 26 t + +  

. - 

Lack of equipment, facilities, 
materials, books 24 31 13 + t +  

Lack of money 16 20 9 + + t  

Government and general organiza- 
tion not amenable to application 2 1 4 --- 

~ ~ p - ~  

Dificulties Reluted to Other People 26 31 18 + + + 
~~~ 

Lack of educational preparation 0 
among people with whom I work 10 10 8 

Government, "bosses" do not want 
to accept new ideas, cooperate 7 2 7 --- 

Lack of trained staff 4 14 I + + +  
Lack of help from supervisor 2 2 1 + + 
Colleagues, general public do not 

want to accept new ideas 2 2 1 + + 
Need help from USOM I I - 

- - ~ ~~~ 

0 
~ 

D[ficulties Related to Participant's Job 13 3 15 --- 
- ~ ~~ 

Lack of time to teach or convey 6 3 6 -- 
Job is not related to my training 3 - 3 --- 
Job gives me no opportunity to apply 

training 2 - 2 --- 
I am not in position of sufficient 

authority to apply training 2 - 3 --- 

D(ficu1ties Reluted to Truinir~g 2 1 2 - - 
-~ - ~ 

All other Djficulties 5 4 3 0 
- ~~~~ ~~- 

Don't Know 1 I 2 --- 

Not Ascertuined 
Total per cent 

~ ~ 

I Q P-142: Generally speaking, what do you think are the main obstructions in using or in passing on LO 
other people the knowledge obtained from the training program? 

% Totals add more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Section 3. Satisfaction with Training 

The extent to which the training program in Thailand has been satisfactory was 
analyzed with respect to the participant's own experience, the experience of his super- 
visor, and that of the USOM technicians interviewed. In respect to  participant's 
satisfaction, the analysis deals with the level and length of the program completed; 
the overall program, and suggested changes in the event the program was repeated. 
In respect to supervisors, the analysis deals with the supervisors' views of the suitability 
of the training to the work being done; the value of the training to his organization and 
his views about the program in general. In respect to USOM technicians, the analysis 
deals with their general satisfaction in regard to participant training and USOM's 
role in its utilization. 

Level of Program 

In  general, Thai participants found the level of the program which had been 
arranged quite satisfactory. Eighty per cent say that the program level was about right 
even though less than half (46%) had taken part in the planning stage of their program 
(Section 5, Table 5b-2), and as high as 73 "i: say they were not informed about this prior 
to their departure (Tables 4.3-1 and 4.3-2). 

This picture indicates that those arranging the training have, in general, done a 
good job in planning programs which are at a level consistent with the participant's 
ability. However, there is evidence that a better job may be done if the participant 
shares in this aspect of planning prior to his departure. 

Seventy-nine per cent of those who were not informed about the level of their 
program prior to departure feel that having this information would have been useful 
(Table 4.3-3). More significant, as is shown in Table 4.2-60, those who feel their 
program was "too advanced" (eleven per cent of the sample of 460) are more likely 
to be "low" utilizers. 

Participant's satisfaction with the "level" of the training program was vouched for 
by the 237 Thai supervisors interviewed. On a satisfactory-unsatisfactory scale, 72% 
of the supervisors rate the level of A.I.D. training programs as being generally satisfac- 
tory (Table 4.3-4). 

Supervisors who rate the level of the program as generally unsatisfactory agree 
with participants that the problem is more often that the program is "too advanced". 
rather than being "too simple" (Table 4.3-5). Program "too advanced" accounts for 
29% of the reasons given by those who fett the level of program unsatisfactory; whereas 
program too elementary accounts for only 145: of the reasons given. 
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Overall Program 

Half of the participants were "very" satisfied with their training program as a 
whole. The distribution of the total sample on this point is shown in Table 4.3-6. 

Forty per cent were "moderately" satisfied with their program. Only one per cent 
of the sample said they were "not satisfied at all" with their training program. 

It is interesting that in comparing the degree of participant's satisfaction with the 
overall program to utilization of training as measured by the participants' score, it is 
found that there is a considerable difference between being "very" satisfied as opposed 
to being "moderately" satisfied. As shown by Table 4.3-7, there is a positive correlation 
between being "very" satisfied and "high" utilization, while being only "moderately" 
satisfied has a negative correlation with "high" utilization. The referenced table 
definitely shows a relationship between high utilization and high satisfaction with the 
training program as a whole, a relationship which deserves consideration by those in 
charge of the program. 

Though only half (50%) of the participants were "very" satisfied with their pro- 
gram as a whole, 71 % thought their training program was the "most important thing" 
they had done (Table 4.3-8). 

As shown by Table 4.3-9, those who felt it was the "most important thing" are 
definitely more likely to be in the "high" utilizers group than those who felt otherwise. 

A close look at Tables 4.3-6 through 9 reveals an interesting and significant observa- 
tion. Participants who feel their training is the "most important thing" they have done 
are more likely than not to report "high" utilization regardless of whether they were 
"very" satisfied with their program as a whole, or only "moderately" so. Thus, the 
feeling that the training experience is "the most important thing that has happened 
to me" is held by more participants than the number viewing their overall program as 
very satisfactory; and, more significant, the former is more likely to be associated with 
"high" utilization than the latter. 

The foregoing voices a need for selecting as participants those, otherwise qualified, 
who would likely gain the most personal benefit from training abroad. 

Participants (325) who said that their training program was the "most important 
thing" they had done were asked: "Why do you feel like that?' Their reasons were 
coded into four major categories: 

(I)  Specific-personal gain (resulting from training). 
(2) Non-specific personal gain. 
(3) Specific non-personal gain. 
(4) Non-specific non-personal gain. 

In the order of their frequency of mention, the results are shown in Table 4.3-10. 
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Those who view their training as the "most important thing" they had done, do so 
for a reason which is more often than not "impersonal". This indicates that the feeling 
that the training experience is the "most important thing" probably stems from the fact 
that training has resulted in the individual's being able to "make a greater contribution" 
in "solving problems" in his country. Forty per cent of the participants whom the 
program impressed so strongly gave reasons which fall into this category. An additional 
177; gave reasons which were characterized as non-specific impersonal gain. 

However. 40% gave reasons of personal gain. This is a strong indication that 
the accomplishment of personal objectives should always be given consideration in 
developing the participant's program. Where this can be done, it no doubt enhances 
the probability of "high" utilization. 

Since only four participants said their training program was a waste of time, a 
table showing the results of the question "Why do you feel like that?' is not included. 
One of the four gave as an answer: "The program lacked organization, was poorly 
handled". The other three gave reasons indicating the training was "not appropriate to 
their personal needs". 

Length of Program 

The length of training is one dimension of the program on which Thai participants 
are not so well satisfied. When asked: "How was the length of your program-do you 
think it was too long, about right, or too short?" they responded as follows: 

Table 4.3-1 1 
Participant's Attitude toward Length of Program 

Base (450) 
0- 

-~ 
I0 

Too short 49 
About right 45 
Too long 6 

Total per cent 110% 

They say in effect, "It is the most important thing I ever did (71 %) but it didn't 
last long enough (49 %)". In other words, Thais, like people the world over, never get 
enough of a good thing. 

It is not believed that the expressed attitude in relation to the length of the program 
stemmed from a consideration of the actual time allotted to accomplish the training 
objectives set forth in the PIO-P. Actually, 95% of the participants interviewed said 
they completed their program. Also, as shown by the cross tabulation "Opinion 
about the Length of Propam by the Actual Time Spent in Training" (Table A 2.3-1 1, 
Appendix 2), as high as one thud of the participants felt the program was too short 
even though they were away 3 years or more. More signilkant. the table shows that 
those away 2 months to  a year, are about as likely to view the length of program as 
"about right" as those who were away 2 years, or more. 

.~ - pp~p~-~~p-~p~ ~ ~~ - ~ 

I 0 P-64 



114 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

The table indicates that those programed for academic training for a period of 
one but less than two years2 will more often than not be dissatisfied with the length of 
the program. 

Thus: more likely the basis for the attitude expressed stems from the traditional 
Thai concept of going abroad for educational purposes. as has been described in the 
introduction to this report. 

The survey shows that the "Length of training" is not an aspect of the program 
which Thai supervisors are overly concerned about. The supervisors were asked: 
"Supposing you were to send another person for the training program like (name of 
participant). what corrections, in your opinion, should be made ? ' A s  shown by Table 
4.3-15, only 15% of the supervisors made suggestions related to a change in the length 
of the program. Fourteen per cent of them mentioned, "Training should be longer." 
Thus, supervisors indicate for a high per cent of the 440 participants on which they 
gave information that the length of program was satisfactory. 

Changes in the Training Program Suggested by Participants 

Although Thai participants were by and large satisfied with the training program as 
a whole, there were numerous suggestions of ways in which the program might be 
improved. 

Only 15% of the participants had no suggestions at all for improving their program. 
The remaining 85 % gave almost 800 suggestions for change. The suggestions were 
classified into three major categories: 

(I)  Change in arrangement of program 
(2) Change in emphasis of program. 
(3) Change in type of program. 

The results of the classification are shown in Table 4.3-12. 

It is significant that in response to the survey questions, which were non-directive, a 
plurality of the respondents made suggestions concerned with getting more information 
about the program at an earlier date. Actually nearly one-third (29%) of the partici- 
pants interviewed specifically mentioned that the information received prior to the start 
of the program was either inadequate or untimely-was not received early enough. 

Of almost equal importance in frequency of mention was the suggestion that there 
should be "more"; more time for training, a longer program. more places visited, etc. 

It will be noted that changes in program arrangements, including "timely" informa- 
tion were mentioned by 89% of all respondents. The request for a change in emphasis 
accounted for 53% of the sample, and a change in type of program was requested by 
36%. Interestingly, only eight per cent of the sample mention that if their program was 
repeated, it should be for an academic degree. 

- - 

2 Programs of thrs durat~on are, as a matter of USOM record, almost always academ~c 



Supervisors' Views on the Program 

Earlier in this section it was pointed out that supervisors tend to rate the level of 
A.I.D. training programs satisfactory (Tables 4.3-4 and 4.3-5). They also rate the value 
of the program very high (Table 4.3-13). 

Ninety-three per cent say that the program was worth the cost and difficulty. 
Furthermore. the supervisors appraise the training of those under them as being suitable 
for the work done in their section, department, or ministry. 

As shown in Table 4.3-14, only seven per cent gave comments classified as negative. 
More to  the point. 90% of the 440 participants covered by a supervisor interview were 
thought by supervisors to have received training which was suitable for the work being 
done. 

In talking about the training program for each of these participants, supervisors 
made the suggestions shown in Table 4.3-15. 

It should be noted that changes were mentioned for only 53 % of the 440 participant 
programs. The categories "General Comments," "Not ascertained," and "Don't 
know," account for 47% of the cases. 

The attitude of Thai supervisors in regard to participants' present work ability is 
thought to be the best indication the survey affords of how they actually view the value 
ofthe training. 

The question was asked: 

"Regarding the work abilities of (participant) at present; how important do 
you think was the fact that he had been on the training program?" 

The response is shown in Table 4.3-16. 

Seventy-one per cent of the participants characterized their program as "the most 
important thing that ever happened to them" (Table B 4.3-8); supervisors felt that 
the training was "essential" to the present work ability of 24%. They felt it was "very 
important" to the work ability of an additional 68 %. In 92% of the cases which the 
supervisors discussed, training was considered "essential" or "very important" to their 
ability to do their present jobs. In less than one per cent of the cases was the training 
counted not useful. In  other words; for over nine-tenths of the participants, training 
was making a definite contribution to the work being done at time of interview. 

In the interview several questions were asked to elicit the views of Thai supervisors 
in respect to certain aspects of the A.I.D. training program, without reference to 
particular participants in their charge. Their attitude toward the "level" of A.1.D. 
programs was shown earlier (Table 4.3-4 and 4.3-5). Other attitudes expressed are 
shown inTable 4.3-17 which follows. 

The above data show that Thai supervisors are not overwhelmingly satisfied with 
the A.I.D. program even though they report that training was "very important" for a 
high per cent of the participants under them. It is true that two-thirds are satisfied with 
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the "subject matter covered," and the "country of training." Also, as has been shown 
elsewhere, viewing the length of the program as "unsatisfactory" appears to be charac- 
teristic of Thai people, stemming from a traditional concept of study abroad, with 
little or no relation to the actual length of time programmed to complete PIO/P 
objectives. Hence, in respect to these aspects (b, c7 and d,  in above Table 4.3-17) 
remarks here are confined to the reasons given by supervisors which appear in Tables 
4.3-18, 4.3-19 and 4.3-20 which follow. 

The relatively high per cent of Thai supervisors who express dissatisfaction with 
participant selection procedure, and the amount of practical experience provided in 
the training program is significant, and should be of major concern to both the Thaiand 
American officials charged with setting program policy. The reasons set forth for 
dissatisfaction with the selection process give insight into its apparent weaknesses. 
Seventy per cent of the supervisors expressing their dissatisfaction with the selection 
process feel that the criteria for selecfiotr have not been satisfactory. Of significance is 
the fact that Thai supervisors feel that proficiency in English is not given sufficient 
weight. Slightly more than a quarter of those expressing dissatisfaction emphasize 
this weakness. (However, about half as many said that English was given too much 
weight.) Next most important is the feeling that the qualifications of those selected be 
consistent with the needs of the job for which training is given. Seventeen per cent 
mention this; and the data infer that assurance on this point might be obtained if the 
selection was always made by the supervisor at the participant's place of employment. 
The distribution of all reasons given appears in Table 4.3-21. 

The need for improving selection procedures was given additional emphasis by 
Thai supervisors in response to the question, "Is there anything further about the train- 
ing program on which you can give your o p i n i o n ? ' A s  shown by the comments in 
Table 4.3-22, twenty-four per cent of the supervisors again talked about improving the 
selection process. 

Only 58 % of the supervisors interviewed were satisfied with the practical experience 
afforded participants in the A.I.D. training programs. As shown by Table 4.3-23, the 
major criticism is that programs just do not give enough emphasis to "practical" training. 
Mentioned considerably less frequently, is the opinion that the practical experience 
afforded is not appropriate to the need, or it is not related to other parts of the program. 
In other words, programs suffer from the absence of sufficient practical experience of 
the right kind (Table 4.2-21). 

This concern of the Thai supervisors might explain in part their feeling that A.1.D. 
programs are "too short". Their criticism of the lack of practical training should not, 
it is thought, be interpreted that they feel program content should be changed. To the 
contrary, it is believed that they would retain that which is now included and expand 
the program to include practical experience. The less pronounced, but still significant 
concern over the type of practical experience afforded perhaps explain why 22 of those 
dissatisfied with the country of training say the training should be in countries more 
like Thailand-Asian countries (including Japan and Philippines See Table 4.3-23). 

In speaking their views in regard to A.I.D. training programs Thai supervisors as 
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a group, have more than their knowledge of the programs of participants from which 
to draw. Over half of the 237 supervisors interviewed had themselves been participants 
in an A.I.D. training program (Table 4.3-24). 

Technicians' Suggestions in Respect to the Training Program 

In the interview with USOM technical advisors, they were asked a series of ques- 
tions to elicit their suggestions and opinions about the program, without respect to 
any particular participant. The results are shown in the Tables 4.3-25, 4.3-26,4.3-27 and 
4.3-28. 

The data in these tables (4.3-25 to 28) show that the one of the chief concerns of 
the technical advisors is the placement of participants after their return. Twenty-six 
per cent of the Technical Advisors voice satisfaction with USOM's participation in 
assuring that participants are placed in jobs where their training can be used (Table 
4.3-25), while an equally high per cent express dissatisfaction that USOM has not 
played a stronger role in this respect (Table 4.3-26). More significantly, 36% suggest 
that "participants be placed in positions where training can be properly utilized" as a 
way for both Thai and American governments to derive even greater benefits from 
training (Table 4.3-27). 

Ten per cent emphasize that participants are not always placed in a job where 
training can be used to the best advantage. This is mentioned along with the lack of 
practical, on-the-job training as being one of the major weaknesses of the program 
(Table 4.3-28). On the other hand, as shown in Table 4.3-25, seventeen per cent of the 
Technical Advisors feel that it is unnecessary for USOM to be concerned over training 
utilization, since the Thai government is carrying out this function satisfactorily. 
Twelve per cent say that USOM provides a "favorable climate" in this respect. 

The data show that the Technical Advisors also believe the selection process can 
stand some improvement. Twenty-three per cent suggest specific changes in the criteria 
of selection in order to promote greater benefits; and an additional 24% say selection 
should be improved in general (Table 4.3-27). "Selection of participants is not such as 
to insure or provide for the best utilization" was a reason given for dissatisfaction with 
the program by 14% of the technicians (Table 4.3-26). 

The expressed concern of both Thai supervisors and USOM Technicians over 
selection procedures underwrites the wisdom of the recent joint Thai-American directive 
that criteria for selection of participants be developed project-by-project and be made 
a matter of record. The suggestions made by the supervisors and technicians who 
were interviewed in the present survey might well be given serious consideration by 
Thai project managers and USOM project advisors in complying with this directive. 

USOM Technical Advisors were asked: "Are there any techniques or methods 
of follow-up that you think are particularly good to use?" The responses are given in 
Table 4.3-29. 

Three of the most popular suggestions-personal contacts (33%), systematic 
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checks to ascertain utilization (21 %), and a participant newsletter (10%)-are an 
integral part of the USOM/Thai Government follow-up program instituted in Sep- 
tember of 1962 (USOM Policy Order No. 75). 

While the adopted follow-up program does not require periodic reports from Thai 
supervisors, participants are completing a report six months after their return of the 
type suggested by 12 Oi, of the technicians. 



SUMMARY 

Satisfaction with Training Program of 'Participants, 
Supervisors, and Technicians 

Most participants (80%) and most supervisors (72%) found the "level" of 
the A.I.D. training program satisfactory. 

- Half of the participants said the training program as a whole was "very" 
satisfactory and an additional 40% said it was "moderately" so. More signi- 
ficantly, 71 % felt their training experience was the most important thing that 
had ever happened to them. 

Regardless of their general satisfaction with the programs, the participants 
make numerous suggestions for changes they would like if they were to go 
on the same program again. A plurality would want the program informa- 
tion to be more complete and given sooner in advance of the begining of the 
training. Most participants also found their program "too short." 

Supervisors overwhelmingly felt that the investment in sending participant 
in their charge had paid off; 93% of the participants were so rated, and in 
92% of the cases the supervisor said the training was "essential" or "very 
important" to the ability of the participant to perform his present job. 

Supervisors, too, voice considerable dissatisfaction with some aspects of the 
training program, particularly in respect to the procedures used in selection 
of participants, the amount and kind of practical experience included in the 
training, and the shortness of the program. 

USOM Technical Advisors support the supervisors' complaint about the 
selection process, and show strong concern in respect to the placement of 
participants on their return. 

B. WHAT FACTORS ARE RELATED TO SAT~SFACT~ON WITH TRAINING? 

It has been shown (Sections 2D, and 3A above) that there is a relationship between 
the degree of participant satisfaction with the training program as a whole, his feeling 
that the training program was the most important thing he had ever done, and his 
utilization of training as measured by the study. 

In order to ascertain what other variables for which information was collected that 
are associated with satisfaction, a number of cross tabulations were made. Those which 
seemed to indicate a relationship are listed and discussed below. 

In looking at the tables the reader should keep in mind that it was only for those 
cases where a participant was "very" satisfied with his program as a whole that a 
positive correlation with utitization was revealed. Those who report only "moderate" 
satisfaction as well as those who say they were "not satisfied" tended to be "low" 
utiluers (Table 4.2-56). This finding was taken into consideration in deciding on the 
tables to be included in this section. 
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Sex of Participant 

As shown by Table 4.3-30, male participants were more frequently "very" satisfied 
with the training program than females. Interestingly, females in expressing the extent 
of their satisfaction tended to avoid the extremes; fewer of them also found their pro- 
gram not satisfactory; more than half said they were "moderately" satisfied, while 
55 % o f  the males said they were "very" satisfied with their training program. 

Level of Position at Time of Departure 

If it is assumed that men are more likely to be first and second level policy makers 
at the time of selection the data in Table 4.3-30 are perhaps partially explained by 
Table 4.3-31. This table shows that to some extent the level of position at time of 
departure is associated with the degree of satisfaction with the program-more of those 
in higher level positions saying they were "very" satisfied. 

Fifty-six per cent of the top and second level policy makers were very satisfied with 
their program, as compared to 54% of subordinate management, and only 47% of 
those below the subordinate management level. Only three per cent in the higher 
level positions found their program unsatisfactory, while eight per cent of the middle 
level and 12 % of the lower level positions found them so. 

Satisfaction with Training Program Before Departure 

Of those who were "very satisfied" with their program before departure for training, 
60% were "very satisfied" with their program as a whole. compared to 37 2 of those 
who were "not satisfied" with their program at time of departure (Table 4.3-32). 

Participation in Program Planning 

In an earlier section it was pointed out that a relatively low per cent of the partici- 
pants recalled having helped in planning their program. Also it was reported that a 
high per cent of those who had not shared in this early phase of their training experience 
felt that their training would have benefited if they had. The figures shown in Table 
4.3-33. leave no doubt but that the participant's inclusion in the planning stage of his 
training experience is associated with his general satisfaction with his program. Sixty 
per cent of those who shared in planning their program report being "very" satisfied with 
their overall program; only 41 % of those who did not have that experience so report. 

Program Guidance in Country of Training 

Those who felt they had received "enough" guidance by the project manager or 
other official in the country of training were more tikely to report being "very" satisfied 
with their training program as a whole. Over half of those receiving sufficient guidance 
were well satisfied w ~ t h  their entire training program; less than a tenth of this group 
viewed their program as not satisfactory. Only a third of those not receiving as much 
guidance as they wanted were "very satisfied" with their program, and one out of five 
said their program was not satisfactory (Table 4.3-34). 
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Though the relationship shown by the data is clear, it should be pointed out that 
a relatively small nuntber of participants (42, or less than a tenth of the number 
questioned) said that they did not receive enough attention in guiding their program 
activities abroad. 

Scope of Activities While Abroad 

About half of those participants who were not particularly satisfied with the 
number of things they had to do or see during the course of their training tended to be no 
better than "moderately" satisfied with their whole program. On the other hand, three 
out of five of those who felt that the amount of activities provided was "about right" 
were "\rell satisfied" with their program generally (Table 4.3-35). 

Length of Program 

Although data cited previously have shown that the participant's attitude regarding 
the length of his program has little or no relationship to the actual length of that 
program, the information in Table 4.3-36 discloses a positive relationship between his 
attitude toward the length of his program and his degree of satisfaction with the overall 
program. Six out of ten who feel that their program was "about right" in length are 
very satisfied with their entire program. Less than half of those who say their program 
was "too short". and less than a third of those who say that it was "too long" claim a 
high satisfaction with the program in general. 

Level of Program 

About a fifth of those who rate the program planned for them as being too "slmple" 
or too advanced a lebel say their program was not sarisfacrory. compared to less than 
a tenth of those who feel the level was "about right". Over half of the latter say the 
ahole program was very satisfactory compared to 37% of those who found their 
program "too simple". and 45"; who found it "too advanced" (Table 4.3-37). 

Time for Personal Interests 

Nearly half of those who found their program in the country of training provided 
loo little or roo much time for their personal interests were only moderately satisfied 
with their program in general, compared to a little more than a third of those who 
found their program leaving them enough time. Fifty-four per cent of the latter felt 
"very satisfied with their program, and a somewhat lower per cent of the former were 
so inclined (Table 4.3-38). 

Receipt of a Degree or Diploma from Training 

Participants receiving a degree, diploma, or a certificate at the close of their 
training are more likely to feel that their program in general was very satisfactory than 
those received nothing. 



122 PARTICIPANT TRAIti lNG PROGRAM 

As shown in Table 4.3-39, 46:/, of those receiving nothing say they were "very 
satisfied" with their program compared to 57% of those receiving a certificate. and 
54% of those receiving a degree or diploma. About the same percentage of each group 
feel their program was moderately satisfactory, but a considerably higher per cent of 
those receiving nothing say their program was not satisfactory. 

Surprisingly, the receipt of a certificate or other non-academic citation seems to 
associate with training satisfaction about as strongly as receiving an academic degree 
or diploma. The data lead to a speculation that the award of som~thing to verify 
attendance at an academic institution might lead to more satisfaction with the training 
program. 

Factors Not Associated with Satisfaction 

The following variables were found to have only slight or no relationship with 
satisfaction with training. The pertinent tables will be found in Volume 11. Appendix 2. 

(1) Field of activity in which training was given (Table A2.3-6). 
(2) Actual amount of time spent in training (Table A2.3-7). 
(3) Arrangement of training program on arrival in country of training 

(Table A2.3-8). 
(4) Amount of social activities arranged (Table A2.3-9). 
(5) Difficulty with English (Table A2.3-10). 
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SUMMARY 

Factors Related to Satisfaction with Training 

Insofar as investigated, the factors which appear to relate to  the degree of partici- 
pants satisfaction with his training program as a whole are: 

Sex of the participant 

- Level of position at time of selection 

- satisfaction with program before departure 

- Participation in planning his program 

- Guidance in program while abroad 

- Scope of activities while abroad 

- Attitude toward length of program (but not actual length) 

Attitude toward level of prograni 

Attitude toward amount of leisure time 

Receipt of a degree, diploma, or certificate after university attendance. 

Table 4.3-1 
Participant's Attitude toward Level of Program1 

Base 

Level ofprogram Was: 
Too simple 
About right 
Too advanced 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 
Total per cent 

~ ~p~ ~- ~- -- 

I Q P-67: Haw would you rate !he program that was arranged Tor you'! 
Less than 0.5 % 
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Table 4.3-2 
Pre-departure Information about Level of Program' 

Base (460) 
"/ ." 

Purriripa~~l Was 
Informed about level of program 27 
Not informed about level of program 73 
Not ascertaincd + 
Total per cent 100% 

- p- -- -p - - - - - - - -- - 

I Q P6ti: Pnor to your departure \rere yuu ever inforrncd about the level  of your program, if it rverc difficult 
or easy? 

+ Less than 0.5:; 

Table 4.3-3 
Desirability of Prior Information about Level of Program1 

Base* 

Prior Ir!/or~nation Would Have Been 
Useful 
Not useful 
No interest 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ - -- -- -- - -- ~~~~ - 

1 Q P-69: Do you think i t  would have been useful if you had b a n  prev~ously informed? 
Reported only for those who had not received informarion about the le\'el of program. 
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Wble 4.3-4 
Supervisor's Rating of Level of Program' 

Base* 

Level o f  Program CVns: 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Can't rate 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~ . - ~ ~ - - 

I Q S2-1C: For this section, 1 would like to have your 
general. 1 am going to read the headings lo you and 
whether it is good or not. 

," 
~ 

72 
12 
IS 

1 

l o o  % 
~~ - 

su-uestions regarding the ICA training program in 
would like to have your opinion about each as to 

0 Level of program- difficult or easy. 
Reported only for supcrvirors interviewed. 

Table 4.3-5 
Supervisor's Rating: Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Level of Program' 

Base* (28) . . 

% 
Dis.ratisfac!ion ~rith Progrnm Level 
Program too advanced for participant 29 
Program too elementary for participant 14 
Level of program not related to job needs. participant's 

Experience 9 
Level of programs good for participants in low-level and 

middle-level jobs, but not for participants in high-level 
jobs 3 

Other comments 9 
Irrelevant 6 
No comment, don't know 29 

Total per cent %FAT 
~p~ ~- ~p - ~- ~p~ ~~p 

1 Q S2-IC: And if you should find any which is not good, please also lei1 me what makes you feel so?  
C) Level of program - difficult or  easy? 
Reportrd only for supervisors who mentioned that the level of program was dissatisfactory. 

t Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.3-6 
Participant's Satisfaction with Program in General' 

Base* 

Satis/action 
Very satisfied 
Moderately satisfied 
Not so satisfied 
Not satisfied at all 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~ ~- -- ~ ~~ ~- 

I Q P-114: In general, haw satisfied were you with the trainin% propram? 
+ Less lhan 0.5 

Table 4.3-7 
Satisfaction with Training Program' 

by 
Participant's IJtilization Score 

Total High Low Correlation 

Base 
'0 /o /" 

Sutisfuctuction ~ i t h  Troic~ing Progrurn 
Very satisfied 50 63 41 + + +  
Moderately satisfied 40 31 43 - - 
Not satisfied 10 6 17 --- 
Not ascertained + - - 

- 

Total per cent l00;..; 100% l00%T' 
~- ~- 

1 Q P-144: In general, haw satisfied were you with the training program. wry satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not 
SO satisfied, o r  no1 satisfied a t  all? 

+ Less than 0.5 70 
i Due t o  rounding. 
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Table 4.3-8 
Opinion about Personal Importance of Program1 

Base 

Most important thing had ever done 
W-aste of time 
In  between 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- -~ - -- ~-~ ~- ~- ~- - - - -~ ~- ~- -- ~- ~ ~- ~ ~ 

1 Q P-145: Some of those who received the scholarship and havc returned have the idea that the rrair,iny 
lrogram w a s  the most imporlanl thing they had done; some Lhink [hat it was a pure waste of lime; and 
some cornpromisingly say that  it was mmrwhrrr it? berxvrrl .  What is your o ~ i n i o n  about it? 

+ Less lhnn 0.5": 

Table 4.3-9 
Opinion About Importance of Personal Program' 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Tolal Hieh Low Correlation - 
Base (460) (96) (108) 

O, 0 ,  
' 0  / O  "/, 

Most important thing 7 1 96 56 + + +  
Not the most important thing 29 15 44 --- 
Not ascertained + - - 

- - - 

Total per cent LOOX I W % ~  100% 
- -  -~ ~ -- -~ -- ~- -~ ~~ -~ ~~~ 

I Q P-141;: Some of those a h o  received the scholarship and have returned have the idea that the tramins 
program a= tllr nrosL important thing they had done; some chink that it was a pure wasle of rime; and 
somc con>promisindy sax chat i t  wassame where in hctween. What is your opinion about i t ?  
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Table 4.3-10 
Reasons for lmportance of Program' 

Base* 

Sp t~ i f i c ,  br?personal Gain 
Able to work more effectively in field, make greater 

contribution by applying and transmitting the 
acquired knowledge, ideas, etc. 

Acquired knowledge and ideas and observed systems, 
methods which were new and applicable in solving 
problems in own country 

Gave a chance to learn about labor unions 
,Votr-spec(fic, Personal Gain 

It was educational; gave experience 
Gave broader insight 
Met people. made friends 
Learned how to treat others; how to  handle people 

Notr-specific, Dnpersonal Gait1 
Gave a chance to know a country with highly developed 

technology and her people, developed mutual 
understanding, internatior~al viewpoint 

It was useful to ernploycr or own country 
It gave a chance to compare home situations with the 

situations abroad 
Specific, Personal Gain 

lmproved own position 
Gave self-confidence. courage 
Obtained a degree 

Other (reasons not covered by the above categories) 
No Reason Given. Not Ascerfrrinerl 

Total per cent 
~- - - - ~-~ ~~~~ -- 

I Q P-146: Why do you feel like thal? 
Reported only for those who mentioned the program was !nust important. 

+ Less than 0.59; 
t Total adds to more than 1009; because same respondents gave more than ( 
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Table 4.3-12 
How Program Could Have Been Improvedl 

Base 

Type o f  Charige Recornriierided Char~ge in 4rrangernenr q f  
Program 
More information in advance 
Better planning, more guidance 
Participants' participation in planning 
More emphasis on the language 
More help on living expenses 
More planning for utilization 
Members of study groups should have thc same back- 

ground 
Training in different place 

Clronige in En~phasis of Troini~rg Prograni 
More, longer. or inure general training 
Program more specifically related to job, personal. or 

country nceds 
More specialized or concentrated program 
Shorter, less rcpctitivc program 

Chatige in Tvpe of Training Program 
More observation 
More theoretical or academic 
More practical work 
Would have liked a degree 
Less practical experience 
Less academic training 
Less observation 

h'o changes 
Otlrer Negative Conrr?ients 
Nor Ascertabied 

Total per cent 
- -~ -~ - - -- - -  - -  - - - ~ ~ -- 

1 Q P-139 - 140+ 141 : Now supposing you were to begin your program all over again, what in general, do you 
think must be corrected in ardcr that the program would be much more useful Lo you? Why do you think 
that it has to be corrected so? Hare you additional curnnrenls or suggestions lo make in connection with your 
program? 

+ Less than 0.5 % 
? Tolal adds to more than IUOYj, because some respondents gave more than one answer 
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Tablc 4.3-13 
Value of Participant's Program : Supervisor's Rating' 

Base* (W) 

Worth cost and difficulty 
Not worth cost and difficulty 
Don't know or don't remember 

Total per cent 
-~~ ~ - - ~- ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 

I Q S1-14: Do you think that (participant's) training program was worttl rhemoney spent and difficulties en- 
countered in your work or not? 

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were inrer~,iewed. 

Table 4.3-14 
Suitability of Training Program to Participant's Otficel 

Base* (440) (430) . . -~ 
0 ,  0 ,  
/ O  /o 

Posirive Coninments 94 
Weak positive comments not further specified 36 
Strong positive comments not further specified 28 
Participant is applying his training in his work 25 
Participant is conveying his training to others ,. 7 

Participant has introduced new methods: techniques, equip- 
ment, etc. I 

Participant has received a promotion, a better job, more 
prestige, etc. + 

Other positive comments 2 
~Vegarive Comnmenrs 7 
Training not appropriate to participant's work 4 
Training was not suitable because it was inadequate, inap- 

propriate. etc., not further specified 1 
Other negative comments 2 
Neurral Commenrs + 
Training made no difference: it was neither suilable nor 

unsuitable; didn't matter + 
Don'r Know. Can'r Evaluate Szrifabi1it.v ornogram, Didn'! Know 

Parricipant, or Progron?, etc. 2 
Not Ascertained 1 

~- - 

Total per cent 104 %t 
- -. ~ - -  - - - - - - ~- - - - -- - - ~~~ -~ - -~~ -~ - - ~~. 

1 Q SI-15: How much is the (participant's) training program suitable to  the type of work of your scction? 
* Rcportcd only for thorr whoa superrison were interviewed. 
+Less than O.S>; 
t Tolal adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more Lhan one answer. 
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Table 4.3-1 5 
Supervisors' Suggestions for Improving the Program! 

Base' (440) 
0 ,  
,. 0 

~ - 
C2onges Related to Content oj'Progranl 
Program should include more practical training, more 

on-the-job experience 9 
Program should permit participant to get an academic degree 8 
Content of program should be more specific 3 
Content of program should be different 2 
Program for futurc participanls ahould include different 

aspects of the field of specialization I 
Content of program should be morc gcneral; more subjects 

studied + 
Program should be more advanced + 
General Conrmenfs 
No changes suggested: no further comments 14 
No changes suggested because program was good the way it 

was 8 
Would not send another participant on a training program + 
Changes Related to Program Planning 
Program should be planned to meet needs of participant, his 

employer, his country 7 
Program should be followed as planned, fewer changes made 

in it 1 
Supervisor should have more important role in planning 

program I 
More time needed to prepare program + 
Other comments relating to planning of program 7 
C1tafrge.s R<,lored ro Length of Program 
Training should be longer 14 
Training should be shorter + 
Other comments relating to length of Program 1 
Other (concepts not included in above categories) 
Don't Xi~on,, Can't Evaluate Program, don't know enough 

about program or participant, etc. 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~ ~ - ~~ ~ -~ -- - -~ 

1 Q SI-16 S~~pporing you uere to send anorher person fur the {raining program llke (participants') what cor- 
rections, in your opinion, should bemade? 
Reporled only for those whose supervisors were interviewed. 

8 Lesr than O.5P; 
+ Total adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more rhan one answer. 
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Table 4.3-16 
Supervisors' Opinion about lmportnnce of 
Training to Participants' Work Abilities' 

Base* (440) 
", 

Progrun?'~ Degree of importance to Participa~rs' Abilities 
Most important 
Very important 
Helpful but not very important 
Vot useful 
Don't know or don'L remember 

Total per cent 
. ~ ~~ 

1 Q S1-17: Regarding the work abilities of (participanr) at prespnt; how imporrant do  you think was the fact 
that he had been on the training program1 
Reported only for those whose superviaora were intcrviewcd. 

+ Less than 0.5". 

I'able 4.3-17 
Supervisors' Satisfaction with Various IC.4 Aspects of Training Program' 

Satis- Unsatis- No 
factory factory Opinion 

- ~ p~ ~~ 

:4 "/, x x 
a. Procedure by which participants 

selected I00 55 36 9 
b. Subject matter covered 100 68 22 I I 
c. Length of Program 100 39 56 5 
d. Country or countries of training I00 68 30 2 
e. Practical experience provided in 

program 100 58 27 15 
~. ~ -~ - ~ - ~ 

1 Q S2-1: For lhis section, 1 would like to haw your suggestions regarding the ICA training program in general. 
1 am going to read the headings to you and would like to have your opinion about each as to whether it is 
good or not. And I I  you should fnd any which is no1 good, plensc tell me what make? you feel so (Selec- 
tion of participants; Suhjects arranged under the training program: Durarion of program; Country visited 
for thc program; Work training under rhc propam). 



SURVEY FINDINGS 3. Satisfactiorl wifh Training 

Base* 

Table 4.3-18 
Supervisors' Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Program Subject Matter] 

i o  

Subject matter not appropriate 6 1 
Should lead to participant's obtaining an academic degree 6 
m o u n t  of observation not appropriate 4 
Other 32 

Total ycr cent 1 0 3  %t 
1 Q SZ-lb: And if you should find any which i s  not good, pleasc also tell me what makes you feel so f Subjecrs 

arranged under the framing program). 
Reported only for those  supervisor^ inf~rrieued and rnentiancd thal thc wbicer matter of the program was 
unsaustsctory. 

t Toral adds to more than 1 0 0 ~ , b e c a u s e ~ a m e  respondents g r e  marc than one answer. 

Table 4.3-19 
Super\isors' Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Length of Program1 

Base* 
0 ,  
/a ~ ~ 

Programs too short, other reason or reasons not furlhsr 
specified 54 

Program too short becausc participants did not have time to 
get a degree 25 

Program Loo long 5 
Other comments relating to length of program 18 
Not ascertained 1 
Total per cent 103 %t 

- ~ ~ - 
1 Q S2-ID: And if you rhould find any whish is not good. please also tellme what makes you feelso(Duration 

of~roaram). 
Reported only for supervisors who mentioned that [he length of program war unsilrirfactory 

t l o t a l  adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one a n s w .  
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Table 4.3-20 
Supervisors' Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Country of Training' 

Base' (70) 
", 
70 

Training should include visits to more countries 42 
Training should be given in countries more like participant's 

home country (with respect togeneral way of life, prob- 
lems of the country, climate, economy, technology, 
political system, language, culture. etc.) 13 

Some or all of training should be in Europe (including 
England) I I 

Some or  all of training should be in Asian countries(inc1ud- 
ing Japan and Philippines) 9 

Some or all of training should be in small countries 6 
Some or all of training should be ~n the United States (not 

including Puerto Rico) 4 
Other comments relating to country or  countries of training 

(not included in above categories) 18 
Not ascertained 1 

Total per cent 114"j,-? 
- - ~- ~~- - ~ - 

Q S2-IE: And if you should find any which is not good, please also fell me what makes you feel so (Country 
visited for the program). 
Reported only for super>isors who mentioned that the country of trainin6 was unsatisfactory. 

t Total odds lo more than 1001: hccause some rcspondentr gare more than one answer. 



S U R ~ E Y  FISDINGS 3 .  Sarisfacrion with Training 

Table 4.3-21 
Supcrvisors' Reaaons for Dissatisfaction with Selection Process 1 

Base* (84) 
0 ,  

(84) 
/a 

~~ - - -~ ~- 
Criteriu for Selecrion 70 
Participant's knowledge of English should he an important 

criterion of selection 27 
Selection should be appropriatc to the requirements of par- 

ticipant'sjob, supervisor, employer, or needs of country 17 
Participant's knowledge or experience in his field should be 

an important criterion of selection 12 
Participant's knowledge of English is too important a cri- 

terion of selection; participants should be selected even 
ifthey do not know English 12 

Selection is too restrictive; more participants should be 
selected froma given organization. company. or agency 2 

Who Shoulri Srlecr Participants? 18 
4 participant should be selected by his supervisor, or another 

superior at his place ofemployment 15 
Participants should be sclected by means of competitions. 

examinations, etc. 3 
Selection Procedures * 7 

Selection procedures are careless or hasty; should be more 
thorough 2 

Other Commcs relating to selection 
(not included in the above categories) 8 

Not ascertained 7 
- -  ~ 

Total per cent lO5%t 
~ ~~ ~~ - - - - -~ - ~- . ~. ~- - ~- - 

1 Q SZ-IA: For this ralion. I would like to havc your suggrslions regarding t h e z ~  training progarn in 
general. I am going to read the headings to you and would like to have your opinion on each as lo whether 
il is good or nor. And if you should find any which ir not good, please also tcll me what makes you fcel so 
(Aboul srlb-ring). 

' Reponad only for supervisors inten,iewed and mentioned that the srleccion was unaalisfaslo~y. 
1 Tural adds lo mare than 1CQ:6 because some respondenrs gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.3-22 
Supervisors' Suggestions Tor Changes in Other Aspects of Training Programl 

Base* (237) (237) 
f', ~ ~- % 

Favorable comment only 14 
Unfavorable comment only + 
Selection oj'Participants 24 
Participants should be experienced people 8 
More people in my ofice should be trained 4 
More supervisors should be trained 3 
Language should be more important Factor in selection 3 
Language should be less important factor in selection 3 
More people in specific field should be trained 2 
Selection procedures shonld be improved 1 
Training Program 82 
Program should be planned to meet specitic needs 20 
Prograni should be longer 12 
More practical training 10 
Participants should receive academic degree 8 
Morc places to visit during training 7 
Participants should receive higher per diem 7 
More theoretical training 4 
More social activities with country of training 3 
Program should be improved 6 
Other comments on training program 5 
Post Training 6 
Participant should be placed in jobs where training can be applied 5 
Other comments on post training I 
Other Cornment.7 4 
Don't Know or Don't Remember 3 
Not Asrertabred 1 1  

~- - 

Total per cent 144 %t 
- - -~ - --- - - - - -- - -~ - --- - ~ 

1 Q S2-1: Is there anything further about lhc training Drogram on which you can gwe your opinions? 
* Reported only for supervisors interviewed. 
+ Less than 0 5 P/, 
t Tntal adds to more than 103% because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.3-23 
Surpervisors' Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Practical 

Experience Provided in Program1 

Base* (65) 
4,' 
/o 

- ~ 

Practical experience not sufficient; more is needed; not 
enough time in program allotted to practical experience 63 

Practical experience not appropriate lo needs of participant's 
employer or home country; could not be applied in 
participant's work 9 

Practical experience was not related to other parts of pro- 
gram; did not correspond to other things learned or 
observed in program 3 

Practical experience not abroad or varied enough; experience 
gained in too few areas; not enough different tasks or 
types of work were included 3 

Other comments relating to practical experience (not in- 
cluded in above categories) 22 

Don't know or don't remember 2 
Not ascertained 5 
Total pcr cent 177x7 

~- - - - ~- - -- -~ - ~ ~~ -- -~ - - ~- 

1 Q S?-IF: And if you should find any which is not good, please also tell me what makes you feel so (Work 
training under the program). 

* Reported only for supervisors who ~ncnliuned thar the practical experience provided in program was unsatis- 
factory. 

1 Total adds to more than IMX because some rerpondenls gave more than one answer. 

Tab!e 4.3-24 
Proportion of Supervisors Who Had Been ICA Participants' 

Base* 

Had received ICA training 
Had not received ICA training 

Total per cent 100 
- - - - -- ~ ---- ~ - ~~ ~ - ~ 

Q S2-3: Have you yourself ever reccived ICA scholarship? 
* Reported only for supervisors interviewed. 
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Table 4.3-25 
Satisfaction *ith USOM Contribution to Participants' Utilization' 

'Technician's Rating 

Base (42) 
% 

USOM has participated in assuring that participants are 
placed in jobs where they can use their training. has 
insisted that the training be put lo good use 26 

It has not been necessary for USOM to take steps to insure 
good utilization of training. since the host government 
has done everything necessary for good utilization 17 

USOM has provided a climate favoring utilization which 
otherwise would not have existed 12 

USOM has provided money or material support for pro- 
grams in which the participants are working 10 

USOM has provided technicians to assist participa~its in the 
utilization of their training 

Participants have received better jobs with more leadership 
USOM has selected good people for trainins 
The practice of sending participants to a third country aids 

utilization 
Positive non-specific comments 
Other (4 comments) 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~- 

1 Q T2-2: In which ways are you satisfied with what USOM h a ~  done in this country ro make for good utiliza- 
tion of the part~cipants' Iraining? 
i Total adds to more than 100% because sucne respondcnrs gave more than one answer 
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Table 4.3-26 
Dissatisfaction with USOM Contribution to  Participants' Utilization' 

Technicians' Raling 

Base (42) 
% - 

USOM has not insisted, to the degree that it should, that 
participants be plnccd in jobs where they can use their 
training, hasnot insisted that the training be put to good 
use. USOM is not able to exert sufficient control over 
participants' job placement 26 

Selection of participar~ts is not such as to insure or provide 
for the best utili~ation 14 

Training programs abroad need improvement: longer; 
entirely academic 9 

USOM has failed to provide technicians to assist 
participants in the utilization of their training 5 

USOM should improve post-training contacts through 
recognition of job achievement or an organization 
of participants 5 

Other negative comments (not included in the above 
categories) 10 

Don't know 2 
No dissatisfaction 38 - 
Total per cent 109~ / , t  

~-~ ~. ~ . . - . - - - - -  
1 QT2-3: Inwhat waysare youdissatisfied with wlvat USOM has done in thiscountry to make for good utiliw- 

lion of rhe participants' mining? 
7 Total addr Lo more lhan 100:; bdause some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.3-27 
Technicians' Suggestions for Greater Benefits from Training Program' 

Base 

Selection of Particbtants 
Selection should be improved 
Participants should be selccted on basis of experience, 

ability 
Should be moreemphasis in language as selection factor 
Political factors should be eliminated from selection 
Fanlily influence should be eliminated from selection 
Content of Trairlirrg Program 
Training program should be in~provcd 
Programs should be tailored to meet needs of country 
Other Comments 
Place participants in poaition where this training can be 

properly utilized 36 
Promote understanding of programs by top officials and 

supervisors; eliminate jealousy or resentment or 
participant 9 

Set up regular system for returned participants; train other 
people 9 

Set up regular system so participant can keep informed on 
new developnlents in his field 5 

Other cornnlents 12 
No Comments 9 

Total per cent 1?2 
~~ . ~ ~ . . -  ~ - -  ~~~ ~~ 

I ~ Q  T2-5: In what ways could the host government aod the U.S. derwe greater benefils from the training 
momam? . - 

t Total adds to n ~ n :  than 1 W% because some respondents gave more than one answer 
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Table 4.3-28 
Strong and Weak Points of Participant Training Program' 

Technician Rating 

Rase (42) 
0 '  

(42) 
0 ,  

10 ,'a - 
Weak Poirrls 63 
Participants are not always placed in jobs in which they can use 

their training to the best advantage 10 
Participants do not get enough practical, on-the-job training 10 
The methods of selecting participants are not appropriate 7 
More participants should obtain an academic degree 7 
The program is not appropriate tu the needs of the 

participant 5 
Participants do not get enough theoretical or academic 

training 5 
Participants do not have adequate training or experience in 

their field beforc they leave on an ICA training grant 5 
Over-all the program is poor, ineffective, inadequate 2 
Participants should be trained in circumstances that are 

more nearly like those in their own country 2 
Other weak points (not included in the above categories) 10 

Strong Points 50 
Over-all the program is good, effective, adequate 36 
The program is particularly appropriate to the needs of the 

country, or the needs of the participants; thc subjects 
studied are particularly appropriate 7 

A strong point of the training program is that the training 
received is of high quality 5 

The methods of selecting participants arc particularly good 2 
Not Ascertained 5 

Total per cent 188"/,f 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

1 Q TZ-I: Strong or weak points of participant training program. 
t Total adds to more than 100% because sonr respondems gave more than one answer. 
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Base 

Table 4.3-29 
Technicians' Suggestions for Techniques or Methods of Follow-up1 

Personal contact between technician and returned 
participant 29 

On a regularly scheduled basis, check up on ex-participants 
to see if they are using their training and icthey need any 
assistance; annual formalevaluation of ulilization 21 

Newsletter 10 
An organization of ex-participants, so that they can get 

together from time to time; alumni organization- 
general, social, or professional 7 

ReLurned participants should be provided written material 
pertinent to their field 5 

Conferences, seminars, workshops 5 
Membership in professional societies 2 
Other (concepts not included in the above catesories) 3 1 
Not ascertained 17 

~ 

Total per cent 124 
~ . - - - - - - - -  - 

1 Q 12-4: Are there any techniques or rnethodr of follow-up thal you Ihink arc parttcularly soud to use? 
j Total adds ru murc rhan 100e; kccaux some respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 4.3-30 
Sat~sfaction with Training Program1 

by 
Sex or Participant2 

Male Female 

Base 

Very satisfied 
Moderately satisfied 
Not satisfied 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

+ + - 
- . - - -- - - - 

100% 1mg; loo 7; 
~-~ ~- - ~ ~ 

I Q P-144: In general, how satisfied were you with ihc training program. >cry salisfied. sorneu,hal wlisfied, no1 
so satisfied. or not satislicd at all? 

2 Q P-8: Sex of parlicipant. 
Less than 0.5 9; 



Table 4.3-31 
Satisfactioti with Training Program' 

by 
Level of Position at Time of Departure' 

Top and 
second- Subordi- 

level nate Man- 
Policy agement 

Makers 

-~ - - -  

Base (460) 
0 ,  

(36) 
0 ,  

(178) 
0 / 

7" ,/o i, 
Very satisfied 50 56 54 
Moderately satisfied 10 42 38 
Not satisfied 10 3 8 
Not asccrtait~ed + - - 

- -  ~~ 

Total per cent loo:/, lo%<? 100% 

Profes- 
sional, 

Sub-pro- 
fessional Not 

ascertained and 

visory 

(245) ( 1 )  

~ - 

1 Q P-143: In genc~al, huw satisfied were you with lhe [raining program, rer) ralisfied, somewhat satisfied, not 
so ialiaticd. or no1 salislied a t  all? 

2 Q P-5: Kind of work dune at time of departure. 
+ Less than 0.5 q; 
't Due lo round~ng. 

Table 4.3-32 
Gcneral Satisfaction with Training Program' 

by 
Satisfaction with Training Program before Departure1 

Very Moder- No, Not 
satisfied ate1y satisfied ascertained satisfied 

. ~ - -  ~ 

Rase (460) (258) (107) (95) 
O/ 

(1) 
," 'x % "/, O4 

Vcry satisfied 50 60 38 37 - 
Moderately satisfied 40 33 50 49 - 
Not sat~stied 10 7 12 14 100 
Not ascertained + + - - - 

- - - -~ ~ - ~ ~ - - - - ~ -  ~~. 

Total per cent 100% 100"/6 100% 100% 100 % 
-~ ----- ~ -- - - - -  - - - - -  ~~ 

I Q P-143: Ingcneral, how satisfied wsreyou with the training program, very salisfied, somewhat satisfied, not 
so satisfied. or not ~atwficd at aiI? 
Q P-31 : Prior to your dqartttre for abroad, how satisfied were you wirh your program? 

+ 1.~1s than 0.5 "' 
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Base 

Very satisfied 
Moderately satistied 
Not satisfied 
Not ascertained 
Total per cent 

Table 4.3-33 
Satisfaction with Program' 

by 
Participant Participation in Planning Program2 

Helped Plan Pro~rani 
Don't 

Y cs 
know 

or don't 

~ . . . ~  ~ ~~~~ ---.--- ~~ 

I Q P-144: In  general. how ratisficd were you with the training program, very satslied. aornrwhat satisfied, no1 
so satisfied; or nolsutished at all? 
Q P-32: Did :DL! have any share in the plannmg of yuur training prugraml 

+ Less Lhan 0.5 ,; 

Table 4.3-34 
Satisfac.ion with Program' 

by 
Guidance in the Coursc of the Program in Country of lrainingz 

Rece~ved Did not Don't 
receive know enough Not 
enough or don't ascertained 

attention attention remember 
-- - - - 

Base* (435) (387) 
0 ' 

(42) 
0,' "I 

(2) '" (4) 
/a ,O i o  / O  

Very satisfied 5 1 52 36 50 50 
Moderately satisfied 40 39 43 50 50 
Not satisfied 10 9 21 - - 
Not ascertained + + - - - 

~ ~~ - - -  

Total per cent 100Xt 100% 100% 1007; 100% 
- - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -. - .---- -- - - - -- - - -  - - - -  ------- -- -- -. 

1 Q P-144: In general, how satisfied were you with the tratning grogram, very satisfied, somewhat salisfied, not 
rosatiriied, or not satisfied at all? 

2 Q P-51 : Do you think that person p i d  enough attention or gave sufficient recommendations to you during 
your tralning program? 
Repocccd only for thaw whose program was discussed with sosneonc in country of training. 

+ Lrr- than 0.5;; 
t Due to roundmg. 
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Table 4.3-35 
Satisfaction with Program' 

by 
Opinion about the Scope of the Program2 

Don't 
Too many would All right know 

things have as it was or don't liked morc 
remember 

Base 

Very satisfied 
Moderately satisfied 
Not satisfied 
Not ascertained t - - + - 

~ - - - - - -  - 
Total per cent 100 % looQ/, 100% 100% 100 % 

~~ - - - - - - ~ - - - - - -  ~. ~ 

1 Q P-IQI: Ingmcral, hon,ratlsfied nereyou with the lrainingprogram. very satirfied, sorncwhal satisfied, not 
sosatisfi4,or notsatisfirdar all? 

2 Q P-66: Did you think that the .terns arranged to be done or to be seen for the trainingprogram were too 
rnanv. or should habe been more? . . 

+ Less than 0.5;( 

Table 4.3-36 
Satisfaction with Program 1 

by 
Attitude loward Length of the Program1 

About Too long Too short Iirht 

Base 

Verv satisfied 
Moderately satisfied 
Not satisfied 
Not ascertained 

- - -  ~~ - - - - - - -  - - 
Total per cent 100% 1 0 %  100% IOO?; 
- ,- - - --- - - - - - - - - -- - - ---- ~ - - --  -------  

I Q P-144: In  general, how satisfied were you n,ilh [he training program, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied. not 
so satisfied, or not satisfied al all? 

2 Q P-64: Did you think that the Icn~lh of your lraining program was loo long.iust right or too short'? 
+Less than 0.5% 
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Table 4.3-37 
Satisfaction with Programl 

Attitude Toward Level of Program' 

Don't Not 
Too About Too know or ascer- simple right advanced don't re- tained 

member 
~ - - - -  ~~ ~ ..- 

Base (460) (34) (369) (49) (7) ( I )  
% "/, ;4 % % 0 ,  

/o 

Very satisfied 50 35 53 45 29 - 
Moderately satisfied 40 44 40 37 57 - 
Not satisfied 10 21 7 18 14 103 
Not ascertained + - i - - - 

.~ ~ . - - - -  ~~ ~ - - - - -  ~. 

Total per cent 100% loO% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- - -  - -  - - -  

I Q P-I&: In  general. how satisfied were you wi th  thc training program. very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not 
so satislicd. or not satisfied at all? 

2 Q P-67: How uould you rate the program that was arranged for y o u ?  Considering the background and ex- 
perience which you had at that time, would you s r  in general that it was too easy for you. iusi right. or 
loo dilhcult? 

+ LCSS than 0.5 T; 

Table 4.3-38 
Satisfaction with Program' 

by 
Attitude toward Amount of l'ime for Personal Interests in the Program' 

Don't 

Too much Enough Too little know or 
don't 

~- . 
remember 

Base (460) (9) (278) 
0 / 0 / 

(172) 
o /  

(1) 
/a "i, /" / o  "/ . O  

Very satisfied 50 44 55 42 100 
Moderately satisfied 40 44 36 47 - 
Not satisfied 10 11 9 I I - 
Not ascertained + - + - - 

~ -. - -  - - ~. . - - - - - - -  

Total per cent lW% I G O ~ ~ t  1WqI 100% loo % 
~. 

1 Q P-144: In general: how satisfied were you with the training program, very alisfied. somewhat sarisfid, not 
so satisfied, or not salisfiedat all? 

2 O P-80: According to the program arranged. do you think tha t  the spare time for your personal interests 
was loo much, sufficient, o r  toolilile? 

+ k s  I han 0.5 5; 
t Due to rounding. 



Table 4.3-39 
Satisfaction with Program' 

by 
Participanrs Receiving Degree or Diploma from Training? 

Participant 
Participant received a 
received an certificate Participar~i 
academic or other received 
degree or non-acade- nothing 
deploma mic cita- 

tion 

Base* 

Verv satisfied 
~ o d e r a t e l y  satisfied 
Not satistied 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

38 38 40 38 
10 8 3 15 
+ - - 

~ ~ - -  ~ 

I 
. - 

lOO%t 1 0 o x  loo % loo % 
~- ~- ~ - - ~ -  - -  

I Q P-144: I n  general, haw salisfied were you w i l l ~  Lhe tralning prosram. very satisfied. somewhat atisficd, nor 
so salisfied, or not satisfied a1 all ? 

2 Q P-58: D i d  vou receive a degree or a d l ~ l o m a "  
Reportcd onlyfor those who Glered university 

+ Less than 0 5  :n 
t Due to rounding 
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Section 4. Non-technical Aspects of Training While Abroad 

A. ORIENTATION IN COUNTRY OF TRAINING 
Seventy-two per cent of the participants report attending general orientation 

sessions in the country of training. the duration of which exceeded one day. Of those 
attending. slightly more than eight out of ten (84%) were at the Washington Interna- 
tional Center (WIC), Washington, D.C. An additional ten per cent attended sessions 
in the United States conducted by universities, or government and non-government 
agencies. Sixty-five per cent of those attending these sessions report receiving a news- 
letter from the organization which conducted the sessions (Table 4.4-1, 4.4-2 and 4.4-3). 

A pronouncedly high proportion (85%) of those attending sessions in the U.S.A. 
view the experience as valuable, 14% thought the time required to attend could have 
been better spent (Table 4.4-4). Fifty-three per cent felt the sessions attended were all 
right-no improvement needed, and those who felt some improvement was desirable. 
by and large, gave different suggestions which, when categorized, do not have the 
numerical strength required to dictatc that a change is urgently needed (Table h2.4-1, 
Appendix 2). 

B. ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION 
Eighty-eight per cent of participants said their program required a knowledge of 

English, and 46% arrived in the country of training feeling the need for additional 
instruction in English, (Table 4.4-5 and 4.4-6). Of thc 406 whose program required a 
knowledgr of English, 38% took lessons after reaching the country of training. Of this 
group 89% felt that even more instruction would have been uscful. (Tables 4.4-7 
and 4.4-8). Of the 250 who did not receive instruction in English after reaching the 
country of training. 59% thought in retrospect that instruction would have been useful 
(Table 4.4-9). 

Those taking English language training report doing so a t  the following places: 

'Table 4.4-10 
Place of Additional English Instruction in Country of Training1 

Base* ( 156) 
0 ,  
/a 

American University, Michigan University, or other b.S. 
Government university contracts connected with the 
Languags Center 36 

Classes in university 35 
Private tutoring 3 
Other places (unspecified) 12 
Not ascertained 14 -- 
Total per cent 100% 

- . - - - - - 
QP-150: Where dtd you hare these lessons? (This quedion added by USOM, Thailand.) 

* Asked onl? of those who rrporlcd taking additional English instruclion. 
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More than half of those whose program required a knowledge of English reported 
a language difficulty in conipleting their program. 

I n  looking at Table 4.4-1 1,  the reader should bear in mind that the participants 
reporting (406) had, with very few exceptions, received instruction prior to leaving 
Thailand. Also 156 (38%) of them had taken additional English language training 
after arriving in the country of training. Nonetheless. less than half of  them (43%) 
report that the) had no ditticulty with language in their training. More significant, a 
majority of those who had difficulty, had trouble in both being understood and in 
understanding others. 

The question logically arises: "Did those who had additional language instruction 
in the country of training have less difficulty than those who did not take additional 
training?" An investigation results in Table 4.4-12. 

It is interesting that those who took additional instruction in English still had the 
most language difficulty. However, a closer look at Tables 4.4-8 and 4.4-9 reveals that 
the cross-tabulation shown in Table 4.4-12 merely confirrn what one would logically 
expect. As shown by Tahle 4.4-8, 89% of those taking additional instruction felt at the 
time of interview that rnore instruction would have been useful. while only 59% (Table 
4.4-9) of those not taking additional instruction thought so. 

It appears that a fairly reliable indicator of whether the Thai participant will 
experience a language difficulty in training is his own personal feeling about the level 
of his language proficiency. As shown hy Table 4.4-13 below, 63% of those who sav 
in retrospect that they felt no need to improve their English upon arrival in the country 
of training reported no difficulty with language in their training. 

On the other hand. only 25% of those who arrived in the country of training feel~ng 
that their English needed improvement, reported no difficulty. 

It is recognized, of course. that the response to the question: "Did you feel the 
necessity to improve your English by additional instruction?" was perhaps colored by 
whether or not language difficulty was recalled. 

The foregoing data may be suni~narized as follows: 

Nearly nine out of ten of Thai participants required a knowledge of English to 
complete their training program. 

- Almost half of oll Thni parficipanfs arrive in the country of t ra~ning feeling a 
necessity to improve their English by addftional instruction. 

- Yet. only 38 % of those whose program requires proficiency in English actually 
take lessons after their arrival. 

- Eighty-nine per cent of those taking lessons feel more instruction would have 
been helpful, 

and 59"/:, of those who do not take lessons on arrival feel that instruction in 
C~~glish would have been useful. 
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- Regardless of their feeling of adequacy in English upon arrival, and additional 
instruction, 57:4, eepericnce some difficulty, and those having had additional 
instruction upon arrival arc those who report having the bigger problem with 
language. 

Conclusions: 

The participants' report substantiates the views of the Thai supervisors. Knowl- 
edge of English is a crucial problem. and deserves primary consideration in 
both the selection and preparation of participants for training abroad. 

C. COMMUNITY PARTICIPAI LON (PERSONAL INTERESTS) AND HOME HOSPITALITY 

Thai participants rarely found their program while abroad permitting too much 
spare time Tor personalinterest. In only two per cent of the cases was this true. On the 
other hand, in 37:4 of the cases it was felt that "too little" time was permitted. SIX 
out of ten or the participants report that they had enough spare time for their personal 
interest (Table 4.4-14). 

Over 900,; of the participants were invitcd into private homes while they were 
abroad and of the 429 visiting in homes, 67% liked the visits "very much"; a rather 
insignificant three per cent did not like these visits (Tables 4.4-15 and 44-16), 

By and large, the value secn by participants in the home visits was that it gavc a 
chance to: (1)learn about the country of  training (48%). (2) make friends (15%). and 
(3) exchange ideas (I I?:). An additional 33 0/: said they liked the "hospitality and 
atmosphere" of the home visits (see Table A.2.4-2, volume 11. Appendix 2). 

Seventy-three per cent (Table 4.4-1 7) feel their time abroad was taken up with 
"about enough" social activities. 22% would have liked more. and five per cent less. 
Few apecific reasons for preferring more or less social activities wcre given. These 
appear in Tables A2.4-3 and A2.4.4. Appendix 2. 

Only 22% of Thai participants attended a seminar in communication prior 
to returning to Thailand. Of those attending about 327; attended the seminar run by 
Michigan State IJniversity, about 30% attended one run by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, and the remainder attended one at some other place. Sixty-nine per cent 
of those attending say they have used materials or ideas from thc seminar in their work, 
primarily in their dealings with other people. l hose  who have not used anything from 
the seminar, bq and large, say that they have not as yet had an opportunity (31 %), or 
that there was nothing gained useful, at least useful ~n their current jobs (32 %). 

In general, Thai participants attending a communication seminar liked most the 
exchange of ideas with people from orhcr countries, and the suggestions for adapting 
what they had learned in training to the Thai situation-including how to communicate 
their newly learned ideas and skills (Tables A2.4-6 to U . 4 - 1 2 ;  Appendix 2). 
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Thirty-four per cent of Thai participants had joined a U.S. professional society, 
and 25% were still members at the time of interview (Tables 4.4-18 and 4.4-19 
respectively). In addition, there were seven per cent of the participants who reported 
membership in  a professional society other than the U.S. (Table 4.4-20). lJence, 
32% of the participants belonged to at least one professional society, 68:< did not 
hold any such membership. 

Further investigation of those who held membership in a U.S. or "third" country 
professional society disclosed that 95 % belonged to a professional society in Thailand. 

Table 4.4-21 
Location of Professional Society1 

Base* (145) 
:i 

In Thailand 95 
Other countries (excluding U.S.) 17 

Total per cent iG si.i 
~~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ - -  - ~ ~- ~ - - - - - - - -  

I QP-151: Was iulluwed by QP-152 whieh asked "\mat counlry?Odnlycountriesother than the U.S.A. were 
coded. 

* Asked only of thoce who reportcd rtlrmbersbip m a professional society. 
-i Total adds to more than 10096 because aome respondents gave Thailand, plus, o w  or more other countries. 

Current membership in professional societies does not give the complete picture 
of the extent to which Thai participants have access to professional journals in keeping 
abreast of development i n  their fields. More significant in this respect is the number 
who receive professional publications. 

As shoun by Tables 4.4-22 and 4.4-23. 60% of the 460 participants comprising the 
sample receive U.S. professional publications, and 87 % of those receiving say that these 
publications are "somewhat" or "very" useful. 

A further check disclosed that of the 460 participants 36 % were receiving profes- 
sional journals from some country other than the U.S.A. (Table 4.4-24). 
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Table 4.4-1 
Orientation in Country of TrainingJ 

Base (460) x -- 

Yes 
No 
Total per cent IOa?', 
. - - - - - - - - - - - .- - - - - -  ~. 
I Q P~42:  When you arrived (in Primary country of ~raining). did you join in any general orientation sessiona 

which rook longer rhun one day? 

Table 4.4-2 
Place of Orienration in Country of Training' 

Base' 

Washington International Center 
School or university in U.S.A., n.e.s. 
Outside the U.S.A. 
American University 
Government Department or Agency 
Private organization in U.S.A. 
Don't know or don't remember 

Total per cent 
----- -. . - - - - - - - - -  .- ~- - 

J 0 P~43  - 44: What citv was that? What was the name of the lccation where the orientation sesslons were 
&ranged ? . Reported anl) for those who awndcd orientation session in countr) of training 

i Less than 0.5 P:, 
t Due to rounding, 

Table 4.4-3 
Newsletters Received from Orientation Session' 

Base' (313) 
0,' 
i o  

~ -. 

Received newsletters 65 
Did not receive newsletters 34 
Don't know ~ 1 

Total per cent lo0 U/, 
- - - - - - - - -  - -  - - - - - - - -  - ---....-. ~- ~. -- -  

1 Q P-45: Did jou recei\e ony newsletters? 
Reported only for those who attended orientation session in U.S.A. 
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Table 4.4-4 
Value of Orientation Session in U.S.A.' 

Base' 

Orientation session valuable 
Prefer time on rest of program 
Not ascertained 

Totill per cent 
- ~- - ~~~~~ -- -- - ~- - - ~- - ~- - -~ -. - 

1 Q P-46: Do you think lhat the lime spent in rhe orientation was useful, or do you think it w u l d  have 
becn bcttcr to spend iton other parts of rhe training program? 
Reporled only for those who attended orieotarion session in U.S.A. 

Table 4.4.-5 
Engl~sh Language Requirement of the Program1 

Base (460) 

Program required English 
Program did not require English 

Total per cent 
-~ - -- ~- ~- -~ ~- ~- -- -~ -~ -- - - - - - -- -~ 

I Q P-95: N o w  I would like to know some things about the English language training. Did your program 
require knowledge in English language? 

Table 4.4-6 
Need for Additional English Instruction in Country of Training1 

Base 

Needed 
Not needed 
Don't know or don't remember 

Total per cent 
- ~- ~- - - ~ -. - - - ~- ~ 

I P-149: When you arrived in Lhe foreign country, did you reel the necessity to impruvc your English by 
additional instruction? (This question rasadded by USOM, Thailand.) 
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Table 4.4-7 
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training' 

Base* (406) 
% 

~ ~ 

Taken 38 
Not taken ~~~ 62 ~~ 

Total per cent 100% 
-~ ~ - ~ - - ~ p  -- ~ - ~A ~~ 

1 Q P-96: After your arrival and before commencing your program. did you take any extra or additional 
1e.ssans in English toprepare yournelf? 
Reporttd only ffo those whoseprogram required Enslish lansuage. 

Table 4.4-8 
Adequacy of Additional English Instruction Taken1 

Base* 

More E ~ ~ g l i . ~ h  1r1.rrrurtion U70uld: 
Have been useful 89 
Not havc been useful 11 

Total per cent 100:; 
-~ ~- ~ - ~- ~ ~- ~ - -  ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ - ~~~ 

1 Q P-97: Do you think that more extra or additional lessons in English would he usetll to you during thc 
program? 

* Reported only for those who recei+ed English instructian. 

Table 4.4-9 
Desirability of Additional En&h Instruction in Country of Training' 

Base* (250) 
o/ 

Additional Englislz Lessons Would: 
Have been useful 
Not have been useful 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~ - - - - - ~- 

1 Q p-98: (If '.No")Do you think that if you had had some English lessons. thcy would have been useful during 
your oromam 1 . . -  
Reportedonly far those who did not rsetve English instruction afrcr arrival in country of iraininp. 

+ Less than U.5 
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Table 4.4-1 1 
Type of English Language Difficulty Encountered' 

Base' 

None 
In being understood 
In understanding others 
Both 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~ ~~~~~ -- - ~~ - 

I Q P-99: If you had had difficulties u,ilh your English during the program. was i l  mnrc so in making yoirrself 
undentood.or wns i t  to understand other peuple,or both? 

* Reported only for those whose program required English. 
+ Less Ihan O.5'.': 

Table 4.4-12 
Type of English Languase Difficulty' 

by 
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training2 

Had Addirional English 
-~ . ~ ~~ . 

Yes - - 
No 

~ - 

Base* 

Type o f  Difficulty 
None 
In being understood 
In understanding others 
Both 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

. . .  
Q P-96:After your arrival and before commencing yourprogram, did you takeany exrra oradditional lessons 
in English lo prepare yourself? 

* Reported only for lhose whose program, required English. 
+ Less than 0.5% 
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Table 4.4-13 
Type of English Language Difficulty Encountered' 

Need for Additional English Instruction in Country of Training* 

Don't 
Did not know 

Needed need or don't 
remember 

Base* 

None 
In being understood 
In understanding others 
Both 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ - - - -- - ~- - -- - - - ~ ~~-~ ~~ ~ -- ~ p~ 

1 Q P.99: If you had had difficulties with your English during the program, was it more sa in making yourself 
understood, or was it lo understand other people, or both? 

2 Q P-149: When you arrived in the foreign country, did you feel the necessity to improw your English by 
addilionalhslmc~ion? 
Rcported only fur Lhosr whose program required tnglirh. 

+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.4-14 
Amount of Time for Personal lnterest During the Program' 

Base 

Time Jor Personal Interest Wos: 
Too much 
Sufficient 
Too lillle 
Don't know or don't remember 

Total per cent 
-- - ~- -~ - - ~- ~ ~- 

1 QP-80: According to the program arranged, do you think that the spare lime for your personal interest was 
too much, sufficient, or tooliltle? 

+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Due ta rounding. 



SURVEY Fl&DINGS 4 .  Non-technicof Aspecr.~ o f  Trainitlg While Abrood 

Table 4.4-15 
Invitation to Private Homes1 

Base 

Inbmited 
Not invited 

Total per cent ZO% 
. - - -- - - - - 

I Q P-81: Were you ever invited to private homes during your program? 

Table 4.4.-16 

Base* 

Visits Were: 
Liked very much 
Rather liked 
Not liked 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-- -- ~~ ~- -~ p~ ~ ~- ~ - ~~~ - - ~- ~- 

1 Q P-82: How did you feel about visiting rhese homes? Did you like i1 very much. did you rather likc ir, or 
did you norlikeit? 

' Reported only for those who were invited to private homes. 
+ Less than O . 5 " ,  

Table 4.4-17 
Opinion about Other Social Activities' 

Base 

Social Activiries Were: 
Too many 
About enough 
Too few 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

5 
73 
22 

I 

loo %t 
- -- - -- - - - -~ ~- ~- -- -~ 

1 Q P-84: Now speaking about other socialactivities, did you think that there were too many or too few of 
those which were arranged for you? 

t Due to rounding. 
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Base 

Table 4.4-18 
Membership in U.S. Professional Societies' 

Joined U.S. professional society 34 
Did not join U.S. professional society 

- 66 
Total per cent 
- -~ -- - 

'00% 
- -~ ~ 

I Q P-135: Hare you ever joined any U.S. professional society duringor after your frainingprogram? 

Table 4.4-19 
Current Membership in a U.S. Professional Society' 

Base 

Yes 
No 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-- -~ ~- ~- -- -~ -~ 

1 Q P-136: Are you currently a member of any US.  professional sociery? 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.4-20 
Me~nbership in Professional Society of Countries Other than U.S.A.' 

Base 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- - - - ~- - ~p-- ~p - 

I Q P-151: I have asked you once before about being a member of a U.S. professional society: now I'd like 
to ask you if you area member of a profesrional society of any country? 
(Question added by USOM/Thailand.) 

+ Less than 0.5 % 
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Table 4.4-22 
Receipt of U.S. Professional Publicationsl 

Base 

Received publications 
Did not receive publications 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~ ~- - 

1 Q P-137: D o  you receive some U.S.  professional publications? 

Table 4.4-23 
Usefulness of U.S. Professional Publications] 

Base* (279) ~, 

% - -  - 

U.S.  Professional Publicational Were: 
Very useful 65 
Somewhat useful 22 
Only a little useful 9 
Not useful at all 1 
Not ascertained 4 

- -- 
Total per cent 100 

~ ~ --- p~ p~~ ~~p~ ~ - ~- 

I QP-138: How useful are these publications lo you? 
Reported only of those who reoeived membership for U.S. professional publications 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.4-24 
Receipt of Professional Journals from Other Countries' 

Base (460) " .  

Journals from Non-U.S. Countries Are: 
Received 
Not received 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~p~~ -- - ~~ ~- 

I P-153: Are you still receiving professional journals from othercountries (excluding U.S.)? 
(This question was added by USOM/Thailand.) 



PARTICWANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Section 5. Administrative Practices and Procedures 

A. SELECTION 

Over four-fifths of the participants said that their immediate supervisor1 played at 
least some part in their selection to go on their training program. USOM personnel 
were recognized by less than a tenth of the participants as playing any part in their 
selection (Table 4.5-1). So far as participants are concerned, it is apparent that they 
see the selection process as inherently local, thus similar to the time-honored one of 
past experience with Thai Government scholarships. In spite of the poticy that a 
participant is selected to fill the project needs-a policy which would seemingly require 
the joint decision of the Thai and American personnel associated with the project- 
nearly ten per cent of the participants claimed that they '.appliedu for USOM training 
(Table 4.5-2). Nearly half of these said that they first learned about the ICA training 
program from their supervisor (Table 4.5-3). 

The Thai supervisors corroborate the participants' report of their role in the 
selection process. As shown by Table 4.5-4, supervisors say they encouraged the 
selection of 83 %of the participants surveyed who worked for them at time of departure. 

Regardless of the part that the supervisor played in selection, fewer than a tenth of 
the participants felt that personal contacts were particularly important in their being 
setcted. Considered "very important" were personal ability, adequate professional 
and educational qualifications, and the particular needs of the job. Eighty per cent of 
the participants said that their language ability was an important factor in their being 
selected (Table 4.5-5). Whether or not participants recognize the project connection of 
their jobs, it seems certain that they do feel that job needs are an important consideration 
in selection people to be trained abroad. 

One out of three participants surveyed said they had received no information 
about their program prior to their departure for training, either from their immediate 
employer, or from the ministry which sponsored them. In an earlier section it has been 
pointed out that the lack of receipt of enough information on time was seen as a weakness 
of the training program by participants. The fact that only two-thirds of them had 
received any information about their program from either their employer or the spon- 
soring ministry prior to their departure abroad is worthy of note (Table 4.5-6). 

Moreover, of those who did receive information about their program from their 
place of employment, only about half said they got it from their supervisor, and a fifth 
learned these things from USOM personnel (Table 4.5-7). The information they got 
was related mostly to the subject matter of their program, said three out of five. Only 
five per cent said they were told anything from these sources about the lateruseof their 
training on the job (Table 4.5-8). Over half of those whose ministry gave them informa- 
tion said that the information was related to the subject matter of the training (Table 
4.5-9). 

-- pp 

1 See footnote Chapter 1. 
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In fact, only 56% of the participants claimed to be satisfied with their program 
prior to departure, and about a quarter said they were "not very well satisfied" (Table 
4.5-10). On a series of probing questions designed to develop more detailed information 
about the adequacy of this pre-departure information, less than a third (29%) said 
that they had received enough information about details of study, places where they 
would go, the time of their departure, how long they would be gone, and other pro- 
gram-related details (Table 4.5-1 1). 

About nine-tenths of the participants reported that they had received adequate 
information about the length of their program and when they would be leaving, and 
nearly two-thirds said they had known where they would be going (Table 4.5-12). 
However. more than half (54 %) said they did not learn enough about the "details of 
study" of their program before they left, a third of them saying that they needed more 
information about the subjects they would study (Table 4.5-13). This felt inadequacy 
was given further emphasis in response to the "round-up" question which asked, 
"Were the other details about the program which were given to you prior to your 
departure sufficient?'Even after having been previously asked about details of study 
specifically, 18% of those who said they still needed more information said they had 
wanted to know more about the subject matter of their program (Tables 4.5-14). 

Less than half of the sample say they had any share in the planning of their program 
abroad (Table 4.5-15). Of those who did help plan their program four out of five were 
satisfied with their share of it (Table 4.5-16); eighty-four per cent of those who did not 
participate in program planning felt that such co-operation would have improved their 
program in general (Table 4.5-17). 

It would appear that an effort to expedite and encourage the participant's planning 
of his program would increase satisfaction with pre-departure preparation and informa- 
tion. Though the surveyed participant's immediate supervisor appears to have been 
included more often than the participant in program planning, the data show that the 
supervisor could play a larger role. In speaking of the programs of participants who 
either worked for them at time of selection or with whose program they were familiar, 
Thai supervisors said that the programs for 59 % originated in their office uables 4.5-18, 
4.5-19 and 4.5-20). 

Also, as shown by Table 4.5-21 the immediate supervisors said they personally 
helped prepare the program for 59 % of these case. Yet they report that in 92 % of 
these cases their ofice had a project which could utilize the training (Table 4.5-22). 

This indicates that those who are in the best position to evaluate and set forth 
training needs and to assure utilization upon completion of training are actually 
involved in the planning of only about two-thirds of the participants. 

Moreover, when the immediate supervisor did have an opportunity to help 
prepare the program, they report that their participation in two-thirds of the cases 
was limited to suggesting a subject for study. As shown by Table 4.5-23 they appear to 
have had little to say about the country of training or the level and length of the pro- 
gram. 
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Pre-departure information in its non-program connected aspects seems to have 
been more nearly adequate for a larger share of the participants. In answering questions 
concerning five aspects of "how to get along" in the country of training, over half 
(53%) said they had received enough information of this kind prior to departure 
(Table 4.5-24). About four-fifths of the participants surveyed said they had received 
enough information about how to behave in public places; about the idioms and the 
spoken language, the use of currency, and manners and customs in general (Table 
A2.5-3 in Volume 11, Appendix 2). However. nearly 40% said that they did not have 
enough information regarding the religious practices of the people in the country of 
their training (Table 4.5-25). While 60% of them could not make themselves clear as 
to what they wanted to know about religous practices, the modal responses were in the 
areas of general information about the local religions and information on how to 
beliave in the practice of the religion in the country of training (Table 4.5-26). 

That information about the program they were to follow was felt to be inadequate 
received further reinforcement here, when 13% of all participant respondents again 
said they needed more information on their program when asked in the context of 
non-program orientation, "Are there still some other points on which you would have 
liked to be better informed and were not prior to your departure?'. The only other 
request occurring in any significant amount was for additional information on customs 
and conditions in general (Table 4.5-27). 

Though participants seem to have been better satisfied with the adequacy of their 
pre-departure information about the general aspects of life in the country of training 
than they were with more closely program related information, there is a definite 
tendency for those who were better informed in the one to be better informed in the 
other (Table 4.5-28). 

Nearly all the participants (95%) say that they received some guidance on their 
program upon arrival in the country of training (Table 4.5-29). Nine out of ten indicate 
that someone arranged their program for them in at least partial detail in the country 
in which they were trained, and half had their programs completely set-up when they 
arrived (Table 4.5-30). 

The project managers seem to have been doing a creditable job in the eyes of the 
participants. Nearly nine-tenths (87%) of those who received guidance discussed their 
program with the project manager himself, and of the remainder, discussions were held 
with some other relatively high level official (Table 4.5-31). 

Only ten per cent were not satisfied with the amount of attention they received from 
the person in charge of their program abroad (Table 4.5-32). All in aU, very few partici- 
pants seem to have any complaints about the amount of official help they received on 
their program while outside of Thailand. 
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Less than one out of six participants say that any important changes were made in 
their program once they started on it, and nearly half of those changes were requested 
by the participant himself (Table 4.5-33) and were felt to be necessary by most of those 
whose program was changed (Table 4.5-34). Of the changes that were made, nearly a 
quarter were changes in location of the training (Table 4.5-35). Considering the 
relationship of the attainment of an academic degree to utilization noted earlier, and 
the relationship of satisfaction with training to the achievement of some certificate or 
diploma, it is interesting to note that 20% of the changes in program cited were to a 
"degree program" (Table 4.5-35). 

Furthermore, it has been previously pointed out that many supervisors were 
concerned about the lack of practical experience in the participant's program. The data 
in Table 4.5-35 show that only four per cent of the changes made in programs while 
abroad were to include more "practice". 

In answer to this question about "important changes in program", only four per 
cent of those who said their program was changed say that it was "made longer". 
The Training Office of USOM Thailand receives many requests for extension of pro- 
grams after participants arrive abroad. In order to get some insight into the statistical 
frequency with which this occurs, and to what extent these requests are initiated by the 
participant himself,' two questions were added to the basic participant questionnaire. 

Participants were asked if they had requested and,'or received an extension to their 
program. Through a misunderstanding in field techniques on the part of some inter- 
viewers. comparable data on these two questions were obtained for only 357 out of the 
total sample of 460. However, nearly a quarter of these reported having received an 
extension to their program, which indicates that at least 14% of the participants who 
trained abroad during the period covered by the survey had probably received an 
extension to their original program (Table 4.5-36).3 

This table also implies strongly that if an extension is given, the participant is likely 
to have requested it himself. Nearly half (44%) of those who say they, themselves, 
requested an extension also received one, while extensions were given to only one out 
of eight of those who did not personally request it. 

It would not be unreasonable to expect that nobody ever receives quite as much 
money as he wants. yet two-thirds of the participants queried said the money A.I.D. 
allotted for living cost and travel was "about right" in amount, and one per cent even 
said they had too much (Table 4.5-37). Of the one-third who felt they got too little 

~ p ~ ~ ~ -  ~-~ p~ ~- . ~ - - -  
2 A.I.D. policy prohibira official action on a request for extension submitted by a participant directly ro the 

USOMTrainingOffice in Thailand. Official requests must origina~e wilh an cffire in Thailand direclly con- 
nected with the project under which the participant was sent. or with A I D .  or its official representatives in 
thecountry of training. The survey data do not identify to whom the parlicipanr's request was made. 

3 2 4 X o f 3 5 7 = 1 4 % o f 4 6 0 .  
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money for their needs many explain it by the high cost of living in the country of training 
(27 %), or by the heavy hotel and travel expenses encountered (23 x,) (Table 4.5-38). 

Those whose program included university attendance tended to be better satisfied 
with the allotment of funds, three-quarters of them having about the right amount of 
money, and one per cent of them finding that they had more than enough (Table 4.5-39). 
A slightly different picture emerges from the data supplied by those who went on an 
observation tour. Almost two out of every five said they did not have enough money 
for their needs (Table 4.5-40). This is partly explained by the figures shown in Table 
4.541 where nearly half the top policy makers say they did not have enough money 
from ICA to meet their needs. Data previously cited show that these people in higher 
level positions are not only older and better established, they also are more likely to be 
among those on observation tours, rather than in academic training. 

In general it appears that those participants who are established in a fixed situation 
(such as a university) for their program are sufficiently provided with funds, but those 
whose program requires travel are not so well satisfied with the money provided for 
their program connected expenses. 

F. POST-TRAINING CONTACT WITH USOM 

Though presumably they are being sent from and returning to a joint USOMiThai 
project, about one out of three returned participants say they have had no contact at all 
with USOM since their arrival back in Thailand (Table 4.5-42): moreover, a third of 
those who claim to have had contact with USOM say that they have never worked on a 
joint project since their return (Table 4.543). The participant to a significantly high 
degree, is apparently not aware of his connection with a project as has already been 
noted in Section 2B of this chapter. 

The question to gain some insight from participants as to their contact with USOM 
implied (in Thai) a certain amount of initiative on the part of the participant in estab- 
lishing it. In assessing the role of USOM in maintaining close relationships with 
returned participants, the role of the Technical Advisor-the primary liaison between 
the Mission and participants-was investigated. Of all the participants in the sample, 
less than half said they had a technician available to them "to give recommendation 
and advice", regardless of the fact that USOM records showed that 77% of the partici- 
pants interviewed were assigned to a pro-ject for which USOM technical advisors were 
present in Thailand at the time of interview4 (Table 4.5-44). 

Of those who did know that there was a technician available only a little more than 
half(55X) reported having "frequent" contact with him, and two out of five said they 
"kept in touch" with him only occasionally; two per cent of them had never seen him 
at all (Table 4.5-45). On their part. technicians were unable to rate at all more than 
47% of those presumably assigned to their care (Section 6, Table 4.6-56); two per cent 
of them had never met. and more than half of them the technical advisors say they meet 
only occasionally or less (Table 4.5-46). 
~~p ~~~~ - ~~ ~ - 

4 See Volume IT, A p ~ n d i x  I ,  Table Al-5. 
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The survey findings in this respect are conclusive that if there is too little contact 
between USOM and returned participants, the reasons for this lie squarely on the 
Mission's doorstep. Moreover, of those participants that technicians said they knew 
well enough to talk about, they reported no interference with "desirable" frequency of 
contact for over a third of them (Table 4.5-46). The qualifying word "desirable" is an 
important one in this context, for the table shows technicians tend to visit less frequently 
those participants for whom they report nothing interfered with their contacting them 
as often as they thought desirable. Those participants for whom technicians report 
some kind of interference are for the most part visited more regularly. 

There seems little doubt from the results reported here that more regular and more 
complete coverage of returned participants by the technicians assigned to their project 
could increase the usefulness of the training received abroad in the development of the 
project. 

Help Requested and Received from USOM 

Nearly three-quarters of the participants interviewed had not requested any help 
from USOM since their return (Table 4.5-47). It is encouraging to see_ however, that 
of the 125 who did request some assistance, more than four out of five received-at least 
partially-what they asked for (Table 4.5-48). Requested most often was equipment: 
or material goods of some kind, or financial assistance (Table 4.5-49). There was also 
a significant number of requests (33%) for technical advice or assistance from USOM 
in training others. 

Table 4.5-1 
Selector of Participant1 

Base 
/o - - 

Selected b j :  
Supervisor 83 
USOM personnel 7 
Ministry 5 
Winning scholarship 2 
University 2 
Self + 
Labor union + 
Other 2 
Don't know + 
Not ascertained 2 

- 

~ o t a l ' p e r  cent 104 
~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~p 

Q P-27: Who selected you? 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Total adds to more than 103% because some respondents gave more lhan one answer. 
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Table 4.5-2 
Method of Initiation of the Training Program' 

Base 

Training Program Initiated by: 
Own application 
Selection or Invitation 

Total per cent 
. -- ~- ~~~p - - ~ ~~ 

1 Q P-20: Try lo think back in connection with the arrangements for going abroad for the ICA {raining 
program. Did you apply yourself or were you selccted or were you invited lo go? 

Table 4.5-3 
Source of Knowledge about ICA Training Program' 

Base* 

Learned about Training Proiect frorn: 
Supervisor 
Ministry 
Colleague 
USOM 
Friend 
University official 
Other 
Non personal source 

Total per cent 
~ ~ ~~ ~ ~-~ -- ~ - ~ ~ ~p 

- ~~ - 

I Q P-21: How did you learn of the training program project of 1CA right from thc beginning? 
* Reported only for those who made application themselves. 
t Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.5-4 
Supervisors' Encouraging of Participants' Selection1 

Base* 

Supervisor: 
Encouraged participants selection 
Did not encourage participants selection 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ 

Q S1-2: Did you encourage his (participant's) being piven the scholarship? 
Reported only for supervisors who were working with participant at time of departure. 

Table 4.5-5 
Importance of Selected Factors Affecting Decision to go on Training Program] 

Professional 
Personal The needs Personal Language and educa- 
ability of the job contacts ability tional qua- 

lification 

(a) Ib) (cl (dl (el 

Very important 87 87 10 80 87 
Not so very important 9 13 78 17 10 
Don't know 4 + 12 2 2 
Not ascertained + + + + + 

~ ~~~ ~ ~- ~ ~- ~ ~- ~- ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% loo%? 100%? 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~- ~ -~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ 

1 Q P-36: To what degree of importance would you say that the following have inconnecliun with your being 
selected to go abroad far the training program? Your own ability; Job requirement: Your "arranging" 
contacts; Language proficiency; Your professional and educalional qualifications. 

+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.5-6 
Source of Information Received about Program' 

Base (460) (460) 
% 
- ~- ~~ 

% 
~ p~~ 

Participant stated rhnr he 
recei\,erl irformation from: 65 

Either employer or ministry or both 1 8* 
Employer only 38 
Ministry only 9 

Did not receive informntion 34 
Didnot krrow whether he received information or not 1 

Total per cent 100% 
~ 

1 Q P-23t26: While your p r o g r a m ~ ~  beingarranged, was theresomeone in your officeor at your educational 
institution who gave you some sort of information? Did the ministry which sponsored you give you any 
informarion about yourprogram? 
Includes 17% reporting receipt of information from bath. 

Table 4.5-7 
Source of Information at Place of Employment or School' 

Base* (257) . , 

% 
Received Infornlatio~i from: 
Supervisor 53 
lCA/USOM personnel 2 1 
Colleague or friend 12 
University official, advisor or professor 9 
Former participant 4 
Ministry or other government official 3 
Special board 2 
Labor union or trade association official I 
Other organization or person not covered by the above 

categories 2 
Not ascertained 3 

Total per cent [Et 
~ ~ 

1 Q P-24: Who gave you that information? 
Reported only for those who received information from employer or school. 

t Tou l  adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave morc than one answer. 
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Table 4.5-8 
Kind of lnformation Received from Employer or School about Program' 

Base* 

Information. 
Related to subject-matter aspects of training 
About the training program in general 
About administrative aspects of program 
Related to cultural, social, and economic life of country of 

training 
Related to participants' post-training job 
Concerning climate in the country of training 
About administrative role of own government, financial 

contribution to be made etc. 
Other 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- ~ ~ 

1 QP-25: What did you learn ahaut your program from this person? 
* Reported only for those who rweived information from employer or school. 
i Total adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 4.5-9 
Kind of lnformation Received from Ministry about Program1 

Base* (123) 
0, 

Information: 
Related to subject-matter aspects of training 
About the training program in general 
About administrative aspects of program 
Information related to cultural. social and economic life of 

country of training 
Related to participants' post-training job 
About administrative role of own government, financial con- 

tribution to be made etc. 
Not ascertained 

-- - 

Total per cent 128 %t 
-~ ~ ~ - - - 

1 QP-27: What kind of information about your program did you receive from the ministry? 
Reported only for those who received information from ministry. 

t Total adds to more than lOOg< beeause some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.5-10 
Participant Satisfaction with Advance Planning' 

Base (4601 

Satisfiction with Adrat~ce Plunrring of Program 
Very well satisfied 
Not yet very well satisfied 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-~~ ~~ ~ ~ - p ~ ~ - ~  ~ 

1 Q P-31: Prior to your depanure for abroad, how satisfied were you wilh your program? 
+ Less than D.S>; 

Table 4.5-1 1 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program' 

Base 

Number of" 
Five 
Four 
Three 
Two 
One 
All "No" 

Yes" Atlswers lo Five Relateil Que.itiorrs: 

- 
Total per cent 100% 

~ ~ 
p~p--~ ~ ~ 

1 %  P-37: Prior 10 your departure for abroad, did you receive sufficient information about the program fhal 
was arranged for you? Particularly in connection with: Details of study: Details of places lo attend: Sched- 
uled time far deparlure; Duration of program: Whether the other details about the program which were giwn 
to your prior lo your departure were sufficient? 



Table 4.5-12 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Informatiorl on Program1 

Participant's Rating 

Location Details Other 
Length Date of of of Aspects 

Departure Program of Training Study Program 

Base (460) 
0 / 
/a 

Amounf o/'Injormotiotr 
rec:ei~rd: 
Sufficient 93 
Insufficient 7 
Not ascertained + 
Total per cent 100% 

~ - ~- - - ~p ~- 
1 T p . 3 7 :  Prior to your departure for abroad. did you receive suficient information about (he program that 

was arranged for you? Particularly in connection with: Details of sludy; Details of places to attend: Sched- 
uled time fordeparture; Duration of program; Whether the other details about the program which were 
given to you prior to youideparturewere sufficient? 

+ Less than 0.5% 

Table 4.5-13 
Kind of Pre-departure Information Needed about Study] 

~, 

% 
p~ ~- 

h!furmation Needed about: 
Subjects of study 33 
Should have had more information about training program 

in its entirety 26 
University requirements 9 
Level of the training program 3 
Background in field of work or specialization as it is carried 

in the country of training 2 
How to apply training after return + 
Other 2 
Information was not timely, received too late 3 
Don't know or don't remember 32 
Not ascertained 12 

- -  - 
Total per cent 122%t 

- - - -~ ~ - 

I Q P-37 A: If "No": what kind of information you thought usefulshould have been given but was not? 
Reported only far Ulose who did no1 receive enough information about study. 

t Total adds to more than 1W% because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.5-14 
Kind of Pre-departure information Needed about Other Aspects of Program' 

Base* 

Informatiotl Needed about: 
Program in general 
Administrative details 
Subject-matter 
Manners and customs in country of training 
Other 
lnformation was not timely, received too late 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- - - p~~ ~p -~ p~ 

1 Q P-37 E :  If "No": what kind of information you thought useful should have been given but was nol? 
Reported only for those who did not receive enough inforrnalian about other aspeclr of program. 

7 Total adds to  more than ICQ"/: because some respondents gave more than one answer. 

Table 4.5-15 
Participant's Participation in Program Planning1 

Base (460) 
0 ,  

Participated 
Did not participate 
Don't know or don't remember 

- ~ 

Total per cent 100% 
-~ - ~~ -- - ~ -~ --- -- ~- 

I Q P-32: Did you have any share in the planning of your training program? 

Table 4.5-16 
Extent of Participant's Participation in Program Planning' 

Rase* 

Amount of Participation 
Enough 
Not enough 

Total per cent 
~ ~~ ~ - ~ ~ - 

1 QP.33: Did you have as much parlicipation as you had wanled l o ?  
Reported for those who had opportunily to lake part in the planning of their program 
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Table 4.5-17 
Possibility of Program Improvement through Shared Planning by Participant1 

Base* 

'0L 

Participation in Plunning: 
Would have improved program 84 
Would not have improved program 9 
Would not have made any difference 6 
Not ascertained 1 -~ - 

Total per cent 100% 
p~~ - -- ~p-~ ~~pp ~~ p-p- ~- 

I Q P-35: Were you to have taken par1 in some of the planning, would it have made your program better than 
itwas? 
Reported only for those who did nor participate in planning. 

Table 4.5-18 
Work Relation of Supervisor to Participant at Time of Departure1 

Base* 
70 . 

Participant worked for present supervisor 75 
Participant did not work for present supervisor 14 
Supervisor was not in that department at Participant's 

departure 10 
Don't know or don't remember + 
Not ascertained t 

Total per cent loo%? 
-- - ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ 

1 QSI-l : When (participant) was leaving to go abroad, wan he working for you here? 
Reporred only for supervisors who were inrerviewed. 

+ Due to rounding. 

Table 4.5-19 
Supervisor's Familiarity with Participants' Program' 

Base* 
/<, - -- 

At T h e  of Participant's Departure Supervisor WU.~:  
Familiar with his program 29 
Not familiar with his program 69 
Not ascertained 

-~ 
3 

Total per cent I 00 %? 
~-pp pp- ~~p --p~ -- ~p ~~p-~ 

1 QSt-3: Prior to (participant's) departure, did you know something about his training program? 
Reported only for supervisors who were not working with participant at rime of departure. 

t Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.5-20 
Tnitiator of Training Program' 

Base* (366) 
% 

Initiated by: 
Someone in the organization 59 
USOM 17 
Participant I I 
Ministry 6 
University I 
Other + 
Don't know or don't remember 1 
Not ascertained 3 
Total per cent l00%t 
- -p~~ --- ~ p~ ~- ~ ~ p ~ -  -- ~- 

1 QSL-4: Who originated (participant's) training program: was it he himself or someone in here or someone 
in another office? 
' Reported only for supervisors who were working with participant or who were fnmiliar wirh panicipanr's 

program at lime of seledion. 
+ Less than 0.5 PS 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.5-21 
Supervisor's Participation in Program Planning' 

Base* 

Supervisor: 
Participated in planning program 
Did not participate in planning program 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- - 

~p~ --- - 

i i l - 5 :  Did you help to prepare @articipant's) program'! 
Reported only for supervisors who were working with participanl or who were familiar with participant's 
program at lime of  selection 

+ Less than 0.5 % 
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Table 4.5-22 
Employers' Pre-departure Potential for Utilization of Training1 

Base* (366) 
YL 

Had a project which could utilize training 92 
Did not have project which could utilize training 4 
Don't know or don't remember 3 
Not ascertained I 

- ~- 

Total per cent 100% 
-- ~ ~ ~ - - ~- 

I Q SI-7: Prior ta (participant's) going abroad, did this office have any project which could utilize his training? 
Reported only for supervisors who were warking with participant ar who were familiar with participanl's 
program at  time of departure. 

Table 4.5-23 
Kind of Participation in Planning by Supervisor1 

Base* 

Kind o/ Help Given by Supervisor in Preparing Program. 
Suggested subject 
Discussed program in general 
Suggested country 
Planned entire program 
Suggested level of program 
Suggested length of program 
Other 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~p~~ .. 

1 QS1-6: What were the things you helped la prepare? 
* Reportcd only far supervisors who participated in planning program. 
t Total adds to mare than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Table 4.5-24 
Pre-departure Information on How to Get Along in Country of Training 

Given Prior to Departure' 

Base (460) 

Number of'' Yes" .Answer /u Five Relofed Questions: 
All five 
Four 
Three 
Two 
One 
All "No" 

Total per cent 
---- ~ -- -~ ~- -~ 

1 Q P-40: Prior to your departure-apar~ from the information about the program-, did you have enough 
informa~iun regarding how la get along in (underlined in Q 39)? For instance: 
a )  In/brmarion regarding behabiour (how to  do) in restaurants and in public places: 
b) lnformorion regarding idioms and spoken language; 
C) Informorion regarding the religious practices of the people in that country: 
d )  Informotio,~ regarding the use of currency, i.e. how should it be used, and the ~ r i c c s  of articles: 
e) Informonon regarding manners and customs in general. 

Table 4.5-25 
Participants' Evaluation of the Amount of Pre-departure Information Received about 

Religious Pracrices in the Country of Training1 

Base (460) ~. 

% ~ 

Parficipnf Received: 
Enough information 61 
Not enough information 39 
Not ascertained + 

-~~ ~- 
Total per cent 100% 
-- -- ~ - -- 
I Q P-40C: Prior 10 your departure--apart from the inlormarion about the program-, did you have enough 

information regarding how to get along in (underlined in Q 39)? For instance: C)  Information regarding the 
religious practices of the people in that country. 

+ Less than 0.5 :/. 
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Table 4.5-26 
Kind of Pre-departure Information Needed about Religious Practices 

in Country of Training1 

Base* (177) 

Information Needed about: 
Religious practices in general 
How to behave 
Number of kinds of religions 
Role of religion in the life of the country of training 
Location of places of worship 
Other 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-~ ~- -- - ~ -~ 

1 Q P 4 C  If "no": What types of information do you lhink would have been useful which were not previously 
received? 

* Reported only for chose who did not receive enough information about relipious practices in country of train- 
ing before departure. 

i Total adds to more than 100"/, befause some respondents gave more than one answer. 
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Base 

Table 4.5-27 
Additional Information Desired before Departure' 

U'ould Have Liked Acid;tional Injbrtnuliorr about: 
Program 13 

Content 7 
Background information 3 
Scheduling 3 

Customs and conditions 15 
Transportation 5 
Housing 4 
Restuarants and food 2 
Earlier information 2 
Language 1 
Etiquette I 
Future application of training + 
Other comments 2 
No additional information wanted 65 
Don't know or don't remember 1 
Not ascertained 5 -- 
Total per cent 116x7 

~~ ~ pp~~~ ~ p~ 

1 Q P-41: Are there still some other points on which you would have liked to be betler informed but were not 
prior to yourdeparture? Ifso, what are they? 

+ Less than 0.5 D/. 
i Total adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one ansuaer. 



Table 4.5-28 
Adequacy of Pre-departure lnformation on How to get Along in Country of Training1 

by 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program2 

All fiw Less than 
"Yes" five "Yes" 

- - 

Base 

All five "yes" 
Less than five "yes" 
Total per cent 

Q P.W I'rl.,r I,, ) o u r  Jr.p*rulrr.- *pdrl from th; lnfornm2.8on 3h0~l l  I le prorrntn . doJ )ou :~,).I~II 
iolormac.on rcwrdlnr n.,u core1 nlc,nd .n IunJcrltncJ in O?J,? For In$trn;c 
a) ~n[orr,zolion-repading behavior (how ro do) in  restuakts  and in public ~laces:  b) In/ornrorion regarding 

- . 
2 Q P-37. Prior l o  )our Jcyarulre hlr 2hrr~d.J tJ  )c,u rerrlrr. \t.Ric!cnl i n f u n n ~ t i ~ ~ n  about the program i n d  UJ, 

arrdnrcd for ) c  I ) '  Par, cularl) !nionneil.c~n wth .  I I I ; D.,,o,b r l p l l i e s  I., nllrnJ. Srhrrh, l~$ 
Ilme lor ccmrturc. Darcrr,on 01 promam: I I v r r  ,he i,rh.,r ,bw,h aboul lhc crusrdqn uh l i n  were aibcn ro . - 

you prior td  your departure suffici&t?- 
. 

Table 4.5-29 
Program Guidance on Arrival in Country of Training1 

Base (460) 
% - -- - 

Received guidance 95 
Did not receive guidance 5 

~ - ~~ 

Total per cent 100% 
-. ~ ~~ ~ ~~~ ---- ~ 

1 Q P-49: When youarrived, did you m e t  anyone there who wanted to discuss your program? 
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Table 4.5-30 
Program Arrangement on Arrival in Country of Training' 

Base (460) 

"/. ~ 

On Arrival Program Was: 
Arranged in complete detail 52 
Arranged in partial detail 38 
Not set up at all 10 
Don't know or don't remember + 
Total per cent 100% 

--- -~ -~ - ~~ 

I Q P-48: When you arrived in (Country underlined in Q 391, did they arrange the program for you incomplete 
detail orjustpartly, or did they not prepare anything at all? 

Table 4.5-31 
Source of Program Guidance on Arrival in Country of Training' 

Base* 

Source of Program Guida~rce: 
Projecr Manager 
Someone Else 

ICA official or government official 
University official 
Director or coordinator of program 
Some other person n.e.s. 

Don't KTIOIL' or Don't Remembiv 
Not Ascertained 

Total per cent 
- - ~- ~- ~ ~~- -- ~~~ 

1 Q P-50: Was he your program mmager or program specialist, or someone else? 
Reported only for those who met someone who discussed their program with them. 

t Less than 0.5;; 
T Due lo rounding. 
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Table 4.5-32 
Amount of Attention or Guidance Receivedl 

Base* 

Received enough attention 
Did not receive enough attention 
Don't know or don't remember 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
- ~ ~ - -  ~ ~~ -- ~~ - ~ - ~~ 

1 Q P-51: Do you think that that person paidenoughattention orgavcsufficientrecommendations toyouduring 
your training program? 
Renorred only for those who met someone who discussed their program with them. 

+ Less rhan 0.5% 

Table 4.5-33 
Changes in the Program' 

Base 

No C/zange 85  
important Chmiges Made: 15 

By request of participant 7 
Required by circumstances 6 
Not ascertained 2 

Not Ascertained ~ . + 
Total per cent 100% 
~p~ ~~ 

~p~ 
~-p~~ ~pp~ 

1 Q P-70.71: Did you follow rhe original program or did you makc important chan~csaf te r  starting? This does 
not deal with changes in your traveling plan or slop-overs w h ~ l r  traveling, but e h a n p s  In course of your study. 
What were the changes? 

+ Less than 0.5% 
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Table 4.5-34 
Necessity of Program Change' 

Base* 

Participant Believed Clionge Was: 
Necessary 

Because : 
Program more suited to needs 
Program more interesting 
To obtain a degree 
Unavoidable 
Other necessary changes 

L'nnecessory 
Because : 

Could have been avoided with better planning 
Not beneficial to needs 
Other negative comments 
Not ascertained 

Don't Know 
Not Ascertained 

Total per cent 
-- ~ -- ~ ~~p~~ 

I Q P-72+73: Did you think that there changes were necersar).? Why did you think so? 
Reported only for those whose programs were changed. 

t Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.5-35 
Nature of Changes of the Program' 

Base' (70) 
% 

Changed location of training 24 
Changed to a degree program 20 
Changed the subjects studied 17 
Included more academic study 10 
More advanced program 6 
Made it a shorter program 6 
lncluded more observation 4 
Included more practice 4 
Made it a longer program 4 
Changed program in general 8 
Other changes 4 
Not ascertained 3 

. . 

Total per cent 1 10 %t 
-~ ~p ~ ~p~~~~ -~~ ~~~~~~ - -~ 

1 QP-71: what  were the changes? 
Reported only far those whose programs were changed. 

t Total adds to more than 100% baause some respondents gave mare than one answer. 

Table 4.5-36 
Participant's Receiving Extension of Program' 

by 
Participant's Requesting Extension of Program2 

Don't 

Requested Not know or 
requested don't 

remember 

Base* 

Received Exten.iion ofProgram 
Yes 24 44 12 25 
No 76 55 88 75 
Don't know or don't remember + 1 - - 

- - - - - 

Total per cent loO:/, 100% loo>< 100% 
~p -~ ~p - -- ~- 

I Q P-156: Did you get an extension? 
2 Q P-155: Did you, yourself, request an extension of your program? 

Due to misunderstanding of Field Techniqua, thisqucstion war not asked of 103 parlicipants. 
Less than 0.5;; 
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Table 4.5-37 
Opinion about Amount of Money Suplied by lCAl 

Base (460) 
0 ,  -, 
i o  
p~~ 

Amount Was: 
Too little 3 1 
Just right 68 
More than needed 1 
Not ascertained + 

p~ - 

Total per cent 
-~ 

100% 
- p~~ -- -- -- 

1 Q P-78: What is your opinion about the money allolted to you by ICA fo~livingcostand travelduringyour 
training program? Can you say that it was too little,.iust right, or mare than needed? 

+ Less than 0.5 >: 

Table 4.5-38 
Reasons for Amount of Money Being Too Little' 

Base* (142) 
x - p~ 

Cost of living was too high 27 
The hotel and/or travel expenses were too high 23 
The amount of money should be adjusted to meet needs 15 
Some expenses had to be paid out of own pocket 8 
There were extra expenses due to the nature of training 6 
Appropriate standard of living could not be maintained 2 
Not sufficient to take advantage of culture activities I 
General statements 10 
Other concepts 5 
Not ascertained 2 

~ 

Total per cent l00%t 
p- -- ~p~ ~p~ - 

1 Q P-79: Why do you think so? 
Reported only far those who said that [he amount of money supplied by ICA was too little. 

t Due to rounding. 
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Base 

Table 4.5-39 
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICAl 

by 
Attendance at University2 

Did not 
Attended attend 
University University 

Amoirnt qf'Money Was: 
Too Little 
Just right 
More than needed 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

I 0 P-78 Whst I S  )our oplnlon abodl thc money allolted lo you hy I( A for I.\.ng c . ~  :!nd r r r~e l  dJrlng 
your trdnlnd ~ r o c r ~ n l  ! C.111 YVL * Y  that I w.!r 100 I I I I I c .  ,211 r.2ht. ~ r m ~ r e  lhan nrwr.rl'! - .  - .. - . 

2 Q P-55C: Now I would like to ask about your training program. Usually there aremany typesoftraining 
program fa r  those who went. Can you please tell me what type was your l r a i ~ n g  program? There 
are the: Observation Toun  which normally take from 3 to 8 weeks; On-the-job-training where participants 
will have experience from working; Attendance at a Univenity; and Program arranged specially for groups 
of participants not at a university and not Observation Tours. 
C: Attendance at a University as an individual or a member of a group. 

+ Less than 0.59; 
t Due lo rounding 
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Table 4.5-40 
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICAt 

by 
Observation Tour During Program2 

Went on Did not go 
Observa- on Obser- Not 

vation ascertained 
tion Tour 

Tour 

Base 

Amount of Mane! Was: 
Too little 
About right 
More than needed 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 

Q P-78: What is your opinion about the money allotted to you by ICA for living cost and travel during your 
traininp, Droeram? Can YOU say that it was too little. iusl riaht. or  more than needed? .. . .. - 

2 Q P-55A: Now 1 would like to ask about your training program. Usually there are many rypes of training 
program for those who went. Can you please tell me what type was your training program? There are the: 
Observation Tows  which normally take from 3 to 8 weeks; On-lhe-job-training where participants will have 
experience from working; Attendance at  a University; and Program arranged specially for groups of partici- 
pants not at  a university and not Observation Tours. 
A: Observation Tours. 
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Table 4.5-41 
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICAl 

by 
Level of Position at Time of Departure? 

Profes- 
Top and sional, 
second- .  NO^ 

naIe level fessional ascer- 
Manage- and Su- tained Policy merit 

makers pervi- 

- - 

Base (460) (36) (I 78) (245) (1) 
X % % x .'o 

0 ,  

Anlounr of Money Was: 
Too little 
About right 
More than needed 
Not ascertained 

p~ --- ~p p~ ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% l O O % t  100% 100% 
~- . -~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ 

1 Q P-78: What is your opinion about the money allotted to you by ICA forlivingcost and travel during your 
training program? Can you say that it was too little, just righ5 OT more than needed7 

2 Q P-5: Level of  posillon at time of departure. 
+ Less th;m 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.5-42 
Participant Contact with USOM Since Return1 

Base 

Contact with USOM 
No contact with USOM 

Total per cent 
-- ~ - -  ~~ ~p~ ~p~ -~p 

1 Q P-129: Sincc your return, have you made any eonlact with USOM? 
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Table 4.5-43 
Participants Claiming Project-Connected Employment1 

Base* (297) 
~- ;,< 

Participants' Job Was: 
Project-connected 67 
Not project-connected 33 
Not ascertained + 

p~ 

Total per cent 100% 
- - -- - - ~- - - 

1 Q P-130: Since your return, have you eyer worked in USOM or on a joint project of USOM and the govern- 
ment? 
Reported only for those who said they had had contact with USOM. 

+ Less than 0.5 % 

Table 4.5-44 
Availability of USOM Technician to Participant' 

Base 

Technician available 
No technician available 
Don't know 

- - 

Total per cent 100% 
- -- - - - - ~- -~ 

I Q P-131: Is there a USOM technician who is there to give you recommendation and advice? 
+ Less than 0.5 % 

Table 4.545 
Frequency of Contacts with USOM Technician' 

. - 
Frequent contacts with technician 55 
Occasional contacts with technician 43 
Never met technician 2 
Total per cent 100% 
- ~- -~ -- - -- - - -~ - -. 
1 Q P-132: Do you always keep in louch wirh him (the technician who is avai1able)or o-sionally, or do you 

never see him at all? 
Reported only for those who had rechnician who was available. 
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Table 4.5-46 
Technician's Contact with Participant' 

bv 
lnterference with Contact2 

lnterference 
~ - 

Base* (167) 
0 ' 

(99) 
./o % 

Technician's Contact with Participant 
Never met 2 - 
Once or twice 14 8 
Occasionally 35 28 
Frequently 36 47 
Regularly 13 

~p 

16 
-- - 

Total per cent 100% lCQ"/lt 

No lnterfert nce 

- ~ - -~ ~ -- ~~ ~ 

I Q TI-3: Here I am interested in how much cantact you have had with each of there participants since his 
return, aside from contact of a strictly social type. Would you say that you had been in canlact wirh (name 
of Pait ici~anr) onoe or rwice, occassionally, frequently, or regularly? 

2 Q TI-2.0: Many fdctors sometimes make it difficult to see participants as much as would be desirable. Have 
any of [here factors interfered with your seeing these participants since their rerum from training? 
0: Nothing interfered with your seeing this participant as much as would be doirable. 
Reported only for teclrnicians who were interviewed and remembered participants, 

t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.5-47 
Help Requested from USOM1 

Base (460) 
0 ,  
,/a 

~ 

Requested help from USOM 27 
Did not request help from USOM 73 

-~~p 

Total per cent 100% 
~p-~~p- ~p 

1 Q P-133: Since your return, have you ever requested any assistance from USOM or ICA? 
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Table 4.5-48 
Help Received from USOM I 

First Second Third 
mention mention mention 

~ ~~~~ - ~ 

Base* (125) (58) (16)- 
"/ , o  % 0,' /o  

Help From USOM Was: 
Received 64 69 81 
Partially received 16 17 - 
Not received 12 7 - 
Not ascertained 8 7 

- 
19 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 
-- - ~p ~ .~~-~- 

I Q P-133: What sort of assistance did you ask for? (Can you tell me some of it?) What type of assisrdnce 
did you receive in #his connection? 
Reponed only for participanls who requested help from USObf. 

Table 4.5-49 
Kinds of Help Requested from USOM1 

First Second Third 
mention mention mention 

Base* 

Kinds of Request 
Requested equipment, material 35 31 25 
Financial assistance 18 12 19 
Technical advice 14 22 - 
Assistance from USOM in training staff 12 5 13 
Requested training for others 7 9 13 
Printed material 6 10 6 
Requested an additional training program 1 - - 
Audio-visual aids - - 6 
Other 6 7 13 
Not ascertained I 4 6 

-- ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% lOO%t 
- - -- ~ ---- -- -- - 

Q P-134: What sort of assistance did you ask for? (Can you tell mc some of it?) (Write details of requests 
below and for each request ask further:) What type of auintancedid you receive in this connection? (Write 
details in right hand column.) 
Reported only for ihosewhuho requested help from USOM. 

i Duc to rounding. 
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Section 6. Relationship of Various Factors to the 
Conduct of the Training Program 

In investigating the relationship of factors to the conduct of the training program, 
selected variables were cross-tabulated with ( I )  year of participant's departure, (2) 
training field of activity, and (3) participant's age at time of departure. In each instance 
the type and number of variables selected differed, and in no instance was the total 
number of possible comparisons made. In all cases the variables selected for cross- 
tabulation were those for which a review of the straight tabulations indicated further 
investigation might prove statistically meaningful and useful in better understanding the 
conduct of the program. For example, since straight tabulations had disclosed that 
99 ?.< of the participants comprising the sample worked for the government and 97 % 
resided in Bangkok a t  time of selection, no further investigation was required in respect 
to these participants' characteristics (see Section 1 of this Chapter). Regardless of year 
and age of departure, or training field of activity, these characteristics would not vary 
significantly. 

The following shows the cross-tabulations which were made and the results. 

In order to ascertain the factors which relate to year of departure, four time 
periods were established and participants grouped accordingly. The time periods and 
the number of participants in each were: 

(1 32 participants) 
(1  3 1 participants) 
(159 participants) 
( 38 participants) 

Age in Years at Time of Departure 

Though the median age of Thai participants had remained pretty much the same 
through time (slightly lower for the 1957-1958 time period), the trend has been to 
select more young people (25-29 years of age) and those more mature (45-49 years 
of age) (Table 4.6-1). 

Twelve per cent of those departing during the year 1951-1954 were in the 25-29 
age bracket as compared to 21 % in 1955-1956, and 28 % in 1957-1958. Seven per cent 
of those departing during the years 1951-1954 were in the 45-49 age bracket as com- 
pared to  15% in 1955-1956, and ten per cent in 1957-1958. 

I I nc defined oni\enr. for thr. atuJ, uxa pdrlicip~nls und had ret~rncd IJ I h3il3nd pr:or to April I. IJOJ. 
Thcrcforr., intcr\ieued parl ie~p~nts x h ~  deparlrd J ~ r . n g  Lhc j a r  IJJJ anJ Jurind the fin1 three rnonlhs 
JI IJOU 3rc not r e p r e ~ e n t ~ l i \ e o f ~ I I  uh~dcpar lcd dur.ng th~s pcr ld .  Those inrerrieued xho dep3rted during 
Ihi. ncrioJ dre b\ Jltinll~on dirterent: tneir lralnlnr ul* rclat#rcl\ anorl in Jur~tion. hence rnu.'h mJr< lihelb 
to b; non-aeademic, lhird country, and undertak& as a member of a team on observation Tour. 

For this reason, in  looking at the following tables the reader is cautioned to ignore the data in  the 
1959-1960 lime perid,exoeptwhereit isspecifically referenced by theanalyst's comments. 
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Total Years of Education at Time of Departure 

The trend through time has been that those sent abroad for training are better 
educated-that is, they have completed more years of formal schooling (Table 4.6-2). 

Thirty-seven per cent of those departing during the years 1951 -1954 had completed 
seventeen years or more of education, compared to over 50% of those departing from 
1955 through 1958. Table 4.6-2 shows an interestingly higher "not ascertained" 
percentage for the 1951-1954 and 1959-1960 time periods, as compared to the other 
two periods. Since the information was taken from bio-data records it would appear 
that the completion of this form by applicants has varied through time. 

Level of Position at Time of Selection 

In the earlier stages of the program (1951-1954) the participants were departing 
from slightly higher positions than was the case ill later years. Fifty per cent of those 
departing during 1951 and 1954 were in management or policy making positions as 
compared to 40% in 1955-1956 and 45 % in 1957-1958 (Table 4.6-3). 

Adequacy of information about the Program Prior to Departure 

In retrospect a high per cent of participants, regardless of time of  departure, report 
getting insufficient information about their program prior to departure. Table 4.6-4 
indicates there has been some improvement over the years in theconduct of the program 
in this respect. and that the better job was done during the 1957-1958 period. 

Even though the data shown for the period 1959-1960 are known to be unrepresen- 
tative of all participants departing they provide the basis for some concern. Assuming 
that a higher per cent of those departing during 1959-1960 who are not represented 
in the table did get adequate information, it follows that participants departing for 
shorter training programs in third countries are leaving less well informed than their 
colleagues who are scheduled for a longer period. If this be true, proper justification 
for different treatment of the two types of participants in respect to supplying them 
program information cannot be brought to mind. 

On the other hand, if aU participants departing during this period were given 
equally adequate program information it follows that the aforementioned trend was 
reversed, and a slightly poorer job was done during 1959-1960, in this respect than 
was done during the preceding four years. 

Advance Information about Training Program 
from Employer Prior to Departure 

Partial explanation of the relatively low per cent of participants who got adequate 
program information is the fact that in no time period did as many as 60% of the 
participants receive program information from their employer. 

As shown by Table 4.6-5, the percentage varied from 50% during 1959-1960 to 
58 % during the earlier years of the program, 1951-1954. The difference shown between 
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the time periods is not considered large enough to be statistically significant. However, 
there is certainly no indication that this aspect of predeparture orientation has improved 
through time. 

Table 4.6-5 
Information from Employer or School' 

by 
Date Left for Training2 

Base 

lnformation received 
No information received 
Don't know 

Total per cent 

Durr left for training 
- -- - --- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
1954 1956 1958 1960 

-~ 

(460) (132) (131) (159) <38) 
% 7: /O % ", o./ 

56 58 54 57 50 
43 4 1 44 42 47 

I 1 2 I 3 

1 0 %  100% 100% 100% 100% 
- ~ -- ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~- ~ ~ -~ ~ 

I Q P-23: While your program was being arranged. was there someone in your office or at your educational 
inslitulion who gave you some sort of information? 

2 Q P-Page 1 

Advance Information from Ministry' 

Table 4.6-6 further explains why many Thai participants depart without having 
adequate program information. During no time period did more than 400,; of the 
participants receive program information from their ministry prior to departure. 
The table indicates that in the early stages of the program Thai ministries were much 
more likely to have given participants information about their program. Forty percent 
of the participants departing during 1951-1954 say they received information from 
their ministry. For subsequent time periods the per cent was 22%, 26% and 21 % 
respectively. 

An investigation' was made to determine the per cent of participants who received 
advance information from either the employer, the ministry, or both. It was found: 

- 65 % received information from some source 
17% from both employer and ministry 
38 % from employer only 
9"; from ministry only 

- 34 O,b did not receive information from any source 
- I % don't know whether they received information or not 

Total 100% 
~~. - ~~~ ~~- 

2 For definition of "Employer" and "Ministry" as used in this sludy, x e  footnote Table 4.6-6. 
3 See Scctlon 5B. Table 4.5-6. 
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Satisfaction wi th  the Program Prior to Departure 

In the foregoing tables it was noted that a higher per cent of participants who 
departed prior to 1955 say that they received information from their employer and 
from their ministry. As shown by Table 4.6-7 those participants are also more likely 
in retrospect to have been "well satisfied" with their program prior to departure, and 
considerably less likely to have been "not very well satisfied". 

Sixty-four per cent of those departing in 1951-1954 were "well satisfied". only 
14% "not very well satisfied". About one quarter of those departing in 1955-1956. 
1957-1958 were "not very well satisfied", and a little more than half were "well 
satisfied". 

A significant finding shown in Table 4.6-7 is that 21 "/, (two out of ten) of the 
participants departing since the beginning of the program say, in retrospect, that they 
"didn't know enough" about the program planned for them tu know whether or not 
it was satisfactory. As will be noted, conduct of the program in this respect has not 
varied significantly through time. 

Amount of Time Spent in Training 

Table 4.6-8 pretty well reflects the actual trend in the training program in Thailand. 
Namely, that there has been a gradual increase in the per cent of the total training 
program scheduled for "third country4." Thus, over the years the per cent of partici- 
pants programmed for "short" programs has tended to increase while the per cent 
going for one to two years has declined. 

It appears that during the history of the program in Thailand the participants 
departing during 1955-1956 had, in general, longer periods of training. Thirteen per 
cent were abroad at least two years as compared to six per cent for 1951-1954 and 
1957-1958. Also, for the later period (1957-1958) over 40% of the training was less than 
one year compared to about 28% for the two earlier periods. 

Joined US Professional Society 

Since the beginning of the program there has been a decreasing per cent of partici- 
pants who join a US professional society (Table 4.6-9). This change is no doubt due 
to the fact mentioned earlier that an  increasing per cent of participants were going to 
third countries. 

Received US Professional Publications 

Even though the percentage increase in third country training has probably 
accounted for a lower per cent of participants joining a US professional society, it 
doesn't appear to have affected the number who received US professional pubtications. 

~ ~ -- - . 
4 For reasons slated earlier the percentages shown far the period 1959-1960 are inflated. Thaw departing 

during this period for lmining of relatively long duration would no1 have returned six months prior la April 
1 ,  1961, thus had no ehanceaf being in the sample. 
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As shown by Table 4.6-10 receipt of such publications, though varying slightly 
through time, has not changed significantly. 

Recommendation of Supervisor to Send Participant Abroad 

The Thai supervisor's role in the participant's being selected for training is through 
time, marked by two facts of interest. First, supervisors encouraged the selection of a 
lower per cent of participants during 1951-1954 than they did in subsequent years. 
Second, the relatively high (15%) "don't know or don't remember" for the years 
1959-1960 period is interestingly speculative. First of all, it would appear that the 
"don't know, don't remember" response by supervisors interviewed in late 1960 would 
logically be given more frequently for participants departing during the early years 
of the program. Table 4.6-1 1 shows this is not the case. In fact, for 1951-1954 depar- 
tures this response was never given as compared to one per cent in 1955-1956, two per 
cent in 1957-1958 and 15% in 1959-1960. The data strongly imply that for some 
reason or other the supervisors' role in this respect has become less positive. Whether 
this has occurred by choice or otherwise is not determined. 

Planning for Utilization of Training Prior to Departure 

The per cent of participants for which plans had been made for utilization of 
training by the sponsoring department or agency appears to have changed little since 
the program began. As shown by Table 4.6-12 no time period has more than seven 
per cent of the participants departing prior to his sponsor having some plan for utiliza- 
tion. 

Primary Country of Trainings 

Consistent with USOM records Table 4.6-13 shows a significant change in the 
conduct of the program in respect to country of training. Though mentioned elsewhere. 
it might be well to repeat that the trend for a n  increasing percentage of the training to 
be scheduled for third countries, particularly Asiatic countries, is in line with 
suggestions made by the Thai supervisors interviewed on this study. 

Though the data for 1959-1960 shown in the above table by no means give a 
complete picture for all participants departing during this period, their inclusion would 
no doubt result in a higher percentage of training in third countries than was true of 
the 1957-1958 period. 

Also significant from the stand point of the conduct of the program through time 
is the increase in the number of different third countries in which training is being 
obtained. Table 3.6-13 shows by count that whereas training was obtained in five 
different third countries for 1957-1958, the count was eight for 1959-1960. 

~~ ~~ - ~ 

3 By definition for the purposes of this research, the primary counrry of training was the onc in which the partici- 
pant reported havinz swnt ihe most rime. 
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Participants Known by USOM Technicians 

Of the sample of 460 participants there were 130 who, according to USOM Train- 
ing Office, had no technical advisor available6 at the time of interviewing. Thus on 
the assumption that these participants were not known by USOM technicians, they were 
deleted from the list of participants on which a technician's opinion was sought, and the 
base for the two following tables is 357. 

As would be expected, Table 4.6-14 shows that a significantly lower per cent of 
participants departing during the period 1951-1954 were known by USOM technicians 
as compared to other time periods. Interestingly, those departing (and returning) 
during 1959-1960 are no more likely to be known than those departing in 1957-1958. 
This probably reflects the fact that participants are more likely to be known if they have 
completed somewhat longer (individual) academic programs than they are if thry 
complete relatively short non-academic programs (which are often "team" observation 
tours). 

Technician Utilization Score 

Since participants received a total utilization score only if each of several questions 
was answered (as explained in Appendix4, Volume II), it is logical that participants 
receiving a total score were those who were besr known tothe technician. The third line 
of Table 2.6-15 shows by time period the per cent of participants who were "not 
known well enough" to receive a total score. In looking at the table, this line and the 
bottom line are the keys to some interesting observations. 

The earliest and latest time periods of departure contain the smallest percentage of 
participants not known well enough to receive a utilization score. A significantly 
higher per cent of those known who departed during periods 1955-1956 and 1957-1958 
were not known well enough to receive a score. Thus, though participants who 
departed during the earliest years of the conduct of the program are less likely to be 
known by (current) USOM technicians (foregoing Table 4.6-14). if known, they are 
about as likely to be known "well" as those who departed in 1959-1960, and more 
likely to be known "welf' than those departing during the two middle periods, 1955- 
1956 and 1957-1958. The foregoing observation leads to a further investigation of the 
results which appear in Table 4.6-16. 

Being "known" by the USOM technician and being known "well enough" for 
him to answer the questions forming the basis for a utilization score are not necessarily 
related. As shown by Table 4.6-15, 57% of the participants departing in the period 
1957-1958 were known by the technicians. However, Table 4.6-16 shows that 37% 
were not known "well" (enough to receive a utilization score) as compared to 31 % of 
those known who departed during 1955-1956, 18% of those known departing during 
1951-1954, and seven per cent of those known who departed during 1959-1960. 

~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ 

6 It  is understood that in this prowdureparticipanls whose lraining relaled to projects and activities in which 
USOM no lanser participated were so classified. 
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Table 4.6-16 also shows that if the technicians knew participants well enough to 
rate them, they were more likely to give a"Ilighvrating than they were a "low" rating. 
Thus, a higher per cent of participants departing during 1959-1960 and 1951-1954 who 
were known by the technician received a "high" u t i h t i o n  score than did those depart- 
ing in 1955-1956 and 1957-1958. 

Two explanatory comments are offered in respect to the data appearing in Tables 
4.6-15 and 4.6-16. No doubt the position of the participant is related to whether or 
not he is known to the USOM technician. Furthermore, it is reasonable to assume 
that those known by the technician who departed for training during the period 1951- 
1954 are now in high positions with responsibilities which bring them into frequent 
contacts with USOM personnel. 

USOM technicians who were interviewed were probably present and helped 
plan the programs for those departing during 1959-1960, hence, had an opportunity 
to work with this group prior to and subsequent to training. 

(Sex of participant, language requirement and instruction were also cross-tabulated 
with year of departure and no significant relationship was found. These tables appear 
in Volume 11. Appendix 2.) 

B. TRAINING FIELD OF ACTIVITY 

In a sense there have been as many traming programs in Thailand as there have 
been joint Thai-American projects which, according to the decision of the officials 
concerned, required training as a means of accomplishing project goals. The size of 
the training segment of the various projects has varied through time depending upon 
both project needs and the resources available. Ideally, the survey data here reported 
would have more meaning to USOM operations and the officials in charge if it could 
be categorized and evaluated on a project-by-project basis. However, this procedure 
is not possible. With the exception of perhaps one or two projects, the overall sample 
size does not provide a sufficient number of cases for such a treatment to be meaningful. 

However, as has been reported in Chapter 1, Section 3, "History of the Training 
Program", all projects come under USOM's technical divisions. Thus, the training 
program in Thailand is comprised of the training activities of the various USOM 
divisions. The sample design and size does permit a "look" at the data by each of 
USOM's technical divisions (or by training field of activities)'. 

In the statistical treatment of the data, over 100 items of information were cross- 
tabulated with the training field of activity. The results of these tabulations appear in 
this section and in Appendix 2. Section 6. 

In this section there is no attempt to comment on each finding which might be 
both informative and useful to USOM's division chiefs and project managers. Neither 
~~-p ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

7 In commenting on the tablesin this seclionrhe p h r a s & - " U ~ O ~  ~echnical Division" and "Training Field 
of Activity" will be used interchangeably. In referring to a specific Technical Division, the name used will 
be that employed in comnlon usage; for example, "Industry Mining and Transportation" becomes "Public 
Works'.. 
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is there always an attempt to explain the findings upon which comment is made. In 
many instances such explanations are at best speculative, and such speculation is best 
left for those better informed as to the relationship of the division's "training program" 
to its overall objectives and the allocation of available resources. 

Sponsorship of Training 

Though all joint Thai-American projects relate to the activities of a USOM techni- 
cal division. some are implemented by other organizations or individuals where services 
are obtained under a contract arrangement.& 

Though training developed by contract group is not actually the technical respon- 
sibility of the USOM technical division, it is administratively related to the division's 
total training program. Table 4.6-17 shows the per cent of the participants in the 
sample who were "University Contract" and the per cent who were "Independently 
Financedn,9 as well as the per cent who were regular A.I.D. 

As has been shown (Section 2E), the survey found that participants sent under 
university contract were slightly more likely to be in the "high" utilization group. 

Those in the sample were trained under three USOM divisions: Agriculture, 
Education and Public Administration. They account for 35% of the Education 
participants interviewed. as compared to 14% Public Administration. and ten per 
cent Agriculture. 

Age at Time of Departure 

The median age at time of departure for all participants interviewed was about 
thirty-five years. Though training by the various USOM divisions does not differ 
greatly in this respect. Public Health and Public Works appear to have sent slightly 
younger participants than the other divisions. 

Sex of Participants 

With the exception of the Education and Public HeaIth Divisions, the per cent of 
participants programmed who were females does not differ greatly by division and 
has not exceeded 15 %. Fifty-five per cent of the participants programmed by Education 
were females. 38% of those in Public Health (Table 4.6-19). 

Total Years of Education Prior to Training 

Public Health and Public Administration participants had considerably more 
years of education at the time of selection than those from other USOM divisions. 

~ 

8 Such contractors are usually American universities or athcr private U.S. organizations. 
9 A.I.D. policy pcrrnits project related training to be project sponsored, with fu l l  technical and administrative 

support even though the required funds for the training be both non-project in origin and control. 
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The differences between these two divisions and others are shown in Table 4.6-20. 
Education participants, though significantly less likely to have had as many years of 
education as those from Public Administration and Public Health, are more likely to  
have more years of education than those in Agriculture, Public Works, and Public 
Safety. 

Total Time in Field at Time of Selection 

In Section I of this Chapter it was shown that the "typical" participant had had 
at least nine years in his field of specialization at the time of selection. Table 4.6-21 
shows that the number of years of experience for Public Works and Public Safety 
participants was significantly less than for those from other USOM divisions. 

Worked on a USOM-Thai Government Project at 
Time of Selection 

Only 46% of the participants reported that they worked on a joint Thai-USOM 
project at time of selection. A higher per cent (54%) of Agriculture participants and 
a considerably lower per cent (33%) of Public Administration participants so reported 
(Table 4.6-22). 

Those participants reporting that they did not work on a joint Thai-USOM 
project were asked "Did you ever work in connection with any one of the USOM 
projects?" The results by field of training are given in Table 4.6-23. 

Year Left for Training 

When classified according to time period of departure, a strong plurality (35 o.,;) 
of all participants left in the period 1957-1958 (see Section 6A). As shown by Table 
4.6-24 below, training by USOM divisions has varied greatly in this respect. Only 
1 1  % of Public Health participants left during this period and 74% of Public Adminis- 
tration participants did so. Over half (53%) of those in Public Health departed prior 
to 1955 while only five per cent of those in Public Administration did so. 

Advance Information from Employer and Ministry10 

Fifty-six per cent of the participants in the sample report getting information 
about their program from their employer prior to departure. A significantly higher 
proportion (65 %) of those in Education and a significantly lower per cent (30 %) of 
those in Public Safety so report (Table 4.6-25). 

Twenty-six per cent of the participants report getting information from their 
ministry. By USOM division the percentage varies from a low of 16% for Public 
Works to a high of 33 % for Agriculture (Table 4.6-26). 

-- - - ~  ~ ~- ~ ~ 

For definitions of "Employer" and "Ministry" used in this connection, see footnote Table 4.6-6. 
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Satisfaction with Program at Time of Departure 

Only a little more than half (56%) of the participants interviewed said they were 
well satisfied with their program at the time they left for training. By USOM division 
the percentage varied from 50% to  63 A higher per cent of Public Health and 
Public Administration participants expressed "High" satisfaction (Table 4.6-27). 

More significant, Table 4.6-27 shows that one-fifth of all participants report that 
they did not know enough about the program they were undertaking to have developed 
a feeling of being satisfied or dissatisfied prior to departing; 30% of Public Safety 
participants so reported and 16% of those in Public Works. The percentage for 
participants in other divisions falls in between. 

Participation in Program Planning 

As has been shown there is some relationship between having shared in the plan- 
ning of the program to the participant's satisfaction with the program at time of 
departure (Section 3B). The foregoing table and Table 4.6-28 which follows show that 
this relationship, in general, holds when participants are arranged by USOM division. 
That is, based on the data in the two tables, if the USOM divisions were ranked from 
highest to  lowest in respect to the per cent of participants who were well satisfied with 
their program at time of departure and in respect to the per cent of participants who 
report sharing in the planning of their program, there would be little justification for a 
shift in any division's rank order position. 

Level of Program 

In general, a substantial majority (80%) of participants felt the level of the program 
planned "about right". Participants in Public Health and Public Safety differ signi- 
ficantly from those in other fields; 89 % of Public Health participants thought the level 
of the program "about right" as compared to 63% for Public Safety (Table 4.6-29). 

Adequacy of Information Given about the Program 
Prior to Departure 

A series of five specific "probes" were used to ascertain the opinion of participants 
in respect to  the amount and kind of program information given prior to their departure. 
Those who answered all of the five queries "yes" were considered as having received 
"adequate" pre-departure information. As shown by Table 4.6-30, 29% of all partici- 
pants reported receiving adequate information about their program. By USOM 
division, 39% of the participants in Public Works received enough information, 22% 
of those in Public Health, and the percentages for participants in other divisions fall 
in between. Tables which show the distribution of responses to each of the five 
questions, by training field of activity, appear in Volume 11, Appendix 2, Section 6. 
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Adequacy of Pre-departure Information about 
How to Get Along in the Country of Training 

A series of five specific "probes" was used to ascertain the opinion of participant 
in respect to the amount and kind of information given prior to departure in respect 
to their adjusting to life in a "strange" land. Those answering all of the queries 
"Yes" were considered to have received "adequate" information in this respect. 

As shown by Table 4.6-31. 53 ", of all participants reported receiving adequate 
information. By USOM technical division the percentage varied from a high of 58% 
for Public Health participants to a low of 44% for those in Agriculture 

Tables which show the response pattern to each of the five questions by USOM 
technical division appear in Appendix 2, Section 6. 

Language Requiren~ent Instruction and 
Amount of Difficulty Encountered 

The survey questionnaire contained a series of questions in r e ~ a r d  to the training 
program and English language. Some of the questions were tabulated by training 
field of activity and the results were: 88% of all participants said their program required 
English, with those in Public Works slightly more Likely and those in Public Safety 
slightly less Likely to so report (Table 4.6-32). 

Table 4.6-33 shows that of those whose program required English, 38% took 
lessons after arrival in the country before they started their training. Interestingly, 
though a higher per cent of Public Works participants reported that English was 
required, as shown by the Table, fewer of them say they took lessons after arriving in 
the country of training than did those in other USOM divisions. 

Table 4.6-34 shows that of those whose program required a knowledge of English 
and who did not take lessons upon arrival, 59 %felt English language instruction would 
have been useful. By USOM division the percentage varied from a high of 73% for 
Education to a low of 32% for Public Safety. Fifty-nine per cent of Public Works 
participants so reported. 

A significant survey finding is that 46"" of all participants, regardless of program 
requirement, arrived in the country of training feeling that their English needed im- 
provement. By USOM division the percentage ranged from a high of 53 % for those 
in Public Works to a low of 39% for Public Health and Public Administration (Table 
4.6-35). 

Moreover, 57% of those whose program required English experienced a language 
problem in completing their program. The per cent of participants reporting a problem 
varied by USOM division: 65% of those in Agriculture reported having difficulty as 
compared to 32 % of those in Public Administration. The per cent of in  
other divisions so reporting falls in between (Table 4.6-36). 

Interestingly, the foregoing tables show that a lower per cent (24%) of Public 
Safety participants whose program required English took lessons in the country of 
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training before commencing their program, and that of those not taking lessons, a 
lower per cent (32%) of Public Safety participants felt English instruction would have 
been useful. Yet, a higher per cent (40%) of Public Safety participants report having 
difficulty in both understanding others and in being understood. 

Program Arrangement upon Arrival in Country of Training 

Data reported earlier indicate that the status of program arrangement upon the 
participants' arrival in the country of training is associated with satisfaction with the 
program as a whole and with utilization. Slightly more than half (52%) of the partici- 
pants in the sample said their program was arranged in complete detail. 

Table 4.6-37 shows that the status of program arrangement upon the participants' 
arrival differs significantly by training field of activities. This is particularly true for 
Public Safety where 23 % report that their program was not set up at all, and only 40% 
report that it was set up in complete detail. Less than half of Public Works and Public 
Administration participants also report their program being arranged in complete 
detail upon arrival. 

The data appear to indicate that either "back-stop" offices in Washington are 
functioning with varying degrees of efficiency in arranging the training requested by 
the various USOM technical divisions, or that the USOM divisions differ in respect 
to forwarding clearly stated training objectives and allowing adequate lead time for 
program arrangement. 

Type of Program 

As previously shown, there is a relationship between the type of program com- 
pleted and the degree of participants satisfaction with training as a whole, and with 
utilization of training. The following Tables 4.6-38 through 4.6-41 show that the 
type of training programmed varies by technical division and that the divisions pro- 
gramming a higher per cent of their participants for observation tours andior on-the-job 
training are Public Safety, Agriculture, and Public Health. 

The aforementioned relationships are Inore pronounced for academic programs 
(terminating with the award of a degree or diploma) and this type of training has been 
programmed for a higher per cent of participants in Education (78%) and Public 
Health (61 y;), as compared to 33 % of those in Public Works, 45 % Public Adminktra- 
tion, 46% Public Safety, and 55 % Agriculture. 

Participant Request for an Extension 

Thirty-seven per cent of the 357 participants in the sample who were queried on 
this point said that they themselves requested that their program be extended. An 
extension was granted for 24% of those. As has been discussed in an earlier section, 
those who themselves requested an extension were not necessarily those whose pro- 
grams were extended. As shown in Tables 4.6-42 and 4.6-43, the per cent requesting 
by field of training varied from a high of 43 % for those in Public Safety to a low of 
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23% of those in Public Works. Those receiving an extension by USOM division 
varied from a high of 24% in Education to a low of eight per cent in Public Works. 

Year of Return 

Sixty per cent of all participants in the sample returned to Thailand between 
January 1, 1957 and April 1,  1960. Forty per cent returned between 1951 and the 
end of 1956. 

By USOM division, 89:( of the participants in Public Administration returned 
in 1957-1960: 27% of Public Health participants returned during this period (Table 
4.6-44). 

Time Spent in Training 

Consistent with the type of programming, Table 4.6-45 shows that a considerably 
higher per cent of participants in Education (80%) and Public Health (74%) spent one 
or more years in completing their training program as compared to other USOM 
divisons. Less than half of the participants in Public Safety (40"/,), Public Administra- 
tion (43%) and Public Works (47%) spent as much as year in training. Sixty-one 
per cent of Agriculture participants had programs lasting a year or more. 

Employment since Return 

Though the per cent of participants who returned to the same job held prior to 
training differs little by training field of activity. the per cent of those returning to a 
different job who got what they expected varies considerably (Table A2.6-29. Volume 11, 
Appendix 2). Eighty-nine per cent ot'those in Education who returned to a different 
job got the position they expected as compared to only 56% of those in Public Works. 
As shown by Table 4.6-46, Agriculture participants (32%) who returned to a different 
job were least likely to get what they expected, and those in Public Works (22%) were 
least likely to remember whether the job received was what they had expected. The 
latter indicates that Public Works participants who get a different job on return more 
likely depart for training without full understanding of what their assignment will be 
on completion of training. 

As shown by Table 4.6-47, more Public Works participants (63%) changed jobs 
between the date of return and the date of interview than did participants in other 
USOM divisions. Only 39% of those in Public Administration did so. 

Expected Position at Time of Interview without Training 

As shown by Table 4.6-48 a hipher per cent of paticipants in Education (60%) and 
Public Health (52%) feel that their training resulted in their position being better at 
time of interview than it would have been otherwise. Interestingly, these proportions 
are significantly different from those in other divisions in this respect and participants 
in these divisions-particularly those in Public Health-were found more likely to be 
"high" utilizers of training (Section 2 above). 
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Importance of the Program 

Similar to the foregoing table it was found that participants in Education (78%) 
and Public Health (75%) were slightly more likely to feel that their training was the 
"most important thing" that had happened to them. Those in Public Safety (60%) 
and Agriculture (62%) were least likely to think so (Table 4.6-49). 

Use and Conveyance of Training on Current Job 

The findings shown in the previous tables in respect to the difference between 
participants in Public Health and Education and those in other USOM divisions are 
related to, and consistent with, the findings reported in Tables 4.6-50 and 4.6-51. 

A higher per cent of Pubtic Health (39%) and Education (33%) participants 
report using "almost everything" learned in training in their currentjobs, and conveying 
(Pubtic Health 35 %, Educations 23 %) what they learned to others than do participants 
in other fields of training (Volume 11, Appendix 2. Table A2.6-31 for details on how 
training is transmitted to others and Table A2.6-35 for reported difficulties in using 
and transmitting training). 

Participant's Utilization Score" 

There is a highly significant positive correlation between training in Public Health 
and training utilization, a very significant positive correlation between training in 
Education and training utilization, and a very significant negative correlation between 
training in Agriculture and Public Works and utilization of training. In respect to 
training in Public Administration and Public Safety no relation of significance 
was found (Table 4.6-52). 

Contact with USOM since Return 

Sixty-five per cent of all participants say they have made contact with USOM 
since their return. By USOM division the percentage varies from a high of 75 % for 
Public Administration to a low of 60% for Public Works and Public Health (Table 
4.6-53). 

Worked on a Joint Thai-American Project since Return 

Sixty-five per cent of the participants in the sample said they had worked on a 
joint Thai-American project since their return. By USOM division the percentage 
ranges from a low of 52% for Public Safety to a high of 73 % for Agriculture (Table 
4.6-54). 

USOM Technician Available 

The participant's awareness of the availability of a USOM technician varies 
considerably by USOM technical division. Only 37 % of those in Public Administration, 
~~p--~-~- -~~ ~~~ p~ ~- ~ 

11 See Section ZD for explanation of procedure in establishing "high" and "low" utilizers. 
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Pubtic Safety and Public Health said one was available; a relatively high 57 % of those 
in Agriculture said so (Table 4.6-55). 

Participants Known by Technicians 

By USOM technical divisions it is noted that a higher per cent of Agriculture 
participants report having worked on US0M:Thai project since return (7373, and 
that a higher per cent (57%) also report a USOM technical advisor available than did 
participants for other divisions. However, aside from those in Public Administration, 
Agriculture technical advisors interviewed knew a smaller per cent of the participants 
assigned to them than did the technical advisors in other divisions. It would appear 
that Agriculture participants, more so than others, are more likely to know the USOM 
technical advisor, than the advisors are to know them. 

As shown by Table 4.6-56 below. the per cent of participants assigned, who were 
known by the USOM technical advisors interviewed, varied by USOM division from a 
"low" of 21 %for  Public Administration to a "high" of 75% for Public Works. 

Technician's Contact with Participants 

For the participants who were known by USOM technical advisors, technicians 
report that 36% are contactedfrequently. The data show that the per cent of partici- 
pants contacted "frequently" varies considerably by USOM division (Table 4.6-57), 
ranging from a low of 18% for Public Safety to a high of 55% for Education (see 
Appendix 2, Table A2.6-42 for technician report on factors interfering with contacts). 

Participants' Contact with Technicians 

Two hundred and one (44%) of the 460 participants in the sample reported that 
a USOM technical advisor was available to them. Fifty-five per cent of this group 
said that they contacted the technician frequenrll;. This compares to the technicians 
report that frequent contact was made with 36% of the 167 participants which they 
knew Thus, it would appear that participants contact technicians under circumstances 
andlor in situations in which their identity as participants is unknown to the technician. 

By USOM division, participants report frequent contact with the USOM technical 
advisors as shown in Table 4.6-58. 

The percentage varies from a low of 27% for Public Safety to a high of 70% for 
Public Administration. 

Relation of Participant's Current Supervisor 
to Participant Prior to Training 

Thai supervisors report that 76% of the participants on which they gave 
information were working for them prior to their training. By USOM division the 
percentage ranged from a low of 60% for Public Safety to a high of 82% for Agricul- 
ture (Table 4.6-59). 



However. as shown by Table 4.6-60 supervisors helped plan the training program 
for only 597, of the participants who were working for them prior to training. Aside 
from the sigmficantly lower per cent (40%) for Public Safety, the percentage varies 
little by USOM divis~on. 

Assistance from Supervisor in 4.I.D. Training 

In an earlier section it was reported that the survey data indicare that participants 
who report their supervisors as being very he/gtirl were significantly more Likely to be 
high utilizers of their training. If the amount of time the supervisor spends with a 
participant is any criterion of his helpfulness, a study of the figures shown in Table 
4.6-61 yields some revealing differences among Training Fields on the potential help- 
fulness of the participants' immediate superiors. 

Forty per cent of the supervisors in Agriculture and Education reported spending 
at least eight hours a week with the participant in their charge. In no other division 
did more than 297; so report. 

Among those supervisors who were familiar with the participants' training pro- 
grams before they left for training abroad, over 90% of them said their office had a 
place to use his training when he returned--except in Public Safety, where more than 
a fifth of the supervisors said their organization either had no project where he could 
be used, or they didn't reinember anything about one (Table 4.6-62). 

Although all supervisors tended to rate participants high on utilization, thus 
making it difficult to make any valid generalizations in other respects, it is interesting 
to note that while supervisors interviewed rated over 80% of all participants' utilization 
"high", nearly nine out of ten in Public Safety and Education were scored above eighty 
by their supervisors and fewer than four out of five were rated high in utilization in 
the Public Administration and Public Works Divisions (Table 4.6-63). 

In investigating factors relating to the conduct of the program certain aspects of 
participant experience abroad, as reflected by their expressed opinion. were cross- 
tabulated with age at the time of departure. In some instances the tabulations revealed 
nothing which requires particular comment. These tables appear in Appendix 2. 

Those showing a relationship particularly worth noting follow 

Adequacy of 4.I.D. Per Diem 

The adequacy of A.I.D.'s per diem allowance while in training varies by age of 
participants in that the younger participants are more likely to feel the amount was 
"about right" and the older ones more likely to feel the amount was "too little". As 
shown by Table 4.6-64. about three-fourths of those under thirty years of age felt the 
amount was about right while more than half of those over fifty thought it was too 
little. Significantly, all of those who felt the allowance was more than needed were 
under 30 years of age. 
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Satisfaction with Length of Program 

Younger participants are slightly more likely to feel that their programs were 
"too short". Table 4.6-65 shows that the dividing line in this respect is at forty years 
of age. Those forty or over are more likely to feel the length of the program "about 
right". This attitude is probably due to the fact that these participants are more likely 
to be i n  higher positions; job responsibility requires that they not be away too long. 

Time Permitted for Personal Interests 

Table 4.6-66 indicates that very few participants find their training program 
permitting too much spare time. Only two per cent of the 460 comprising the sample 
said that there wab too much spare time for their personal interest. Interestingly. 
those under twenty-five years of age and those between forty and fifty years of age 
were more likely to think the amount of spare time about right, and those over fifty 
years of age least likely to think so. 

Difficulty with English 

As has been discussed in an earlier section. 57% of all participants whose program 
required knowledge of English encountered language difficulty in conlpleting their 
program. Table 4.6-67 shows that difficulty with English definitely relates to  the age 
of the participant at time of departure. There is a distinct break at the age of thirty-five 
in this respect; from thirty-five years of age up the likelihood that difficulty is encoun- 
rered steadily declines. A considerably higher percentage of those under th~rty-five 
encounter difficulty. 
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Table 4.6-1 
Age in Years at Time of Departure for Training1 

by 
Year Participant Left for Training Program2 

Date Leftfor  Trainrr~g 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
- 

Base (460) 

Age in Years at Departirre 
50 and older 
45-49 
40-44 
35-39 
30-34 
25-29 
Under 25 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-~p~ -~ ~ ~ -- -- 

I 0 P-7: Age in years a l  time of departure for training. 
2 OP-page 1 
i Due to rounding. 
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Table 4.6-2 
Total Years of Education' 

by 
Date Left for Training? 

Dote Leji, for Training 
~ ~~p 

1951 1955 1957 1959 

Rase 

Tofol Years qf Ed~~cation 
17 or more 
13-16 
9-12 

Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
~ ~- ~~~ 

1 QP-9: Toral yents of edocalion at  time of deparrure, 
2 Q P-page I 
') Due to rounding. 

Table 4.6-3 
Level of Position at Time of Departure' 

by 
Date Left for Training Program* 

Date Lefr for Training 
-- - - - - 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
~- - - ~ 

Base (460) (132) (131) (159) (38) 
0,) 
"0  % % % % 

Le1~10~'Position at Time of Departure 
Top and second-level policy makers* 8 I I 7 4 16 
Subordinate management 39 39 33 4 1 47 
Professional, sub-professional and 

supervisory 53 50 60 54 37 
Not ascertained + -- - 1 - 

. -- p~ ~~ -~ 
Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 103% 103% 
.- - ~ - -  

I Q P - 4  
2 Q P-pagc I 

For definition of those included in the% categories see foornote Table 4.6-6. 
+ Lers than 0.5 0: 
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Base 

Table 4.6-4 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program' 

by 
Date Left for Training' 

Date Left for Training 
- - - -- -- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

.4dequacy ofpredeparture Information 
on Program 

All five "Yes" 29 20 32 34 29 
Less than five "Yes" 71 80 68 66 71 

~p 

T-otal per cent loo0.6 1@0/, loo"/, loo", loo% 
-- ~ -- ~~p -- ~ - - ~p 

I Q P-37: Prior to your departure fa r  abroad, did you reccive sufficient information about the program that 
was arranged for you? Particularly inconnection with: Detailsofstudy; Detailsafplaccs toattend;. Sched- 
uled time for departure; Duration of program. Whether the other details about the program whlch were 
given t o  you prior to your departure sufficient? 

2 P Page 1 : Year left far training program. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Factors Related to Program Cotrdrrrr 

Table 4.6-6 
Advance Information from Ministry' 

by 
Date Left for Training: 

Dale Lefifor Training 
p~ ~ ~p~~ 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
~~ ~ 

Base (460) (132) (131) (159) (38) 
% o< ,' 0 ;io 

o,.: % 0 ;  

Advance irformation,fioni tninistrj. 
Yes 26 30 22 26 21 
No 69 67 7 1 69 66 
Ministry was employer* 3 2 4 2 8 
Don't know I - 2 1 3 
Not ascertained I I I I 3 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% lOo%T lOo%T 
~ ~ p -  - p~ ~~~~~~ 

1 Q P-26: Did the ministry which sponsored you give you any information aboul your program? 
2 Q P-Pge 1 

The questionnaire design and the coding patlern obviously anticipated and provided for a high proportion of 
participanls in the pri>ate sector. Sinee almosr all Thai participants were gouernment employees. some 
Ministry or povernment Agency was necessarily their ultimate employer. To reduce lhis confusion. 
interviewers were carefully instructed in the speciai definition of "Ministry as employer" lor this study as 
described below, and were encouraged to explain this lo the respondents whenever confusion was apparent. 

Defitzilio,?: Aperson isconsidered for the purposesol thinstudy to be-employd by Ministry" when his duties 
are primarily performed in the main physical offices of that Ministry, but not when he works in another loca- 
tion, even if it is direcrly under Ministry supervision: for example, a man working in rhe Supervisory Unit 
of the Ministry of Education, who travels to the provinces as part of his duties. but maintains a desk in the 
pffice of lhs Ministry on Rajadamnern Ave, jr considered employcd by the Ministry of Education: a teacher 
In the Mlnotry of Educatlon's Teacher Tralnlng School at Bang Khaen isconsidcredc~nployed by the Teacher 
Training School. 

t Due to rounding. 
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Base 

Table 4.6-7 
Satisfaction with Program Prior to Departure' 

by 
Date Left for Training' 

Date Lefr for Tra~nrtig 
----- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

Satisfaction with Pro~rarn Prior to 
Departure 

Very satisfied 56 64 53 55 42 
Not yet very well satisfied 23 14 24 26 39 
Didn't know anything well enough, 

don't know 21 2 1 23 18 18 
Not ascertained t - - - 

~ ~~ 

1 

Total per cent loo:.; loo%? 100% 100% I O O % t  
-~ ~ p~ 

I Q P-31: Prior to your departure for abroad, how satisfied were you with your program? 
2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due lo rounding. 
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Table 4.6-8 
Amount of Time Spent in Training' 

by 
Date Left for Training2 

~ ~ 

Date L e e f o r  Training 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
~ ~ -- ~ 

Base 

Aniount of'Ti~ne Spent in Training 
TKO years or more 8 6 13 6 - 
One year to 2 years 54 65 60 48 2 1 
Six months to 1 year 24 22 21 28 26 
Less than six months 13 6 6 16 53 
Not ascertained + + - + - 

Total per cent l00";l. loo-%? I00 loo%? 100% 
~~~ - ~~~~~~ ~ - -- - ~ ~~ -- ~~p--~~~ - ~ 

1 Q P-?3+39: In going abroad for your training program, did you go to one country or many for your study? 
Please tell me thd names of countries where you went to study or where you went for working experience 
in theorder of attendance. Where did you receive your first rrainingand ho\vlongdid it take you? 

2 Q P-page l 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 

Table 4.6-9 
Joining U.S. Professional Society1 

by 
Date Left for Training? 

Date Left for Tra~n~ng 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
-- 

Base (460) (132) (131) (159) (38) 
0 ..' % O4 "i 
/" 1 0  ., 0 

Joir~rJ 
Yes 34 42 34 31 16 
No 66 58 66 69 84 

~ ~ -- ~~ - 

Total per cent 100% I O O g l  100% 100% 100% 
~ ~ -- ~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- 

Q P-135: Have you evcr joined any U S .  professional society during or after your training program'! 
2 Q P-page 1 
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Table 4.6-10 
Receipt of U.S. Professional Publications' 

by 
Date Left for Training' 

Date Lefifor ~ Truining 
~ ~ ~ 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
- -- ~- - 

Base (460) (132) (131) (159) (38) 
O4 0 /  ", 0 ,. 

/ o  ' 0  / D  % 
Receiyr o f  U .S .  Professional Publicorions 
Yes 60 64 58 61 47 
No 39 36 4 1 38 53 
Not ascertained 1 - I I - 

~~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- ~ 

~~p ~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ 

Q P-137: D o  you receive some U.S. professional publications? 
2 Q P-page I 

Table 4.6- 1 1  
Supervisors' Encouragement of Participants' Selection' 

by 
Date Left for Training? 

Dare Lrf i for  Trainir~g 
- - ~ ~~ 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
~ ~ 

Base* (333) (86) (96) (118) (33) 
o./ "/, "/ D .: 0- 
: o  ," ' 0  3 c, 

Supervisor Et~couraged Selection 
Yes 83 74 86 86 79 
No 14 25 I I I I 3 
Don't know or don't remember 2 - I 2 I5 
Not ascertained I I 1 + 3 

Total per cent 100% 100% l W % t  loo%? 100%~ 
-- ~ ~~ - p - ~ ~  ~ ~~~~ ~ - - 

1 Q SI-2: Did you encourage his (participant's) being given the scholarship? 
2 Q P-page 1 
* Reported only for supervisors who were working with participants at rime of deparrure. 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding, 
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Table 4.6-12 
Organization's Planning for Utilization' 

by 
Date Left for Training2 

Dare Left for Training 
-- -~ ~- -. -- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 
~~ - ~- -- - - -- --- 

Base* (366) (99) (104) (128) (35) 
"/, 7: % % % 

Organization H a d  Plan.~,for Utilizalion 
Yes 92 88 94 94 9 1 
No 4 7 3 4 - 
Don't know or don't remember 3 4 2 2 4 
Not ascertained 1 1 1 + 3 

-- ~p - 

Total per cent 100% l o o x  100% 100% lW%t 
-- ~p -- -- ~ - 

1 Q SI-7: Prior to(parricipan1's) gaingabroad, did lhisoffice haveany project whichcould utilize his training? 
2 Q P-page I 
* Reported only for supervisors who were working with participant, or who were familiar with their program 

prior to departure. 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 
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Base 

Table 4.6-13 
Primary Country of Training1 

by 
Date Left for Training2 

Date Left for Training 
-- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

Primary. Country. of Training 
U.S.A. 92 98 98 91 53 
Hawaii + - - - 3 
Italy + - - - 3 
England 1 - - 1 - 
Ceylon 1 1 - I 3 
India + - - - 3 
Vietnam 1 - - - 1 1  
China (Taiwan) 1 - - 1 I I 
Japan I 1 - - 13 
Philippines 4 - 2 5 - 
Indonesia + - - 1 3 
Canada + - - - - 

p~ -~ .- -- 

Total per cent lmi 100% 100% 103% lOO;/,t 
~-p- -- --- --p~ ~ -p~ - 

1 Q P-333 + 9: In going abroad for your training program, did you go lo one country or many for your study? 
Please tell me the names of countries where you went to study or where you went for working experience in 
the order of attendance. Where did you receive your fint training and how long did it take you? 

2 Q P-page I 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to  rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6.  Factors Related to Program Condzrc~ 

Table 4.6-14 
Participant Known to Technician1 

by 
Date Left for Training2 

Date LeJt for Training 
- - -- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

Base' 

Participa~t 
Known to technician 
Not known to technician 59 68 52 43 

- - -  44 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- -~ ~- - -  -- - -  - -- 

I Q Number of Technician Questionnaires completed. 
2 Q P-pas I 

Reported only for technicians who u~ere interviewed. 

Table 4.6-15 
Technician Utilization Score for All Participants for Whom 

A Technician Was Available1 
by 

Date Left for Training2 

Date Left.for Training 
- -- - - - - 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

Base* 

Technician Utilization Score 
High (75-100) 
Low (0-74) 
No total score 
Part~cipant unknown to technician 53 68 52 43 

- - - - -- -- -- 
44 

- - 

Total per cent 100% l00e;t loop; 100% loo$< 
~ -~ - -- -- 

1 Q TI : Utilization score. 
2 Q P-page 1 

Reported only for those whose technrian was interviewed. 
t Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-16 
Technician Utilization Score for Participants Known to Technicians' 

by 
Date Left for Training' 

Dale Left for Trainfng 
- - p- -- -- 

1951 1955 1957 1959 
to to to to 

1954 1956 1958 1960 

/o /o /o /o /o 

Technician Utilization Score 
High (75-100) 52 62 55 42 67 
Low (0-74) 19 2 1 14 21 27 
No total score 29 18 3 1 37 7 

---pp-p 

Total per cent 100% l ~ % t  100% 100% l O O % t  
~p~~ ~- -- -- -- - 

1 Q TI : Utilization score. 
2 Q P-page 1 

Reporled only for those whose technician was inlewiewed and knew participant well enough to rate him. 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conduct 

Base 

Sponsorslzip of  
Training 

Regular LCA 
University con- 

tract 
Independently 

financed 
Total per cent 

Table 4.6-17 
Sponsorship of Training' 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Training Field of Activity 
~~~~ pp-~- ~ p ~ - ~ p  -~ 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and Health Labor, 
and Mining and Com- Public 

Natural and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Resources Trans- Devel- 

port'n. opment, 

-- - - ~~ ~~ ~ -- 
Mist. 
~ 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-18 
Age in Years at Time of Departure f o r  Training' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Trabiirig F~eld  of Activity 
- - 

Public 
Indus. Admin. 

Agric. and Health Labor: 
and Mining 

and Corn- Public 
Natural and Sanit,n munity Safety 

Resources Trans- Devel- 
port'n. 

/o /a /o 

Age in Years 
at Time of' 
Departure 

Under 25 4 6 4 
25-29 21 22 19 
30-34 23 20 32 
35-39 18 18 17 
4-41 15 18 15 
45-49 10 7 11 
50 and older 5 9 1 
Not ascertained 3 1 I 

- p~ ~~ -~ ~ 

Total per cent 100 %t 100 xt 100 % 

opment, 
Misc. 

~ -~ . --- - ~- ~ 

1 Q P-7: Age in years st lime of departure Tor training. 
2 Q P-page I 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Pro~ram Condirct 

Table 4.6-19 
Sex of Participant' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field o f  Activity -~ - ~- - ~- p~~ ~. 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Com- Public 
Natural and 

Re- and munity Safety Sanit'n. Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment, 

Base 

Sex of Participant 
Male 72 90 85 62 45 86 87 
Female 28 10 15 38 55 14 13 

- ~ p p ~ p ~ - ~  -- ~ - p  - -  ~ - -  -- ~~~ - 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
-- - - 

I Q P-8: Sex of participant. 
2 Q P-page I 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-20 
Total Years of Education at Time of Departure' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Acrivity 
p~ -~ - - ~~ ~~~ ~~ -- ~-p - .  

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and Health Labor, 
and Mining Com- Public 

Natural and and munity safety Sanit'n. Resources Trans- Devel- 
port'n. opment, 

Misc. 

Total Years of Education 
10-12 5 10 4 2 5 7 7 
13-16 39 43 5 1 26 43 28 43 - 

17 or more 46 36 39 60 45 56 37 
Not ascertained 10 11 7 13 7 9 13 

-- - - -- -- - -- - ~ - - 

Total per cent 100% 100 l O O % t  l O O % t  100% 103% 100% 
-~ -~ ~~p~ ~- -- -~ -~ -- - 
1 Q P-9: Total years of education at rime of  departure. 
2 Q Ppage 1 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Faclor~ Related to P1.0grarn Conduct 

Base 

Table 4.6-21 
Total Time in Field of Specialization1 

by 
Training Field of Activity: 

Training Field of Aeliri1,v 
- --- - - - 

Public 
Indus. Agric. Admin.. 
and 

Health 
Labor. 

and Mining Natural Com- 
and and Educ. munity 

Re- 
Trans- Sanit'n. Devel- 

sources port'n. opment. 

Total Years in Field of 
Specialization 

None + 1 3 
Less than I + - - 
1-2 5 6 7 
2-5 20 26 24 
5-10 28 2 1 28 
10 or more 45 47 39 
Not ascertained + - - 

~~ - ~ 

Total per cent 
pp~~~ ~~ 

l W % t  l W % t  lOO%t 
~ ~ ~ ~~ 

I Q P J :  Total lime in field of specialization at  time of selection. 
2 Q P-page 1 
+ Lcrr than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 

Public 
Safety 

- 

loo % 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-22 
Work Connection with USOM Project at Time of Selection' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
- - - - - - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and Health 
Labor, 

and Mining CON- Public 
Natural and and munity Safety 

Re- Trans- 
Sanit'n. Devel- 

sources 
port'n. opment, 

At Time of Selection 
Worked on a joint project 46 54 52 44 46 33 37 
Did not work on a joint 

project 53 46 47 54 52 67 63 
Don't know or don't 

remember 1 - 1 I 2 - - 
Not ascertained + - - - I - - 

~~~~p~~~ ~- ~ ~~~ ~ ~ . 
Total per cent 100% 100% I&% loo%? loo%? 100% 100% 

. - ~~ 

1 Q P-28: At the time when you were selected to go abroad, were you working with USOM or working on a 
joint project of USOM and theThai Government? 

2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Cowdrrct 

Table 4.6-23 
Work Connection with USOM Project Before Selection1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
~ ~~ 

Indus. 
Public 

Agric. and Admin., 

and Mining Health Labor, Public 
and Educ. Community 

Natural and Sanit,n, DeveI- 
Safety 

Resources Trans- 
opment, port'n. 

~ - -- Mist. 
~~ ~ 

Base* (249) (41) (36) (53) (62) (38) (19) 
O,,' % % a,,' 
I 0  /O  9.2 % % 

Pre-selection Work Was: 
Project connected 13 15 3 9 19 16 16 
Not projecl connected 83 85 97 89 76 7 1 84 
Don't know or don't 

remember + - - 2 5 5 - 
Not ascertained 3 - - - - 8 - 

-- - ~ ~ ~- 

Total per cent l 0 0 x t  100% 103% 100% 103% 103% lOOx 
- ~ 

1 Q P-30: Prior to your being selected to go, did you ever work in connection with any one of the USOM 
prqjects? 

2 Q P-page 1 
Renorled only for thore who said thcv wcre not workine on a ioint ~raiect at time of selection. 

+ ~ e 4 5  than o.;% 
t Due to rounding 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-24 
Year Left for Training Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Training Field o f  Activity 
~ -~ 

- ~ ~ ~ p - ~ ~ ~ ~  . .  . ~ ~-~p- 

Public 
lndus. Admin., 

Agric. and Health Labor, 
and Mining and Educ. Com- 

Natural and Sanit'n. munity 
Re- Trans- Devel- 

sources port'n. opment, 

~- ~~~ p~ ~ - 
Misc. 

Year Leff for Training 
Program 

1959- 1960 8 16 5 2 8 7 
1957-1958 35 3 1 29 I l 41 74 
1955-1956 28 2 1 37 34 31 14 
1951-1954 

-~ ~ 

29 3 1 28 53 19 5 
p~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~- 

Total per cent 100% l00%t l W % t  100% lW%t  100% 

Public 
Safety 

1 Q P-page 1 
2 Q P-page 1 
i Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Progranl Conduct 

Table 4.6-25 
Advance Information from Employerl* 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Trainzng Field of Activity 
.- - 

Public 

Base 

Received Advance Informa- 
tion.fron1 Employer 

Yes 
No 
Don't know or don't 

remember 

Total per cent 

Indus. 
Agric. 

and and 

Natural Mining 
and 

Re- Trans- 
sources 

port'n. 

Health Labor, 
Corn- Public and Educ. 

Sanit'n. muni ty Safety 
Devel- 
opment, 

Misc. 
~ -- ---- ~ ~- 

(94) (114) (57) (30) 
% 0; % 0 ;  

I0 /o 

~ - ~~~ ~~ 

I Q P-23: While your program was being arranged, was there someone i n  your office or at your educational 
instirution who gave yousome sort ofinformation? 

2 Q P-page I 
For definition of "Emdover" see footnote Table 4.6-6. 



PARTICIPAYT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-26 
Advance Information from Ministryl* 

by 
Training Field of Activity? 

Training Field of Activity 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and 
Mining and Com- Public Natural 

re- and Sanit'n. 
munity Safety 

Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment, 

Misc. 

Recei~,ed Advance Informa- 
tion from Ministrv 

Yes 26 33 16 21 27 28 30 
No 69 6 1 83 73 68 63 60 
Ministry was employer* 3 6 - 3 3 2 3 
Don't know or don't 

remember 1 - I 1 - 2 7 
Not ascertained 1 - - 1 I 5 - 

- - ~ - 

Total per cent loo:/, 100% 100% 1 0 0 % ~  l ~ % t  100% 100% 
~~ ~~ -- ~~ 

1 Q P-26: Did the ministry u.hich sponsored you give you any information about your program? 
2 Q P-page 1 

for  definition of "Mintstry" and "Employer", see foulnote Table 4.6-6. 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY F I N D I N G S  6 .  Factors Related to Program Conduc~ 

Table 4.6-27 
Satisfaction with Training Program at Time of Departure 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field oJ Activity 
~ . 

public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. 

and Health Labor, Public 
and Mining and Natural 'Om- safety 
Re- and Sanit'n. munity 

Trans- sources Devel- 
port'n. opment, 

- - ~- -- ~ 

Misc. 
~p ~ 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30) 
0 ,  % % % % % 0 ,  
,'o /O 

Satisfuction with 
Training Program 

Very satisfied 56 50 63 62 50 63 50 
Not very well 

satisfied 23 26 21 20 28 19 20 
Didn't know anything 

well enough 20 24 16 18 2 1 17 30 
Not ascertained - - - - - I - 

~ - p ~ ~ ~ ~  - - ~ 

Total per cent 100Xt 100% 100% 100% 100% 109x7 100% 
~~ ~ . ~- ~ ~ ~~~~p ~ 

1 Q P-31: Prior to your departure for abroad. how satisfied were you with your program? 
Q P-page 1 

+ Less than 0.5". 
t Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-28 
Participant's Participation in Program Planning' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

~- ~-~~ 
Training Field of Activity 

~~ ~ ~ ~ - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. and Health Labor, 

and Mining and 
Com- Public 

Natural and 
Sanit'n. munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment, 

- -- ~ - - 
Misc. 

.- ~p 

Base (460) (90) (75) (90) (114) (57) (30) 
::; a/ / O  % O/' ,o % % o/ i o  

Participate~i in Program 
Planning 

Yes 46 40 40 48 46 68 53 
No 53 60 60 51 53 32 40 
Don't know - - - + t - 

~ ~~ ~~p -~ 
7 

~ ~ 

Total per cent l O O % t  100% 100% loo%? loo%? 100% 100% 
~ - - - -- ~- -- -- -~p 

I Q p.32: Did you hwe any share in the planning of your training urograrn? 
2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5 :,; 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Furtors Related to Pro~ram C ~ I I ~ ~ / ~ I C I  

Base 

Table 4.6-29 
Opinion about Level of Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity? 

Truir~i~lg Field of Acfir i fy  
~~ - 

Public 
Indus. Adrnin., Agric. 

and Health 
Labor 

and 
Mining 

Natural 
Corn- Public 

and munity Safety 
and Sanit'n. Re- Trans- Devel- 

sources 
porl'n. opment, 

Misc. 

Level of Prugran? Wus: 
Too easy 7 7 9 6 5 7 17 
Just right 80 80 80 89 80 77 63 
Too difficult I I 1 I 9 4 12 14 20 
Don't know or don't 

remember 2 I I I 3 2 - 
Not ascertained + 1 - - -- - - 

~ - -  

Total per cent 100% 100% loo%? 100% 100% loo?: 100% 
- ~ ~ ~~~ ~~ -~ - ~~ ~ - -- - - - - - 

I Q P-67: How would you rate the program that was arranged for you?  Considering the background and 
experience which you had at chat time, would you say in general that i t  was too easy for you. just right, or 
loo dlmcult 1 

2 Q P-page I 



PARTICIPANT TRkININC; PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-30 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Actility 
~ ~~~~~ ~ 

Public 

Aeric. Indus. Admin., 

and Health Labor, 
  in in^ and Educ. Com- Public 

Natural 
and Sanit'n. munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment, 

No. of "Yes" Answers to 
Five Related Questions 

All five 29 24 39 22 33 30 23 
Less than five 71 76 61 78 67 70 

-- 
77 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ ~ - ~- ~~ ~ - - ~~ 

I Q P-37: Prior to your departure for abroad, did you receivc sufficient inlormation aboul the program that 
wasarranged for you? Parricularly inconnecrion with: Details of study; Details of places LO attend: Schcd- 
uled time for departure; Durarion of program. Whether the other details about the program which u,ere 
aiven to vou nrior lo vour denarture. werc sufficient? 



SURVEY FIXDINGS 6. Fuctor~ Related to Progrut?? Conduct 

Table 4.6-31 
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on How to Get Along in Country of Training1 

by 
Training Field of Activity" 

Training Field o f  Activity 

Public 
Indus. Agric. and 

Admin., 

Health Labor, 
and Mining Com- Public Natural 
Re- and munity Safety and Sanit'n. Trans- Devel- sources vort'n. o~ment .  

~ -~ 
Misc. 

- 

Rase (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30, 
% % 10 "' /o % % % 0' 

hro. o f "  Yes" Answers to 
Five Reluted Queslions 

All five 53 44 52 58 56 49 57 
Less than five 47 56 48 42 44 5 1 43 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ ~ ~~ ~- ~~ ~ ~ ~ - p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p - ~ ~ - - ~ ~ -  ~~p~ - 

I Q P-40: Prior to your departure - apart lrom the inlormation aboul the program - did you have enough 
information regarding how to get along in (country underlined in Q 39)" For instance: Informorion regard- 
ing behaviour (haw to do) in restaurants and in public places; Inlbmmarion regarding idioms and spoken 
language; Inlornrarion regarding the religious practices a l  the people in that country; lnfornrafion regarding 
[he use of currency, i.e. how should it be used, and the prices of articles: Infornrofion regarding mannersand 
customs in neneral. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base 

Table 4.6-32 
English Language Requirement of the Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Traiuing F~rld of Activity 
- - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. 

Health 
Labor, 

and Mining Com- Public Natural and 
and munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Sanit'n. Devel- 
sources 

port'n. opment, 

In Progm~n, Knowledge 
of English Was: 

Required 88 87 92 85 90 88 83 
Not required 12 13 7 15 10 12 

~ 

17 

Total per cent 100% 100% l O O % t  100% 100% 100% 100% 
-- -- -- -~ ~ 

1 Q P-95: Now 1 would like to know some things about English language training. Did your program require 
knowledge in English language? 

2 Q P-page 1 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Prograr,~ Conduct 

Table 4.6-33 
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
~-p~ 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. 

Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Corn- Public 
Natural and munity Safety and Sanit'n. Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources vort'n. opment, 

~ ~ ~ ~ - p ~ ~  - ~~ 

Base* (406) (78) (70) (80) (103) (50) (25) 
% "I' 

/" % % % % % 
Additional English 

Instruction 
Taken 38 41 26 50 40 38 24 
Not taken 62 59 74 50 60 62 76 

-p~~ ~ ~~~ ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 1 0 0 % 1 0 0 %  100% 100% 
~~ ~ ~ ~ - -  ~~p-~--~~~ ~ ~ p - ~ ~ ~ p  ~ - - - 

1 Q P-96: Alter your arrival and before commencing your program, did you take any additional or extra lessons 
in English lo prepare yourself? 

2 Q P-page 1 
* Reportcd only lor those whose program required English. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-34 
Usefulness of English Instruction to the Program1 

Training Field of Activity? 

Trorning Field o f  Activit.~ 

Public 
Indus. Adrnin.. 

Agric. and Health Labor, 
and Mining Corn- Public 

and munity Safety Natural and Sanit,n, 
Re- Trans- Devel- 

English Instrurlion 
Would Have Been: 

Useful 
Not useful 
Not ascertained 
Don't know or don't 

remember 

Total per cent 

sources port'n. oprnent, 
Misc. 

-- 

(40) (62) ( 3 0  (19) 
0 .  
0 'z "/, % 

~ ~ p~~ ~~~ -- - - ~~ -~ 

QP-98: D o  you think that if you had had some English lessons, they would have been useful during your 
oramam? . - 

2 Q P-page I 
Reported only far those whose program required English and who did not receive any English instruclion 
in country of training before commencing program. 

+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FIDNINGS 6. Fuefors Related to Program Conduel 

Table 4.6-35 
Need for Additional English Instruction on Arrival 

in Country of Training1 
by 

Training Field of Activity2 

Training F i ~ l d  of Activity 
- - - ~ . 

Public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. and 

and Health Labor, 
Mining Corn- Public Natural and Educ. 

Re- and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Trans- Devel- sources ~or t ' n .  o ~ m e n t .  

- ~ -~ 
Misc. 

- - -~ - ~-p~- ~ .~- - 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (1  14) (57) (30) 
% % x % % % % 

On Arrival in Country of 
Training Participant Felt 
that Additional English 
I~utrucfiofi  Was: 

Necessary 46 48 53 39 48 39 43 
Not necessary 54 52 47 60 50 61 57 
Don't know 1 - - I 2 - - 

- ~~ -- ~p 

Total per cent lO0%t 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
-- - -~ ~~ ~p- ~ ~ -- -- 

1 ~ - F 1 4 9 :  ~ h &  you arrived in the foreign country, did you feel rhc n e c e s s i G  improve your English by 
additional instructions? (Question added by US0M:Thailand.) 
Q P-page t 

t Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPA?JT TRAIYING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-36 
Type of English Difficulty' 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Traitring Field of' Activity - ~ 

Public 

Agric. Tndus. Adrnln.. 

and and Health Labor, 
Mining 

Natural and Corn- Publlc 
and munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Sanit'n. 
sources Devel- 

port'n. opment. 

Type (f English Dilfic~rlt?; 
None 43 35 41 44  4 1 68 32 
In being understood 17 14 20 18 18 8 20 
In understanding others 10 15 7 6 12 10 4 
Both 30 36 3 1 33 29 14 40 
Not ascertained + - - - - - 

~ - -- - - 
4 

Total per cent 100% 100% 1~0~"t 100%t 100% loo% 100% 
~- ~- ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ 

1 Q P-99: If you had had dificullies with your English during the program. was it morc so in making yourself 
understood. or was i t  to understand orher D W D ~ ~ .  or both? . . .  

2 Q P-pay  I 
* Reported only for those whose program required English 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conducl 

Table 4.6-37 
Program Arrangements on Arrival in the Country of Training1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activitj 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. 

Agric. 
and and Health Labor, 

Natural Min ing  and Educ. Corn- Public 

and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Re- Trans- 

sources Devel- 
port'n. opment, 

Misc. 

Rase (460) (90) (75) (94, (114) (57) (30) 
% "/, 0 ,  0' 

/" #'<> % ;4 % 
On Arrival, Program Was: 
Arranged in complete detail 52 60 45 57 52 46 40 
Arranged in partial detail 38 32 45 32 38 47 33 
Not set up at all I0 8 8 11 I0 7 23 
Don't know or don't 

remember + - - - I - 
p p ~ ~ ~ ~  

3 

Total per cent 1 0 %  10% lOO%tlOO% l & % f l 0 0 %  l00%t  
~~ ~ ~~ - ~ ~ ~ - p ~  

I Q P-48: When yor~ arrixd in (country underlined in Q 39), did they arrange the program for you in complete 
detail or just partly. or did they not prepare anything ar all? 

2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5 3; 
t Due lo rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PKOGRAM 

Table 4.6-38 
Participant in Observation Tour During Program1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Truming F~eld of Actir ir j  

Public 

Agric. 
and 

Natural 
Re- 

sources 

Base (460) (90) 
;4 % 

Progranl I17cluded: 
Observation tour 51 64 
Not observation tour 47 36 
Not ascertained t - 

Total per cent 100% 100 7; 

Indus. 
and 

Mining 
and 

Trans- 
port'n. 

Admin.. 

Health 
Labor, 
Com- 

and Educ. munity 
Sanit'n. 

Devel- 
opment, 

Mlsc. 
(94) ( 1  14) (57) " "/ " 0 /" 

Public 
Safety 

-- - ~ ~~ -~ ~~ ~ 

1 Q P-55a: N o w  1 would like to ask about your training program. Usually there are rnanv Types o f  trainine ~. 
pr.,gr.tn, for lhu>c. un., ucnt ('.~n ).,u p l ~ . ~ r e  cell inr. u n ~ t  l)pc u;tr ) . I  .r tr.l~rltrn.: prt,dr.;jrn ' I her; .lrc th> 
Ohk.r..~l. 111 l o ,  n u n  ;h in,,rrn~l.) 1.~1; f r ~ n ,  3 cu h wcclr On-lnr. - i . ,h-~r~nnln~ uncrc ~ . I T I ~ . I ~ * I I I \  u l l l  C . ~ \ C  

e\ncr#c~~.e fcom w ~ ) r h  "2 ,  .AttcnJ.ma a I 'ran\cr>,t\. ~ n d  Pr.wr.un 3cranvc~l \nc. .ill\ (<>< fir*) .n, o f   nut^.. - - - .  . - 
pants not a1 a unirersilyand not Observation ~ o u n . '  

2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5 9; 
t Due Lo rounding. 



SURVEY FTNDINGS 6. Factors Relaled ro Progra~tl Cottdltcr 

Table 4.6-39 
O n  the Job Training During the Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Tram117g Field of Activ~ty 
- -- 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and 
Health Labor, 

Mining and Com- Public 
Natural and munity Safety 

Re- Trans- 
Sanit'n. 

Devel- 
sources port'n. opment. 

Misc. 
-- 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (I 14) (57)-~ (30) 
% ;4 :4 "/, % % % 

Program It~cluded: 
On-the-job training 32 4 1 47 33 6 28 40 
N o  on-the-job training 68 59 52 67 94 72 60 
Not ascertained + - 1 - - - - 

~ ~ ~ ~ 

Total per cenr IOOP, lois / ,  100% 100% loo"; 100"; 100~; 
~~ ~- - ~ 

1 Q P-55b: Now I would like lo ask about your training program. Usually there are many types of training 
program for those who wml.  Can you please tell me what type was your training program? There are the 
Observation Tours which normally take from 3 lo 8 weeks: On-rhe-iob-lraining where participants will have 
experience from working. Allendance a t  a University, and Program arranged specially for groups of parlici- 
pants not a1 a university and not Ohsrrvalion Tours. 

2 Q P-page I 
+ Less than 0.5 2 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-40 
Attendance at University During Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Truining FfeId ql Acriviry 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. 

Agric. 
and Health 

Labor. 
and Mining Com- Public 

Natural 
and Re- 

and munity Safety 
Sanit'n. 

Trans- Devel- 
sources 

port'sn. opment, 
Misc. 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) ( 1  14) (57) (30) 
ll.. 0 ,  21 % 0: 

/ "  /" , O  / 0 % O,' 

Progranz Included: 
University Attendence 56 52 24 63 82 5 1 43 
No University 

Attendance 44 48 76 37 18 49 57 

Total per cent 100% 100n.:, loo".< 100% 100% 100":;; 100% 
~ - ~~ - 

1 Q P-55c: Now I would like to .ask abour your training progrnm. Usually there are many types of training 
program for those who went. Can you please tell me what type was your training program? There are the 
Observation Tours which normally take from 3 to 8 weeks, On-the,iob-training where participants will have 
experience Irom working, Attendance a t  a University, and program arranged specially for groups of partlci- 
pants not at a universiry and no1 Observation Tours. 

2 Q P-p.age 1 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6.  Factors Related to Program Conduct 

Table 4.6-41 
Receipt of Degree or Diploma from Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Training Field of Activity 
~ ~ --- ~- 

Public 
Indus. 

Agric. and 
and 

Mining 
Health 

Natural and and 

Re- Trans- Sanit'n. 
sources port'n. 

Base* (259) (47) (18) (59) 
27 x % % 

Participant Received: 
Degree 50 36 22 42 
Diploma 12 19 I I 19 
Nothing 38 45 67 39 

~ ~~ 

Total per cent looa/, 100% 100% 100% 
~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

1 Q P-58: Did you receive a degree or a diploma? 
2 Q P-page 1 
* Reported only for those who attended a university during program. 

Admin., 
Labor, 

Educ. Corn- Public 
Inunity Safety 
Devel- 

opment, 
Misc. 

(93) (29) (13) 
0 / 94 0 i 
/o  . a  



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base' 

Table 4.6-42 
Participant Request for Extension1 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Training Field of' ilctivi!,. 

Public 
Indus. 

Agric. 
Admin.. 

and 
Health 

Labor. 
and Mining 

Natural and Educ. 
Com- Public 

and Sanit'n. 
munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment, 

Participant Request f o r  
fitension 

Requested extension 37 34 31 38 38 35 50 
Did not request extension 62 64 67 62 62 60 50 
Don't know 1 I  2 - - 5 - 

Total per cent 100% 100% lOO%t 100% 100ab IOOe" IOOe" 
-~ ~~-~~ ~ ~~~~ 

~ 

1 Q P-155: Did you, yourself. request an extension of your programl(Oues1ion added by USOh1:Thailand.) 
2 Q P-page I 

Due to misundenlanding of firld trchniqurs, lhis question was no1 asked of 103 participants. 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Facrors Relared fo Progror?i Conducr 

Base* 

Parricipar~r Receipr of 
Exrrrrsion 

Received an extension 
Did not receive an 

extension 
Don't know 

Total per cent 

Table 4.6-43 
Participant Receipt of Extension' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Trainirig Field of Acriviry 
.~ -~ - ~ 

public 

Agric. Indus. Admin.. 

and Health Labor, 

Natural Con1- and Mining and Lduc. munity 
and Sanit'n. Re- Trans- Devel- 

sources port'n. opment, 

Public 
Safety 

85 
- 
- 

loo s/, 
- - - - 

1 Q P-156: Did you get an extension? (Question a d d e d b y U S ~ ~ : ~ h a % d . )  
2 Q P-page I 

Due to misunderstanding of field techniques. this question was not asked of 103 participants 
i. Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PI<OGRAM 

Base 

Year Rerurrred 
1951-1954 
1955-1956 
1957-1 958 
1959- 1960 

Total per cent 
-- 

1 Q P-page I 
2 Q P-page I 
-i Due In rounding. 

Table 4.6-44 
Year of Return from Program' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Troinirig Fieid of Activit). 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. 

Agric. and 
and Health Labor, 

Mining and Educ. Com- Natural 
Re- and ~anit 'n.  munity 

Trans- sources Devel- 
oort'ii. ooment. 

Public 
Safety 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related ro Program Conduct 

Base (4601 
% 

Time Spent in Training 
Less than one month 2 
One to two months 3 
Two to four months 4 
Four to six months 5 
Six months lo one year 24 
One to two years 54 
Two to three years 7 
Three years or more + 
Not ascertained + 

- ~ 

Total per cent 100 %t 
- - 

Table 4.6-45 
Time Spent in Training' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
-- - - -- 

Public 

Agric. Indus. Admin., 

and Health Labor, 
and Mining and Com- Public 

Natural and 
Re- Sanit'n. rnunity Safety 

Trans- Devel- 
sources ~o r t ' n .  o ~ m e n t  

1 1 

loo :,:t-loo %t 
1 Q P.3b. 39:  I n  going abrodo f<,r y.n.r lr,.n!ng program. dlo g.~ 1 0  one country or man) for )our rlud) ! 

P l e a s  rell mu the name5 of co.lncrle- rhcre  you went 1.) rluo) <,r where )<,u ren t  fur u.Bra)ng erpcr.en<e :n 
1he.troer .~frrtr.nrlrn~r \\'hercd.dyou rc.r:\c )our tlrsc tro.nlnpmd how longdlc II u a e  ).w' 

2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5:; 
t Due lo rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRANING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-46 
Job Expectancy on Return1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
-- - -- - 

Publ~c 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and 
and Health Labor, 

Natural Mining and Corn- Public 

and Sanit'n. rnunity Safety 
Re- Trans- sources Devel- 

~o r t ' n .  o~ment .  

Returned to: 
Expected job 73 63 56 70 89 81 75 
Job not expected 19 32 22 30 4 13 25 
Don't know 7 5 22 - 7 - - 
Not ascertained 1 - - - - 6 - 

- -- ~~p~ ~p~~ -- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- p~-p - ~~ ~~~~ ~- - - 

1 Q P-109: Was this the job you expected to have when you returned? 
2 Q P-page 1 
* Reported only for those whose job aiter return was different from the job a l  time of departure. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Farfurs Reloted lo Program Conduct 

Table 4.6-47 
Job Change since Return1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Aclivily 
-- ~p -- ~~p~~ 

Public 
Indus. Adrnin., Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Corn- Public 
Natural and Educ. munity Safety and Sanit'n. 

Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources ~o r t ' n .  opment, 

Base* 

Presenr Job and First Job 
afler Rerur~l 

Same 5 1 53 37 48 57 60 47 
Different 49 46 63 5 1 52 39 53 
Not ascertained + - - - - 2 - 

~ -- - - ~ ~ ---- . 

Total per cent 100% l O O % t  loo% loO%t lW% loo%? "33% 
-~ - ~ . p~ - - 

I Q P-134: Is your present position the same as that when you fist returned? 
2 Q P-page 1 

Reported only for those who were employed. 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-48 
Job Expectancy without ICA Program1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Tramlng Fwld of Activity 
- - -- - - - - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and 
Health Labor, 

and Mining Natural Com- Public 
and munity Safety and Sanit'n. Re- Trans- Devel- sources port'n. opment, 

Base* (457) 
0 ' 
/o 

Without ICA Training 
Participant Would 
Have Had a Job 

About the same as present 
one 38 

Better than present one 10 
Not as good as present one 46 
Don't know 5 
Not ascertained I 

- - 

Total per cent 100 % 

Misc. 
~ ~ ~p ~ 

(57) (30) 
% % 

~~p~ ~ -- p~ - - - .  
1 Q P-118: Supposing you had not gone far the training program, do you think you would be working in the 

same position as you havc now, or in a betler one, or nor as good? 
2 Q P-page I 

Reported only for those who were employed. 
t Due lo rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Factors Related to Program Conduct 

Table 4.6-49 
Personal lmportance of Program) 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
~ ~ ~~~ --- ~ . 

Public 
Indus. Admin.. 

Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Com- Public 
Natural and munity Safety and Sanit'n. Re- Trans- Devel- 
sources oort'n. o~men t ,  

- - - - - - 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30) 
% % % % % % % 

To Participanl Proaram 
Was: 

Most important thing 
he had done 7 1 62 67 75 78 72 60 

Waste of time I 1 3 - - 2 - 
In between 28 37 31 23 22 26 40 
Not ascertained + - - 1 - - - 

- - ~ ~ -- ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% loo%? loo%? 100% 100% 100% 
- - -- ~ - .  - 

I Q P-145: Some of those who received the reholarship and have returned have the idea that the training pro- 
gram war the most important thing they had done; some think that it was a pure waste of  lime; and some 
cornpromisingly ray that it was somewhere in bctween. What is your opinion about it? 

2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5 g 
t Due to  rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-50 
Amount of Training Acquired Skills or Knowledge Used1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Ffeld of Activity 
-- - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. and 
Health Labor, 

and Mining and 
Natural Corn- Public 

and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Re- Trans- sources Devel- 

~ o r t ' n .  o ~ m e n t ,  

- - -- - 

(457) (89) (75) (92) (1 14) (57) (30) 
0 ,  

0 % % % "4 % % 
Skills or Knowledge Used 

from ihe Training 
None or practically none 8 17 I5 3 4 5 23 
A little 5 2 12 1 4 12 - 
Some 24 28 15 22 25 28 30 
Quite a lot 37 38 42 35 34 37 20 
Used nearly all or all 25 15 16 39 33 16 24 
Not ascertained 1 - - - - 

- ~ ~ ~p ~p -p 

2 3 
- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
-- ~ ~ ~ 

Q P-119 + 120: Now !alkingabout knorledge and other things acquired from the training program. There 
are many of the partlclpants who had s a d  that no1 much of what they had learned had been applied to their 
work. How about you yournelf? Could you use some of what you have learned from the program in the 
work that you do ar present? In saying that you can, could you say aboul haw much is used? Practically 
now, a little, some, quite a lot, nearly all or all? 

2 Q P-page 1 
* Reported only lor those who were employed. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Factors Related lo Program Conducr 

Base 

Table 4.6-51 
Amount of Training Acquired Knowledge Conveyed to Other People' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

-~ 
Training Field o f  Acriviry 

~ ~ - ~ ~ ~~~~ - - 
Public 

[ndus. Admin., 
Agric. and Health Labor, 
and Mining Com- Public 

Natural and and munity safety 
Re- Trans- Sanit'n. Devel- 

sources port'n. opment, 
Misc. 

Skills or Knowledge 
Passed on 

None or practically none 6 9 I I I 4 I I 7 
A little 4 I 5 5 4 4 13 
Some 30 33 32 21 30 37 33 
Quite a lot 37 37 40 36 40 37 27 
Almost all or all 22 20 12 35 23 12 20 
Not ascertained 1 - - - - - 

. 
1 
p-~~ - 

Total per cent loo% 100% 100% l W % t  l00%-t l ~ % t  loo% 
- ~ ~ -~~ ~~p ~~~ ~~~ ~ 

1 Q P-124 + 125: Talking about passing an  what you have learned from abroad toathers, have you ever passed 
an  anything of  what you have learned to orhers? How much have you passed an ro others the knowledge 
abrained? Practically none, a little, some, a lot, almost all or all? 

2 Q P-page I 
t Due la rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-52 
Functional Field of Training] 

by 
Participant's Utilization Score 

Tot a1 
Base (460) 

% 
Field o f  Training 
Agriculture and Natural Resources 20 
Industry, Mining, and Transportation 16 
Health & Sanitation 20 
Education 25 
Public Administration, Labor, Com- 

munity Development, Miscellaneous 12 
Public Safety 7 

Total per cent 100% 

1 aP-Pas, I 
t Due l o  roundins. 

Participant's Utilization Score 
p~ ~- - 

High 
-- 

Low Correlation 
(96) 

O,' 

(108) 
I 0  % 

Table 4.6-53 
Contact with USOM since Return' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity ~ ~ 

Public 
Indus. Agric. Admin., 
and Health Labor. 

and Mining and Con-  Public 
Natural 

Re- and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Trans- Devel- 

sources port'n. opment, 

~ p~ 

Base (460) (90) (75)  (94) 
0 ,  
/o % % "/, 

Contact with USOM 65 69 60 60 
No contact with USOM 35 

-- 
31 40 40 

-- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~~ -~ ~ - ~ p  

P-1%: Since your return, have you made contact with USOM? 
2 Q P-page I 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conduct 

Table 4.6-54 
Participant's Claiming Project Connected Employment after Return' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field o f  Activity 
~ ----- 

Public 
lndus. Admin., 

Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Natural Com- Public 

Re- and Eudc. munity Safety and Sanit'n. Trans- Devel- sources 
port'n. opment. 

-~~~ - - p~ ~ 

Base* (297) (62)  (45) (56) (70) (43) (21) 
% % % % % / o  O/ % 

Participunr's Job Was: 
Project connected 67 73 67 68 7 1 53 52 
Not project-connected 33 27 33 32 29 47 38 
Not ascertained + - - - - - - 

.- -~-~p ~~~~ ~ -~ ~~ ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ ~ ~ - ~p~~~ - - ~~ ~- 

I QP-130: Since your return. have you ever worked in USOM or an a joint project of  USOM and lhe gav- 
ernmen[. 

2 Q P-page 1 
Repartcd only for those who conlacled USOM. 

+ Lcss than 0.5 % 



PARTlClPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-55 
Availability of USOM Technician to Participantl 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
---- 

Public 

Agric. Indus. Admin., 

and Health Labor, 
and Mining and Natural Com- Public 

and Sanit'n. munity Safety Re- Trans- Devel- sources port'n. opment, 
Misc 

- 

Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30) 
% % ;< % % % % 

Technician available 44 57 48 37 41 37 37 
Technician not available 56 43 52 62 59 63 63 
Don't know t - - + - - - 

- - -- -- -- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% loo%? 100% loo% loo% 
-- ~ ~ - - - ~ p ~ ~ ~  -- 

I QP-131: Is there a USOM technician who is lhere lo gire you recornmenda~ion and advice? 
2 Q P-page 1 
+ Less than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Coriducr 

Table 4.6-56 
Assigned Participants Known to Technicians1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training ~ Field of Actii:ity 

Public 
[ndus. Agric. Admin., 

and and Health Labor, 
Mining 

Natural Com- Public 

Re- and munity Safety and Sanit'n. Trans- Devel- 
sources port'n. opment. 

Base* 

Participants not known 
to technician 53 40 75 67 55 2 1 45 

Participants known to 
technician 47 60 25 33 45 79 55 - ~ ~~p - 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ -- ~p p~ - 

1 QTI-I : First, I am going to read the names of same parricipants. I would like you to tell me whether you 
are familiar enough with their work and training program to give me some information and ratnngs about 
them. 

2 QP-page 1 
* Reported only for those u,hore technician was interviewed. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-57 
Technician's Contact with Participant' 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Trainrrtg Field of Acrir~ry 
-- -- - 

Publ~c 
Indus. Admin., 

Agric. 
and Health Labor, 

and Mining Corn- Public 
Natural and and munity Safety 

Re- Trans- Sanit'n. Devel- 
sources oort'n. o~ment .  

7" 7" 70 /o /o /o /o 
Technician's Contact with 

Parricipanr 
Never met 2 4 - 3 - - - 

Once or twice 14 27 7 17 3 10 - 
Occasionally 35 3 1 36 10 42 47 64 
Frequently 36 19 36 48 55 40 18 
Regularly 13 19 21 21 3 18 

~~p- 

Total per cent 10-0 TO% l*,< l W % t  100% 100% 100% 
~~~ - - -~ ~ ~. ~ ~~ 

1 Q 1.1-3: Here 1 am interested in how much contact you have had with each of these parlicipants since his 
return, aside from contact o fa  strictly social rype. Would you say that you had been in contact with parrici- 
pant once or twice, occasionally, frequently, or regularly? 

2 Q P-page 1 
Reported only for those whose technician war; interviewed and knew participant well enough to rate him. 

t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conducr 

Table 4.6-58 
Participant's of Contact with Technician1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Tra~nmg - Field of Acfibity 
Public 

lndus. Admin., Agric. 
and Health Labor, and 

Mining and Educ. Com- Public Natural and munity Safety 
Re- Trans- Sanit'n. Devel- sources port'n. opment, 

Base* (201) (51) (36) (35) (47) (21) (11) 
% % % % % % % 

Contacf with Technician 
Always in touch 55 43 64 66 53 70 27 
See him occasionally or 

never 45 57 36 34 47 30 73 . 
~- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

I Q P-132: Do you always keep in touch with him (the technician who is available), or occasionally. or you 
never see him at all? 

2 Q P-page l 
Reported only for those whose technician was avialable to him. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Base* 

Table 4.6-59 
Work Relation of Supervisor to Participant at Time of Departure1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

- ~ - p ~ ~ ~  Training ~~ Field ~~ ~ o f  Activity ~ 

Agric. Indus. Public 
and and Admin., 

Natural Mining 
Health Labor, 

Re- and Com- Public 
sources Trans- and Educ. 

Sanit'n. munity Safety 
port'n. Devel- 

opment, 

-- - Mist. 
-- - 

Participant 
Worked for prment super- 

visor 76 82 76 74 74 76 60 
Did not work for present 

supervisor 14 10 I 1  16 14 15 28 
Supervisor not in present 

position 10 8 13 10 1 1  9 12 
Don't know + - - - 1 - - 
Not ascertained + - - - 1 - - 

~ ~ ~~ ~ -~ ~ ~~ -~ ~- -- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% loo 7; lCO%t 100% loo% 
-~ ~~~ ~ ~ - p ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ -  ~ 

I Q S1-I: When (participant)iasleaving to go abroad, was he working for you here? 
2 Q P-page 1 

Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed. 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6 .  Factors Related to Program Co~tduccr 

Table 4.6-60 
Supervisor's Participation in the Program Planning' 

by 
Training Field of Activity 2 

Training Field of Activity 
pp 

---- - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. 

and Health 
Labor, 

and Mining and 
Natural Com- Public 

and 
Sanit'n. 

munity Safety 
Re- Trans- Devel- 

sources ~ o r t ' n .  o ~ m e n t .  

Base* 

Supervisor 
Helped plan program 59 60 66 57 59 60 40 
Did not help plan program 40 39 32 42 41 40 60 
Don't know + - - - - - - 

Not ascertained + 1 1 I - - - 
-~ pppp- ~ ~ ~ --- 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
~ p - ~ ~ - ~  -- - ~ 

1 Q S1-5: Did you help l o  prepare (participant's) program? 
2 Q P - p a s  1 

Reported only for those whose supervisors were familiar with participants before departure. 
+ Less than 0.5% 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-61 
Amount of Time Spent Per Week with Participant by Supervisor1 

by 
Training Field of Activity2 

Training Field of Activity 
~ ~ 

Public ~~~~ 

Agric. 
Indus. Admin.. 

and Health 
Labor, 

and Mining Corn- Public 
Natural and and Educ. nlunity Safety 

Re- Trans- 
Sanit'n. Devel- 

sources ~ o r t ' n .  o ~ m e n t .  

-- - - 

Base* (440) (88) (72) (90) (1 11) (54) (25) 
% % % % % % % 

Amount of Time Per 
week  Spent with 

Participant 
16 hours or more 17 17 15 16 19 15 20 
8-15 hours 16 23 13 13 21 7 4 
4-7 hours 28 22 29 33 23 33 44 
Less than 4 hours 39 39 43 38 37 43 32 
Not ascertained + - - - - 

-~~ ~ 

2 
- ~ 

Total per cent 100% l00%t 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- - -- 

I Q S1-11: About how many hours per week do you m e t  or talk wirh ipnrticipant)? 
2 Q P-page 1 

Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed. 
+ Less than 0.5% 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6.  Factors Related to Program Conduct 

Table 4.6-62 
Organization's Planning for Utilization1 

by 
Training Field of Activity' 

Training Field of Activity 
-- - 

p u b l i c  
Indus. Admin., Agric. 
and Health Labor, and Mining Com- Public Natural and 

Re- and munity Safety Sanit'n. Trans- Devel- sources port'n. opment, 

Base* (366) (77) (62) (73) (89) (47) (18) 
% % % % :'a % % 

Organization Planning for 
Utilization 

Yes 92 9 1 94 93 92 96 78 
No 4 4 3 1 4 4 17 
Don't know or don't 

remember 3 4 - 4 3 - 6 
Not ascertained 1 I 3 1 - - - 

~p-~~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% loo%? loo%? 100% lW%? 
~ ~ 

Q S1-7: Prior to (participant's) going abroad, did this office have any project which could utilize his training? 
2 Q P-page 1 

Re~orted only for those whose supervisors who were working with participants, or who were familiar with 
their program prior to departure. 

t Due lo rounding. 
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Table 4.6-63 
Supervisor Utilization Score 

by 
Training Field of Activity 1 

Training Reid of Activity 
- - - 

Public 
Indus. Admin., Agric. 

and and Health Labor, 

Natural Mining and Com- Public 

and Sanit'n. munity Safety 
Re- Trans- sources Devel- 

port'n. opment, 

- -  
Base* (440) (88) (72) (90) (111) - ( 5 4 )  (25) 

% % % /o % % % 0 ,  

Supervisor Utilizalion Score 
~i''h 8 1 80 78 80 87 70 88 
Low 10 10 13 9 9 2 I - 
No total score 9 LO 10 11 4 9 12 

-- ~~p -- 

Total per cent 103% 100% l03%t 100% 103% 103% 103% 
-- - ~ - ~ - ~ - ~ ~  

1 Q P-page 1 
Reported only for those whose supuwisors *,ere interviewed. 

t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Facrors Related lo Program Conducr 

Base 

Table 4.6-64 
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by lCA1 

by 
Age in Years at Time of Departure2 

Age in Years at Time of Departure 
- -- -- - 

50 Not 
'rider 25-29 30-34 35-39 4-44 45-49 or ascer- 

L3 older tained 

Amounr ofh4oney Was: 
About right 68 75 74 69 67 70 67 40 71 
Too little 31 25 23 31 33 30 33 55 29 
More than needed 1 - 3 - - - - - - 
Not ascertained I - - - - - - 5 - 

~- p-- ~ p~~~ -- 

Total per cent lOO%tlOO% loo% 100% lCO%lOO% 103% 103% l 0 0 y  
-. ~p~~~ p - ~ ~  ~~ - ~ ~~ p - ~ p ~ ~  ~~ 

1 Q P-78: What is your opinion about the money allotted to you by ICA for living cost and travel during your 
training program? Can you say that it war too lillle, just right, or more than needed'? 

2 Q P-7: Age in yean a t  time of departure. 
t Less than 0.5% 
+ Due to rounding. 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.6-65 
Opinion about Length of Program' 

by 
Age in Years at Time of DepartureZ 

Age in Years at Tiw~e of' Departure 
~~ ~- ~~~ 

-- ~ ~ ~ - 

50 Not 
Under 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 or ascer- 25 older tained 

Base (460) (20) ( 9 5 )  (105) (85) (71) (48) (22) Gq 
% % % % % % % % %  

Length oj'Progrom Was: 
Just right 45 50 39 44 40 54 52 59 36 
Too long 6 - 4 6 10 2 6 9 7 
Too short 49 50 57 50 50 44 42 32 57 

-- ~. ~~ ~ p~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
- - - - - 

1 QP-M:  Did you think that the length of your training program was too long, just right, or too short 1 
2 Q P-7: Age in years at time of depanure. 



SURVEY F I N D I N G S  6. Factors Relazed to Program Conduct 

Base 

Table 4.6-66 
Time for Personal Interests During Program1 

by 
Age in Years at Time of Departure2 

Age in Years at Time of Departure 
- - -  - -  

50 Not 
Under 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 or asccr- 

25 older tained 

Time for Personal 
Interests Was: 

Sufficient 60 70 56 59 55 65 69 50 57 
Too much 2 - 3 I I 3 2 - 7 
Too little 37 30 41 40 41 31 29 50 36 
Don't know or don't 

remember + - - - - 1 - - - 
~ 

~ ~- 

Total per cent lOO%t 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
-~ 

1 Q P-80: According to the program arranged, do you think lhat the spare time for your personal interests 
was too much, sufficient, or too little? 

2 QP-7: Age in years at time of departure. 
i Due to rounding. 
+ Less than 0.5% 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Rase* 

Table 4.6-67 
Type of English Language Dificultyl 

by 
Age in Years at ~ & e  of Departure2 

Age in Years at Time o f  Deparl~rre 
~~p ~p ~~ ~~~~ 

50 Not 
'rider 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 or ascer- 

L3 
older tained 

Type of  English Language 
Dlficultv 

None 43 35 33 39 46 48 55 56 58 
In being understood 17 35 IS 21 14 12 10 11  8 
In understanding 

others 10 6 13 8 12 5 7 22 8 
Both 30 24 36 32 28 35 26 1 1  25 
Not ascertained + - - - - - 2 - - 

~~ -~-p-- ~~ ~ 

Total per cent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% loo% l ~ % ~ - l 0 0 %  loo%? 
~ p p  ~p~~~ - -- ~ ~ ~ ~ p p ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ---- 

I Q P-99: If you had had difficulties with your English during the program. was it more so in making your- 
selfunderstood, or was i t  to understand other E O D ~ ~ ,  or both? . . 

2 Q P-7: Age in years at time of departure. 
* Reported only far those whose program required English - Less than 0.5 % 
t Due to rounding. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 7 .  Questions Added in Thailand 

Section 7. Responses to Questions Specifically 
Proposed by USOM/Thailand 

A. EVALUATION OF AUA ORIENTATION PROGRAM 

Since 1957 Thailand's bi-national center, the Language Center of the American 
University Alumni Association, has been conducting a series of orientation programs 
for USOM participants to prepare them for their experiences in the United States. 
Nearly two-thirds of the sample (297) had attended these sessionsl. To help define 
weaknesses in this program as perceived by participants in the light of their later 
experience abroad, those who had attended were asked to give suggestions for improve- 
ments (Table 4.7-1). Almost two-fifths of them indicate that they found the program 
useful enough that they could think of no way in which it could be made more helpful. 

Although the program as operated does not include any formal English language 
instruction, a quarter of those attending feel that more English training during orienta- 
tion would have been useful. Other suggestions appearing in significant numbers 
were for improved instructional techniques and better organization of the program 
operation, more information about living arrangements abroad and life in the United 
States. and that there should be more "socializing" during the course. Five per cent 
of those taking the orientation program thought the program itself should be longer, 
and four per cent say the individual sessions were too short. 

USOM Thailand was concerned whether there were difficulties in traimng in the 
United States which were peculiar to Thailand in connection with basic misunder- 
standings between the American hosts and the Oriental Thai trainees. Returned 
participants were asked to tell what particular obstacles to common understanding 
they perceived. Their replies are categorized in Table 4.7-2. Thirty-nine per cent say 
that they see no difficulties to mutual understanding, or at least no difficulties which 
would not resolve themselves on closer acquaintance between natives of the two 
countries. Over a quarter mention difficulties connected with general cultural difference 
and a fifth say the major obstacle is the language barrier. Relatively few feel that 
diierences in standard of living pose any real problem, but it is interesting to note that 
eight per cent of all participants interviewed felt that American attitudes contributed 
to the prevention of mutual understanding. 

~~ -- 

1 92% of the total sam~le  had gone to the U.S.A. for training (Section 6,   able 3.6-13). 



PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM 

Table 4.7-1 
Participants' Suggestions for Improvement of AUA Orientation Program 

Base* 12971 
Suggestions for Improvemerrt of Orientation Program 
No improvement needed 
More English 
Should improve instruction 
Should be longer 
Should include more information about livins arrangements 
Program should be better organized 
Should have more social activities 
Should include more information about U.S. life 
Orientation sessions should have been longer 
Examination procedure should be improved 
Should be shorter 
Should be less formal 
Should be less informal 
Should be conducted by Thai people 
Should include more information about study methods 
The lecturers should speak English less rapidly 
Should include more information about life in U.S. university 
Orientation should take less time away from job before departure 
Program should be shorter 
Other 
Not ascertained 

Total per cent 
-- ~ ~~~ ~ ~- 

1 Q P-148: Do you think thal the AUA Orienlation Program could be improved -from your experience 
on your last trip abroad - to be more useful lo you 1 How? 
Reported only for lhose who auended AUA Orientation Classes. 

+ Less than 0.5 % 
% Total adds to more than 100% because some respondenu gave more than one answer. 



SURVEY FINDINGS 7 .  Questions ,4dd~~(l I I I  T/loiIo11~1 

Table 4.7-2 
Difficulties in Thai-American Understanding1 

No D;ficulr., 
Difficulties Connected ~t irh Dlferences in the Two Cultures 

The cultures (traditions, ways of behaving) are different 
Thais do not understand American culture and traditions 
Americans do  not make friends as easily as Thais 
The values of the two cultures are different: different 

aspirat io~~s,  goals, beliefs in what is important 
Other specified differences in culture or  behavior 

patterns 
Lu~iguage Dif$clrlries 

Thais have difficulty in understanding "American" 
English 

Americans have difficulty in understanding "Thai" 
English 

General and non-specific comments on  language difficulty 
Diffiru1rie.s Because of Po:ron~i/ .1rrirlrcies of Americans 

Americans "look down" on foreigners 4 
Americans are not sincere 4 

D~fficulries Connected wit11 Living Co~ldirio~is 6 
Difficulty with food 2 
General and non-specific comments about differences in 

living conditions 4 
D;ficulries Connected with Differences in Social Custom.: 

Social Life 4 
D~ficulties Connected with Differences it1 Education Level I 
Otlier Difficulties 3 
Don't Know or Don't Remember 2 
Not Ascertained 3 

~ - 

Total per cent 113%t 
~ ~~~~ - ~ ~~ 

I Q P-157: Do you think theremay be same things which your Thai friends would find very difficu!t to under- 
sland in connection wilh the U.S. or Americans? 

+ Total adds lo more than 100% because same respondents gave more than one answer. 
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