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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
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The results of the Survey are presented in two volumes:
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Volume 11: The Appendix

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

This study was conducted by Business Re-
search Ltd., under contractual agreements with
USOM/Thailand. The survey and report were
financed by counterpart funds made available by
joint agreement between the Thai Government
and USOM/Thailand.

The research project in Thailand was under
the direction of Frederic L, Avyer, Technical
Direcior 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.L.D.
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FOREWORD

Throughout the conduct of the final planning, field work, and reporting of this
survey, the Training Office 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 American Officials;

Professor Snoh Tanbunyuen
Head of Department of Mathematics
Chulalongkorn University

Dr. Choop Karnjanaprakorn, Permancnt Lecturer
institute of Public Administration
Thammasat 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 Cooperation
National Economic Development Board

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

Mrs. Emily Krueger, Regional Consultant
United States Information Service

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

Mr. Floyd Arnold, Chief

Agricultural Tnstitutions Branch

Agriculture Division

United States Operations Mission to Thailand
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The first objective of the Commitiee was to review the questionnaire issued by
ICA/W 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 asked 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 Oftice of USOM concerning the
progress of the survey and to offer suggestions and advice concerning any 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 University
for interviews or to be interviewed in their offices. The Commuttee as a whole heard the
contractor’s description of his problem and appointed a subcommitiee 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 their 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 peried 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 some changes in membership.

Nai Sak Ratanasart, Chief of the Administrative Division of the National Economic
Development Beard was designated as a member of the reactivated Committee. Nai
Vibool Phinit-Akson, who in the meantime had been assigned respousibility for train-
ing activities 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 Division of USOM, took
Dr. Van Duyn’s place on the Comrnittce. In December 1962, Mr, O.J. Scoville
replaced Mr. Arnold who had completed his tour of duty.

While the scope of the survey and the general outlines of the report were pretty
well prescribed by AID/W, 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 suggesiions have in a large part been incorporated into the
version here presented.

M. George Goodrick

Chief, Training Office
USOM/Thailand
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CHAPTER 1

THF. RESEARCH SETTING
1. INTRODUCTION

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
kitow everything, and that we all can benefit from an exchange 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 of 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. Of relatively recent origin, how-
ever, are government to government cooperative progects for the training of persons
from countries seeking more rapid progress toward social and ¢conomic growth. An
exermplification 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 the governments 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 the 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 the opportunities for learning them have varied widely from country to country.
In every case an effort has been made to develop training programs which will meet the
needs of developmental objectives, and A.LD.! 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.LLD. 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. ALD. 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 leiters ALD. are used to refer o both the United Stdtes Agency for International
Development and ils predecessor agencies such as the International Cooperation Administration, the Econo-
mic Cooperation Adminisiration, the Mutual Sceurity Agency. and the “Poinl TV** Program.
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to date, only a very few have come from agencies other than governmental, Consistent
with the agreed upon needs of the Kingdom, participants have been drawn from the
various Thai government agencies, including educational institutions. This is also
consistent with a long established policy of the Thai government which sent s 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
or 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 carried 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 puc-
poses., and where the traditional program and the contemporary USOM program differ,
to assume the traditional rather than the new.

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

*“This great continuity of tradition 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 sociely. Actually, these structures have been reinterpreted;
they have assumed new functions as a result of transplanting, functions which fit the
nced of the indigenous 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 the underlying loreign 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 succeeding
Kings continued sporadically to send students to accompany diplomatic missions to
foreign countries. In the reign of King Rama V (King Chulalongkorn) the pracedure
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

? “Thai Administratae Bieha;iorl;’ James N. Masel: in Toward the Comparative Study of Public Adminisiration,
W.J. 5iffin, ed. Indiana Lniversity [957.
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coup d’éfat 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 1, government service was again made obligatory for returned gran-
tees, and Ministries and Departments of the Government were permitted to send for
foreign study personnel 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 administer-
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 al! 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 soLUrces.

In 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 sav:

“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 normally would take at least five
vears without higher degree.

“But more importantly, comes with i1t 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 coneept 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 Government 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 qualifications might be of better service to them in
some other position.

In a similar fashion, the A.1.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

3 Sak Ratanasari and Vibool Phinit-Akson. “Comment on Survey of USOM Participant Training Program’,
Memorandum Ne. 2143/2506 (January 1963),  Office of the Thai Technical and Economic Cooperation,
NEDB, to Mr. M. George Goodrick, USOM,
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person in authority. 1t 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 —at
least subconsciously —would be felt to be mutually exclusive.

In short, the USOM program of sending Thais abroad to attain skills and 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.

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

3. HISTORY OF USOM PARTICIPANT TRAINING IN THAILAND

Participant training has been an important part of the technical cooperation pro-
gram of A 1.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
men 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 Thaiswornﬂ Vtrhs CiviliS;T;i'c;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 identified 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,

Table 1-1
Number of Participants by Fiscal Year in
which Training was Programmed

F“;f;;j”“" 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 30 208
Labor e 3 4 7 — — — 14
Health & Sanitation 61 8 41 79 59 33 38 25 24 31 399
Education — 7 26 B8l 58 68 124 95 168 83 710
Public Safety —_ - - = = — 3025 35 M4 97
Public Administration — 18 10 21 25 29 37 55 52 39 286
CD. Housing e 1 4 —  — 7 12
General & Misc. U — 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 field 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 ncarly 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 employees 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-
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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 programmed 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 impaortant contributions to the development of Thailand, emphasis was placed on
projects in Teacher Training. 1n 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 Program

It 1s misleading to speak of the Participant Training Program of USOM/Thailand,
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 Office 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 facilitate the programming, selection, and processing of several hundred partici-
pants each year, and their subsequent reassimilation in project-related employment.

Staft 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,
A few months thereafter the Training function was assigned to the Traiming Division in a
newly established Office of Technical Services. This office included several other fune-
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
stafl 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 officials and American technicians with the policies, procedures
and qualifying criteria as established by A.1.D. and predecessor agencies for the Partici-
pant Training Program and to facihitate 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 carly that adequate command of the Enghish language was per-
haps the most formidable barrier confronting Thats 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 language.
In successive years, however, as training has been programmed for men and women at
lower echelens, as well as for persons who have lived for the most part outside Bangkok,
the problem of English [anguage training has become progressively more acute.

USOM Thailand has been fortunate in having available the services of a bi-naticnal
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 traiming at the AUA langunage center, [t is probable, how-
ever, that persons who had been selected as participants made some use of this facility
in improving their Enghish 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 Enghish 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 [954 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 yvear 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
TJSOM was receiving many adverse reports from universities and other training agen-
cies in the U.S. concerning the inadequate Enghsh language abilitics 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 Enghish Language Services on a pilot 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 TCA and text materials developed by ELS
became the basis of English Janguage 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. 1n the Summer of 1957, however, they began to
use tests prescribed by ICA/W 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 OF THE EVALUATION SURVEY OF PARTICIPANT
TRAINING

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 questionnatires, 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 ICA/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.

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

To ascertain if the technical training provided by 1CA 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.

. To ascertain if the non-technical aspects of the training programs, that is,

pretraining orientation in the U.S, overseas missions and in Washington
or in the third country of training, community participation and hospi-
tality, and instruction in the economic, social, and cultural factors
influencing the specific profession or field of activity, were emphasized
in the right proportion and were effective.

To ascertain if the administrative practices and procedures of 1CA are
adequate and eflective and to identify weaknesses and causes of
dissatisfaction.

To produce other rehiable information concerning 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 ATD/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 (1} determine the extent to which the participant training program
1s meeting its objectives and (2) to improve future and current training programs.”s

5. GENERAIL DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES

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

[nterviews were conducted with a sample of returned participants, their immediate

5 Evaluation of Participam Training, Internalional Cooperaﬁon Adminismmtion,'arpaper, Nov. 1659,
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supervisors, and the 1.8, 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 1.

6. CONSIDERATION OF 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 exemphfied
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 AID/W concept of
the objectives of participant training were Hkely answered on the basis of a concept
somewhat different.
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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 it?"" In the first place, the ““cost” to a department supervisor
is likely to be seen at most 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 gift 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
respondent’s 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). [f 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 T 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,
UNESCQ, WHQO, 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 AID/W questionnaire, “vour 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.

Tt 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, in many respects the objec-

6 Those interviewed were the imnrediate supervisors of the participants as identified by thc participants them-
selves. The study design called for interviews with these people as those being in a strong posttion to evaluate
the participants’ cffectiveness (see Appendix 1), 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.1.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 bias™ (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 improving an 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 feehings 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 s the
limitation to be noted as a result of the decisions in sampling, and the inability to get
better sample coverage. The sampling procedure and results are described fully in
Volume 11, Appendix 1.

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 the analysis 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. 1t 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 traimng program in Thailand, and pinpoint certain
administrative and operational deficiencies which require corrective action. These are
highlighted in Chapter T1; and Chapter LIl reports corrective action now underway.

7 Tneludes metropsmn area m_néisling of Banﬂcok Ci ty 'lrairoper, Thonburi. and Samuth]ﬁké&ﬁ Provinees.




CHAPTER 1I

HIGHLIGHTS OF SURVEY FINDINGS

The survey deals with the responses of participants to over 150 questions, and of
their supervisors and the USOM Technical Advisors! 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 1V, “Survey Findings™ and in Volume I,
Appendix 2. This chapter presents 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 1V,
and supporting tables will be found either in the appropriate section of that chapter or
in Yolume IL, 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.

1 n 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-
SIOMnS

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
A. CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS SELECTED

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.L.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

I Throughout this report, although not always stated, reference to the participant’s “supervisor™ always means
the Thai official whe was reported by the participant to be his immediate supervisor; the terms “Technical
Advisor” and “Technician™ are used interchangeably to refer to the USOM personnel assigned to projects in
an advisory capacity.
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effectively as agents of change in themr 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 (729,)
Marital Status Married (65%;}
Education 16.4 years (median)

(Actualily, 46 %, had completed 17 or

more years of formal education, 799

had attended a university and 529,

held a university degree)
Experience 9 years (median) (459, 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
(999 were employed by the povernment 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.T.D. sponscred program.
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FIGURE 1
(N= 460)

Participant Characteristics at Time of Selection
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FIGURE 2

{(N=460)
Employment at Time of Selection
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B. SELECTION PROCESS

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 809, 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 at 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, 705 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 quahfications 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 ne 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 te name the areas in which they were dissatis-
fied with what USOM had done to insure utilization of training, 14 %, of the Technical
Adwvisors volunteered that “Selection of participants is not such as to insure or provide
for the best utilization,”

C. PRE-DEPARTURE PREPARATION

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&
(N=460})
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(1) ORIENTATION FOR LIFE IN 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. In only one area—religious practices in the
country of training—do the results indicate that the orientation program might have
been inadequate. About 409 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 improvement. The most frequently mentioned suggestion was for
more instruction in English language—a feature which is not a programmed 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. Tn speaking of weaknesses of the training program completed—things
they would want corrected if they were to do it over —29 9%, 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 their
program from USOM personnel.

In general, the information received was reported as being non-specific information
about the subject matter of the program; 739/ said they were not told anything about the
level of their program prior to departure; only five per cent said they were told anything
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
information that they had no basis for feeling either “‘satisfied”” or “dissatisfied” with
what they were undertaking.
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FIGURE 4

{(N=460)

Working on a Joint USOM/THAI Project at Time of Selection

Not on project
53%

\ Don't know 1%

The survey also revealed that an almost unbelievable number of participants ieft
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,
vet when participants were asked:

“Were you working with USOM or working on a joint USOM/Thai Government
project at the time you were selected 7
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only 46%, answered the question “Yes”, moreover, 459, stated that insofar as the
¥ q b

4]

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 related to joint Thai-American activity.
FIGURE 5
(N=460)

Participation in Program Planning
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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, 189 of those taking part in the planning said they did
not participate to the extent they would have liked. Of those who said they had no
opportunity to participate in planning theic 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 office 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 929 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 suggesting 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
the training planned.

1t 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.

E. ADEQUACY OF PROGRAM PLANNING

Generally speaking the participants surveyed found the program they had com-
pleted to be satisfactory. Eighty per cent say that the level of the program completed
was about right even though less than half had taken part in the planning and 739,
claimed to have been unaware of the level of training at time of departure.

The participants’ satisfaction with the level of their program was corroborated by
their That supervisors. Seven out of ten of the supervisors interviewed rate the level
of all A.L.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 simple.”

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

(1) Only one out of six of the participants interviewed reported changing their
program to any major extent after arriving in the country of training. Most of those so



26 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

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; 939, of the participants were so rated. and in 929 of the cases

FIGURE 6
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the supervisor said the training was “‘essential” or “very important’ to the ability of the
participant to perform his present job.

F. INADEQUACY OF PROGRAM PLANNING

Even though the data show that general satisfaction with the training program
prevails with both the participant and his supervisor, both are critical of certain aspects.
Both feli that A.1.D. training programs were often of far too short a duration, and super-
visors 1n particular voiced considerable concern thai adequate provision for sutficient
practical experience of the right kind was a weakness in program planning. Only 58 %
of the supervisors interviewed were satisfied with this aspect of the programs with which
they were familiar. About 209 of the participants said their program, if repeated,
could 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
arc as follows:

Participants covered by the survey were at time of selection mature individuals,
well equipped with professional experience and other highly desirable characteristics.
Moreaver, 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 expenence as the ““most important thing that ever
happened to them,” and supervisors reporting 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 pre-de-
parture phase of training have not been conducted as well as they should, or could have
been. Though the process 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 have 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 targe 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

The participant’s time abroad logically divides into two types of experience: that
related to the content of the program (technical) and that related to the life in the country
of training.
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A. TECHNICAL EXPERIENCE ABROAD

(1} PROGRAM ARRANGEMENT, GUIDANCE AND COMPLETION

In the eyes of the participants those who were in charge of their program in the
country of training? have done a very creditable job. More than nine out of ten of the
participants surveyed reporied thar they were 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 at 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 (957%;) say they received some guidance on their program
and only one out of ten 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 209 of the changes
made—yet, as previously pointed out, one of the most frequent criticisms of the A.L.D.
Training Programs made by participanis’ 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 more practice or more observation.

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

(2) EXTENSIONS

Though only 159 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 an extension also received one. For those who say they did not personally
request an extension, only about one out of eight reported receiving one.

(3) LANGUAGE PROBLEM IN THE COUNTRY OF TRAINING

The data show that:

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

Ninety-two per cent of the ssinple were trained in the Uniled States.

L]
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— Almost half of all Thai participants arrived in the country of training feehng a
necessity to improve their English by addirional instruction.

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

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

— And 599 of those who did not take lessons on arrival felt that instruction in
Enghish would have been useful.

— No matter how adequate participants felt their Enghsh proficiency was on
arrival or how much additional instruction they had, 579, of the sample ex-
perienced some difficulty in English, and these who report having the most
trouble with language are those who also reported taking additional Enghsh
instruction.

(4) MEMBERSHIP IN PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

About one-third of the Thai participants surveyed have joined a U.S. professional
society and 2597 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 professicnal society of any country, Lack of professional
affihation, however, does not indicate lack of access to professional pubhcations 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 pubhications. Moreover, 369,

of all participants report that they receive professional journals from some country other
than the U.S.

B. NON-TECHNICAL EXPERIENCE ABROAD

(1) ORIENTATION IN THE COUNTRY OF 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 909 of those who attended orient-
atton 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 well organized, complete and requires no improvement of any kind.

(2) ALD. ALLOWANCE

Two-thirds of the sample found the per diem and other allowances provided by
A.1.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.

FIGURE 7
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(3) COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND HOME HOSPITALITY IN THE
COUNTRY OF TRAINING

The opinion has been expressed that A.1.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. 379 felt that too little time was available. Only two per cent
said that they had too much spare time.

On the other hand, over 909 of the participants said they were invited into private
homes and seven out of ten reported meeting with local people on a social 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 (1) 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 personal attitudes 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) PARTICIPATION 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 709 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 arrangement with AID/W.

Post Training Period

A. EMPLOYMENT

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 employed 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 cut 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 169 trans-
terred 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.

B. Post Tramntng CoNTACT wiTH USOM

As has been reported the data show that many participants depart with no true
coneept 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 on a joint project since their return to Thailand.

Repardless 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.?

1 OFf those who did reqzést help,_l;l;;vever, 8_0‘,'_@, said that they received — at least parti_anl-lyg what they asked
for. While about half these requests were for equipment or financial assisiance, the remainder were mostly
for technical advice, and training assistance.
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FIGURE 8
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The participants’ reports indicating low identification with joint projects and limited
USOM contacts are wellborne out by the reports from 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 deparied and returned
since the technical advisors interviewed had been in their current assignments, only 54 %;
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.

C. UTILIZATION OF TRAINING

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 “aimost 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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Of the 167 participants reported on by Technicians, 759% were judged by the Techni-
cians 4s being “satisfactory™ in the utilization of their training.

The immediate supervisors of the participants surveyed strongly support the
participants’ claim of high utitization. The supervisors said that 929 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 the 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 the innovator.

In summary, the data show thai 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 rtole 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. 1In this process
cach participant was scored on a 100 point utilization scale developed by A1D/W,

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.®

In the afarementicned investigation of factors which relate to utilization only the
participants’ utilization scores were used. By applying a technique commonly used
in test itern 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 2757,

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 .50),
and it i1s impossible from the data to assume that any one or any combination of these
factors causes high utilization,5 it is possible to present a composite picture of the
“typical” high utilizer,

n See Vol.urne.ll, Ai;;er;a{( '4_,_

3 Proportions are based on the number of participants for which queslionnaires were completed; Supervisor
Questionnaire, 440; Technician Questionnaire, 167,

& See the fuller description of the limitalions of interpreting correlations in Chapter [V, page 71.
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The participant who is a high utilizer of his training was likely to have these charac-
teristics at the time of interview:

he had been back from training six years or longer
{239, of the high utilizers; 10% of the low group)

in retrospect he rated the training program he had completed as being “‘very
satisfactory”

(6377 of the high utilizers; 41 % of the low)

he believed his training program was the “‘most important experience” he
had ever had

(859 of the high group; 56 %; of the low)

he reported his immediate supervisor “very helpful™ to his ability 1o utilize
his training
(72°% of the high utilizers; 29 %/ of the low)

he finds 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
{519 of the high group mentianed difficulties related to country resources,
compared to 26 % of the low; 30 %, of the highs mentioned difficulties
related to people, compared to 18 % of the lows)

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

he feit his current job was a better one than he would have had without A1D
training

(56 %, of the high utilizers; 31 ¥; of the low group)

his supervisor feit that the training received was essential or very important
to the participant’s ability to do his work

(969 of the high; 87 % of the low uitlizers)

he was aware of the availability of a USOM Technical Advisor to give him
advice and copsultation, and reporied “frequent’ contact with him

(29% of the high; 153 of the low group)

his program abroad was at least partially arranged when he arrived in the
country of training
{959 of the high; 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 (647, of the high utilizers who attended a university
got a degree; 399 of low utilizers who were in 4 university received one)

— an observation tour was not part of his program
(627, of the low utilizers went on an observation tour as part of their
program ; 44 %/ of the high utilizers)

— he spent two or more years abroad in training (8% of the high utilizers; 1%,
ofthe low) and regardiess of the lengeh, felt that his program was too short

(54 % of the high; 429 of the low group)

— he had had 10 or more years of experience in his field of specialization prior to
departure
(5597 high, 38 % of the low utilizers)

— he left for training feeling he had adequate information particularly in regard
to the substantive aspects of his program (399 of the high group. 27%
of the low said they had adequate information in all five program areas
investigated ; 599/ of the highs, 49 %/ of the lows had adeyuate information
in all five non-program areas questioned in the survey)

-— he had participated in the planning of his program
{55%; of the high utilizers; 409, of the low)

- hewas in Public Health or Education

(33° of the highs, 109, of the lows were in the field of Public Health; 319,
of the highs and 21 % of the lows were in the field of Education)

-— his program was under the direction of a USOM contract group
(16%, of the high utilizers; 9 %, of the low)

Up-country Participants Interviewed

As has been pointed out in Chapter |, the responses from up-country participants
do not constitute an adequate and precise sample of those returned participants who
were working up-country at the time of the survey. Since locations for interviews up-
country were chosen with an eye to concentrations of 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 absence of differentiating charac-
teristics which might make more rigorous sampling procedures outside the capital city
area advisable on future studies.

. Based on the findings, some of the possible differences which may exist between
participants in the Bangkok area and those up-country are described brielly below.
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A.

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Those interviewed up-country tended 10 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 797, of the
Bangkok sample. and 40 of the 52 had college degrees; About half the Bang-
kok participants held college degrees prior to training.

B. SELECTION

D,

Forty-six of the 52 said their supervisors had participated in their selection,
and only 3 of 14 supervisors were dissatisfied with the sclection process; in
Bangkok. 869 of the participants said that their supervisors had played some
tole in their selection but 36 %4 said they were not satisfied with the selection
process.

Attitudes and responses of participants about predeparture information and
activities appear to follow about the same pattern as those of their Bangkok
colleagues. However, up-country supervisors in a significantly large amount
would like a larger share in the planning of participants’ 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.

. ENGLISH LANGUAGE

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 they felt they needed additional instruction
after they arrived in the country of training, and 30 of them took extra
language traiming.

ACTIVITIES IN COUNTRY OF TRAMNING

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
Loo short.

Ten of the 52 said the money A.1.D. supplied was insufficient; two-thirds of
the main samnple were satisfied with the amount they received.

Indications are that more variety of program and activities abroad would be
appreciated by thosc coming [rom outside Bangkok, although they liad about
the same amount of social contacts and communily activities as those in the
primary sample.
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E. POST-TRAINING EXPERIENCES

Seventezn of the 52 returned to different jobs, and 21 had changed jobs between
their 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 to them; 71% in Bangkok were this enthusiastic.

While it might be expected that thosc up-country would have less contact with
USOM than the 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 o determine any indicaticns about relative proportions of
parlicipants having contact with Technicians, about half of those who do
report contact, report “frequent” contact.

Those interviewed 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, thun did those 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.

F. CONCLUSIONS

The foregoing clearly indicates 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 advisable.
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CHAPTER 1II
RECOMMENDATIONS —CORRECTIVE ACTION UNDERWAY

This section may be appropriately started with a preamble consisting of the words
of U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk.!

“Without pointing my finger at you, I should like to suggest to all of us,
whethes in Government or in the private field, that when we are talking about
education, and particularly when we are talking about bringing young peuple from
other countries to the United States for training, that the emphasis had perhaps
better be on the quality of the job, rather than the numbers of those who might be
somehow involved.

“Two halves don’t make a whole in this matter. Two ill-prepared or haif-
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 bere for training, who go back disappointed or frustrated, or with a sense of
farlure, there may be six young people who had better not have come in the first
place.

“And so [ would urge both those of us in Government 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 youny people abroad in this process
of education by any effort of ours, we do so determined 1o do it right, whatever
the numbers involved™

Though the remarks of Secretary Rusk were directed to those in the United States
who are concemed with training as a tool in accelerating Social and Economic 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 in Thailand.

RECOMMENDATIONS

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

1. It is recommended that the selection process be re-examined and appropriate
written criteria for selection be esiablished; and that procediires in making selections
be adopted which will assure that the established criteria are rigidly adhered to.

In this cxamination and development, consideration should be given to the
opinions and suggestions of the That officials under whose immedtiate supervision
the partictpants are to work upen their return.

Improving criteria and procedures for selection arc mentioned more frequently
than any other aspect of A.I.D. training as needing improvement. Almost haif of

i Address to the National Conference on Iniernaticnal Social and Economig Develol;ment December 1, 1961.
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the supervisors were dissatistied with this aspect of the program and their criticism
was supported by the opinion expressed by a significant number of USOM
Technical Advisors.

2. It is recomended that project training needs be more thoroughly examined, and
where it can be justified in terms of project objectives and A.1.D. policy, that longer
term academic type training leading to a degree or diploma always he given preference.

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-ihirds of the
participants whose attendance at a untversity led netther te a diploma nor a degree
said that such an attainment would have been helpful in their work.

A sharply distinguishing feature of the Thai Government bureaucracy from
the 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 accepted as a substitute for
the former, :

As emphasized in Chapter [ of this report, Thai tradition accepts the degree
as a “proficiency” credential for higher pay, respect, and influence. The degree
provides both the individnal's social and professional identity in the administrtive
hierarchy of superior-subordinate relationships which have been described so wel!
by Dr. Mosel in his discussion of Thai Administrative Behavior. Hence, in
planning training programs for Thais, consideration must always be 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 that when short-term. non-
academic training is planned, the participants be selected from those who within their
own organizational power structure have already attained the reguired level of
authority and respect to use effectively the training programmed.

4. It is strongly recommended that both the supervisor and the purticipant have an
opportunity to share more fully in program planning, Recognizing that the data, by
and large, show the program planning phase of the operation to have been in
general satisflactory, and recognizing 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. Moreaver, participants specifically state that their
programs would have been better if they could have shared in planning,

5. The opinion of Thai supervisors that A.L.D. training has far too frequently
failed to provide participants with practical experience provides the basis for a
further recommendation that when a degree program is planned, adequate time be
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provided and an arrangement made for subject-maiter related practical experience
upon completion of the academic work. The most pronounced criticism of program
content made by supervisors was that programs “*do not provide sufficient practical
experience” for the participant.

6. Just as there has been an established program to orient participants for lite in
a country which is both culturally and climatically different, it is strongly recom-
mended thar there be developed a program or programs to orient systematically each
participant in respect to his particufar program, its relationship to development
ohjectives which are being jointly undertaken and the post-training respornsibility
which the program implies.

The data show that neither the Thai nor the American effort in this area has
been adequate. 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 ¢laim in retrospect that they received
adequate information, 359 said they received too hittle 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 participants 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 per cent said that in-so-far
as they know, they had never done work prior to their departure which was
connected with a joint Thai/USOM project, and an almost equally high per cent
claimed at the 1ime of interview that they had never worked on such a project
since their return.

To implement a program to change radically the picture just presented, it is
suggesied that there be appointed for each project or training activity, Thai and
American “Technical Orentation Officers.” The function of those so designated
would be to develop and schedufe regular technical orientation sessions which
participants would be required to attend. In the conduct of such a program the
respective Technical Orientation Officers should have the services as required of
those in their organizations who are best prepared to lead the scheduled topic for
discussion. This program shounld 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 perhaps 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 programming commitment. In any event this situation
Jjeopardizes the success of the overall training objective.

Therefore, i1 is recommended that where circumstances dictate that a program
cannot be adequately prepared and forwarded to the Mission for review and considera-
tion by bofh the American and Thai personnel concerned, including the participani,
prior to the depavture date, the training request be cancelled or postponed.

Such a policy would not only assure an opportunity for the departing
participant to be more completely informed about his program, but would 1nsure
that the program be completely arranged upon the participant’s arrival. The
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 be low utilizers.

B. It is recommnended that both USOM personnel in Thailand and Project Managers
in the United Strates include in their discussions with participanis encouragement
fo join appropriate U.S. professional sociefies, pomnting out that initial costs of
such membership are, under current policy, borne by A.1.D.

A high per cent of the participanis surveyed were trained in the Umited States
where there are appropriate associations or societies for those engaged in
professional and technical fields. The survey finding that only 35% of the
participanis had joined such an organization and that 259 were members at time
of interview is considered unfavorable to accomplishing the objective of the
formation of lasting association with American organizations and institutions,

9. The participani follow-up procedures now specified by USOM Policy Order No.
75 {September 10, 1962), *Participant Folfow-up Program’™, should be continued,
giving additional emphasis 1o that aspect of the program concerning uctivities
Jollowing the participants’ return. The shortcomings shown by the data in respect to
participant’s awareness of the availability of a USOM Technical Advisor. and the
extent 1o which Arown contacts occur between participants returning (o a project
and the assigned Technical Advisor, is related to and as serious as the findings in
regard 1o pre-departure orientation.

The stage for an effective follow-up relationship between the technical advisor
and the participant is set during the planning, selecting and preparation phase of the
program. If thers is an absence (and the data show that 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. 1t is recommended that both USOM and the Thai Government should re-exumine
o a project basis the allocation of the technical advisor's time and that of his
counterpart, to the pre-departure and follow-up phases of participant irdining.
Such an examination must 1ake into account the relative importance or magnitude
of training as a project /mput as compared to other inputs such as technical
consultation, commodities, and the like. Flagrant disproportionate time allocations,
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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 that the following
advice given by Mr. Fowler Hamilton, formerly Administrator of the Agency for
International Development be given careful consideration:

*If you don’t have the administrative resources to do a job well, you must cut
it down to size. Either do it well or don’t do it at all.  1f vou have meorc than
you ¢an elfectively undertake, 1 urge vou to establish a priority of assignments.
If you have to cut out a project in order to avoid being spread too thin, go
ahead and eliminate it, Otherwise, you'll be “in trouble,””2

i1. 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 thorough reorganization of the USOM Participant files is strongly indicared,
10 insure that pertinent data are not only on file for each participani, but also that such
infarmation is eastly accessibfe and focarable.

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 the Directories as being in Bangkok
as of March 1960, nearly fousteen 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
located 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 Jatter six per cent could have been determined, but they were unlocatable within
a two-month period.

Much of the data reported as “Characteristics of Participants™ was abstracted
prior to interview from material in USOM files. Some of these “vital statistics”
had 1o be extracted from correspondence in the file. jome other information was
not available at ail. For example, for eighteen per cent of a/l participants sent dur-
ing the period under consideration, the date of birth was not listed in the files. For
four per cent of all parlicipants not even the number 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 selection was not available from files for ten per cent of the sample, mostly
from those who had left since 1958.

2 fgpcécl]»givc'lil at the FlrslPollcv _Réhgri_canferenc;e, Stéte" Dépértﬁcnt VAudi{oriu;__ }V;shmgo::il)c,
November 9, 1962.
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CORRECTIVE 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
guestions in the Participant’s Questionnaire in July 1962. Also in some instances the
findings served primarily to verify the existence and establish the magnitude of suspected
“soft™ spots in the conduct of the program. Hence for several months prior 1o the
publication of this report certain plans and programs have been crystallized and
launched which have a bearing on the recommendations set forth earher in this chapter.

The corrective action now underway falls into the categories of predcparture and
post training activities.

A, PRE-DIEPARTURE ACTIVITIES

(1} At the project level the procedure has been changed from that of selecting and
naming a “principal” and an “alternate” as #ominees to fill an established training
slot, to that of selecting as many as three candidates for A.U.A. language training
with the understanding that nominarion of the “principal” and “alternate” will be
made from those who mest the reguired level in language proficiency.

(2) American project officials have been directed (USOM Policy Order No. 75) to
develop jointly with their Thai counterparts 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 several specific advantages over procedure previously
followed:

(2) For some projects critenia of selection have been developed to assure that
the qualifications of candidates are in line with the type and Jevel 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 nominated "*principals™ and
“alternates’ eliminates the delay which often occurs due to a “late” signing of the
project agreement (pro-ag), thus permitting language preparation (o commence
earlier in the year in which training is funded. Of equal importance is the fact that
candidates now enter A.U_A. language training on equai footing—none have the
psychological advantage or disadvantage of enteting this extremely important phase
of preparation carrying a first or second choice label—hence ¢ach has the incentive
to do his best. Also since this procedure permits more time, the success of the
following steps inaugurated in June, 1942 is enhanced.

(c) Beginning with those departing for FY 62 training, participants are being
systematically queried about their program and their pre-departure experience to
ascertain;
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t. thetr level of information.

12

. elements which comprise their satisfaction-dissatisfaction pattern, and

3. their perception of the relationship between their work, their selection, the
training program and joint Thai-USOM activity.

This procedure has two principal objectives:

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

2. to identify specific areas of pre-departure activity which are 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
sessions emphesized the relationship of participant training to USOM-Thai
projects and the functional role of USOM, the Thai 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 heen 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 Training Office has audited the 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
with participants’ approval, reports on the audit are now being ¢xamined with an
aim of general improvement, particularly strengthening those information areas
shown by the survey results ic be relatively weak.

{f} Related 1o the above, in June 1962 there was launched by the American
Women's Club of Bangkok a Home Ilospitality Program for the purpose of
extending to each Thai going to the U.S.A. an opportunity to expertence “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
American family in Bangkok prior to departure and had the opportunity at a
luncheon or dinner actually to eat the “different” American food and obscrve the
“different” behavior pattern of Amernican family life which had been discusscd in
A.L.A. orientation,
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B. Post TRAINING ACTIVITIES

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:

(1) Cniteria of selection are jointly developed by Thai-American project officials
aud are a matter of recorded agreement,

{2) Follow-up reports on participants who have completed a training program of
six months 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 pacticipants themselves.

(3) “Thai-American Program Notes™, a participant’s news-lelter, is now a regular
quarterly publication.

{4} In addition, the “Participant Follow-up Program’ embraces the following
policy procedures:

(a) Guideline directives 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 notice of the participant’s return {one month if possible) to the
Thai official concerned via the project 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:

{I) 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.
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CHAPTER 1V
SURVEY FINDINGS
Section 1. Characteristics of Participants Interviewed

A. RELATED TO TrRAINING PoLICY

Information available from the questionnaires on the Evaluation Survey of
Thai Participants demonstrates quite clearly that in selecting participants in
Thailand, basic A.L.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 recognition in
their respective fields. However, given these characteristics, those selected have
been neither so old as to tmit seriously the 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 serving their
country in accomplishing project goals.

Over 75 % of the participants with which the survey dealt were between 25 and
44 years of age, with no more than five per cent of the 460 cither under 25 or over
50 (Table 4.1-1).1

Professional maturity and position status of the participants is vouched for by
the fact that a strong minority (45 %) had ten years or more experience in their field
of specialization, and 73 % of the sampie had had at least five years’ 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 were in policy making or management positions, with slightly more
than half having a professional or sub-professicnal status in their field. It is
significant that more than 99% 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 education. Almost hall 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 799 attended a university prior to their selection. and of that group, 93%, had
received degrees (Table 4.1-5 and 4.1-6). 1n addition, the selection process appears
to have adhered to the A.I.D. concept that training be reserved for those who have
not had prior training abroad. Of the 365 participants in the sample who had
attended a university prior to training, 849 had obtained their college training
in Thailand (Table 4.1-7).

I Al tables referenced in this chapter appear in their order of mention af the end of each section with an appro-
priate footnote to indicate the source of the data. The footnole designation for the participant questionnaire
is Q P followed by the survey question number; that for the Thai supervisors 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).

B. OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

Out of the total sample, 729, were male, (Table 4.1-9), and 659, were married
at the time of their departure for training abroad (Table 4.1-1C).  Almost ail
(99 %) were employees of the That Government at the lime of their selection
(Table 4.1-11), a strong minority (37%,) of whom were engaped in some type of
educational services (1'able 4.1-12).

As shown in Table 4.1-12, Kind of Work Done ar Time of Departure for Training
and at Time of [nterview, Thai participants do return to work in the same general
fields from which they left. In no instance is the small percentage shift shown for a
category in the table statistically significant.

Moreover, the study shows a distinct trend to shift npward in the level of
position held at time of inlerview 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 consider-
ably greater. The Thai Civil Service policy awards an aulomatic salary increase
where a degree is obtained in certain countries abroad,? and 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 % of the 450 participants surveyed
terminated with a degree’s being obtained (See Table 4.3-39 in Section 3 of this
Chapter).

Participants at the time of seiection did not supervise very many subordinates.
As shown by Table 4.1-14, over half of the sample reported supervising fewer than
twenty people at the time of departure; the majority of these reported no
supervisory functions.

As shown by Table 4.1-15, Name of Ministry 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 Office of the Prime Minister.? The Ministries of Education
(25%), Pubhic Health (189)), and Agriculiure (15 %) accounted for the sponsorship
of aver half of the participants covered by the study. This picture conforms well
with the programming of training by USOM Technical Divisions is shown in
Table 4.1-16, Training Field of Activity.

zA deigrgeﬁfram a]nivefsity in the U.S. entitles one 1o such promotion; aimost ail of the participanis in the
sarple receiving a degree went to the U.S.A,

3 Tn general, training of these participanls was programmed through USQM*s Public Administration Division,
or by contract groups.
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A strong majority {R7 %) of those covered by the study were sent abroad under
regular A.I.D. sponsorship (Table 4.1-17). About 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 participants were
slightly younger than the male (Appendix 2, Table A2.1-8). Where the median age
for male participants in the sample was 38.2 years, females showed a median 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%)
Marital Status Married (65%)
Education 16.4 years (median)

Attended University (797%))
University degree (529

Employment Thai government (99°0)

Experience 9 years (median)

Position Professional or sub-professional (53%;)
Supervision Fewer than 20 subordinates (57 9%
Sponsorship Regular ITCA (87%)

Ministry of Education. Health, or Agriculture (53%)
USOM Functional Field: Education, Public Health
or Agriculture (659
Prior ICA Training
None (First Program-96 97

/0
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Table 4.1-1
Age at Tune of Departure for Training!
Base (460)
7o

Age in Years

under 235 4
25-29 2]
30-34 23
35-39 1%
40-44 15
4549 10

50 and older 5

Not ascertained 3
Total per cent 10092
Median 35.5 years

1Q P-7: Age ut time of departure.
2 Due to rounding.

Table 4.1-2
Total Time in Field of Specialization at Time of Departure!

Hase {460)
T

Number of Years in Field

10 ycars or more 45

5 to just under 10 years 28

Lower than 5 years 27

Not ascertained +

Total per cent 1007,

b P-4: Total time in field of specialization ar time of departure.
+ Less than 0.5%;
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(=]

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

Table 4.1-3
Level of Position at Time of Departure for Training!

Base (460)
Y%
Level of Position?
Top and second-level Policy makers 8
Subordinate Management 39
Professional, Sub-professional and Supervisory? 53
Wot ascertained ot
Total per cent 1002,

Level of occupation was coded according (o standard ICA codes in Lists I and 1T of Manual Order 1363.7,
“Fields of Specialization for Individual Participants.” The three categories shown in the table can be defined
as follows:

Policy makers: Occupations concerned with highest and second-level policy making or administration
of a ceniral government uctivity, large enterprise, or organization whose policies, programs, organiza-
tional activities, or operations are national in scope and/or interest, or top level policy making or admi-
nistration of regional or local government activilies, enterprises, or organizations.

Subordinate  Mahagemeni: Occupations concermed wilh organizational program management or
operating project functions subordinate 10 basic policy formulation or executive direction and program
administration, invelving planning, administrative management control, and direction of housekeeping
and staf¥ services, praject supervision, and program coordination and evaluation activities.

FPrafessional, Sub-professional, and Supervisory:  Those working at a level requiring knowledge similar to
that acquired through at least four years of college work ; those primarily concerned with the application
of research, applied or related engineering, scicntific, educational, or crealive techniqucs, procedurcs,
or methods, laboratory analysis and testing or field operaiions, demonstration, survey or collection
activities which include the exereise of judgement by persons who have had some specialized training or
equivalent experience in any field of engineering, science, heakh, arts, or humanities; occupations
concerned primarily with carrying cur program or production objectives by laying out, supervising,
directing, instructing. checking, inspecting the product or output of clerical, manual or service workers
cngaged in staff, service, sales, production, consiruction, or maintenance activities.

3 Includes less than 0.3 % “Supervisory™.

+ Less than 0.5,
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Table 4.1-4
Total Years of Education at Time of Departure!

Base (460)
Lo

Number of Years of Education

Less than 13 years 6

13-16 years 39

17 years or more 46

Not ascertained 10

Total per cent 100f

Median 16.4 years

1 qQ P-9; Total year_s of education at time of depﬁr&.
t Due 10 rounding.

Table 4.1-5
Attendance at University Prior to ICA Training!
Base (460)
o/
Attended University 79
Did not attend University 21
Not ascertained B

Total per cent 1009t

1 ¢) P-43: Attendance at university prior to TCA training.
* Due to rounding.

Table 4.1-6
Participants Receiving University Degrees Prior to [CA Training!

Base* (365)
o/
_ /n,_
Received degree 93
Did not receive degree 1
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 100%

I Q P-17: Uni»’ersit)fim:gré;:s.ibefo}e ICA ﬁaﬁningf N
* Reported only for those who attended university prior to their ICA training program.
+ Less than 0.5%;
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Table 4.1-7
Location of University Attended Prior to 1CA Training!
Base* (365)
%
Location
In Thailand 84
Outside Thailand 15
U.S.A. 6
England 3
Philippines 3
Japan |
Germany +
Belgium +
Australia +
|

Not ascertained
Not asceriained |

Total per cent 100"/O

L @ P-15: Location of university altcndéd priorito ICA Lfﬁiningﬁl'ogm}n.
* Reporled only for those who attended universily prior 1o their ICA Training Program.
+ Less than .59

Table 4.1-8
Type of Participant Questionnaire Form Coded!
Base (460)
Participated in a single program only 9
Participated in more than one program 4
Total per cent 10097
17 Oml;-pagc ]. o T - - o S
Table 4.1-9
Sex of Participant!
Base (460)
%

Sex
Male 72
Female 28
Total per cent 100%;

1 Q IIB: Sé;gf parl]cmant
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Table 4.1-10
Marital Status at Time of Departure!
Base (460)
Yo
Married 65
Not married 14
Not ascertained |
Total per cent 1009

I P-10: Marial status at time of departure.

Table 4.1-1!
Type of Employer at Time of Departure!

Base (460)
Yo

Employer

Government 99

Private business 1

Other +

Total per cent 100%;

U Q P-2: Type of employer at time ol departure.
+ Less Lhan 0,59,

PROGRAM
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Table 4.1-12
Kind of Work Done at Time of Departure for Training!
and at Time of Interview?2

Departure Interview
Basc* (460) (457)
% %

Kind of Work Done

Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 8 8
Mining and Quarrying 2 2
Manufacturing, Maintenance and Repair 2 2
Engineering and Construction 5 5
Electricity, Gas. Water and Sanitary Services 2 i
Transport, Storage and Communication Services 4 5
Commerce, Banking and Insurance 2 3
Educational Services 37 37
Medical Services 10 9
Welfare, Community Development, Housing 2 2
Other Government Services including Public Safety 25 27
Total per cent 1009, T 1009t

I Q P-5: Kind of work done at time of departure.

2 Transmittal Sheet of Participant Questionnaire: Present Position.
* Reported only for those who were employed.

t Due o rounding.

Table 4.1-13

Level of Position at Time of Departure for Training!
and at Time of Interview?

Departure Tnterview

Base* (460) (457)
% %
Level of Position
Top and second-level Policy makers 8 11
Subordinate Management 39 44
Professional, Sub-professional and Supervisory3 53 45
Not ascertained + +
Total per cent 1009 100 %

1 Q P-5 : Kind of work done at lime of departure.

2 Jtemn 7, Factual Data Sheet of Participant Questionnaire: Present Position.
3 Includes less than 0,5%; “Supervisory™,

* Reported only for those who were employed.

+ Less than 0.5%
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1 3 P-6: MNumber of people supervised al time of departure.

1 Q P-19: Name of ministry spoasoringmt;;;ininé progranm.

Table 4.1-14
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Number of People Supervised at Time of Departure!

Base

Number of People Supervised
None

1-19

20-499

500 or more

Not ascertained

Total per cent

Table 4.1-15

{460)
o

34
23
24

3
6

100,

Name of Ministry Sponsoring Training Program!

Base

Ministry

Education

Public Health
Agriculture
Communications
Interior

Finance

Defense

[ndustry and Mining
Foreign Affairs

All other agencies
Non-Government Sponsored
Not ascertained

Total per cent

+ Less than 0.5%

(460)
Yo

25
18
15

9

= e
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Table 4.1-16
Training Field of Activity!

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

Table 4.1-17
Participant Sponsorship!

Base

Sponsor

Regular ICA
University contract
Independently financed

Total per cent

Table 4.1-18
Dute Left for Training Program!

Base

Year

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

Total per cent
Median: July 1956

1 Q P-pagé l

(460)
%
20
16
20
25

12

10097

(460)
A

87
12

1002,

(460)
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Table 4.1-19
Date Returned from Training Program!

Base

Year

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

Total per cent

(460)
%
16
24
32
28

100%
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Section 2. Utilization of Training
A. ARE PartTiCIPANTS UsING THEIR 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
4 sensg, 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.!

The survey design e¢licited 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 609 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 to 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 mientioning specific ways in which the transmittal occurs (Table 4.2-3).

I The reader should bear in mind 1hat 1he data collecled give insight only inlo whether or not the skills and
knowledge acquired in training had been vsed in 1he job held by the participant at lhe lime of interview.
Neither the amount of skills or knowledge acquired nor Lhe regufarity with which they were used is measured.
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It 1s significant that 679 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% were judged by the
technicians as being “satisfactory” in the utilization of their training (Table 4.2-4}.

Data from the participants’ supervisors covered 95% 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 7 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 “*multipher effect™ of participant
training 1s 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 A.1.D. objectives.

In addition to the reports on the extent to which training had been applied an 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),

1t is significant that in answering the free response question: “Can you tell me
something about these plans (for future use)?”, 459, of the plans mentioned fall into
categories which indicate that participant training in Thailand is resulting in “change”.
Twentv-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.1.D. objective that those trained under A.1.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,

2 See table 4.2-6.
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Participants were asked: “After your return from the training program, do you
think you have ever done one or two pieces of work which were notably outstanding 77 ;
**Can you tell me something about that 7””; “Have you used anything from your training
program on that?” The 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-%, “Degree of Initiative Displayed™,
4.2-10 “*Nature of Activity”, 4.2-11 “Field of Economic Endeavor”, and 4.2-12 “Use
of Training”.

The participant is credited with initiating the activity reported in more than half
the cases (Table 4.2-9). In Table 4.2-10, in the case of the first activity reported, over
4G %, of those reported exemphfy 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 4.2-11) 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 4.2-10 all 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 retuen, only about 54 %/—slightly more than half—
of those interviewed recalled such an activity. Though this compares rather unfavorably
with the fact that over 909 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
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situation to which Thai participants return is quite favorakle. 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
yvou to apply the knowledge acquired (in training) usefully 7’4 The coded results show:

Table 4.2-15
Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training
Base (460)
Yo
Helps considerably 50
Helps some £}
Does not help at all 14
Indifferent, not ever interested 3
Has no supervisor i
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 100 9%

The fact that one-half reported their supervisors as helping “considerably”™ and an
additional 31 % said their supcrvisors helped “*some” is significant—additional evidence
that the work situation to which Thais return is favorable for full utilization of training.

B. THE PARTICIPANTS’ EMPLOYMENT AS RELATED TO EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION

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 1.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 accomphshing

3 The technicians ::cport deals with only this portion of the sample. See desé}iplioﬁ of procedu_rcs, Volume"ﬁ.
Appendix 1.
4 QP12
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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 indwcator
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 7’ The response was:

Table 4.2-16
Participants Stating Connection with a USOM/Thai Government
Project at Time of Selection

Base (460)
Ya
Working on a joint project 46
Not working on a joint project 53
Don’t know or don’t remember 1
Not ascertained (one case) +
Total per cent 1009

Those who responded “Not working on a joint project” to the foregoing guestion
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)
A
Had worked on a joint project 13
Had not worked on a joint project 83
Don’t know or don’t remember |
Not ascertained 3

Total per cent EO%

+ Less than 0.5 '}?

* Reported only for those who stated they were not working on a joint project at time of selection.
5 QP28 )

& QP-30
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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 USOM/Thai
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 deoubt
there have been a few lustances where the departing participants had not previously
worked on a USOM/Thai 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 do
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 project (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
(Sec Section 5, Table 4.5-1).

Though training is jointly programmed to meet the needs of joint Thai/American
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 I, 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 fifty-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 at 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, 777, 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 to the same job or one which they had reason to
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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 small number (22) who returned to a different and
unexpected position, a strong minority (43 %)) received assignments which gave them
mere 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 of job-shifts occurring between the time of return and time of interview
afford some interesting observations. Almost half of the participants (499]) had a
different job at the time of interview than they had immediately after return (Table
4.2-24).

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.

[t is to be noted that in talking about the differences between their current job and
the one returned to, at least 169, 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 eflective 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, 619, 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 (46 %)) 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 them are more likely to feel that they would not have had as
good a job without training (Table 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 half of them reported some difficulty
in doing so. 1n 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 ?” 435 % 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 traiming, 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 wsed
something from training in their current jobs. Sixty-two per cent say they have
used quite-a-bit or almost everything.

Ninety-four per cent of the participants say that they have conveyed something
acquired in training to others; 599/ say that they have conveved 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 (if the Technical 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 9/ 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 usefnl 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 alier 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 619 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 se.  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 %4).

% * *

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 100 point scale
by USOM technicians (Table 4.2-33).

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

2C. FACTORS RELATED TO UTILIZATION OF TRAINING

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
at 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.LD./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 pained,
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 “1007,

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 itemu 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

L See i’;]ume il, Aﬁ_[aendix 4 for.z{ full report on the development of the sy_slern.
2 See Volume II, Appendix 4.

3 These proporlions were delermined empirically in the early 1930 as those including the largest number of
lhe lested group necessary o estimate a biserial correlation with less than one per cent error.
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and 1o 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 a2 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 some
refationship with the utilization of participant training. ln 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 nor 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 (ie., a
measured relationship that large is not likely to occur by chance more than five times
out of 100), 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 resu/t of being in a particular training
field.

In the Utilization Score tables which follow, statistical significance 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% level 4
+ + or — — means a correlation significant at the [ %] level4
+ + + or — — — means a correlation significant at the 0.1 % level4
+ 15 positively correlated, i.e., the more of one, the more of the other.
— 15 negatively correlated, i.e, the less of one, the more of the other.

4 For a base of 450-460, r = .09 or better (s statisticallv significant at the 5°/ level, r = .13 or beller at the 1 %
level, and r = .15 or better at Lhe 0.1% 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 in 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 10 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 [I,
Appendix 4. [n 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 littie
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).
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Experience in the field of specialization shows a highly significant relationship
with the ability to utihize 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 utihization 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 hkely 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 ¢ontract 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 recetved on-the-job training under
A.L.D. sponsorship?; there was little question, however, about the rehability 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

§ The number of parlicipants who'reporte.d on-the-j;-b Lfa'ming was considerét;lj' higher than the pro;:oﬁiqﬁ?)
trained according to USOM records. 1t is probable that respondents tended to interpret any work experience
abroad as on-the-job training, even though it may not have been specifically a part of their planned program.
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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 549 of them would have
liked 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 satistied 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 litile relationship with utilization of training, unless
he felt that the traiming 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 utifization 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 10 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 84 7% of the participants had a supervisor who had been trained abroad.
Of this group 529 said their supervisor had been very helpful in their making useful
application of their training and 487, 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 549, 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 UUSOM techmical advisors since their return. Actually, as
high as 359, 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 iechnicians are certainly more
likely to be high utilizers. A check was made to ascertain how “occasional” contacts
related to utilization 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™ utihzation. 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 relatively 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 themselves—the “‘government™, the
“bosses™, or the job—as standing in the way of their eflective use of their training
(Table 4.2-65).

The high utilizers’ only complaint about their jobs in this respect was that it did
not leave 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 of job (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 utihzers associate difficulty with “the
bosses™, strongly implies that the low utilizers feel that they are subordinate to other
people, while the high utihizers seem to feel themselves in positions of authority, but
subordinated to physical conditions and the limitations of the stafl 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
hadj 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 tramning 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
subordinates.

—- Frequent contact with the USOM Technical Advisor.
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Moderately Associated

— Public Healih or 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 Association

— 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 Jength.
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Table 4.2-1

Amount of Skills or Knowledge from ICA Training Program Used in Current Jjob!

Basc* (457)
e
Amount of Knowledge Used
None 7
Practically nonc 1
A little 5
Some 24
Quite a lot 37
Nearly all or all 25
Not ascertained i
Total per cent 100

1 QP-119+120: Now talking about knowledge and other things acquired from the 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 of what you have learned from the program in the work that
you do atpresent ? Could you say about how much is used ?

* Reported only for those who were employed.

Table 4.2-2

Transmission of Knowledge from [CA Training Program to Other People!

Base (460)
o
Amount of Knowledge Transmitied
None 5
Practically none 1
A little 4
Some 30
A fot 37
Almost all or all 22
Not ascertained |
Total per cent 10C %,

! Q P-124 +125; Talking about passing on what you have learned from abroad to others, have you ever passed
on anything of what you have learned to others?
How much have you passed on to others the knowledge obtafned ?
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Table 4.2-3
Number of Ways Used for Transmitting Knowledge Gained from Program!
Base* (435)
Ya
Number of Wavs
One 33
Two 32
Three 3
Four
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 1002, T
| Q P-126: By what means have you done this®
* Reported only for those who had transmitted knowledge to other people.
+ Dug to rounding.
Table 4.2-4
Technician’s Satisfaction with Participants® Utilization of Training!
Base* (1671
_ %
Sarisfaction with Participants’ Utilization of Training
Satisfied 75
Dissatisfied 10
Can’t rate 14
Not asceriained [
Total per cent 1009

T Q Ti-BC: Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with what (he participant himself/herself has done 1o make for good
utilization of the training? i )

* Reported only for those whose techuician was interviewed and who remembered the participant well encught
to rate him.

Table 4.2-5
Participants” Transmission of Knowledge Gained on 1CA Program:
Supervisors’ Report!

Basc* (440)
0/
I

Participant.

Transmitted knowledge 92

Has not transmitted knowledge 3

Don’t know 5

Total per cent 1009
1 Q VST--I-Zi:Vi-I—:-is'G;ﬁj}:i—p;nt) passed on to other ﬂgbplé]h this office what he has ac_(iuiiredifr-omilﬂé tr;;?ﬁing
program?
* Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed.
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Table 4.2-6
Means of Transmitting Knowledge Gained on ICA Program
Supervisors' Report to Other People!

Base* (403)
7o
Means of Transmission

Formal teaching, lectures, seminars, training sessions;
radio or televison broadcasts; made or showed

films or shdes 75
Supervision, guidance, or direction of other workers,

subordinates, employees 19
Wrote articles, books, manuals, other publications;

translated publications 14
Informal discussions on job. conversations 13

Revisions or improvements, in methods, equipment
techniques; introduction of new methods, equip-
ment, techniques 13
Demonstrations of techniques, equipment )
Reports given in meetings |
Other methods 4
Don’t know or don't remember i
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 147
| QS1-13: Howdid hedot> ' T
* Reported only for those participants whose supervisor reported transmission of program to other people.
T Total adds to more than 10 %/ because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.2-7
Plans for Future Use of Training!
Base (460)
T

Participants:

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

1 ' P-127: Have you any plans to make your knowledge from the program useful, but have not had the
opportunity to doso?
+ Less than 0.59;
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Table 4.2-8

Kinds of Plan for Future Use of Training!

Base*

Definite Plans

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 teach others, 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 Conditionally
Generalized Plans
Not Ascertained

Total per cent
| Q P-128: Can you tell me something about these plans?
* Reported only for those who had plans for fuiure use of training.

1 Tolal adds to more than 1009, because respondents gave more than one answer,

g1

(345)  (345)

% %
107
23
22
15
15
o
4
4
15
17
2
3 _—
12991
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Table 4.2-9
First Dimension for Outstanding Activities!
Degree of Initiative Displayed

First Second
activity  activity
Base* (250) (125)
o a
The participant stated or implied that the planning,
organizing, operations, changes, etc.. which charac-
terize the activity reported were initiated by himself 58 52
The participant stated or implied that the planning,
organizing, operations, etc., which characterize the
activity reported were /nitiated by others, or jointly
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 100 % 100 0/6

1 Q P-143: After your return from the training program, do you think you have ever done one or wo pieces
of work which were notably outstanding ?
* Reporied only for those who mentioned having accomplished outslanding activities.

5

7 Due o rounding.
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Table 4.2-10
Second Dimension for Outstanding Activities!
Nature of Activity

First Second
activity activity
Base* (250) (125)
7o Va
Changed or improved procedures, reorgamized an
organization, introduced new procedures, changed
curniculum, changed or recommended changes
in laws 32 26
Taught others, lectured, demonstrated 15 19
Instituted a new organization or service or school
curricuium 10 9
Conducted research, survey, or census 10 9
Wrote a book, manual, article, pamphlet, report ¥ 7
Constructed something-dam, bridge, building,
irrigation system, ¢lc. 6 6
Made formal plans for future development {presumably
the plans had not been put into effect at the time of
interview, but would be in the future) 4 4
Introduced, purchased, or installed new equipment 4 2
Obtained a better job 3 3
Performed regular occupation, farming, practiced
medicine, perfermed occupaton in a supertor way,
took on additional responsibilities. etc. 3 4
Continued own studies, wrote thesis, obtained higher
degree — 1
All other types of activity not included in the above
catergories 4 8
The information given is insufficient to determine the
nature of the activity performed by the participant 2 2
Total per cent 100‘};‘,"' 10057

1 Q I-143; After your return from the training program, do you think you have ever done one or (wo pieces
of work which were notably outstanding?

* Reperted only for those who mentioned having accomplish outstanding activities.

1 Dug to rounding.
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Table 4.2-11
Third Dimension for Qutstanding Activities!
Field of Economic Endeavor

First Second
activity  activity

Base* (250) (125)
oy a/
Su Jo
Education 27 26

Agriculture and natural resources, including any

branch of agricuiture, land and water resources.

agricultural extension, home economics, rural youth,

forestry, and fisheries 18 12
Health and sanitation 16 17
Public safety and public administration, including

government organization and management, public

budgeting, taxes, census and other government sta-

tistics 14 14
Industry and mining, including any phase of industry,

power, communications, engineering, construction,

and marketing 10 9
Transportation, including highways. railways. ship

operations, air transport, ports, harbors, water-

ways, and urban transit 7 9
Community development, social welfare, and housing 2 3
Labor + —
All others fields, including mass communications,

atomic energy, and others 5 6

Insufficient information is given in the responsc to the
question to determine in what field the participant
performed the activity 2 3

Total per cent 100° Al - 1002t

1 QP-143; After your return from the trainng program. de you think you have ever done one or 1wo pieeces of
work which were notably outstanding ?

* Reported only for those who mentioned having accomplished outstanding activities.

+ Less than 0.5 %,

1 Duete rounding.
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Table 4.2-12

Fourth Dimension of Outstanding Activitics!

Use of Tratning

Basc*

Used
Not used
Not ascertained

Total per cent

85
First Second
activitiy  activity
(250) (125)
pA Yo
85 82
3 2
12 I5
1009 1002

1 P-143: Alter your return from the training program, do yoﬁ think you have ever done one or two picces

of work which were notably outstanding?

* Reported only for those who mentioned having accomplished outstanding activities,

¥ Due 1o rounding.

Table 4.2-13

Technician’s Satisfaction with Supervisors

Utilization of Participants’ Training!
Base*

Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Can't rate

Not ascertained

Total per cent

(167)

%
73
7

17

.
100%,

1 Q :fl-BK : A_l'e—);'ol_l Szltiéﬁgd or dissaiisﬁcd with the utilization of (par:jcipah'ts') tréir_lin_g By Eis/he} ;)rerser'l[

supervisor?

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed and who remembered participant well cnough 1o

, vate him. )
T Dueiorounding.

Table 4.2-14

Technician’s Satisfaction with Utilization of Participant’s Training

by Department or Ministry!
Base*

Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Can’t rate

Not ascertained
Total per cent

(167)
A
=S
3
19
2
1009,

G T1-8B: Are you satisfied or diss-aii-sﬁed with the utilization of hi is;:"herilrﬁin,irng” b;-vrth/e crcpgl’trl:ne;ll or rﬁinistry

for whont he/she works?

* Reporied only for those whose tecimnician was interviewed and who remembered parucipant well enough to

rate him.
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Table 4.2-18
Participants’ Unemployment Since Return!
No. of
Respondents

Unemployed for periods 2
Never unemployed 458
Total 460
Since ydu returned from [B'dL_pl‘L;gr-an;,- have you ever been unemployed at aﬁyBeﬁod 2

Table 4.2-19

Employment Status at Time of Interview!
Base (460)
%

Emploved 99
Not emploved 1
Total per cent 100%,
Arc yéu wm-kir;g ;-t i)reéeni? ‘ ) S

Table 4.2-20

Job Changes Between Departure and Return!
Base (460)
Y

Returned to the same job 77
Returned to different job 23
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 1009,

Talking ubout the first job you had afler your return from the u-é.'ming program, was it ihe same as

the ane you had prior to your departure?
+ Lessthan0.59%,

L Q P-109:

Tabie 4.2-21
Job Expectancy on Return!

Base* (108)
7o

Returned tc expected job 73

Returned to job not expected 19

Don’t know or don’t remember 7

Not ascertained !

Total per cent 1009

Was this the job you expected to have when you returned ?

* Reported only for those whose first job after return was different from the job at departure.
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Table 4.2-22
Differcnce Between Position at Departure
and
First Position after Return from Training!

Base* 22)
Y

Participant Returned to:
A better job 43
A job in different government department 22
A job in his field of training 9
A job in a different field from the one in which he was

trained 9
Other differences i3
Not ascertained 4
Total per cent 10057

1 Q E;lep(-]fFW]; \;a;{he diﬂTen:,ﬂéé Sci\;'eéﬁ ;h;s j(;’b;hd the one you had pre;-'-i ousl:,"
* Reported only for those whose job was not the same as at time of departure not the one expected.

Table 4.2-23
Number of Pcople Supervised at Time of Departure!
by
Number of People Supervised on First Job after Return?

Number of people supervised after return

Not
500—1000 20—49% 1—19 None ascer-
tained
Base* (108) (H (260 @6y (32) (3)
Y A A % %
Number of People Supervised at
Time of Departure
500-1000 1 100 — — -_ —
20-499 19 —- 58 6 6 33
[-19 21 — 4 37 16 —
None 42 — 27 37 59 67
Not ascertained 17 — 11 20 19 —
Total per cent 100%;,  100%; 100% 1009, 100%, 100%;

1 Q P-&: People supervised at Lime of departure,
2 Q P-111: How many people did you supervise in that job?
* Reported only for those whose first job after return was different from one at time of departure,
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Table 4.2-24
Job Changes between Return and Time of Interview!

Base* (457)
o
Had not changed jobs since return 51
Had changed jobs since return 49
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 1009

L Q P-114: Is your present position the same as that when you first returned, or is it different ?
* Reported only for those who were employed.
+ Less than 0.5%]

Table 4.2-25
Difference between Participant’s Present Position
and
the Position to Which He First Returned!

Base* (223)
e

Present Job is:
Better than the first job after return 76
In different government department 14
Different in the same general field 9
More velated 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 10897

1 Q P-115: What is the difference between your present position and the one you had when you first returned ?
* Reported only for those whose present position is different from the one held at time of return.
¥ Total adds to more than 100%, because some respondents gave mofe than one answer,



SURVEY FINDINGS

Base

2. Utilization of Training

Table 4.2-26

Number of People Supervised on Changed Job!

On the job
at time of
departure

@60

A

Number of People Supervised

Nong

1-19

20-499

1000 or more

Don’t know or don™ remember

Not ascertained
Total per cent

34
23
24

3

16

1009,

1 Q P-6: Number of people supervised at time of departure.
{ P-111: How many people did you supervise m that job?
Q P-116: How many people do you supervise in this job?

+ Due to rounding.

On the first
job after re-
turn if dif-
ferent from
job at de-
parture

o TIT)_S_)Q

/o

30
42
24

i

3
1002,

89

On present
job if differ-
entfrom first
job after re-
turn
(223)
7o

19
36
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Table 4.2-27
Number of People Supervised at Time of Departure!
by

Number of Peopie Supervised on Present Job?

Number of people supervised at present job

Don’t
kKnow
Not
00T 0499 1-19 Nome T, ascer-
more don’t .
tained
remems-
o ber
Base (223 (o 87 80y (42) (H (3)
Ve Ve Yo % o pA %
Number of People Supervised
at Time of Departure
500 or more 1 10 1 | — — —
20-499 22 50 7 6 12 100 67
1-19 24 — 22 ig 12 — —
None 35 20 24 39 52 - 33
Not ascertained 17 20 16 16 24 — —
Total per cent 100%F 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1 (5 P-6: Number of j)cbple su'bervised at the time of E]epanure.
2  P-116: How many people do you supervise on this job?
t Duc to reunding.
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Table 4.2-28
Type of Present Employment of Participants Who Returned to a Different Job!
Base* (223)
o
Employer
Government 97
Private business 2
Foreign government, USOM +
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 10091

L QP-117; Whalt type of job is i1?

* Reported only for those whose first job afier return was different from the job at departure.
+ Lgss than 0.5 %,

+ Due to rounding.

Table 4.2-29
Job Changes Between Return and time of Interview!
by
Job Changes Between Departure and Return?
Return to  Return to Not
satne job different job  ascertained
Base* (457)  (352) oy 0y
Y o A o
Had not changed job since
return 51 55 39 —
Had changed job since return 49 45 61 —
Not ascerlajned + — - 100
Total per cent 100%; 1009, 100, 1009,

! Q P-108: Talking about the first job you had after your return from the training program, was it the same as
the one you had prior 1o your departure ?

Q) P-114: Is your prescnt position the same as that when you first returned?

Reported only for those who were employed.

+ Less than 0.5%

#* 1
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Table 4.2-30

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Kind of Position Expected without ICA Training!

Base*

Kind of Position Expected
Same

Better

Not as good

Don’t know

Not ascertained

Total per cent

(457)
e

a8
10
46
5
1

1009,

1 Q P-118: Suppose you had not gone for the training program,
same position as you have now?

* Reponted only for those who were ¢mployed.

do you think you would be working in the
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Table 4.2-31
Major Difficulties in Using Skills Learned
or in Conveying Them to Other People

Base (460) (460)
o
Positive Comment
No difficulties 45
Difficulties Related to Resources of Conditivns of 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 leatned on
training program 2
Difficulties Related to Other People 26

Lack of educational preparation among people with

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

do not want to accept new 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, eruplovees, the general public do not want to

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

gantzation needs, help from a technician ]

Difficulties Related to Participant’s Job 13

Lack of time Lo use or teach what was learned
The job is not rclated to the field of training
Lack of sufficient authority to apply or tcach what was
learned
Job gives no opportunity to apply the training
Difficulties Related to the Training Program
Other difficulties
Dow’t know

Not ascertained i
Total per cent 1355.%

b b 3 N

— b

T Q P42 Generﬁllj speéking; what do you think are the main obstructions in using or m passing on (o
other people the knowledge obtained from the training program”?
1 Total adds to more than 1009, because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Base

90 or higher
74-89

Under 74

No total score

Total per cent

I Total utilization score,

Base*

75 or higher
18-74

Under 18

No total score

Total per cent

1 O T1-8: Total utilization score.

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.2-32
Tolal Utilization Score!

(460)
%

21

Table 4.2-33
Total Utilization Score!
Technician’s Rating

R
10024

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed and who tremembered participant well enough 10

rate him.

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.2-34
Total Utilization Scorel
Supervisors’ Rating

Base* (440)
o
Ao
81 or higher 81
20 to 80 10
19 or lower 1
No total score N
Total per cent 1009,

_ — e e

1 ) $1-37: Total utilization score. -
* Reported only for those whose supervisor was interviewed.

Table 4.2-36
Supervisor’s Utilization Score
by
Participant’s Utilization Score
Total ~ High  Low

Base* (440) (89) (104)
Supervisor’s Utilization Score
High 131 g5 76
Low 10 6 13
No total score 9 9 Bl
Total per cent 100% 1009, 1009

* Reported oniy for those whose supervisors were interviewed.
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Table 4.2-37
Supervisor’s Utilization Score
by

Technician’s Utilization Score

Techniciaw's Utilization

Scpre
Basc* Total  High Low  No total score
{163) {B6) (30) 47
% %% %
Supervisor's Utilization Score
High 81 85 87 74
Low 10 7 3 |5
No total score 9 8 10 l1
Total per cent 100%, 1005, 1009 100%;
* Reporled only for those whose technicians and supervisors were interviewed and remembered their partici-
pants.
Tahle 4.2-38
Technician’s Utilization Score
by
Participant’s Utihzation Score
Partjcipant’s Utilization S('_(_)re
Base* Total High Low
(167) (38) (33)
o Yo o
Technician’s Utilization Score
High 52 37 61
Low 19 21 15
Wo total score __29 42_ 2‘1 _
Total per cent 1009 1009, 1009,

* Reported onfy for those whose technician was interviewed and remembered parficipant.
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Table 4.2-39
Functional Field of Training!

by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participanr’s Utilization
Score
Total ~ High Low

Base* (460) (90) (108}
7 Y Yo

Field of Training
Agriculture and Natural Resources 20 1l 23
Industry, Mimng, and Transportation 16 g 24
Health & Sanitation 20 33 0
Education 25 31 21
Public Administration, Labor, Commu-

nity Development, Miscellaneous 12 9 9
Public Safety 7 8 12

Total per cent

1_Q_P-_pa_gel S
1 Due o rounding.

Base*

Occupation
Teacher
Other

Total per cent

1 Transmitial Sheet.

100%  100% 10091

Table 4.2-40
Occupational Category at Time of Interview!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’'s Utilization
Score

Total = High  Low
{457 {50) (108)

U/c/p /0 ‘o
24 29 21
76 71 70

100%  100%  100%

* Reported only for those who were employed af time of inlerview.

97

Correlation

Correlation
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Table 4.2-41

Total Time in Field of Specialization at Time of Departure!

by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utifization

Score
Total  High Low
Base (460) (96} {10R)
pA e %
Total Number of Years in Field of
Specialization
10 or more 45 55 38
5 to just under 10 28 21 3t
Less than 5 27 23 31
Not ascertained + 1 —
Total per cent 100%,  100%, 1009
1 Q P4: Total time in field of specialization. '
+ Less than 0.5%;
Table 4.2-42
Year Left for Training Program?
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Ultilization

Score

Total High  Low

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

Year Left for Training
1959-1960 8 5 13
1955-1958 63 59 64
1951-1954 29 35 23
Total per cent 1009, 100%F 100%

¥ Due o rounding.

Correlation

Correlation
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Table 4.2-43
Year Participant Returned from Training Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

Score

Total High Low Correlation

Base {460) (96) (108)
7 o Yo
Year of Return
1939-1960 28 27 34 0
1957-1958 32 27 27 0
1955-1936 24 24 26 0
1952-1954 16 22 13 ++
Total per cent 100‘3/ 100/, 100/
' Q Ppage | T o i
Table 4.2-44
Total Amount of Time Spent in Training!
b
Participant’s Uifiiization Score
Barticipant's Utilization
Score

Total ngh Low Correlation

Base (460) {96) {108)
% o S

Number of Years Spent in Training
Two or more 8§ 3 1 + +
One to two 55 64 54 +
Less than one 37 28 44 ——
Nat ascertained + — 1
Total per cent 100 /f, 100% 100%

1 Q P-33-39: In going abroad for your tralmng program, did you go 10 one country or many for your stud;
Please tell me the names of countries wherc you went to study or where you went for working experience in
the order of attendance. Where did you receivc your first (raining and how long did it take you !

+ Less than Q.57
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Table 4.2-45
Lengih of Time Since Return!
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant™s Utilization

B ____Scor.?i -
Tota!  Hiph Low Correlation
Base (460) (96) (108)
pe o 7o
Number of Years Since Return
Six or more 17 23 10 + +
Less than six 83 77 89 - —
Not ascertained 1 - 1
Total per cent 1009,  100% 100°%;
| Q P-100: How long has it been since you returned?
+ Lessthan 059
Table 4.2-46
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program!
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’'s Utilization

.. Seore

Total ~ High  Low Correlation
Base (460) (98) (108)

A a o

Number of “ Yes” Answers to Five
Related Questions
All five “Yes” 29 39 27 + +
Less than 5 “Yes” T el 73 _—
Total per cent 1009 100%, 1009,

1 P-37: Prior to your departure for abroad, did you raceive sufficient information about the program that
was arranged for you? Parucularly in connection with: a) Details of study; b) Details of places to
attend; <) Scheduled time for departure; d) Duration of program; ) Whether the other details about the
program which were given to you prior to your deparure were sufficient ?
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Table 4.2-47
Adequacy of Pre-departure

101

Information on How to Get Along in Country of Training

by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Partivipant’s Utilization

Score
Total High [Low

Base (460) (96) (108)

o o %o
Number of ** Yes” Answers ro Five
Reluted Questions
All 5 "Yes” 53 59 49
Less than 5 “Yes" 47 41 51
Total per cent 100% 1009, 1009,

Correiation

I'Q P-40: Prior to your departure, — apart from the information about the program — did you have enough

information regarding how to get along in{country underlined in Q. 38)

For instgnce;  Information regarding behaviour (how to do) in restaurants and in public places.

{nformation regarding idioms and spoken language. )
Information regarding the religicus practices of the people in that country,

{nformaiien regarding the use of eurrency, i.e. how should it be used. and the prices of articles.

Information regarding manners and customs in general.

Table 4.2-48
Share in the Planning of Program!

by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant's Utilization

Score
Total  High  Low

Base (460)  (96)  (108)

Yo e A
Shared planning program 46 55 40
Did not share in planning 53 44 00
Don’t know l =
Total per cent _!60_"/0_ 100 S 100%

1 3 P-22: Did you have a_ny share in the planniné of your training program?

Correlation

+ 4
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Table 4.2-49
Extent of Program Arrangement after Arrival in Country of Training!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

____ Seore
Toal  High Low  Correlation
Base (460) (96) (108)
Yo % o
Program arranged in complete or partial
detail 90 95 89 + 4+
Program not prepared up at all, don’t
know or don’t remember e 5 1 ——
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100%;

i'_Q P-48: When you arrived in (oouutf; underlined in Q 39), did they arrange the program for you in cm_'nple[c
detall or just partly, or did they got prepare anything at all?

Table 4.2-30
Participant Sponsorship!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization
Score

Total High Low  Correlation

Base (460 (96) (108)

pA o pA
Sponsor
Regular ICA 87 24 E3Y 0
University contract 12 16 9 + +
Independently financed | - 2 —
Total per cent [00% 1009% 1009

'?P—p;ge i
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Table 4.2-51
Participant Receiving a Degree or Diploma!

by
Participant’s Utilization Scorc

Participant’s Utilization

Score
Total High Low Carrelation

Base* (259) (6!) (51)

/n /0 s
Reccived an academic degree or diploma 50 64 39 + 4+
Received a certificate or other non-acade-

niic citation i2 8 t4 —_—
Received nothing 38 28 47 ——
Total per cent 1009, 10 ‘}(, 1009
1"Q P-58: Did you receive a degree or a diploma? - o -
* Reponted only for those who entered university.
Table 4.2-52
Attendance at a University During Program?
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participanr’s Utifization
Score

Total High Low Correlation

Base (460) (96) (108)

Yo a s
Attended a university? 56 64 47 -
Did not attend a university 44 36 53 -
Total per cent IOO?{, 100%, 100‘}’

L Q P’55 C Now l uould hke to ask about your trammg program, Usually there are many types of training
program for those who went. (Can you please tell me what type was your tralnmg program? There are the
QObservation Tours which normally take from 3 to 8 weeks, On-the-job-iraining where participants will have
expericnce from working, Attendance at a University, and Program arranged specially for groups of partici-
pants not at a university and not Gbservation Tours,

2 Ateendance at a Universiry as ap individval or member of a group.
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Table 4.2-53
Observation Tour During Program!
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant's Utifization

Score
Total  High Low Correlation
Base (460) (96) (108)
Yo 7o %
Participant went on an observation tour
during program 52 44 62 _——
Participant did not go on an observation
tour during program 47 56 8 P4+
Not ascertained + - -
Total per cent 100%T 100% 1009

1 Q P-55 a: Now I 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 traintng program? There are the
Observation Tours which normally Iake from 3 to 8 weeks, On-the-job-training where participants will have
experience from working, Attendance at a University, and Program arranged specially for groups of
participants not at a university and not Observation Tours.

¥ Due to rounding.

Tahle 4.2-54
Participant Attitude as to Imiportance of Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utifization

- gScor_e -
Total  High Low Correlation
Base (460) (96) (108)
o Yo o
Participant Felt That His Program Was:
Most important thing he had ever done 71 85 56 - —
Not the most important thing he had ever
done 29 15 44 + 4+
Not ascertained + = —
Total per cent 1009, 100% 1009

1" Q P-145: Some of those who r;cciv;d the scholarship and hav‘e_;ctﬁu;n;dih;\gimie idea that the training
program was the most important thing they had done; some think that it was a pure waste of fime; and
some compromisingly say that it was somewhere in between. What is your opinion about it?
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Table 4.2-55
Supervisor’s Opinion about Importance of Training to Participant’s Work Abihities!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Ultilization

Score
Total  High Low Correlation

Base* (440) 89 (104)

% %
Program’s Degree of Importance to

Participant Abilities

Most or very important or essential 92 96 87 + o+ -+
Not so important, or not useful g 3 i3 _-——
Don’t know or don’t remember + 1 —
Totat per cent 100%, 1009 1009,

that he had been on the trajning program? Most important, very important, helpful but not so important,
not useful, or would it have been better that he had not gone for the training?

* Reported only for those whose supervisor was interviewed,
+ Less than 0.5°%

Tabie 4.2-56
Country of Training?
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utifization

. _Seore
Total  High  Low  Correlation
Base (460) (96) (108)
Yo % Yo

Country of Training

United States 92 94 90 +

Third Country 8 6 10 —

Total per cent 100% 100%  100%;

1 _(_]_?-39: 7Pl;:a;e7te711 me the names of countries where )«’_6u_\\!_el‘1-:t for st_u.ci.y_br_ wher; ;0: \;e;t-}'o-f :.w;rlzmi;
experience in the order of attendance. Where did yous receive your first training and how long did it 1ake you 7
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Table 4.2-57
Kind of Position Expected without ICA Training!
by

Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization
Score

'i'otgl High Low Correlation

Base® @457 (96)  (108)
% % %
Kind of Position Expected
Same position 38 3 52 ———
Better position 10 7 9 0
Not as good 46 56 31 + + o+
Don’t know 5 4 7 -~
Not ascertained 1 - =
Total per cent 100 100%T 10097

1 O P-118: Supposing you had not gone for the training program, do you think you would be working in the
same position asyou have now, or in a better one, or not as good?

* Reported only for those who were emploved.

1t Duc to rounding.

Table 4.2-58
Satisfaction with Training Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Farricipant™s Utilization

~ Score

Total High  Low  Correlation

Base (460) (96) (108)
o Y Yo

Satisfaction with Training Program
Very safisfied 50 63 41 + o
Moderately satisfied 40 | 43 ——
Not satisfied 1] 6 17 - — —
Mot ascertained + — -
Total per cent 1009 100% 100%}

1Q P-144: In general, how Qn'ﬁsﬁ‘e_dﬁwﬁei;yﬁo; with the t?aining program, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not
s0 satisfied, or not satisfied at ail?

+ Less than 0.59;

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.2-59
Participant’s Attitude Toward Length of Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

Score

Total  High Low Carrelation

Base (460) {96) (108)
7o o o

Participant Felt Program Was:
Too long 6 2 ] - — —
Too short 49 54 42 + +
Just right in length 45 44 50 0
Total per cent 100% 100% 1009

1 Q P-64: Did yoti think that the length of your training prog;ra-rn was too ]ong,jusi righ -t., or 1oo short?

Table 4.2-60
Participant’s Attitude Toward Level of Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

Score

Tot_a_l Hig_l_] Lovg Correlation

Base (460) {96) (108)
Yo % pA

Participant Felt Level of Program Was:
Too simple 7 8 6 0
About right 80 82 77 0
Too advanced I g 15 - — —
Don’t know or don’t remember 2 1 [ 0
Not ascertained = 1_
Total per cent 1009, 100%.T 100%;

1 707;6_7 . How would you rate the program that was arrariged for you? Coﬁsidering 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 difficule ?

+ Less than 0.5%;

+ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.2-61

Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

Score
Total  High Low Correlation

Base* 457y (96)  (108)

% OD OU
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 1 _
Not ascertained [ — +
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100%F

1 QP-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.

1 Due to rounding.

Table 4.2-62
Whether Participant’s Colleagues Had Gone Abroad!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Participant’s Utilization

Score
Total  High Low Correlation

Base* (457) (96) (108)

Yo % o
Supervisor had been abroad 34 g9 g1 + +
Other colleagues had been abroad 10 6 10 —
No colleagues had been abroad 5 5 9 —
Not ascertained 1 — -~
Total per cent 1009, 100%  100%

1 Q P-122+123: Is there anyone working with yorLilﬂ\;.'ho had been abroad? Is he your super';-iéor?
* Reported only for those who were employed.
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Table 4.2-63

Helpfulness of Supervisor in Utilizing Training!
by
Whether Supervisor Was Trained Abroad?

Supervisor Trained Abroad

Not
Yes No ascertained

Base* 454y (384) (65) (5

o Y % Yo
Helpfulness of Supervisor
Considerably helpful 51 52 49 20
Somewhat helpful 31 33 22 40
Not helpful at all 14 13 22 —
Indifferent, not ever interested 3 3 B —
Not ascertained 1 + — 40
Total per cent 100% 100%T 100%t 100%,

CRO5 = +12.27%

1 Q P-12i: Now talking about the supervisor of your present job. How much does he help you to apply the
knowledge acquired usefully ?

2 @ P-123: Is that your supervisor (wha has been abroad)?

* Reported only for those who had an immediate supervisor.

+ Less than 0.5%

1 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)
Yo Yo Yo
Contacts with USOM Technicians
Alway keep in touch 24 29 15 + + +
Contact occasionally or never at all 76 71 85 -
Total per cent 100%; 1009 1009,

1 Q P-]32:" Do you always k_éep in touch with (the Technir':i';n'\;ho is availabié} or occasionally or do you never
see him at all?
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Table 4.2-65
Major Difficulties Encountered in Using or Transmitting Training
Acquired Skills and Knowledge!
by
Participants” Utilization Score
Participant’s Utifization Score
Total  High Low Correlation

(460) (96) (108)
0. Q Q o
Positive Comment L % 70
No difficulties 45 44 45 0
Difficulties Related to Resources or
Conditions of Country 32 52 26 + 4+ +
Lack of equipment, facilities, -
materials, books 24 31 13 + + +
Lack of money 16 20 9 + + +
Government and general organiza-
tion not amenable to application 2 1 4 - ——
Difficulties Related to Other People 26 31 18 + 4+
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 L4 [ + o+ +
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 l ! — 0
Difficulties 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 —_——
Difficulties Related to Training 2 1 2 - —
Al other Difficulties 5 4 3 0
Don’t Know 1 1 2 -
Not Ascertained 1 — 2 -
Total per cent 125%%  135%% 1139%%

1 Q@ P-142: Generally speakiﬁg, what do ybu think are the main obstructions in using or in passing on o
other people the knowledge obtained from the training program?
T Totals add more than 100 %, because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Section 3. Satisfaction with Training

A. ARE PARTICIPANTS, SUPERVISORS, AND TECHNICIANS SATISFIED WITH TRAINING
PROGRAMS?

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. 1n 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, Thal 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 3, Table 5b-2), and as high as 73 %] 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 Thal supervisors interviewed. On a satisfactory-unsatisfactory scale, 729/
of the supervisors rate the level of A.1.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
299/ of the reasons given by those who felt the level of program unsatisfactory; whereas
program too elementary accounts for only 147; of the reasons given.
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Overall Program

Half of the participants were “very” satisfled 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 art 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 nepative correlation with ‘“high™ wutilization. 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 wholg, 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 hkely 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:

(1) 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 traiming 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
179 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 7! they responded as follows:

Table 4.3-11
Participant’s Attitude toward Length of Program
Base (450
Too short 49
About right 45
Too long 6
Total per cent 1109

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,.

1t is not beheved 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, 959 of the participants interviewed said
they completed their program. Also, as shown by the cross tabulation “Opinion
about the Length of Program by the Actual Time Spent in Training™ (Table A 2.3-11,
Appendix 2), as high as one third of the participants felt the program was too short
even though they were away 3 years or more. More significant, 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.

L Q P64
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The table indicates that those programed for academic traimng for a period of
one but less than two years? 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?” Asshownby 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 859 gave almost 800 suggestions for change. The suggestions were
classified into three major categories:

(1) 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 899 of all respondents. The request for a change in emphasis
accounted for 539 of the sample, and a change in type of program was requested by
369%. Interestingly, only eight per cent of the sample mention that if their program was
repeated, it should be for an academic degree.
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Supervisors’ Views on the Program

Earlier in this section it was pointed out that supervisors tend to rate the level of
A LD. 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 prograin for each of these participants, supervisors
made the suggestions shown in Table 4.3-15.

1t should be noted that changes were mentioned for only 53 9 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
of the training.

The question was asked:

“Regarding the work abilities of (participant) at present; how linportant 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 249/, They felt it was “very
important” to the work ability of an additional 68°%,. 1In 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 vseful. 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.

Ln the interview several questions were asked to elicit the views of Thai supervisors
in respect to certain aspects of the A.1.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 in Table 4.3-17 which follows,

The above data show that Thai supervisors are not overwhelmingly satisfied with
the A.[.D. program even though they report that training was ““very important” for a
high per cent of the participants under them. Tt is true that two-thirds are satistied 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 2 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, ¢, 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 selection have not been satisfactory. Of significance is
the fact that Thai supervisors feel that proficiency in English is not given sufficient
weight. Shghtly more than a guarter 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 i1s 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 opinion?” As 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.L.D. training programs. As shown by Table 4.3-23, the
major c¢riticism 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 feehing 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 mclude practical experience. The less pronounced, but still significant
concern over the type of practical experience afforded perhaps explain why 22 %, of those
dissatisfted 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.1.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
inan A.I.D. traiming program (Table 4.3-24).

Technicians® Suggestions in Respect to the Training Program

[n 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, 365, 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 trainming as being one of the major weaknesses of the program
(Table 4.3-28). On the other hand, as shown 1n 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 249 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 utihzation™ 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 afier their return of the
type suggested by 12%; of the technicians.
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SUMMARY

Satisfaction with Training Program of Participants,
Supervisors, and Technicians

— Most participants {809;) and most supervisors {(72%) found the “‘level” of
the A.L.D. training program satisfactory.

— Half of the participants said the training program as a whole was “‘very”
satisfactory and an additional 409 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 begiming 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; 939 of the participants were so rated, and in
929 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 FAacTORS ARE RELATED TO SATISFACTION WITH TRAINING?

It has been shown (Sections 2D, and 3A above) that there is 2 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 utilization was revealed. Those who report only “moderate™
satisfaction as well as those who say they were “‘not satisfied” tended to be “low”
utilizers (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 thetr pro-
gram not satisfactory; more than half said they were ‘“‘moderately” satisfied, while
559 of 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 thoss
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 479 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 129 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% 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 1t was reported that a
high per cent of those who had not shared in this early phase of their training experence
feh 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 Hkely to report being “very™ satisfied
with their training program as a whole. Over half of those receiving sufficient guidance
were well satisfied with 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 potnted out that
a relatively small number 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 “‘well 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 *‘simple”
or too advanced a level say their program was not satisfactory, compared to less than
a tenth of those who feel the level was “about right”. Over half of the latter say the
whole 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
ioo little or too 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,
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As shown in Table 4.3-39, 469 of those receiving nothing say they were “‘very
satisfied” with their program compared to 57%, of those receiving a certificate, and
549 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 nething 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 something to verify
attendance at an academic institution might lead to moere 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 traiming 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 Program!

Base (450)
Yo

Level of Program Was:

Too simple 7

About right 80

Too advanced 11

DPon’t know 2

Not ascertained +

Total per cent 100

+ Less than 0.5%
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Table 4.3-2
Pre-departure Information about Level of Program!

Base (400)

o
Participant Was
Informed about level of program 27
Not informed about level of program 73
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 100%7

I Q P-68: Prior to your deparlure were you ever informed about the fevel of your program, if it were difficult
or easy ?
+ Less than 0.5%

Table 4.3-3
Desirability of Prior Information about Level of Program!
Base* (338)
0,/
sa
Prior Information Would Have Been
Useful 79
Not usetful 12
No interest ]
Not ascertained R
Total per cent 1009,

1 Q P@: Do )’66_thinl(Twould have been uscful .i_fzu ﬁadTJéeﬂ tiu:?mxfsl} ﬁarm-e“c-i 7
* Reported only for those who had not received information about the level of program.
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Table 4.3-4
Supervisor’s Rating of Level of Program!

Base* (237)

7
Level of Program Was:
Satisfactory 12
Unsatisfactory 12
Can’t rate 5
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 100%

I Q $2-1C: For this section,-lm would like to have ggur sugéestioné -regardi"ng thc”l-C_A training prograrﬁ in
general. T am going to read the headings to you and would like to have your opinion aboul each as 1o
whether it is good or not.

() Level of program — difficult or easy.
* Reported only for supervisors interviewed,

Table 4.3-5
Supervisor's Rating: Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Level of Program!
Base* (28%)
o

Dissatisfaction with Program Level
Program too advanced for participant 29
Program too elementary for participant 14
Level of program not related te 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, doen't know 2977
Total per cent 1009 T

1 Q S2-1C: And if you should find any which is not good, please also lell me whal makes you feel so?
C) Level of program — difficult or easy?

* Reported only for supervisors who menttoned that the fevel of program was dissatisfactory.

1 Due to rounding.



126 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.3-6
Participant’s Satisfaction with Program in Generall

Base* (460)

_ Y _
Satisfaction
Very satisfied 50
Moderately satisfied 40
Not so satisfied 9
Not satisfied at all I
Not ascertained n
Total per cent 1009

1 Q P-114: In generral, how satisﬁecrirweré;'rou with the t'x"éi'ningwbrogram?
+ Less than 0.3 9

Table 4.3-7
Satisfaction with Training Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Totai H ig_h Low gorrelation

Base 460)  (96)  (108)

% %%
Satisfaction with Training Program
Very satisfied 50 63 41 + 4+ +
Moderately satisfied 40 31 43 - —
Not satisfied 10 6 17 —_——
Not ascertained + = =
Total per cent 1000, 100%  100%T

1 Q P-144: In general, how satisfied were you with the training program. very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not
so satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

+ Less than 0.5%;

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.3-8
Opinion about Personal Imporiance of Program!

Base (460)

s
Most important thing had ever done 71
Waste of time 1
In between 28
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 100 %

1 P-145: Some of those who received the scholarship and have returned have the idea that the #raining
program was the most important thing they had done; some think that it was a pure waste of ime; and
some compromisingly say that it was somewhere in berween. What is your opinioa about it?

+ Less than 0.59%

Table 4.3-9
Opinion About Importance of Personal Program!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Total  High Low Correlation

Base (460) (96) (108)

Yo o o
Most important thing 71 96 56 + + +
Not the most important thing 29 15 44 —_——
Not ascertained - — —
Total per cent 100% 100t 1009

1 Q P-145: Some of those who received the scholarship and have returned have the idea that the training
program was the most important thing they had done; some think that it was a pure waste of rime; and
some compromisingly say that it was some where in between. What is your opinion about it ?

t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.3-10
Reasons for Importance of Program!
Base* (325) (325)
o Yo
Specific, Impersonal Gain 40

Able to work more effectively in field, make greater
contribution by applying and transmitting the
acquired knowledge, ideas, ete. 25
Acquired knowledge and ideas and observed systems,
methods which were new and applicable in solving

problems in own country 5
Gave a chance to learn about labor unions +
Non-specific, Personal Gain 37
It was educational; gave experience {9
Gave broader insight 14
Met people. made friends 3
Learned how to treat others; how to handle people 1
Non-specific, Impersonal Gain 17

Gave a chance to know a country with highly developed
technology and her people, developed mutual
understanding, international viewpoint 9
I was useful to employer or own country 4
It gave a chance to compare home situations with the
situations ahroad 4
Specific, Personal Gain 12
Improved own position
Gave self-confidence, courage
Obtained a degree
Cther (reasons not covered by the above categories) ]
No Reason Given, Not Ascertained 2

Total per cent 1099 F

SO

L P-146: Why do you feel like that?

* Reported only for those who mentioned the program was most important.

+ Less than 0.59

T Total adds to maore than [00%; because some respondents gave more than one answer,
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Table 4.3-12
How Program Could Have Been Improved!
Base 460 {460)
Yo o
Type of Change Recommended Change in Arrangement of
Program 49
Mare information in advance 29
Better planning, more guidance 16
Participants’ participation in planning 14
More emphasis on the language 8
More help on living expenses 8
Mere planning for utilization 7
Members of study groups should have thc same back-
ground 4
Training in different place 3
Change in Emphasis of Training Program 53
More, longer, or more general training 24
Program more specifically related to job, personal. or
country nceds 15
More specialized or concentrated program 5
Shorter, less repetitive program 3

Change in Type of Training Program 36
More observation
More theoretical or academic
More practical work
Would have liked a degree
Less practical experience
Less academic training
Less observation

No changes 15
Orher Negative Comments 4
Not Ascertained 1

Total per cent 1989

F - — 0 @D O

I_Q _13-_1_39 <140+ 141; Now supposing you were to begin you.ir prégrain all over again, whaii in gf;ﬁerél. do ybu
think must be corrected in order that the program would be much more useful to you?  Why do you think
that it has to be corrected se ? Have you additional commeents or suggestions to make in connection with your
program?

+ Less than 0.5%]

¥ Tolal adds to mere than 100, 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* (440)

0/’

r‘O___
Worth cost and difficalty 93
Not worth cost and difficulty 3
Den’t know or don’t remember 4
Total per cent 1009,

L Q §1-14: Do you think that (participant’s) training program was worth the money spent and difficulties en-
countered in your work or not? ) . )
* Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed.

Table 4.3-14
Suitability of Training Program to Participant’s Office!
Base* (440} (440)
Yo Y
Positive Comments 94
Weak positive comments not further specified 30
Strong positive comments not further specified 28
Participant is applying his training in his work 25
Participant is conveying his training to others 2
Participant has introduced new methods, techniques, equip-
nient, etc. ]
Participant has received a promotion, a better job, more
prestige, etc. +
Other positive comments 2
Negative Comments 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
Neutral Comments +
Training made no difference: it was neither suitable nor
unsuitable; didn’t matter +
Don’t Know, Can’t Evaluate Suitability of Program, Didn’t Know
Participant, or Program, elc. 2
Nor Ascertained 1
Total per cent 104 %T

L S1-15; How much is the (participant’s) training program suitable to the type of work of your scction?
* Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed.

+ Less than 0.59%]

t Total adds to more than 100°; because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-15
Supervisors’ Suggestions for Improving the Program!
Base* (440) {440)
Ya %

Changes Related to Content of Program o 23
Program should include more practical training, more

on-the-job experience 9
Program should permit participant to get an academic degree 3
Content of program should be more specific 3
Content of program should be different 2
Program for futurc participants should include different

aspects of the field of specialization [
Content of program should be more general; more subjects

studied +
Program should be more advanced +
General Comments 22
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 tratning program +
Changes Related to Program Planning 16
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 ]
More time needed to prepare program +
Other comments relating to planning of program 7
Changes Related 1o Length of Program [5
Training should be longer 14
Training should be shorter +
Other comments telating to length of Program 1
Other (concepts not included in above categories) 10
Dor’t Know, Carn't Evaluate Program., don’t know enough

about program or participant, etc. 2
Not ascertained 23
Total per cent 111 %'

I Q 51-16: Supposing you were to send another person for the training program like (participants’y what cor-
rections, in your opinion, should be made ?

* Reporied only for those whose superyisors were interviewed,

i Less than .59

+ Tolal adds to more than 100, because some respondenls gave morTe than one answer.



132 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.3-16
Supervisars’ Opinion about Importance of
Training to Participants’ Work Abilities!

Base* {440)
Y
Program’s Degree of Importance to Participants’ Abilities
Most important 24
Very important 68
Helpful but not very important R
Not useful +
Don’t know or don’t remember +
Total per cent 1009

L Q S51-17: Regarding the work abilities of (participant) at present; how imporiant do veu think was the fact
that he had been on the training program?

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were intervicwed.

+ Less than (.5%,

Table 4.3-17
Supervisors' Satisfaction with Various ICA Aspects of Training Program!
Total Satis- Unsatis- No
factory factory  Opinion

% Yo % Ve

a. Procedure by which partcipants
selected 100 55 36 g
b. Subject matter covered 100 68 22 11
c. Length of Program 100 39 56 5
d. Country or countries of training 100 68 30 2

¢. Practical experience provided in
program 160 58 27 15

1 82-1: For this section, 1 would like to have your suggestions regarding the ICA training program in general.
I 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 If you should find any which is not good, pleasc tell me what makes you feel so (Selec-
tion of participants; Subjects arranged under the training program; Ducation of program; Country visited
for thc program; Work training under thc program).
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_ Table 4.3-18
Supervisors’ Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Program Subject Matter!
Base* (51)
b
Subject matter not appropriate 61
Should lead to participant’s obtaining an academic degree 6
Amount of observation not appropriate 4
Other 32
Total per cent 1039t

133

1 Q $2-1b: And-if you should find any which is not gobd, plez[sc also tell me what makes you feel so {Subjects

arranged under the training program}.

* Reported only for those supervisors interviewed and mentioned that the subjeet matter of the program was

unsatisfactory.
t Tortul adds 1o mare than 100%, because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.3-19
Supervisors” Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Length of Program!
Base* (321)
%

Prograims too short, other reason or reasons not further

specified 54
Program too short because participants did not have time to

get a degree 25
Program (o long 5
Other comments relating to length of program I8
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 10394F

! Q"SZ- lrt):{.émd if you slr'loulid find any whicgis-nol- gudd, plea;c alsb tel-lmé' whét mzl-.kesrjvou feel so (Duration

of program).
* Reported onty for supervisors who mentioned that the lengih of program was unsatisfactory.
+ T'otal adds to more than 100% because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-20

Supervisors’ Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Country of Trainingt

Base*

Training should include visits to more countries

Training should be given in countries more like participant’s
home country (with respect to general way of life, prob-
lems of the country, climate, economy, technology,
political system, language, culture, etc.)

Some or all of training sheuld be in Furope (including
England)

Some or all of training should be in Asian countries (in¢lud-
ing Japan and Philippines)

Some or all of training should be in small countries

Some or all of training should be in the United States (not
mncluding Puerto Rico)

Other comments relating to country or countries of training
(not included in above categories)

Not ascertained

Total per cent

(70)
o
42

11

N NG

4

18
1

149+

L O_SZ—TE: And if you should find Any which is not géod, ﬁlea“;e also tell me what makes you feel so (Cou;try

visited for the program).

* Reported only for supervisors who mentioned that the country of training was unsatisfactory.
1 Total adds to more than 100 °?; hecause some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-21
Supervisors’ Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Selection Process!
Base* (86) (86)
0/ oy
A e

Criteria for Selection 70
Participant’s knowledge of English should be an important

criterion of selection 27
Selection should be appropriate to the requirements of par-

ticipant’s Job, supervisor, employer, or needs of couniry 17
Participant’s knowledge or experience in his field should be

ah important criterion of selection 12

Participant’s knowledge of English is too important a cri-
terion of selection; participants should be selected even

if they do not know English 12
Selection is too restrictive; more participants should be

selected from a given organization. company, or agency 2
Wha Should Select Participants? 18
A participant should be selected by his supervisor, or another

superior at his place of employment [5
Participants should be sclected by means of competitions.

examinations, etc, 3
Selection Procedures 2
Selection procedures are careless or hasty; should be more

thorough 2
Other Coments relating to selection

(not included in the above categories) 8
Not ascertained 7
Total per cent 1059

l -Q“éz:l-A:_ Fa' tl'-!is section 1 would like to have yéur ;hg-gcsﬁons_-regérd_ingmt-l}e_ICA tr;iiri}hg_program in
general, I am going to read the headings to you and would like to have your opinion on each as to whether
it is good or not. And if you should find any which is not good, please also tell me what makes you feel so
{About sclecting).

* Reported only for supervisors interviewed and mentioned that the selection was unsatisfaciory.

1 Toral adds 10 more than 100%; because some respondents gave more than one answer,
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Table 4.3-22
Supervisors’ Suggestions for Changes in Other Aspects of Training Program!
Base* {(237) {237
% te
Favorable comment only 4
Unfavorable comment only +
Selection of Participants . 24
Participants should be experienced people 8
More people in my office 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 |
Training Program &2
Program should be planned to meet specitic needs 20
Program should be lenger 12
More practical training 10
Participants should receive academic degree 8
Morc places to visit during training 7
Participants should receive higher per diem 1
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 |

Other Comments 4
Don’t Know or Don’t Remember 3
Not Ascertained 11
Total per cent 144%F

I @ 82-2: Is there anything further about Lhe training program on which you can give your opinions?
* Reported only for supervisors interviewed.

+ Less than 0.3%

1 Total adds t0o more than 100°%, 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 Program!

Base* (63)

o/

_ A
Practical experience not sufficient; more is needed; not

enough time in program allotted to practical experience 63
Practical experience not appropriate to needs of participant’s
employer or home country; could not be applied in

participan{’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 per cent 1179%F

1 (f) S_ZI_F T&-ngif;oh!sigula find aﬁy which is not good,”b'-eé'se also tell me what makes ygu feel so (@ork
training under the programy.

* Reported only for supervisors who mentioned that the practical experience provided in program was unsatis-
factory.

T Total adds to more than 100°%; because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.3-24
Proportion of Supervisors Who Had Been ICA Participants!
Base* (237
N
Had received ICA training 53
Had not received ICA training 47
Total per cent 100°%;

1 Q $2-3: Have you yourseli ever reccived ICA scholarship?
* Reported only for supcrvisors interviewed.
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Table 4.3-25
Satisfaction with USOM Contribution to Participants’ Utilization!
Technician’s Rating

Base (42)
pA
USOM has participated in assuring that participanis are
placed in jobs where they can use their training, has
insisted that the training be put to 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 2
USOM has provided money or material support for pro-

grams in which the participants are working 10
USOM has provided technicians to assist participants in the

utilization of their training 7
Participants have received better jobs with more leadership 7
USOM has selected good people for training 7
The practice of sending participants to a third country aids

utilization 5
Positive non-specific comments 5
Other (4 comments) 9
Not ascertained (0
Total per cent IEVAS

1Q T22: In whir;h'ways arc.é }{;u satisfied with what USOM has done in this conntry ro make for good utiliza-
tion of the participants’ training?
1 Total adds o more than [00%, because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-26
Dissatisfaction with USOM Contribution to Participants’ Utilization!
Technicians’ Raling

Base 42)
A
USOM has not insisted, to the degree that it should, that o
participants be placed in jobs where they can use their
training, has not insisted that the training be put to good

use. USOM is not able to exert sutficient contral over

participants’ job placement 26
Selection of participants is not such as to insure or provide

for the best utilization 14
Training programs abroad need improvement: longer;

entirely academic 9
USOM has failed to provide technicians to assist

participants in the otilization of their training 5

USOM should improve post-training contacts through
recognition of job achievement or an organization

of participants 5
Oiher negative comments (not included in the above

categories) 10
Don't know 2
No dissatisfaction 38
Total per cent 109 %“’

1 7()7;1'},-3: In ;vha_t waﬁ's are yorl dissatished with what USOM has done in this country to make for good utiliza-
tion of the participants’ training?
% Tatal adds 10 more than 100 %, because seme respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-27
Technicians’ Suggestions for Greater Benefits from Training Program!
Base (42) (42)
% %

Selection of Participtants 47
Selection should be improved 24
Participants should be selected on basis of experience,

ability 17
Should be more emphasis in language as selection factor 2
Political factors should be eliminated from selection 2
Family influence should be eliminated from selection P

Content of Training Program 24
Training program should be improved
Programs should be tailored to meet needs of country
Other Comments 71
Place participants in position where this training can be
properly utilized 36
Promote understanding of programs by top officials and
supervisors; eliminate jealousy ot resentment of
participant 9
Set up regular system for returned participants; train other
people 9
Set up regular system so participant can keep informed on
new developments in his field 5
Other comments 12
No Comments 9

Total per cent 151 %T

~1 -~

i_Q T2-5: In what ways coulid the host 7g6verrnme’nrti and the U.S. derive g_réaler benefits from the rraining
program ?
t Toatal adds to more than 1002 becavse 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) 42)
Weak Points 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 to the needs of the

participant 5
Participants do not get enough theoretical or academic

fraining 5
Participants do not have adequate training or experience in

their field beforc they leave on an 1CA training grant 5
Over-all the program is poor, inefiective, 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
Streng Poinis 50
Over-all the program is good, eifective, adequate 36

The program is particularly appropriate to the needs of the

country. or the needs of the participants; the subjects

studied are particularly appropriate 7
A strong point of the training program is that the training

received is of high quality

The methods of selecting participants arc particularly good 2
Not Ascertained 5
Total per cent 188 %T

1 Q T2-1: Strong or weak points of parsicipant iraining program.
$ Total adds to more than 1009 because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.3-29
Technicians’ Suggestions for Techniques or Methods of Follow-up!
Base (42)
K

Methody
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 if they need any

assistance; annual formal evaluation of uiihization 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 malterial

pertinent to their field 5
Conferences, seminars, workshops 5
Membership in professional societies 2
Other (concepts not included in the above categories) 31
Not ascertained 17
Total per cent 12421

1 Q T2-4: Are there any technigues or methods of follow-up that you think arc harttcularly gouod to use?
1 Totai adds to more than 100 %] tecause some respondents gave more than pne answer,

Table 4.3-30
Satisfaction with Training Program!
by
Sex of Participant?
Male  Female
Base (460) (329) (131)
Vo Vo o
Very satistied 30 35 39
Moderately satisfied 40 35 53
Not satisfied 10 10 8
Not ascertained A+ o+ =
Total per cent 100%; 100G % 1049

I QO Pid4: In general, how sutisfied were you with the training program. very salisfied, somewhal satisfied, not
so satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 Q P-8: Sex of participant.

+ Less than 0.5%,
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Table 4.3-31

Satisfaction with Training Program?

by

Level of Position at Time of Departure?

Top and
second-
level
Policy
Makers
Base {460) (36)
% %
Very satisfied 50 56
Maderately satisfied ) 42
Not satisfied 10 3
Not ascertained + _
Total per cent 1007%; 1001

Profes-
sional,
Subordi-  Sab-pro-
nate Man- fessional
agement and
Super-
visory
(178) (245)
pA Y
54 47
38 4]
8 12
— +
1009 1009

Not
ascertained

(1
o/
A0

100

1007,

1 Q P-144: In general, how satisfied were you with the training program, very salisfied, somewhat satisfied, not

s0 satisfied. or not satisfied at all?
2 Q P-5: Kind of work done at time of departure.
+ Less than 0.5 %
+ Due Lo rounding.

Table 4.3-32

General Satisfaction with Tratning Program!

by

Satisfaction with Training Program before Departure?

Very
satisfied
Base @60)  (258)
pA Vo
Very satisfied 50 60
Moderately satisfied 40 33
Not satistied 10 7
Not ascertained + B
Total per cent 1009 1009

N;?éjli_r‘ Not
satisfieg  “E
(107) (95)
% %

38 37
50 49
12 14
100 1009,

Not
ascertained

1 (3 P-144: In general, how satisfied were vou with (he training program, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not

50 satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

{J P-31: Prior to vour departure for abroad, how satisfied were you with your program?

2
+ Less than (1597
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Table 4.3-33
Satisfaction with Program!
by

Pasticipant Participation in Planning Program?

Helped Plan Program

Don’t
know
Yes No or don’t
o N reme_mbcr
Base (460) {210} {246) (4)
% % %
Very satistied 50 60 41 75
Moderately satisfied 40 32 46 25
Not satistied 10 T 13 -
Not ascertained i 1 — -
Total per cent 100 %, 1009 1009, 1009,

L @ P-144: Ingeneral, how satisficd were vou with the training program, very satistied, somewhat satisfied, not
s¢ saltisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 P-32: Pid you have any share in the planning of vour rraining program?

+ Less thanr 0.5%,

Table 4.3-34
Satisfaciion with Program!
by
Guidance in the Course of the Program in Country of Training?

Nid not Don’t

ii‘;‘lvid receive know Not
attenti; 0 enough or don’t  ascertained
attention remember
Base* (435) {387) (42) (2) 4)
% % o % %
Very satisfied 51 52 36 50 50
Moderately satisfied 40 39 43 50 30
Not satisfied 1¢ 9 21 — —
Not ascertained + + — — —
Total per cent 100 % F 1009 1009, 1009, 1009

1 @ P-144; In general, how satisfied were you with the training program, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not
sosatished, or not satisfied at all?

2 (@ P-51: Do you think that person paid enough atiention or gave sufficient recommendations to you during
YOUT (raining program?

* Reported only for those whose program was discussed with someonc in couniry of training.

+ Less than .59,

1t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.3-35
Satisfaction with Program?
by
Opinion about the Scope of the Program?
Don’t
Too many thgéd All right know
(things . as it was or don't
liked morc
.. . __._ .______ remember
Base (460) (81) (142) (230) (7
Yo 7o e % o
Very satisfied 50 36 44 60 29
Moderately satisficd 40 52 42 34 57
Not satisfied 10 12 14 6 i4
Not ascertained + — - + —
Total per cent 160%, 100% 1009, 100Y%, 1009,

I P-144: Ingeneral, how satisfied were you with the Lraiming program, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not
so satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 Q P-66: Did you think that the :tems arranged to be done or 1o be seen for the training program were too
many, or should have been more”

+ Less than 0,59

Table 4.3-36
Satisfaction with Program!
by
Attitude Toward Length of the Program?
About
Tf)(_) !,_(mg ?“0? _short right
Base (460) (26) (226) (208)
Yo o 7 Yo
Very satisfied 50 3t 42 61
Moderately satisfied 40 50 44 32
Not satisfied 10 19 12 7
Not ascertained + — + -
Total per cent 100, 1009 1009 1007

L (3 P-144: 1In general, how satisfied w;ere yoﬁ wiﬂl Lhe [r-aining prograim, very satisfied, somewhat satisfied. not
30 satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 Q P-64: Did you think that the length of your training program was too long. just right or too short?

+ Less than 0.5%;
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Table 4.3-37
Satisfaction with Program!
by
Attitude Toward Level of Program?
Don't
Too  About Too knowor anoltn
simple  right advanced don’tre- 2oool
tained
e ____ .. _ member "0
Base (460) (34) (369) (49) (7) (H
7o 7o 7 Vo o A
Very satisfied 50 35 53 45 29 —
Moderately satisfied 40 44 40 eyl 57 —
Not satisfied 0 21 7 18 14 100
Not ascertained + =4 = — -
Total per cent 1009,  100Y%,  100% 1005 1009% 1009

! 3 P-144: In general, how satisfied were you with the training program. very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not
s0 satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 Q P-67: How would you rate the program that was arranged for you? Comnsidering the background and ex-
perience which you had at that time, would you say in general that it was too easy for you, just right, or
oo difhcult?

+ Less than 0.59;

Table 4.3-38
Satisfaction with Program’
by
Attitude toward Amount of Time for Personal Interests in the Program?
Don't
Too much Enough Too little know, or
don’t
o ) remember
Base (460) (9) (278) (172) (O
Vo Yo % % o
Very satisfied 50 44 55 42 100
Moderately satisfied 40 44 36 47 -—
Not satisfied 10 1 g t —
Not ascertained + -+ = =
Total per cent 100% 1009+ 1009 100% 100%

1§ P-144: ln gereral; how satisfied were you with the training program, very satisfied. somewhat sarisfied, not
3¢ satisfied, or not satisfied at all?

2 Q P-80: According 10 the program arranged, do you thisk that the spare time for your personal interests
was (00 much, sufficient, or too litde ?

+ Less than 0.57%;

¥ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.3-39
Satisfaction with Program!
by

Participants Receiving Degree or Diploma from Training?

Participant
Participant  received a
receivedan  certificate  Participant

academic or other received
degrec or  non-acade-  nothing
deploma mic cita-
] tion B
Base* (259) (130) (30) (99)
(o]0 a/s 0./ 0
Za Jo /o /a
Yery satisfied 51 54 57 46
Moderately satisficd 38 38 40 38
Not satisfied 10 2 3 15
Not ascertained + - - _ __l _
TYotal per cent 100%:% [00% 1009, 100 %,

1 € P-144: 1n generai, how satisfied were you with the training program, very satisfied, samewhat satisfied, not
so salisfied, or not satisfied at all ?

2 Q P-58: Did you receive a degree or a diploma?

* Reported only for those who entered university.

+ Less than 0.57;

T Due te rounding.
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Section 4. Non-technical Aspects of Training While Abroad

A. ORIENTATION I¥ 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 (84Y%)) were at the Washington Interna-
tional Center (WIC), Washington, D.C. An additional ten per cent atiended sessions
in the United States conducted by universitics, 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, 149 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 A2.4-1,
Appendix 2).

B. ENGLISH LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

Eighty-eight per cent of participants said their program required a knowledge of
English, and 469, arrived in the country of training feeling the need for additional
mnstruction in English, (Table 4.4-5 and 4.4-6). Of the 406 whose program required a
knowledge of English, 389 took lessons after reaching the country of training. Of this
group 899, felt that cven more instruction would have been wscful. (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 at¢ the following places:

Table 44-10
Place of Additional English Instruction in Country of Training!
Base* (156)
pA

American University, Michigan University, or other U.S.

Government university contracts connected with the

Language Center 36
Classes in university 35
Private tutoring 3
Other places (unspecified) 12
Not ascertained 14
Total per cent 10094

1 QP-150: Where did you have these lessons? (This question added by USOM, Thailand.)
* Asked only of those who reporled taking additional English instruction.
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More than half of those whose program required a knowledge of English reported
a language difficulty in completing their program,

In Jooking at Table 4.4-11, the reader should bear in mind that the participants
reporting (406) had, with very few exceptions, received instruction prior 10 leaving
Thailand.  Also 156 (38Y%)) of them had taken additional English language training
after arriving in the country of training. Nonetheless, less than half of them (43Y%)
report that they had no dithculty 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 ianguage instruction
in the country of training have less difficulty than those who did not take additionat
training 7’ An investigation results in Table 4.4-12,

It is interesting that those who took additional instruction in English stifl bad 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 confirm what one would logically
expect. Asshown by Table 4.4-8, 899 of those taking additional instruction felt at the
time of interview that rmore instruction would have been useful, while only 5945 (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 by Table 4.4-13 below, 63%; of those who say
in retrospect that they feh 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 259 of those who arrived in the country of training feeling
that their English needed improvement, reported no difficnity,

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 summarized as foltows:

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

— Almost half of all Thai participanis arrive in the country of training feeling a
necessity to improve their English by additional instruction.

-— Yet, only 389, 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 heipful,

— and 597, of those who do not take lessons on arrival feel that instruction in
English would have been useful.
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— Regardless of their feeling of adequacy in English upon arrival, and additional
instruction, 579% expericnce some difficulty, and those having had additional
instruction upon arrival are those who report having the bigger problem with
language.

Conclusions:

The participants’ report substantiates the views of the Thai supervisors. Know)-
edge of Enghlish is a crucial problem, and deserves primary consideration in
both the selection and preparation of participants for training abroad.

C. CoMMUNITY PARTICIPATION (PERSONAL INTERESTS) AND HOME HOSPITALITY

Thai participants rarsly found their program while abroad permitting roo much
spare time {or personal interest. In only two per cent of the cases was this true. On the
other hand, in 37% of the cases it was felt that “‘too littie” time wuas permitted. Six
out of ten of the participants report that they had enough spare time for their personal
interest (Table 4.4-14).

Over 90% of the participanis were inviled into private homes while they were
abroad and of the 429 visiting in homes, 679 liked the visits “‘very much™; a rather
insignificant three per cent did not like these visits (Tables 4.4-15 and 4.4-16).

By and large, the value secn by participants in the home visits was that it pave a
chance to: (1}Jearn about the country of training (48%}, (2) make friends (15%), and
() exchange ideas (11%;)). An additional 339 said they liked the ““hospitality and
atmosphere” of the home visits (see Table A.2.4-2, volume ]1, Appendix 2).

Seventy-three per cent {Table 4.4-17} feel their time abroad was taken up with
“about enough’ social activities, 22%, would have liked more, and five per cent less.
Few specific reasons for preferring more or less social activities were given. These
appear in Tables A2.4-3 and A2.4.4, Appendix 2.

D. COMMUNICATIONS SEMINAR

Only 229 of That participants attended a seminar in communication prior
to returmng 1o Thailand. Of those attending about 32 7% attended the seminar run by
Michigan State University, about 309, attended one run by the U.S. Depariment of
Agriculiure, and the remainder aitended one at some other place. Sixty-riine per cent
of those attending say they have used materials or ideas from the seminar in their work,
primarily in their dealings with other people. Those who have not used anything from
the seminar, by and large, say that they have not as yet had an opportunity (31°94), or
that there was nothing gained useful, at least useful in their current jobs (32 %).

It general, That participants atiending a communication seminar liked most the
exchange of ideas with people from other countries, and the suggestions for adapting
what they had learned in tramning to the Thai situation—incloding how to communicate
their newly learned ideas and skills ( Tables A2.4-6 to A2..4-12, Appendix 2.
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E. MeMprERSHIP 1N PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

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 sociely other than the U.S. (Table 4.4-20). Hence,
329% of the participants belonged to at ieast one professional society, 68% did not
hold any such membership.

Forther investigation of those whe held membership in 2 U.S. or *“third” country
professional society disclosed that 9597 belonged to a professional society in Thailand.

Table 4.4-21
Location of Professional Society!
Base* (145)
o
In Thailand 95
Other countries (excluding U.S.) 7
Total per cent TEAL

| QP-151: Was followed by QP-152 whieh asked “What country?” Ouly countries other than the U.5.A. were
coded.

* Asked cnly of those who reported membership in a professional society.,

T Total adds to more than 100°/ because some tespondents gave Thailand, plus, one or more other countries.

Current membership in professional societies does not give the complete picture
of the exient to which Thai participants have access to professional journals in keeping
abreast of development in their fields. More significant in this respect is the number
who receive professional publications,

As shown by Tables 4.4-22 and 4.4-23, 609 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
Oricntation in Country of Training!
Base (460}
%
Yes 72
No 28
Total per cent 1007,

r Q‘P:ﬁ: When you arrived (1ﬁ f’riir;la}y' coﬂntr)f_ of uaiﬁi;g), did you jain in any ge‘neral grientation sessions
which took lenger than one day?

Table 4.4-2
Place of Orientation in Country of Training!
Base* (329}
e
Washington International Center 84

School or university in US.A., n.es. 5
Qutside the U.S A, 5
American University 2
Government Department or Agency 2
Private organization in U.S.A. +
Don’t know or don’t remember |

Total per cent 1009 %

) @ P-43 — 44 What city was that? Whal was the name of the lecation where the orientation sessions were
arranged ?

* Reported only for those whe attended orientation session in country of waimng.

+ Less than 0.5%,

+ Due to rounding,

Table 4.4-3
Newsletters Received from QOrientation Session!

Base* (313)

o/
LLre

Recelved newsletters 65

Did not receive newsletters 34
Don’t know ,,1 B
Total per cent 100%,

L é p-45: Did )’01-1- receive any newsletters?
* Reported only for those who attended orientation session in LLS.A,
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Table 4.4-4
Value of Orientation Session in U.§.A.1
Basc* (313)
a/
o
Orientation session valuable 85
Prefer time on rest of program 14
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 100%;

1Q P—46: Do you think that the time spent in the orientation was useful, or do you think it would have
been better to spend it on other parts of the training program?
* Reporied only for those who attended orientation session in U.S.A.

Table 4.4.-5
English Language Requirement of the Program!
Base {460)
%o _
Program required English 88
Program did not require English 2
Total per cent 100%

1 QP95: Now 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 Training!

Base (460)
o

Needed 46
Not needed 54
Don’t know or don't remember B L ~
Total per cent 100%.F

1 P-149: When you arrived in the forcign country, did you feel the necessity to improve your English by
additional instruction? {This question was added by USOM, Thailand.)
t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.4-7
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training?
Base* (406)
Y
Taken 38
Mot taken 62
Total per cent 100 %,

1_Q P-96: After y’gl__lr arrival and before 7cd;1'méﬁ_ci;1_g_ y(;_ﬁr ls;ogr;m_c;d -;011 take any exira or additional
lessons in English to prepare yourself ?
* Reported only for those whose program required English language.

Table 4.4-8

Adequacy of Additional English Instruction Taken!

Base* (156)
A

More English lnstruction Would:
Have been useful 89
Not have been useful 11
Total per cent 1009,

10 P-97:_]_30_;ol;1%t-hink th".it r;mre extra or add}[ioﬁal léssd}ls in Ené]ish7W'0ﬁfd be useful 1o you dl;l}ing the
program?
* Reported anly for those who received English instruction.

Table 4.4-9
Desirabifity of Additional Enghsh Instruction in Country of Training’
Base* (250)
Y

Additional English Lessons Would:

Have been useful 59

Not have been useful 40

Don’t know +

Not ascertained I

Total per cent 100°%,
lQ 1;987(11 qln::an ydﬁ_ thi;lk that if you had Eacl ;0mé English lessons. _thcy would have been useful dﬁi'ing
your program ?

* Reported only for those who did not receive English instruction aftet arrival in country of training.
+ Less than 0.5%
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Table 4.4-11
Type of English Language Difficully Encountered!

Base* (406)

o/
None 43
In being understood 17
[n understanding others 10
Both 30
Not ascertained N
Total per cent 100%

L Q P-99: If yau had had difficulties with 73;61” Eﬁglish during the program. was it more s0in making _voﬁ%%
understood, or was ii to understand other people, or both?

* Reported only for those whose program required English.

+ Less than 0.5%]

Table 4.4-12
Type of English Language Difficulty!
by
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training?

Yes No
Base* (406) {156) {250)
% % %
Type of Difficulty
None 43 34 49
In being understood 17 18 16
In understanding others 10 13 8
Both 30 35 27
Mot ascertained + — +
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 1009

1 P-99: 1If you had bad difficulties with your Englisk during the program, was it maore so in making yourself
understood, or was it to understand other people, or both”?

Q P-96: After your artival and before commeneing your program, did you take any extra or additional lessons
in English to prepare yourself?

* Reported only for those whose program, required English.

+ Less than 0.5%,

[
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Table 4.4-13
Type of English Language Difficulty Encountered!
by
Need for Additional English Instruction in Country of Training?

Don’t
Did not know

Needed need or don’t

remember
Base* (406) (201) (201) (4)
o Yo Yo o
None 43 25 63 25
In being understood 17 21 12 25
In understanding others 10 13 7 —
Both 30 42 I8 50
Not ascertained + — + —

Total per cent 100%, 100%F 1009 100%

1 VQ P-99-',Fy(-l-u had l';t;l—diFﬁcultig;ﬁmol;l'_Engiis-_hduf-m_gthé [Jl'Ogﬁ-;;l: was it more so il_'l_ri’)al;:_i;g y{;_l-rse[f
understood, or was it to understand other people, or both?

2 Q P-149: When you arrived in the foreign ¢ountry, did you fel the necessity to improve vour English by
additional instnuction?

* Reported only for those whose program required English.
+ Less than 0.59%;
1 Due to rounding.

Table 4.4-14

Amount of Time for Personal Interest During the Program'!

Base (460)
_ Lo

Time for Personal Interest Was: '
Too much 2
Sufficient 60
Too little 37
Don’t know or don’t remember +
Total per cent 100 %+

I QP-80: According to the program arranged, do you think thar the spare time for your personal interest was
too much, sufficient, or too little?

+ Less than 0.5%

1 Due to rounding,
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Table 4.4-15
Invitation to Private Homes!
Base {460}
00
Invited 93
Not invited 3 7 )
Total per cent 1005,

I (3 P-81: Were you ever invited to private homes during your program?

Table 4.4.-16
Base* (429)

Visits Were:

Liked very much 67
Rather liked ' 30
Not liked 3
Mot ascertained o
Total per cent 10074

did you notlike it ?
* Reported only for those who were invited to private homes.
+ Less than 0.5Y;,

Table 4.4-17
Opinion about Other Social Activities!

Base (460)
oy

/o

Social Activities Were:

Too many 3
About enough 73
Too few 22
Not ascertained L
Total per cent 100 7.1

1 Q P-84: Now ;peaking about other social activities, 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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Table 4.4-18
Membership in U.S, Professional Societies!
Base (460)
Joined U.S. professional society 4
Did not join U.8. professional society - 66
Total per cent 1005

I)Q P.“l_BGTWHavé you ew;'t_:rijoir;t_ad{any U.s. pr_of;ssional sdciety du}j-;g- or after youi’ ﬁainiﬁg progfam- 2

Table 4.4-19
Current Membership in a U.S. Professional Society!
Base (460)
Yes ’ 25
No 73
Not ascertained 3
Total per cent 10094+

I_Q P-136: Are yéﬁ éﬁ?réml;_amﬁmber of anv U.5, pfofessional society ?
1+ Due to rounding.

Table 4.4-20
Membership in Professional Society of Countries Other than U.S A2

Base (460)

Yo
Yes 32
No 68
Don’t know or don't remember +
Not ascertained o+
Total per cent 10037

17Q P-151: 1 have asked you once before about being a member of a U.S. professional sacicty; now 1'd like
to ask you if you are a member of a professional society of any country ?
(Question added by USOM/Thailand.)

+ Less than 0.59]
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Table 4.4-22
Receipt of U.S. Professional Publications!

Base (460)

s
Received publications 60
Did nat receive publications 39
Not ascertained I
Total per cent 1005/

1 Q P-137: Do you rectr:riﬂvre some U.S. profegana] pub]ic?tions?

Table 4.4-23
Usefulness of UJ.S. Professional Publications!

Base* (279)

Ya
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 %4

l Q P-138: H_o_\;' useful"are thésé p;blicati-(flﬂsmto )'OL-I?
* Reported only of those who received 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 36
Not received 62
Don’t know or don’t remember +
Not ascertained 2
Total per cent 100%;

t _l;-_1_53 : z;_):ou srtrill receiv-i-r-\-g-proifessional jot[rﬁals from E)i;cr countries (excluding U.S.)‘?
(This question was added by USOM/Thailand.}
+ Less than 0.5%;
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Section 5. Administrative Practices and Procedures

A. SELECTION

Over four-fifths of the participants said that their immediate supervisor! 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 policy 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 “applied” for USOM training
(Table 4.5-2), Nearly half of these said that they first learned about the ICA trainming
program from their superviser (Table 4.5-3).

The That 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 waorked 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
selected. Considered “very important” were personal ability, adeguate professional
and educational qualifications, and the particular needs of the job. Fighty 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
it selection people to be trained abroad.

B. PrRE-DEPARTURE PREPARATION

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 later use of 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).

I See foatnote 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 4.5-11).

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 (0 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).

1t 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 7 originated in their office {Tables 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 599 of these case. Yet they report that in 929 of
these cases their office 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 utilizaiion 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 surveved 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.,5-3in Volume 11, Appendix 2). However. nearly 409 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
behave 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 3%, 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),

C. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT IN COUNTRY OF TRAINING

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
m which they were trained, and half had their programs completely set-up wheu they
arrived (Table 4.5-30).

The project managers seem 10 have been doing a creditable jobin 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). Allin all, 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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D. ProGraM CHANGES MADE 1N COUNTRY OF TRAINING

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 209 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 Traiming 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,2 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 149, 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 (449/) 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.

E. MoNeEy AND PerR DieMm

It would not be unreasonable to expect that nobody ever receives quite as much
money as he wants, vet two-thirds of the participants queried said the money A LD.
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

2 A.LD. policy prohibits official action on a request for extension submitted by a participant directly to the
USOM Training Office in Thailand. Official requests must originate wilh an cffice in Thailand direclly con-
nected with the project under which the participant was sent, or with A.LD. or its official representatives in
the country of traintng. The survey data do not identify to whom the participant’s request was made.

3 24% of 357 = 149 of 460.
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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 %) (Table 4.5-38).

Those whaose program included umiversity attendance tended to be better satistied
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
4.5-41 where nearly half the top policy makers say they did not have enough money
from 1CA 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-TramNING CoNTACT WITH USOM

Though presumably they are being sent from and returning to a joint USOM/Thai
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 4.5-43). 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 techmician available to them “to give recommendation
and advice”, regardless of the fact that USOM records showed that 779 of the partict-
pants interviewed were assigned to a project for which USOM technical advisors were
present in Thailand at the time of interview+ (Table 4.5-44).

Of those who did know that there was a technician available only a little more than
half (55 %) 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).

4 See Volt;me I, Appendix |, Table Al1-3.
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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 techmicians 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 techmicians 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). 1t 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 (335) for techmical advice or assistance from USOM
in training others.

Table 4.5-1
Selector of Participant!

Base (460)

e
Selected by:
Supervisor 83
USOM personnel 7
Ministry 5
Winning scholarship 2
University 2
Self +
Labor union +
Other 2
Don’t know +
Not ascertained 2
Total per cent 104

0/
/‘DT

1 Q P-22: Who selected you?
+ Less than 0.5°; .
1 Total adds to more than 1007, because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.5-2
Method of Initiation of the Training Programt

Base {460)

“o_
Training Program Initiated by:
Own application 9
Selection or Invitation 91
Total per cent 100 %

1 Q P-26: Tr}; 1o th-ink bgék in connection wilhi-the arrangn;ments for goiflg abroad for “the léA lr_z;mng
program. Did you apply yourself or were you selected or were you invited to go?

Table 4.5-3
Source of Knowledge about ICA Training Program!
Base* (39)

Learned abour Training Profect from:

Supervisor 44
Ministry 15
Colleague 10
UsoM 8
Friend 8
University official 3
Other 3
Non personal source 10
Total per cent 100 %%

* Reported only for those who made application themselves.
¥ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-4
Supervisors’ Encouraging of Participants’ Selection!

Base* (333)
Supervisor: "
Encouraged participants selection 83
Did not encourage participants selection 14
Don’t know or don’t remember 2
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 10074

1 Q_SI-Z_ Did you encourage his (participant’'s) being given the scholarship?
*® Reported only for supcrvisors 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
@) ® . @ e
Base (460} (460) (460) (460) (460)
o o % % Yo
Degrees of Importance
Very important 87 37 10 80 37
Not so very important 9 13 78 17 10
Don’t know 4 + 12 2 2
Not ascertained + + + + +
Total per cent 100 100°% 1009, 1009, F 100 T

1 Q P-36: i‘owhat degree of importance would you say that the following have i.nconnection with your b_eing
selected 10 go abroad for the training program? Your own ability; Job requirement; Your “arranging”
contacts; Languvage proficiency; Your professional and educational qualifications.

+ Less than 0.5%,

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-6
Source of Information Received about Program!
Base (460) (460)
o] o

Parricipant stated that he
received information from: 65

Either employer or ministry or both 18*

Employer only 38

Ministry only 9
Did not receive information 34
Did not know whether he received information or not 1
Total per cent 1009%;

1qQ p-23 j-26.' While your program was bqing arranged, was there someone in your office or at your pducational
institution who pave you some sort of information? Did the ministry which sponsored you give you any
information about your program?

* Includes 17 % reporting receipt of information from both.

Table 4.5-7

Source of Information at Place of Employment or School!

Base* {257)
%

Received Information from:
Supervisor 53
ICA/USOM personnel 21
Colleague or friend 12

Unmniversity official, advisor or professor 9
Former participant 4
Ministry or other government official 3
Special board 2
Labor union or trade association official 1
Other organization or person not covered by the above

categories 2
Not ascertained 4
Total per cent et

1 O P-24: Who gave“you that information? -
* Reported only for those who received information from employer or school.
t Total adds to more than 100%;, because some respondents gave more than one answer,
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Table 4.5-8
Kind of Information Received from Employer or School about Program!
Base* (257)
e

Information:
Related 1o subject-matter aspects of training 60
About the training program in general 25
About administrative aspects of program 19
Related to cultural, social, and economic life of country of

training 15
Related to participants’ post-training job 5
Concerning climate in the country of training 3
About administrative role of own government, financial

contribution to be made etc. 1
Other 2
Don’t know or don’t remember 1
Not ascertained 8
Total per cent 1399.F

I QP-25: What did you learn about your program from this person?
* Reported only for those who received information from employer or school.
T Total adds 10 more than 100 %] because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.5-9
Kind of Information Received from Ministry about Program!
Base* (123}
7o
Information:
Related to subject-matter aspects of training 56
About the traiming program in general 24
About admimstrative aspects of program 20
Information related to cultural. social and economic life of
country of training 8
Related to participants’ post-traiming job 7
About admnistrative role of own government, financial con-
tribution to be made etc. 2
Not ascertained 11
Total per cent 128 90%

I 3 P-27: What kind of information about your program did you receive from the ministry ?
* Reported only for those who received information fram ministry.
1 Total adds to more than 1009 beeause some respondents pave more than one answer.

169
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Table 4.5-10
Participant Satisfaction with Advance Planning!

Base (460)

%
Satisfaction with Advance Planning of Program
Very well satisfied 56
Not yet very well satishied 23
Don’t know or don’t remember 21
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 1009,

L @ P-31: Prior to your departure for abroad, how satisfied were you wilh your program?
+ Less than 0.5%;

Table 4.5-11

Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program!
Base (460)
Number of * Yes” Answers to Five Related Questions:
Five 29
Four 25
Three 24
Two 14
One 6
All “No™ 2
Total per cent 100%,

I 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: Details of study; Details of places Lo attend; Sched-
uled time for departure; Duration of program; Whether the other details about the program which were given
to your prior Lo your departure were sufficient ?
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Table 4.5-12
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program!
Participant’s Rating

. . Other
Length Date of Location Details Aspects
of of of
Program Departure Trainin Study of
g g Program
Base (460) (460) (460) (460) (460) -
A % Yo A o
Amount of Information
received:
Sufficient 93 88 64 45 61
Insufficient 7 12 36 54 39
Not ascertained + - - 771 o+
Total per cent 100 %, 100, 1009 1009, 1009

L 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: Details of study; Details of places to attend; Sched-
uled time for departure; Duration of program; Whether the other details about the program which were
given to you prior to vour departure were sufficient 7

+ Less than 0.59%]

Table 4.5-13
Kind of Pre-departure Information Needed about Study!
Base* (248)
%.

Information 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 1t 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%%

'761’_-3-'..’ A lf_:‘-i‘qb”: wgat Eind ot:_informatinn f;thodght uﬁcfﬁl shgﬁj' have beeﬁ-gi»'en but was not ?
* Reported only for those who did not receive enough information about study.
t Total adds to more than 100%] 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!

Basc* (177)

a
Information Needed about:
Program in general 26
Administrative details 23
Subject-matter 18
Manners and customs in country of training 3
Other 3
Information was not timely, received too late 6
Don’t know or don't remember 40
Not ascertained 4
Total per cent 123 ?/,','f‘

[ P—377 E: i “No*’; what kind of information vou thought useful should Vhregribeen given but was noti’
* Reported only for those who did not receive enough information about other aspects of program.
1 Total adds to more than 1009, because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.5-15
Participant's Participation in Program Planning!

Base (460)

L
Participated 46
Did not participate 53K
Don’t know or don’t remeniber 1
Total per cent 1009

I_“Q_P-32: I-j_id_yarhavewa-r;;t;ére ih-t_-r-l;blanni-r{g_o_f-}o'ur tra:lrﬂg program 7

Table 4.5-16
Extent of Participant’s Participation in Program Planning!
Base* (210)
A
Amount of Participation
Enough 82
Not enough 18
Total per cent 10097

1 QPtEJTBid you have as rrii.l_ch_pz;rlici;_)a-t_i(_);: as you had wa-nl-c-s(-i?)_?
* Reported for those who had opportunily to take part in the planning of their program,
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Table 4.5-17
Possibility of Program Improvement through Shared Planning by Participant!

Base* (246)

Vo
Participation in Planning:
Would have improved program 84
Would not have improved program 9
Would not have made any difference 6
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 1009

l Q P-33: Wére you Lo Héve taken parl_in sc;n;a; ihe p]énnin;;ould it hav-e- made yo?r program better th;n
1twas?
* Reporied only for those who did not participate in planning.

Table 4.5-18
Work Relation of Supervisor to Participant at Time of Departure!
Basc* (440)
Y

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 +
Total per cent 00 %, ¥

1 (3 S1-1: When (participant) was leaving to go abroad, was he working for you here?
* Repored only for supervisors who were interviewed.
¥ Due to rounding.

Table 4.5-19
Supervisor's Familiarity with Participants’ Program!

Base* (108)
At Time of Participant’s Departure Supervisor Was: -
Familiar with his program 29
Not familiar with his program 69
Not ascertained 3
Total per cent 1009, F

1 Q81-3; Prior to (participant’s} depariure, did you know something about his training program?
* Reported only for supervisors who were not working with participant at time of departure.
t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-20
Initiator of Training Program!

Base* (366)

2.
Initiated by:
Someone in the organization 59
UsOM 17
Participant il
Ministry 6
University |
Other +
Don’t know or don’t remember 1
Not ascertained 3
Total per cent 100°%+

1 QS1-4: 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 familiar with participant’s
program at time of selection.

+ Less than 0.59%;

1 Due to rounding.

Table 4.5-21
Supervisor’s Participation in Program Planning!

Base* (366)

Y
Supervisor:
Participated in planning program 59
Did not participate in planning program 40
Don't know or don’t remember +
Not ascertained 1
Total per cent 1009,

i'751-5: Did ybu héHJ to hreharc '(p_a_rticipant‘-sy Eagram_?

* Reporled only for supervisors who were working with participant 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 Training!

Base* (366)

Yo
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 1005

L 65—7 Prior tcﬁ);i-igipant‘s) go_mg_ abroad, did this office have a}ly project which could utilize ﬁgtfainiﬁg?
* Reported only for supervisors who were working with participant or who were familiar with participant’s
program at time of departure.

Table 4.5-23
Kind of Participation in Planning by Supervisor!
Base* (220}
7o
Kind of Help Given by Supervisor in Preparing Program:
Suggested subject 64
Discussed program in general 20
10

Suggested country

Planned entire program 6
Suggested level of program +
Suggested length of program +
Other 4
Don’t know or don’t remember +
Not ascertained 6
Total per cent 100 %5+

* Reportcd only for supervisors who participated in planning program.
t Total adds to more than 1009 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)
ar
Number of ** Yes” Answer to Five Related Questions:
All five 53
Four 18
Three 12
Two 4
One 5
All “No™ 8
Total per cent 1009

information regarding how 1o get along in (underlined in Q 39)? For instance:

a) Informarion tegarding behaviour {how 1o do) in restaurants and in public places;

Y Information regarding idioms and spoken language;

¢) Informarion regarding the religious practices of the people in that country;

d) Information regarding the use of currency, i.e. how should it be used, and the prices of articles;
€} Information regarding manners and customs in general.

Table 4.5-25
Participants™ Evaluation of the Amount of Pre-departure Information Received about
Religious Practices in the Country of Training!

Base {460)
Yo .

Participant Received:

Enough information 4l

Not enough information 3%

Not ascertained +

Total per cent 100%,

T Q P-40C: Prior to your dgpaﬁurei—;part'ﬁ'rc')m the information about lh_f?-prdgfam—_,_ did you have ¢ enough
information regarding how to get along in (underlined in Q 39)7 Forinstance: ) Information regarding the
religious practices of the people in that country.

+ Less than 0.5°%




SURVEY FINDINGS 5. Administrative Practices 177

Table 4.5-26
Kind of Pre-departure Information Needed about Religious Practices
in Country of Training!

Base* (177)
Yo
Information Needed about:
Religious practices in general 10
How to behave 10
Number of kinds of religions 6
Role of religion in the life of the country of training 4
Location of places of worship 2
Other 6
Don’t know or don’t remember 60
Not ascertained 8
Total per cent 106 9,1

1 Q P40C If “no™: What types of information do you think would have been useful which were not previously
received ?

* Reporied only for those who did not receive enough information about religious practices in country of train-
ing before departure.

¥ Total adds to more than 100°%; because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.5-27
Additional information Desired before Departure!

Base (460) (460)
% %
Would Have Liked Additional Information about: -

Program 13
Content 7
Background information 3
Scheduling

Customs and conditions

Transportation

Housing

Restuarants and food

Earlier information

Language

Etiquette

Future application of traming

Other comments

No additional information wanted

Don’t know or don’t remember

Not ascertained

L]

R N R S

o
&, R ]

Total per cent T orf

1 6P—41: Are there still some other points on which you would have liked to be betler informed but were not
prior to your departure? If so, what are they?

+ Less than 0.5%
T Total adds to more than 100¢%; because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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Table 4.5-28
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on How to get Along in Country of Training’
by
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program?

All five  Less than
“Yes” ﬁvq';‘(es”

Base 460y  (i34) (326)

% % 7o
All five “‘yes” 53 66 48
Less than five “yes” 41 7_34 B 52_ -
Total per cent 100 %, 1009, 10097

l Q P-a0: Prior to your dcparture-fapart from the information about (he program— did y you have e errough

information regarding how to get along in (underlined in Q39)? For instance:
a) Informetion regarding behavior (how to do) in restuarants and in public places: b) Information regarding
idioms and spoken language; ¢) Information regarding the rellglous practices of the people in that country; d}
Informatian regarding the use of currency, i.e. how should it be used, and the prices of articles; e) Informa-
tion regarding manners and customs in gerneral.

2 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: Derails of study; Deroils of places to attend; Schedtled
time for departure; Duration of program; Were the other details about the program which were given to
you prior to your departure sufficient ?

Table 4.5-29
Program Guidance on Arrival in Country of Training!
Base (460)
o
Received guidance 95
Did not receive guidance 5
Total per cent 1609,

1 Q P-49: When you arrlved did you meet anyone there who wanted to discuss your program? 7
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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 %,

IE P-4§?_\Vhe;|7$'0u arrived in (é:);.l;ltryiﬁniderlined iﬁ Q 3@),741-i(-:17hey arrange the iJ-l-'OgraB-‘[-fé)_l-'-yUu {ncc;mplete
detail or just partly, or did they not prepare anything at all?

Table 4.5-31
Source of Program Guidance on Arrival in Country of Training!
Base* {345) {435)
P A

Source of Program Guidance:
Project Manager g7
Someone Else 12

ICA official or government official 4

University official 4

Director or coordinator of program 2

Some other person n.e.s. 2
Dor’t Know or Don’'t Remember +
Not Ascertained +
Total per cent 100%:

1 Q P-50: Was he your program manager or program specialist, or someone else ?

* Reported only for those who met someone who discussed their program with them.
+ Less than 0.5%,

T Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-32
Amount of Attention or Guidance Received!

Base* {435)

T
Received enough attention 89
Did not receive enough attention 10
Don’t know or don’t remember +
Not ascertained ]
Total per cent 100%

1 Q P-51: Do you think that that person paid encugh attention or gavc sufficient recom mendations Lo vou during
your training program?

* Reported only for those who met someone who discussed their program with them.

+ Less than 0.5%

Table 4.5-33
Changes in the Program!
Base {460) (460)
0/ o

No Change o - -85- "
Important Changes Made: 15

By request of participant 7

Required by circumstances 6

Not ascertained 2
Not Ascertained +

Total per cent 100%;

T QP-70-71; Did vou follow the original pfogfém or did you r:nake imi)brtant changes;fter si.;ting ?--'-l-'his does
not deal with changes in your traveling plan or slop-overs while traveling, but ehanges 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* (70)
Participant Believed Change Was:
Necessary
Because:
Program more suited to needs 29
Program more interesting 24
To obtain a degree 11
Unavoidable 5
Other necessary changes 7
Unnecessary
Because:

Could have been avoided with better planning
Not beneficial to needs
Other negative comments
Not ascertained
Don’t Know

Not Ascertained

PR

Total per cent

! QP-72+73: Did you think that these changes were necessary? Why did you think so?
* Reported only for thase whose programs were changed.

1 Due to rounding.

(70)

[

76

18
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Table 4.5-35
Nature of Chanrges of the Program!

Base* (70)

P
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
Included 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 110 %%

1 Q P-71; What were the changes? -
* Reported only for those whose programs were changed.
T Total adds to more than 100 %, because some respondents gave more than one answer.

Table 4.5-36
Participant’s Receiving Extension of Program!
by
Participant’s Requesting Extension of Program?

Don’t
Not know or
Requested requested don’t
_____ remember
Base* (357 (131) (222) 4
Yo % Ya Yo
Received Extension of Program
Yes 24 44 12 25
No 76 55 88 75
Don’t know or don’t remember + = =
Total per cent 100°% 100%, 1009 1009,

1 Q P-156: Did you get an extension?
2 Q P-1535; Did you, yourself, request an extension of your program?

* Due to misunderstanding of Field Techniques, this question was not asked of 103 parlicipants.
+ Less than 0,59
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Table 4.5-37
Opinion about Amount of Money Suplied by ICA!

Base {460)

ay
Amount Was:
Too little 3l
Just right 68
More than needed i
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 10075

1 Q P-78: What-}s_your opihion ab;ut_. the_rth;ney aiEg-llcd to you by ICA for li\-eﬁcos-t-and travelduringy_oa'
tratning program? Can you say that it was too little, just right, or more than needed ?
+ Less than 0.59%;

Table 4.5-38
Reasons for Amount of Money Being Too Little!
Base* (142)
%
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 1

5
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 Hiving 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 100 %’f‘

1 Q P-79; Why do you think so?
* Reported only for those who said that the amount of money supplied by ICA was too little.
1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-39
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICA!
by
Attendance at University?2

Attended Did not
University a'gtend'
University
Base (460) (259) (201)
o Yo Yo
Amount of Morney Was:
Too little 3 22 41
Just right 68 76 58
More than needed 1 1 —
Not ascertained + — +
Total per cent 100% 100 %, 1009, ¥

1mhat is your opiméimoney allotted to vou Byh]CA for living cost and travel during
your training program ? €an you say that it was too little, just right, or more than needed ?

2 Q P-55C: Now I 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? There
are the: Observation Tours which normally take from 3 to § weeks; On-the-job-training where participants
will have experience from working; Attendance at a University; and Program arranged specially for groups
of participants not at a university and not Observation Tours.

C: Attendance at a Univcrsity as an individual or a member of a group.

+ Less than 0.5%,

+ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.5-40
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICA!
by
Observation Tour During Program?
Did not go

E)thsnetr\?;- on Obser- Not

tion Tour vation  ascertained

jf)il B © Tour 7
Base (460) (240 (218) (D

o a 76 Y

Amount of Monev Was:
Too little 31 37 23 100
About right 68 63 76 —
More than needed | + 1 —
Not ascertained + = o+ —
Total per cent 100 %, 1009, 1009 100,

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 was too little, just right, or more than needed ?

2 Q P-55A: Now I 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? There are the:
Observation Tours which normally take from 3 to 8 wecks; On-the-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 net Observation Tours.

A: Observation Tours.

+ Less than 0.5 %
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Table 4.5-41
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by ICA?
by
Level of Position at Time of Departure?
Profes-
Top and . siopal,
second- Subordi- Sub-pro- Not
nate .
level Manape fessional ascer-
Policy £ and Su- tained
ment .
makers peTVi-
B sory - B
Base (460 (36) (178) (245) (1)
pA P o Za o
Amount of Money Was:
Too little 31 44 29 30 —
About right 68 56 70 70 100
More than needed 1 . 1 + —
Not ascertained + - ) ! = =
Total per cent 1009 100% 10050+ 100, 100,

training program? Can you say that it was too little, just right, or more than nceded ?
2 Q P-5: Level of position at time of departure.
+ Less than 0.5%;
+ Due to rounding.

Table 4.5-42
Participant Contact with USOM Since Return!
Base (460)
Contact with USOM 65
No contact with USOM 35
Total per cent 10095

L Q ]IE Si;l.geij;our reil.il;rrlr;rhavé &Jou made any é‘:mct_m} USO;]'\:I’.’
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Table 4.5-43
Participants Claiming Project-Connected Employment!
Bage* (297)
o/
70
Participants’ Job Was:
Project-connected 67
Not project-connected 33
Not ascertained +
Total per cent 100 5,

1 Q P-130: Since yoﬁr l'CtLlrl-'l, ha?yoﬁ ever wbrked inﬁU?OMVE!.n aijoiinr-l. pféj?a_éf ITS(iM and Ihe gogér.n-
ment ?

* Reported only for those who said they had had contact with USOM.

+ Less than 0,59

Table 4.5-44
Availability of USOM Technician to Participant!

Base {460)

e
Techmician available 44
No technician available 56
Don’t know ot
Total per cent [00%

L Q P-131: Is there a USOM technician who is there Fg}ve you recommendation and'advic-:é?i
+ Less than 0.5%

Table 4.545
Frequency of Contacts with USOM Technician!

Base* (200

e
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 with him (the techrician who is available) or oocasionally;;cﬁo §oi[
never se¢ him atall?

* Reported only for those who had technician who was available.
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Table 4.5-46
Technician’s Contact with Participant!
by
Interference with Contact?

Interference No Interference

Base* (167) (99) {68)
Yo Y o
Technician’s Contact with Participant
Never met 2 — 4
Ornce or twice 14 8 24
Occasionally 35 28 44
Frequently 36 47 20
Regularly 13 16 8
Total per cent 100°%; 100%,¥ 100

L Q TI-3: Here [ am inferested in how much contact you have had with each of these participants since his
return, aside from contact of a strictly social type. Would you say that you had been in contact with (name
of Participant) once or twice, occassionaily, frequently, or regularly?

2 @ Ti-2.0: Many factors somelimes make it difficuli to see participants as much as would be desirable. Have
any of these factors interfercd with your seeing these participants since their return from training ?

O: Nothing interfered with your seeing this participant as much as would be desirable.

* Reported only for technicians who were interviewed and remembered participants.

t Due to rounding.

Table 4.5-47
Help Requested from USOM!
Base (460)
Ya
Requested help from USOM 27
Did not request help from USOM 73
Total per cent 1009

1 Q P-133: Since your i’eturn, have you ever_i’cquested a_ny- assistaﬁce from USOM or ICA?
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Table 4.5-48
Help Received from USOM!

First Second Third

E{n@ion E}entioni mentiqn

Base® (125) (58) (16)
Za kA A

Help From USOM Was:
Received 64 69 81
Partially received 16 17 —
Not received 12 7 —
Not ascertained 8 7
Total per cent 1009, 100%, 100

1 Q 6:134; Wha-t so}ijof assisté_;c;-ziid You askﬁfor? (Can Sfail?i]-me son;e’:;f it? “’]17}3_[_-1_\'138 of ;;istance
did vou receive in this connection?
* Reported only for participants who requested help from USOM.

Table 4.5-49
Kinds of Help Requested from USOM1

First Second Third

mention  mention  mention

Base* (125} {85) (16)

o Yo Yo
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 1 4 6
Total per cent 100°%, 100 %, 1009, T

below and for each request ask further:) What type of assistance did you receive in this cornection? (Write
details in right hand ¢olumn.)

* Reported only for those who requested help from USOM,
¥ Due 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 (1} 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 diflered, 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 prograni. For example, since straight tabulations had disclosed that
999, of the participants comprising the sample worked for the government and 97 %]
resided in Bangkok at 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.

A. YEAR OF PARTICIPANTS’ DEPARTURE

In order to ascertain the factors which relate to year of departure, four time
pericds were established and participanis grouped accordingly. The time periods and
the number of participants in each were:

1951-1954 (132 participants)
1955-1956 (131 participants)
1957-1958 - (159 participants)
1959-1960! ( 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 voung 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 289, 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 159, in 1955-1956, and ten per cent in 1957-1958.

1 The defined universe for the study was participants who had returned t¢ Thailand prior to April 1, 1960.
Therefore, interviewed partieipants who deparled during Lhe year 1959 and during the first three months
of 1960 are nol representative of all who departed during this period. Those interviewed who departed during
1his period are by difinition different; their 1raining was relatively short in duration, hence much maore likely
to be non-aeademic, 1hird country, and undertaken as a member of a team on Observation Tour.,

For this reason, in looking at the followmg tables the reader is cautioned to ignore the data in the
1859-1960 1ime period, except where it is specifically referenced by the analyst’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 1s, 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 iu 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 459 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 the conduct 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 all participants departing during this period were given
equally adequate program information it follows that the aforementioned trend was
reversed, and a shghtly 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 recerve program information from their employer.

As shown by Table 4.6-5, the percentage varied from 50%, during 1959-1960 to
58 9% 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 Training?

Duate left for rtraining

1951 1955 1957 1959
1954 1956 1958 1960

Base (460)  (132)  (131) (159 (38)
A A % Y Yo
Information received 56 58 54 57 50
No information received 43 4] 44 42 47
Don’t know 1 ) 7771_ 2 7_1_ 7 3 7
Total per cent 1009, 100% 1009 1009%  100%

1 @ P-23: While your program was being arranged, was thers someone in your office or at your educational
institution who gave you some sort of information ?
2 QQ P-Page |

Advance Information from Ministry

Table 4.6-6 further explains why many Thali participants depart without having
adequate program information. During no time period did more than 409, 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 per cent
of the participants departing during 1951-1954 say they received information from
their ministry. For subsequent time periods the per cent was 229, 269% and 219
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:

- - 659 received information from some source
17% from both employer and ministry
389 from employer only
9% from ministry only
- - 349 did not receive information from any source
- - 1% don’t know whether they received information or not

Total 100%,

2 For definition of “Ernployer"_and “Ministry™ as used in this study, see footnote Table 4.6-6.
3 See Section 5B, Table 4.5-6.
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Satisfaction with 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 219 (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 to 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.

1t 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 409, of the training was less than
one year compared to about 28°%; for the two earher 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 pubhcations.

4 ]:or Teasons Verst.art;:cl earlier the Vprerccntages shown for the perI(;d -]959-1966 are inﬁat.ed.i Thaose departing
during this period for Lraining of relatively long duration would nol have returned six morths prior 1o April
1, 1961, thus had no ehance of being in the sample.
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As shown by Table 4.6-10 receipt of such publications, though varying slightly
througli 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 4.6-11 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 an 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 [959-1960 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 thicd 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 4.6-13 shows by count that whereas training was obtained in five
different third countries for 1957-1958, the count was eight for 1959-1960.

pant reported having spent the most time.
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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 availabled 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 they
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 11), it is logical that participants
receiving a total score were those who were best 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 teceive 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 “well” 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, 579, 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, 189 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 tﬁis broceﬂﬁré pé.rtici]rja}lls whose lféiﬁiﬁg related to ﬁrojccts and activities in which
USOM no longer 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'* high " rating than they were a “low™ rating.
Thus, a higher per cent of participants departing during 1959-1960 and 195[-1954 who
were known by the technician received a “high™ utilization score than did those depart-
ing in 1955-1956 and 1957-1938.

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 }I. Appendix 2.)

B. TraNING 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 15 no attempi to comment on each finding which might be
both informative and useful to USOM’s division chiefs and project managers. Neither

?In commcnﬁhg on the tablcs-in this seclion-_t“i{e phrases-_:l_)éOM Techhiéal Division* arld_‘_‘Traang F-i-é]_d
of Activity’ will be used interchangeably. In referring to a specific Technical Division, the name used will
be that employed in common 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 growp 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
Financed™? as well as the per cent who were regular A.1.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 Admimstration. They account for 35% of the Education
participants interviewed. as compared to 149, 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 Health 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.

2 A.LD. policy permits project related training to be project sponsored, with full technical and administrative
support even though the required funds for the training be both non-project in origin and conirol.
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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 | 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 4.6-2]
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 2 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 {339%,) 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%,)
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
11Y% of Public Health participants left during this period and 74 %, of Public Adminis-
tration participants did so. Over half (539;) of those in Pubhc Health departed prior
to 1955 while only five per cent of those in Public Administration did so.

Advance Information from Employer and Ministry!¢

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 /ower 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 169, for Public
Works to a high of 33 % for Agriculture (Table 4.6-26).
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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 509 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; 309, 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; 899 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, 2679 of all partici-
pants reported receiving adequate information about their program. By USOM
division, 399 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 II, 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 1o 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 UUSOM technical division the percentage varied from a high of 589,
for Public Health participants to a low of 44 % for those in Agriculture.

Tables which show the response pattern to each af the five questions by USOM
technical division appear in Appendix 2, Section 6.

Language Requirement Instruction and
Amount of Difficulty Encountered

The survey guestionnaire contained a series of questions in regard to the training
program and English language. Some of the questions were tabulated by training
field of activity and the results were: 88 7, of all participants said their program required
English, with those in Public Works slightly more likelv 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, 389 took
lessons after arrival in the country before they started their training. Tnterestingly,
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 329 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 te a low of 39%, for Public Health and Public Administration (Table
4.6-35).

Moreover, 577, 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: 659 of those in Agriculture reported having difficulty as
compared to 329 of those in Public Administration. The per cent of participants 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 Enghlish 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
functiomng 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 traiming. 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 and/or on-the-job
training are Public Safety, Agriculture, and Public Health.

The aforementioned relationships are more 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 %), as compared to 33% of those in Public Works, 45% Public Administra-
tion, 469, Public Safety, and 559, 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 249 of those. As has been discussed in an earlier section,
those who themselves requested an extension were not necessarily those whose pro-
grams were ¢xtended. As shown in Tables 4.6-42 and 4.6-43, the per cent requesting
by field of traiming varied from a high of 439 for those in Pubhc Safety to a low of
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239 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 195! and the
end of 1956.

By USOM division, 899 of the participants in Public Administration returned
in 1957-1960, 279, 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 (809} 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%;), Pubhc Administra-
tion {43%). and Public Works (479;) 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 IT,
Appendix 2}, Eighty-nine per cent of 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 (229;,) 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 399 of those in Public Administration did so.

Expected Position at Time of Interview without Training

As shown by Table 4.6-48 a higher per cent of paticipants in Education (60Y%) and
Public Health (529%) 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 Apgriculture (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 Pubhc Health (399%)) and Education (33%)) participants
report using “almost everything™ learned in training in their current jobs, and conveying
(Pubhic Health 35%, Educations 23 %) what they learned to others than do participants
in other fields of training (Volume I, 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 759, for
Public Administration to a low of 60Y%, 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 529 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,

I1 See Section 2D for explanaﬁon of procedure in establishing “high’* and “low™ utilizers,



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related ro Program Conduct 205

Pubkic Safety and Public Health said one was available; a relatively high 57 % of those
m Agriculture said so (Tabie 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 USOM,Thai project since return (73%), and
that a higher per cent (37%/) 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 759/ for Public Works.

Technician™s Contact with Participants

For the participants who were known by USOM technical advisors, technicians
report that 36 % are contacted frequently. 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 (449) 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 frequenily. 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
and/or 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 279 for Public Safety to a high of 709, for
Public Administration,

Relation of Participant’s Current Supervisor
to Participant Prior to Training

Thai supervisors report that 769, 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 609 for Public Safety to a high of 82 for Agricul-
ture (Table 4.6-59).
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However, as shown by Table 4.6-60 supervisors helped plan the training program
for only 59 % of the participants who were working for them prior to training, Aside
from the significantly lower per cent (40°%) for Public Safety, the percentage varies
little by USOM division.

Assistance from Supervisor in A.LD. Training

In an earlier section it was reported that the survey data indicare that participants
who report their supervisors as being very helpfiul 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 29%; so report.

Among those supervisors who were familiar with the participants’ training pro-
grams before they left for training abroad, over 909, 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 remember anything about one (Table 4.6-62).

Although all supervisors tended to rate participants high on utilization, thus
making it difficult to make any vahd generalizations in other respects, it is interesting
to note that while supervisors interviewed rated over 809, 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).

C. AGE OF PARTICIPANT

In investigating factors relating to the conduct of the program certain aspects of
participant experience ahroad, 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 A.LD. Per Diem

The adequacy of A.L.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 hkely 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 vears 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 in 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 was too much spare time for their personal interest. Interestingly,
those under twenty-five years of age and those between forty and fifty vears 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, 579/ of all participants whose program
required knowledge of English encountered language difficulty in completing 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 likelthood that difficulty is encoun-
tered steadily declines. A considerably higher percentage of those under thirty-five
encounter difficulty.
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Table 4.6-1
Age in Years at Time of Departure for Training!
by
Year Participant Left for Training Program?

Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base {460) (132) (131) {159 (38)
pA Yo % % Yo
Age in Years at Departure
50 and older 5 4 2 7 5
45-49 10 7 15 10 13
40-44 15 17 14 12 20
35-30 18 19 18 18 18
30-34 23 30 23 18 16
25-29 21 12 21 28 I1
Under 25 4 5 4 4 5
Not ascertained 3 3 4 1 3
Total per cent 100%1 1009.% 10094F 10095 100%;
1g P'J'i;ge in_}:%;u tifn;-.t-)-f-' depai'tiu?e for trair)!;gr.r h -
Z QP-page 1
T Due to rounding,
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Table 4.6-2
Total Years of Education!
by
Date Left for Training?

Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

fo to to to
1954 195§ 1958 1960
Base (460) (132) (131) (159) (38)
% Yo A Vo e
Total Years of Education
17 or more 46 37 52 51 37
13-16 19 45 40 33 37
9-12 5 3 2 8 16
Not ascertained 10 1‘3 § 7 777 11
Total per cent 1005, 100% 1009  1009.7 1009
1 QiP-E): Trolﬂarliyeuls of education at time of departure; 7
2 QP-page |
+ Due to rounding.
Table 4.6-3
Level of Position at Time of Departure!
by

Date Left for Training Program?

_ Date Le_jzfor Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base (460  (132)  (131) (159 38)
| %% % %%
Level of Position a1 Time of Departure
Top and second-level policy makers* 8 L1 7 4 1o
Subordinate management 39 39 i3 41 47
Professional, sub-professional and
supervisory 53 50 60 54 37
Not ascertained + - — 1 -
Total per cent 1009, 1009% 100% 100% 1009
vora T T T el N
2 QP-page 1

* For definition of those included in these categories see footnote Table 4.6-6.
+ Less than 0.5%;
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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 {0 to
1954 1956 1958 1960

Base (460)  (132)  (131)  (159)  (38)
i a Yo o o
Adequacy of Predeparture Information
on Program
Al five “Yes” 29 20 32 34 29
Less than five “Yes” 71 80 68 66 71

Total per cent

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1 Q P-37: Prior to your departure for abroad, did you reccive sufficient information about the program that
was arranged forvyou? Particularly in connection with: Details of study; Details of placcs to attend: Sched-
uled time for departure; Duration of program, Whether the ather details about the program which were
given to you prior to your depariure sufficient ?

2 P Page 1: Year left for training program.
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Table 4.6-6
Advance Information from Ministry!
by
Date Left for Training?

Date Left Jor Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

o to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base (460) (132) {131) (159) (38)

o o A Yo o

Advance information from ministry

Yes 26 30 22 26 21
No 69 67 71 69 66
Ministry was employer* 3 2 4 2 8
Don’t know I — 2 | 3
Not ascertained | 1 1 | 3
Total per cent 1009 1009  100% 100%% 100%%

I Q P 26 Did the ministry which sponsored y0u gl\e you any mforrnatlon aboul your prozram"
2 Q P-Page 1
* The questionnaire design and the coding pattern obviously amu:lpated and provided for a high proportion of
participants in the private sector. Sinee almost all Thai participants were government employees, some
Ministry or government Agency was necessarily their ultimate employer. To reduce this confusion,
interviewers were carefully instructed in the specnall definition of **Ministry as employer” for this study as
described below, and were encouraged 1o explain this to the respondents whenever confusicn was apparent.
Definition: A person is considered for the purposes of this study to be “employed 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 directly under Ministry supervision; for example, a man working in the Supervisory Unit
of the Ministry of Education, who travels 10 the provinces as part of his duties. but maintains a desk in the
office of the Ministry on Rajadamnern Ave. is considered employed by the Ministry of Education; a_teacher
in the Ministry of Education’s Teacher Training School at Bang Khaen is considered employed by the Teacher
Training School.
f Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-7
Satisfaction with Program Prior to Departure!
by
Date Left for Training?

Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base 460y 132y (13 (159) (38)
Ya Yo a o A
Satisfaction with Program 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 21 23 18 18
Not ascertained + — — 1 —
Total per cent 1009, 100%+ 100°% 100% 100%7%

2 Q P-pagel
+ Less than 0.5%;
1 Due (o rounding.
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Table 4.6-8
Amount of Time Spent in Training!
by
Date Left for Training?

 Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to fo to

1954 1956 1958 1960
Base (460) (132  (131) (159) (38)

Yo o Yo o

Amount of Time Spent in Training
Two vears or more 8 6 13 6 —
One year to 2 years 54 65 60 48 21
Six months to 1 year 24 22 21 28 26
Less than six months 13 6 6 16 53
Not ascertained + + — + —
Total per cent 100%+ 100%F 100 100%5+ 1009,

1 P-33+39: In going abroad for your training program, did you go to 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 first training and how long did it take you?

2 @ P-pagel
+ Less than 0.59%
T Dug to rounding.

Table 4.6-9
Joining U.S. Professional Society!

by
Date Left for Training:?
Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
[254 1956 | 9}}3 1960

Base {460) (132) (131) (159) (38)

v pA A Yo pA
Joined
Yes 34 42 34 31 16
No 7766 - 58 66 i 69 84 -
Total per cent 1008, 1009 1009 100% 1009

VleiiE;-VIBS : Have you ever Jgtnedany US. prof%siorjz; srocietyidl.lrring or afterr;;[xriui'ér ining pfdé.ram ?
2
= Q P-page 1
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Table 4.6-10
Receipt of U.S. Professional Publications!
by
Date Left for Training”

{DF?'?‘;’ Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base @60) (132 (13) (159  (38)
% Yo o Yo Ya
Receipt of U.S. Professional Publications
Yes 60 64 58 6l 47
No 39 36 4] 38 53
Not ascertained 1 - l | -
Total per cent 1005, 100%  100% 100% 1009
L P-137; Do you receive some U.S. professional publications? N '
2 Q P-page |
Table 4.6-11
Supervisors’ Encouragement of Participants’ Selection!
by
Date Left for Training?
Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959
to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base* (333) (86)  (96)  (l18)  (33)
% % % n %
Supervisor Encouraged Selection
Yes 83 74 86 86 79
Ne 14 25 L L1 3
Don’t know or don’t remember 2 - [ 2 15
Not ascertained ] 1 | + 3
Total per cent 1005,  1009% 1005+ 100%F 100%

I @ S1-2: Did you encourage his (participant's) being given the scholarship?
2 P-page !

* Reported only for supervisors who were working with pariicipants at rime of departure.
+ Less than 0.5%,

t Due to rounding,
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Table 4.6-12
Organization’s Planning for Utilizationt
by

Date Left for Training?

Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to to to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base* (366) (99) (104) (128) (35)
pA Ya o o o
Organization Had Plans for Urilization
Yes 92 88 94 94 91
No 4 7 3 4 —
Don’t know or don’t remember 3 4 2 2 4
Not ascertained 1 1 1 + 3
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 1005, 100%;, 1009t

1 @ S1-7: Prior to (participant’s) going abread, did this office have any project which could utilize his training ?

2 Q Ppage 1

* 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

Primary Country of Training
U.S.A.

Hawaii

Ttaly

England
Ceylon

India

Yietnam

China {Taiwan)
Japan
Philippines
Indonesia
Canada

Total per cent

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.6-13
Primary Country of Training!
by
Date Left for Training?

Date Left for Training

1951 1955 1957 1959
to to to to

1954 1956 1958 1960

(460) (132) (13D {159) (38)
2 o % % p
92 98 93 91 53
+ — — — 3
+ — — — 3
1 - — 1 —
1 1 — | 3
+ — — - 3
| — — — 11
1 — - 1 11
| 1 — - 13
4 — 2 5 —
+ — — 1 3
+ — — — —

100%F 100% 100%5; 100% 100% ¥

1 d P-331 + 9: In going abroad for your lr;;ning proéram, did you go to one country or rhany 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 first training and how long did it take you?

2 QQ P-page 1
+ Less than 0.5%;
t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-14
Participant Known to Technician!
by
Date Left for Training?

217

Date Left for Training

1951 1955 1957

to to to
]9_54 1956_ 19_58
Base* (357) (106) (106) (118)
pA A Yo pA
Participant
Known to technician 4] 32 48 57
Not known to technician 5797 - 6877 77752_77 43
Total per cent 1009, 1009 1009% 100%
I @ Number of Technician Questionnaires complered. S
2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for technicians who were interviewed.

Table 4.6-15
Technician Utilization Score for All Participants for Whom
A Technician Was Available!
by
Date Left for Training?

1959
to
1960
(27)

so

56
Bl
100%

Date Left for Training

1951 1955 1957

to to to
1954 1356 1958
Base* 357y  (106)  (106)  (118)
Y a % a
Technician Utilization Score
High (75-100) 24 20 26 24
Low (0-74) 10 7 7 12
No total score 13 6 15 21
Participant unknown to technician 53 e 52 43
Total per cent 1009, 100%7T 1002, 100%

1 Q T!: Utilization score.
2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed,
1 Due to rounding.

1959
to
1960

o

/o

37
15

4
44

100%
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Table 4.6-16
Technician Utilization Score for Participants Known to Technicians!
by
Date Left for Training?

_ Date Left for Training
1951 1955 1957 1959

to 1o to to
1954 1956 1958 1960
Base* (167) (34 (51 (57 (15)
o A % Yo A
Technician Utilization Score
High (75-100) 52 62 55 42 67
Low (0-74) 19 21 14 21 27
No total score 297_ ﬁ __31 37 7’{ B
Total per cent 100% 100%Y 1009, 100% 100%%

1 Q TI: Utilization score.

2 Q P-page |

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed and knew participant well enough to rate him,
1 Due to rounding.
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Base

Sponsorship of
Training
Regular ICA
University con-
tract
Independently
financed

Total per cent
1'Q Ppage 1
2 Q Ppage 1

Table 4.6-17
Sponsorship of Training!

by

Training Field of Activity?2

Indus.
Agric, and
and Mining
Natural and
Resources Trans-
port’n.
460)  (90)  (75)
% % A
87 89 97
12 10 —
1 1 3

219
_Training Field of Activiy
Public
Admin,,
Labor,
Health Com- Public
and Educ. .
Sanit’ munity Safety
anit'n.
Devel-
opment
o . ] rMiscﬂ
(94) (114) (57) 30
% Yo pA A
99 65 86 100
— 35 14 —
= - -
1009 100%; 1009,

100%  100%  100%

100%
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Table 4.6-18
Age in Years at Time of Departure for Training!

by

Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Indus.
Agric, and
and Mining
Natural and
Resources Trans-
port’n,
Base {460) {90) {(75)
e o P
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
40-44 15 18 15
45-49 10 7 11
50 and older 5 9 1
Not ascertained 3 1 |

Total per cent  100%%+  100%,F 100%
1 Q P-7: Age in years at time of departure for training.
2 Q P-page 1

+ Due to rounding.

Public
Admin.
Heaith Ig'gr?_lr_’
and Educ. .
Sanit’n munity
Devel-
opment,
Misc.
(94) (114) (57)
y [} ?'{! %
4 4 5
18 25 18
30 15 19
17 19 19
11 17 21
8 12 12
5 4 5
6 4 —

100%+  100%

Public
Safety

(30)
%

20
23
23
10
17

3

3

100%+  100%;t
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Table 4.6-19
Sex of Participant!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity B

Public
Apric Indus. Admin.,
gre. and Labor,
and M Health P Publi
Natural Mmng .04 Educ. om- - FUuble
Re- and Sanit’n munity Safety
sources Tran’s- Devel-
port’n. opment,
7 B - B Misc.r -
Base (460) (90)  (75)  (94) (114}  (57) (30)
a A Y pA Y A %
Sex of Participant
Male 72 90 85 62 45 86 87
Female 2 10 15 3% 55 M4 13
Taotal per cent 1005 1009 1009%  100% 100% 10057 1009

1 Q P-8: Sex of participant. - )
2 Q P-page |
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Table 4.6-20
Total Years of Education at Time of Departure!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Indus, Admin.,
Agric. and Labor,
and Mining Health Com-  Public
and Educ. .
Natural and Sanit’n munity  Safety
Resources Trans- a ’ Devel-
port’n. opmert,
o oMise
Base 460)  (90) (75) (94) (114) (57 (30)
[¢) o Q Q Q

% Yo Yo % 7 Yo Yo

Total Years of Education

10-12 5 10 4 2 5 7 7
13-16 39 43 51 26 43 28 43
17 or more 46 36 39 60 45 56 37
Not ascertained ‘o o7 3 7 9 13
Total per cent 100%, 100 100%F 100%T 100%, 1009, 1007,

1—0 P-9: Total yee-l_rs_c;f e-dEati(;a-t-iﬁ'le of d.c;l_'ture. )
2 Q Ppage 1
1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-21

Total Time in Field of Specialization!

by

Training Field of Activity?

Base (460)
76
Total Years in Field of
Specialization
None +
Less than 1 +
-2 5
2-5 20
5-10 28
13 or more 45
Not ascertained +

Taotal per cent

Agric.
and
Natural

Re-
sources

(90)

Yo

I

6
2%
21
47

Public
Indus. Admin.,
and Labor.
Mining Health Com-
and Educ. .
and Sanit’n munity
Trans- ’ Devel-
port’n. opment,
- o Misc.
(75) 949 (114 (&7

o 7o oo

3 - - 2
— — + —
7 6 6 2
24 11 17 19
28 32 31 30
39 49 45 47
— 2 + —

100%T 100%F 1009+ 100% 100°%F 100%

I Q P-4: Total time in field of specialization at time of selection.

2Q Ppagel
+ Less than 0.5%,
1 Due to rounding.

223

Public
Safety

(30)

40
20
37

100%,
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Table 4.6-22
Work Connection with USOM Project at Time of Selection!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Apric Indus. Adniin.,
gtic. and Labor,
and .. Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. .
and oy munity Safety
Re Sanit'n
Trans- Devel-
sources .
port'n. opment,
e e Mise
Base (460) )] (75) G4 (114 57 (30)
Yo Y % S A Yo e
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 | — | | 2 — —
Not ascertained + = - — 1 - —
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100% 100%% 100%,+ 100%, 1009

1  P-28: At the time when you were selected o go abroad, were you working with USOM or working on a
joint project of USOM and the Thai Government ?

2 Q P-page 1

+ Less than 0.5%;

t Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-23
Work Connection with USOM Project Before Selection!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Indus Publj_c
Agric. and Admin,,
.. Health Labor, .
and Mining .. Public
and Educ. Community
Natural and Sanit’n Devel- Safety
Resources Trans- '
ort’n opment,
B ) P o 4' ) Misc. )
Base* (249) 41) (36) (53) (62) (38) (19
A A Yo Y A A %%
Pre-selection Work Was:
Project connected 13 15 3 9 19 16 16
Not project connected 83 85 97 39 76 71 84
Don’t know or don’t
remember + — — 2 5 5 —
Not ascertained 3 — — — — g -
Total per cent 10091 1009 100% 1009, 1009 100%  100%;

1 Q P-30: Prior to your being selected to go, did you ever work in connection with anv one of the USOM
projects?

Q P-page 1

Reported only for those who said they were not working on a joint project at time of selection.
+ Less than 0.5%;

t Due to rounding.

* 1o
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Table 4.6-24
Year Left for Training Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?
Training Field of Activity

Public
Indus, Admin,,
Agric. and Health Labor,
and Mining and Educ Com-  Public
Natural and  Sanit’n. munity Safety
Re- Trans- Devel-
sources port’n. opment,
Mise.
Base {460) (90) (75) (94} (114} {57) (&)
% Yo A Yo A P Ya
Year Left for Training
Program
1959-1960 8 16 5 2 8 7 13
1957-1958 35 31 29 il 41 74 33
1955-1956 28 21 37 34 31 14 27
1951-1954 29 3l 28 53 19 5 27
Total per cent 1009,  1009%F 100%7% 100% 1009%t 1009, 100%
G P 1 o B B o
2 Q P-page 1

i Due to rounding.



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conduct 227

Table 4.6-25
Advance Information from Employer! *
by
Training Field of Activity?2

Training Field of Activity

Public
Apric Indus. Admin.,
gric. and Labor,
an . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and  Educ. ;
R and s munity Safety
e- Sanit’n,
Trans- Devel-
sources ,
port'n. opment,
_ Misc. ,,_
Base @60)  (90) (75 (94 (114 (SN (30)
% Yo % % % % Yo
Received Advance Informa-
tion from Employer
Yes 56 54 60 52 65 54 30
No 43 44 39 48 35 42 67
Don’t know or don't
remember 1 1 l — — 4 3
Total per cent 100% 100%F 1009 100% 1003, 1009, 1007,

L Q P-23: While your program was being arranged, was there someone in your office or at your educational
institution who gave you some sort of information?

2 Q P-page |

* For definition of “Employer™ see footnote Table 4.6-6.

+ Due to rounding.
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Base

Received Advance Informa-
tion from Ministry

Yes

No

Ministry was employer*

Don’t know or don’t
remember

Not ascertained

Total per cent

2 Q P-page 1

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.6-26
Advance Information from Ministry!*

by

Training Field of Activity?

Agric.
and
Natural
re-
sources
(460)  (90)
7 o
26 33
69 61
3 6
1 _
1 —

_ Training Field of Activity

Indus.
and

Mini Health
ning and Educ.
and -

Sanit’n.

Trans-

port’n.

(75 (94  (114)
A % Yo
16 21 27
83 73 68
— 3 3

1 1 —

— 1 1

* For definition of "Ministry™ and “Employer”, see footnote Table 4.6-6.

* Due to rounding.

Public
Admin.,

Labor,

Com- Public
munity Safety
Devel-

opment,

Mise.

57y (30

% %

28 30

63 60

2 3

2 7

5 —

100%,



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related 1o Program Conduct

Table 4.6-27

Satisfaction with Training Program at Time of Departure !

by

Training Field of Activity?

~_Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin,,
and \AM  Health vor,
Natural £ and Educ. .
Re- and Sanit’n munity
Trans- ' Devel-
sources ,
port'n. opment,
Misc.
Base (460) (90} (75) (94) (114) (57}
Yo Y o Vo Yo o
Satisfaction with
Training Program
Very satisfled 56 50 63 62 50 63
Not very well
satisfied 23 26 21 20 28 19
Didn’t know anything
well enough 20 24 16 18 21 17
Not ascertained - — — — 1 —
Total per cent 100%+ 100% 100% 100%, 100%

1 Q P-31: Prior to your_dc_pérture for ahEJad, how salisﬁt::d_ were you with y_our prograrrﬁi'?i-

2 Q P-page 1
+ Less than 0.5%,
1 Due to rounding.

229

Public
Safety

20

30

109%F 100%
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Base

Participant’s Participation in Program Planning!

(460)

7o

Participated in Program

Planning

Yes
No
Don’t know

Total per cent

46
53

100%t

Table 4.6-28

by

Training Field of Activity

Agric. Indus.
and and
Mining
Natural
Re- and
Trans-
sSOurces .
port’n.
©0) (75
Ya A
40 40
60

60

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Training Field of Activity?

Health
and Educ.
Sanit’n.

(90)  (114)
Y pA
48 46
51 53
+ +

Admin.,
Labor,
Com-
munity
Devel-
opment,
Misc.
(57)
A

68
32

100% 100% 100%f 100%F 100%  100%

Public

Public
Safety

(30)

“a

53
40
;

1 Q P-32: Did -you have any share in the planning of vour training_program‘?

2 Ppage 1
+ Less than 0.5%;
1t Due to rounding.
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Base

Level of Program Was:

Too casy

Just right

Too difficult

Don’t know or don’t
remember

Not ascertained

Total per cent

Table 4.6-29

Opinion about Level of Program!

by

Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public

Agric Indus. Admin.,

‘ and Labor

and - Mining  Health Com-
Natural = and Educ. .

Re- and Sanmit’n munity

Trans- ) Devel-

sources .

port'n. opment,

Misc.

(460)  (90) {75) (94) (114) (57
% c-’/‘:) uo 00 Do Do
7 7 9 6 5 7
8O 80 80 89 80 77
11 11 9 4 12 14
2 1 | 1 3 2
+ 1 — — — —

a0

231

Public
Safety

Vo

17
63
20

100% 100%  100%+ 100% 100% 100% 100%

I Q@ P-67: How would you_rate the progrél-r;mt-l-'iét" W;a érranged for_you" Considering 1he"_f::ackg-|_’ci.u_n_(-imﬁnd
experience which vou had at that time, would you say in general that it was too easy for you, just right, or

loo difficult 7
2 Q P-page |
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Table 4.6-30
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Aeric Indus. Admin,,
N and Labor,
and . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. .
and a munity Safety
Re- ~ Sanit’n,
sources |14 Devel-
7 port’n. opment,
- Misc.
Base (460)  (90) (75) %4y (114 (57) (30
1] Qs Q 4]

Yo 7o A 7 va Vo Yo
No. of “Yes” Answers to
Five Related Questions

All five 29 24 39 22 33 30 23
Less than five 71 7 76 61 78 _ 67 __7’9_ _ 77
Total per cent (009, 1009 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1 (3 P-37: Prior to vour departure for abroad, did you receivc sufficient information aboul the program that
was arranged for vou? Pardcularly in connection with: Details of study; Details of places to attend; Sched-
uled time for departure; Duration of program. Whether the other details about the program which were
given to you prior to your departure, werc sufficient 7

2 Q P-page 1
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Table 4.6-31
Adequacy of Pre-departure Information on How to Get Along in Country of Training!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
gric. and Labor,
and L Health .
Mining Com-  Public
Natural and  Educ. .
an < munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
SOurees s
portn. opment,
_ o Misc. -
Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114y (57) (30)
o o Yo Yo Yo o A
No. of *“ Yes™ Answers fo
Five Related Questions
All five 53 44 52 58 56 49 57
Less than five 47 56 48 42 44 51 43
Total per cent 100% 1009 1009% 1009% 1009, 100%  100%

1 Q P-40: Prior to your departure — apart lfom the information about the program — did vou have enough
information regarding how to get along in {country underlined in Q 39)? For instance: {Information regard-
ing behaviour (how to do) in restaurants and in public places; Information regarding idioms and spoken
language; Information regarding the religious practices of the people in that country;  [nformation regarding
the use of currency, i.e. how should it be used, and the prices of articles; fnformation regarding manners and
customs in general.

2 Q P-page 1
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Table 4.6-32
English Language Requirement of the Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?
77777 Training Field of Activity
Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
and . d Health Labor, .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ, .
d ) munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources ,
port'n. opment,
- 7 WMisc.
Base (460) (50) (75_) %4 (Il ]4) {57) (30)
% % o o o Yo Yo
In Program, Knowledge
of English Was:
Required 88 87 92 85 90 88 83
Not required 12 13 7 15 10 12 7
Total per cent 100% 1009 100%t 1009, 100% 100% 100%,

170?—_9_5-:. MNow 1 would like to know same t_h—ings about E{{ais_h-];)guage 1rai;1-i;g_:- "Did you_r_program réquire
knowledge in English language ?
2  P-page 1

T Du

e to rounding.
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Table 4.6-33
Additional English Instruction on Arrival in Country of Training!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin..
and 24 Labor,
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. ,
and 5 munity Safety
Re- Sanit'n. )
ources Trans- Devel-
> port’n. opment,
Base* (406) (78) {(70) (80) (103) (50) (25)
Yo Vo A pA Ya 7 Yo
Additional English
Instruction
Taken 38 41 26 50 40 38 24
Not taken 62 59 74 50 60 62 76
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100% 1009 100% 1009% 100%

1 Q P-96: After your arrival and before commencing your program, did you take any additional or extra lessons
in English to prepare yourself?

2 Q P-page |
* Reported only for those whose program required English.
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Table 4.6-34
Usefulness of English [nstruction to the Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

_ Traim'_r?g_ Field of Activity

Public
Tndus. Admin,,
Agric. and Labor,
and  Mining He"jth Lque  Com-  Public
Nartural and S:frili . ue. munity  Safety
Re- Trans- ' Devel-
sources  portn. opment,
Maisc.
Base* (250) (46) (52) {40) (62) (3 (19)
A o Y A A Vo Y
English Instruction
Would Have Been:
Useful 56 59 63 48 73 55 32
Not useful 40 39 35 53 26 45 68
Not ascertained + | 2 — — — —
Don’t know or don't
remember 1 — — — 2 — —
Total per cent 1005 100%F 100% (00%% 100%t 1009%  100%

1 Q P-98: Do you think that if you had had some English lessons, they would have been useful during vour
program?

2 QP-page |

* Reported only for those whose program required English and who did not receive any English instruction
in country of training before commencing program,

+ Less than 0.59%

1 Due to rounding,
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Table 4.6-35
Need for Additional English Instruction on Arrival
in Country of Training!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Auric Indus. Admin.,
gric. and Labor,
and . - Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. )
and . munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sOurces .
port'n. opment,
_ o Mise.
Base (460)  (90) (75) 94) (114) (57 (30)

7o Yo % % 7o %o Yo
On Arrival in Country of
Training Parricipant Felr
that Additional English
Tnstruction Was:

Necessary 46 48 53 39 48 39 43
Not necessary 54 52 47 60 50 61 37
Don’t know N 1 = = B ﬂl _777772 = =
Total per cent 10091 1009, 100% 1009 100%; 1009 1009

additional instructions? (Question added by USOM/Thailand.)
2 Q P-page {
t Due to rounding.



238

Base*

Type of English Difficudty
None

In being understood

In understanding others
Both

Not ascertained

Total per cent

Table 4.6-36

Type of English Difficulty!

Training Field of Activity?

(406)

.
/o

43
17
10
30

-+

7w

S0

35
14
15
36

100% 100%,

PARTICIPANT TRAINING

Training Field of Activity

(70)
%

41
20

7
3l

KX

Educ.

Public

Admin..

Labor,
Com-
munity
Devel-

opment,

Misc.

(103)  (50)

/A

41
18
12
29

1002+ 1002+ 100,

a

638

8
10
4

100,

PROGRAM

Public
Safety

(25)
o

32
20
4
40
4

100%

l--a.P-%‘: If ybu had had diﬁi&lﬂlrlii’;sixr\rfith yé{fr'English during the program,ﬂ was it mor-L; 56 in ;ﬁaking ')Er?e]r

understood, or was it to understand orher people, or both?

2 Q P-page |

* Reported only for those whose program required English.

+ Less than 0.59
¥ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-37
Program Arrangements on Arrnival in the Country of Training!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
. Indus, Admin,,
Agric. and Labor
and . . Health i .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. .
Re. and Sanit’n munity Safety
Trans- ’ Devel-
sources .
port'n. opment,
| - _ Misc. |
Base (460)  (90) 7%y 94y (114 (5D (30)
% % % % %%
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 10 8 8 11 10 7 23
Don’t know or don’t .
remember + - = =1 =3
Total per cent 1005 1009 [002,F 100% 1009,F 1009, 10097

I O P-48: When you arrived in {country underlined in Q 39), did thev arrange the program for vou in complete
detail or just partly, or did they not prepare anything at all?

2 Q P-page 1

+ Less than 0.5%)

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-38
Participant in Observation Tour During Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activiry

Pubilic
Aori Indus. Admin.,
Bric. and Labor,
and . . Health .
Mining Com-  Public
Natural and Educ. .
and sy munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n,
Trans- Devel-
SOUrces \
port'n. opment,
o o Misc.
Base (460) (90) (75) (9 {L14) (57) {30y
o A Yo pA % A Ya
Program Included:
Observation tour 52 64 48 55 34 51 70
Not observation tour 47 36 52 45 66 48 30
Not ascertained + — — — - | —
Total per cent 1009+ 100%  100Y% 1009, 100%,  100% 100%

I Q P-55a; Now I would like to ask about your training program. Usually there are maﬁy t)-pe'a of tréihiﬁg
program for those who went. Can you please tell ine what 1ype was your training program? There are the
Observation Tours which normally take from 3 to B weeks: On-the-job-training where participants will have
experience from working, Attendance at a Universily, and Program arranged specially for groups of partici-
pants not at a university and not Observation Tours.

2 Q P-page 1

+ Less than 0.5%,

t Due Lo rounding.
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Table 4.6-39
On the Job Training During the Program!
by
Training Field of Activity2

Training Field of Activity

Public
. Indus,. Admin.,
Agric. and Labor
and Mini Health Com-’
Natural Mg and  Educ. o7
Re- and Sanit’'n munity
) Trans- ) Devel-
sources .
port’n. opment,
i - Miscﬁ.”
Base (460) {90) {75) 94y (114 (8D
Yo Y Yo A o e
Program Included:
On-the-job training 32 41 47 33 6 28
No on-the-job training 68 59 52 67 94 72
Not ascertained + = ___1 — — —
Total per cent 1009 100%  100°% 1005 1009 1009

241

Public
Safety

(30)
%

40
60

100

1 Q P-55b: No;.:_l woufd like to ask abDul.}'Uur_ln-lining program Usually there are many types of truinir;g

program for those who wenl.

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-job-training where participants will have
experience from working, Attendance at a University, and Program arranged specially for groups of partici-
pants nol al a university and not Observaltion Tours.

2 Q P-page |
+ Less than 0.5%;
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242
Table 4.6-40
Attendance at University During Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?
Training Field of Activity
Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
gric. d Labor,
and . . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and  Eduec. .
and o munity Safety
Re- Samt’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources .
port'sn. opment,
Misc.
Base (460) (90) (75) 9% 14 BN (30)
% % % % % %
Program Included:
University Attendence 56 52 24 63 82 51 43
No University
Attendance 44 48 76 37 18 49 57
Total per cent 1009, 100°%  100°%  100% 100¢% 100%  100%;

1 @ P-55¢: Now I would like to ask about your training program.  Usually there are many types of training
program for those who went. Can you please teil me what type was your training program? There are the
Observaiion Tours which normally take from 3 to 8 weeks, On-the-job-training where participants wilt have
experience Jrom working, Attendance at a Universily, and program arranged specially for groups of partici-
pants not at a untversity and not Observation Tours.

2 Q P-page 1
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Table 4.6-41
Receipt of Degree or Diploma from Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

. Indus.
Agric. and
and Minin Health
Natural and & and Educ
Re- Sanit’'n
Trans-
sOUrces .
port’n
Base* (259) (47) (18) (59) (93)
% Yo o Yo Yo
Participant Received:
Degree 50 36 22 42 73
Diploma 12 19 11 19 5
Nothing 38 45 67 39 22

Total per cent 100°%, 100% 100% 100%  100%

1 Q P-38: Did you receive a degree or a diploma?
2 Q P-page |
* Reported only for those who atiended a university during program.

243
~ Public
Admin.,
Labor,
Com- Public

munity Safety
Devel-

opment,
Misc. _
(29) (13)
% oA
38 38
7 ]
55 54

100%, 100%
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Table 4.6-42
Participant Request for Extension!
by
Training Field of Activity>
Training Field of Activity
Agric. Indlclls.
and Minin Health
Natural £ and
and .
Re- Sanit'n
Trans-
sources \
ort’n
Base* (357)  (70) (54 (69)
% o % 7
Participant Request for
Extension
Requested extension 37 34 31 38
Did not request extension 62 64 67 62
Don’t know 1 1 2 -
Total per cent 100%;, 100% 10091 100°%;

38
62

100 %5

PARTICIPANT TRAINING

PROGRAM

Public
Admin..
Labor.
Com- Public
munity Safety
Devel-
opment,
Misc.
(43) {26)
A A
35 50
60 50
3 _
10055 10095

1 (i-)_-l-’_--l.iS: Did you, yourse_lFleq_uest an éitens{é)n _of yo-u-r"p;rogram ? (Ouestian added by USrcr)rf;ii,"ifhailand.)

2 Q P-page |

* Due to misunderstanding of field technigues, this question was not asked of 103 participants.

t Due to rounding,
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Base*

Participant Receipt of
Exrension

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

Training Field of Activity

Agric. Indus.
and
and -y iing
Natural and =
Re-
sources .
port’n.

(375 (70)  (54)

A fa ?’g
24 30 11
76 69 89

+ [ —

100%  100%  100% 100% 100% 100%

Health
and Educ.
Sanit™n.
(69)  (95)
%%
22 28
78 72

1.Q P-156: Did you get an exiension? (Question added by USOM;Thailand.)

2 Q P-page 1

Public
Admin.,
Labor,
Com-
munity
Devel-
opment,
Misc.

{43)
Yo

30

70

* Due to misunderstanding of field techniques. this question was not asked of 103 participants.

% Due to rounding.

245

Public
Safety

6

o
/o

15

85
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Base

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

Total per cent
‘_Q_P_-p_'c;ge |

2 Q P-page |

1 Due to rounding.

Table 4.6-44

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Year of Return from Program!

by

Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

] Indus.
Agric.
and
and ]
Mini
Natural
Re and
Trans
sources .
ore’n

(460)  (90)  (75)

Yo % Yo
16 19 20
24 20 23
32 28 43
28 33 14

100%  100%  100°%

Public
Admin.,
Health %fbon
and Educ. o
Sanit’n munity
' Devel-
opment,
o Misc.
94 (114 (57
% % e
35 4 4
37 27 7

20 34 40
7 35 49

1002+ 100%,  100%

Public
Safety

100 %+
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Table 4.6-45
Time Spent in Training!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
gric. d Labor,
and Mini Health .
ining Com-  Public
Natural and Educ. .
R and oy munity Safety
e- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources \
port'n. opment
e Misee
Base (460) (90) (75) {94) (114) (57) (30)
% 7 Yo Yo p e a e
Time Spent in Training
Less than one month 2 4 - 1 + 2 3
One to two months 3 7 1 1 4 4 —
Two to four months 4 2 3 4 3 5 10
Four to six months 5 4 4 3 + 14 10
Six months 10 one year 24 21 44 17 11 33 37
One to two years 54 53 45 61 72 30 40
Two to three years 7 7 1 i1 8 11 —
Three years or more + — — 2 - 2 -
Not ascertained + 1 1 - — - =
Total per cent 1009+ 100%+ 100%+ 100% 100%% 100%% 1009

1 Q P-38+39: In going;ﬂ:;‘bad for your training pr-c-;érarﬁ, did youwgo 10 one coumry 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 grder of attendance. Where did you receive your first training and how long did it take you?

2  P-page |
+ Less than 0.5%;
1 Due 1o rounding.
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Table 4.6-46
Job Expectancy on Return!
by
Training Field of Activity2

 Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
BUC and Labor,
and .. Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. .
Re- and Sanit’n munity Safety
Trans- ’ Devel-
SOUrces .
port’n. opment,
- e —— - ————e . P _— Misc. . [
Base* (108) (19 (18) 20 27 (16) (&)
pA % Yo Yo 7 A A
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 B 1 - = - = 6 =
Total per cent 100°%, 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
1Q P-109: Was this the j-CJb you e;(pected 10 have when you?éﬂfﬁéd? T o - B

2 Q Ppage 1
* Reported only for those whose job after return was different from the job at time of departure.
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Table 4.6-47
Job Change since Return!
by
Training Field of Activity2

Agric Indt(lis.
and Ma'gjn Health
Natural ! 3 € and Fduc.
Re- an Sanit’n.
sources Trar,15~
portn
Base* (457  (89) (75) 92) (114)
% Yo % Yo pA
Present Jab and Firsr Job
after Rerurn
Same 51 53 37 45 57
Different 49 46 63 51 52
Not ascertained + — — — —

100%  100%F 100%

Total per cent

Training Field of Activity

100%F 100%

249
~ Public
Admin.,
Labor,
Com- Public

munity Safety
Devel-

opment,

Mise.
(57) (30)
A A
60 47
39 53

2 —_

1005+ 100%

1 Q P-144: Is your present position the same as that when you first returned ?
2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for those who were employed.

+ Less than 0.59;

T Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-48
Job Expectancy without ICA Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
and e_m_d Health Labor, .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and  Educ. .
Re- and Sanitn munity Safety
Trans- ’ Devel-
sOurces X
port'n. opment,
) ) L VMisc. o
Base* (457) (89) (75) (92) (114) (57) (30)
Yo % Yo o o Yo o
Without ICA Training
Participant Would
Have Had a Job
About the same as present
one 38 41 43 37 33 40 33
Better than present one 10 12 12 7 4 16 13
Not as good aspresentone 46 38 41 52 60 33 37
Don’t know 5 8 4 3 3 9 13
Not ascertained - - - = 72 - 3 -
Total per cent 1009% 1009+ 1009 10097 100% 1005, 1009%%

1 Q P-118: Supposing you had not gone for the training program, do you think you would be working in the
same position as you have now, or in a betler one, or not as good ?

2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for those who were employed.

t Due Lo rounding.
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Table 4.6-49
Personal Importance of Program!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Public
. Indus, Admin.,
Agric
and Labor,
and . Health .
Mining Com-  Public
Natural nd Educ. .
Re- and Sanit'n munity Safety
Trans Devel-
sources ,
port'n, opment,
_ .  Mise.
Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30)
Yo Yo % YA A pA o
To Participant Program
Was:
Most important thing
he had done 71 62 67 75 T8 72 60
Waste of time 1 1 3 — — 2 —
In between 28 37 31 23 22 26 40
Not ascertained o+ - — l___ - - =
Total per cent 1009, 1009 1009+ 100%,1 1009, 1003, 1009,

1 Q P-145: Some of those who received the secholarship and have returned have the idea that the training pro-
gram was the most important thing they had done; some think that it was a pure waste of lime; and some
compromisingly say that it was somewhere in between. What is your opinion about it ?

2 @ Ppage 1

+ Less than 0.5%;

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-50
Amount of Training Acquired Skills or Knowledge Used!
by
Training Field of Activity?

B Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric Indus. Admin,,
E and Labor,
and .y Health .
. Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. .
and is munity  Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources y
port'n. opment,

Misc.

@57 (89 (75 (92 (114 (57 (30)

% % % % %% %

Skills or Knowledge Used
Jrom the Training

None or practically none 8§ 17 15 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 — — — — 2 3
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100% 1009% 1009 100%  100%

1 Q P-119 + 120: Now lalking about knowledge and other things acquired from the training program. There
are many of the participants who had said that not much of what they had learned had been applied to their
work. How about you yourself? Could you use some of what you have learned from the program in the
work that you do at present? In saying that you can, could you say about how much is used? Practically
nong, a little, some, quite a lot, nearly all or all?

2 Q P-page |

* Reported only for those who were employed.
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Table 4.6-51
Amount of Training Acquired Knowledge Conveyed to Other People!
by
Training Field of Activity?

_Training Field of Activity

Public
Indus. Admin,,
Agric.  and Labor,
and  Mining Heaéth Ed Com-  Public
Natural and S:r]:it’n ue munity  Safety
Re-  Trans- ) Devel-
sources port’n. opment,
Misc.
Base (460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57) (30)
% Yo % Yo Yo 7 Yo
Skills or Knowledge
Passed on
None or practically none 6 9 11 | 4 11 7
A little 4 I 5 5 4 4 13
Some 30 33 12 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 i — — 1 — — _
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 1005, 100%% 100%+ 100%% 100%

1 Q P-124 + 125: Talking about passing on what you have learned from abroad o others, have you ever passed
on anything of what you have learned to others? How much have you passed on to others the knowledge
obtained? Practically none, a little, some, a lot, almost all or all?

2 Q P-page 1

+ Due to rounding.



254 PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.6-52
Functional Field of Training!
by
Participant’s Utilization Score

Total High Low Correlation

Base (460) (96) (108)

% Yo Yo
Field of Training
Agriculture and Natural Resources 20 11 23 —_—
Industry, Mining, and Transportation 16 8 24 ——
Health & Sanitation 20 33 10 + +
Education 25 31 21 + +
Public Administration, Labor, Com-

munity Development, Miscellaneous 12 9 9 0
Public Safety 7 8 12 0
Total per cent 1009, 100% 1009, F
1 Q P-page 1 - - . i
+ Due 10 rounding.
Table 4.6-53
Contact with USOM since Return!
by

Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

: Public
Agri Indus. Admin.,
and 2™ Health abor.
Natural and Educ. .
Re- and Sanit’n munity
Trans- ’ Devel-
sources .
port’n. opment,
Misc.
Base (460) (90) (75) 4) (114) (57)
A A A pA %% 7
Contact with USOM 65 69 60 60 61 75
No contact with USOM 35 3 40 40 39 25
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100% 1009 1009% 100%;

Public
Safety

.
70
30

1009

1 Q P-129: Since your fehurn, have you made contact with USOM ?
2 Q Ppage |1
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Table 4.6-54
Participant’s Claiming Project Connected Employment after Return!
by
Training Field of Activityz

 Training Field of Activity

Public
and . . Health * .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and and Eudc ity Safet
Re- n Sanit’n. -numty &y
SOUrCes Trans- Devel-
port’n. oprment,
Mics.
Base* (297)  (62) (45  (56) (70) (43 (21
Yo Yo o Yo . A o

Participant’s Job Was:

Project connected 67 73 67 68 71 53 52

Not project-connected 33 27 33 32 29 47 38

Not ascertained + — — — — — —

Total per cent 1005, 100%; 1009, 1009 100% 100% 100%,

L Q P-i30: Since j_.réur retum:'havc_you ever work;:d n U_SOM dr ona -joint'jsr;jc?c;t' _USOM arid “l-hB- go;
ernment,

2 Q P-page 1

* Reportcd only for those who contacted USOM.
+ Less than 0.5%
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Table 4.6-55
Availability of USOM Technician to Participant!
by
Training Field of Activity?

~ Training Field of Activity

Public
Aeric Indus. Admin.,
gric. and Labor,
and . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. )
R and oy munity Safety
e- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources .
port'n. opment,
S - Mise.
Base {460) (90) (75) (94) (114) (57 (3Mm
A A % Yo Yo %% Yo
Technician available 44 57 43 37 41 37 37
Technician not available 56 43 52 62 59 63 63
Don’t know ot = — o+ - - =
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 100% 1009,% 1009, 1005, 100%

1 QP-131: Is there a USOM technician who is there to give you recommendation and advice ?
2 QP-page 1

+ Less than 0.5%;

1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-56
Assigned Participants Known to Technicians!
by
Training Field of Activity?
_ Training Field of Activity

Public
Agric [ndus. Admin,,
and an d Health Labor, .
Mining Com- Public
Natural d and Educ. . f
Re- an Sanit'n munity Safety
Trans- ’ Devel-
sources )
port'n. opment,
- 7 Misc.
Base* (357) {86) (55) (89) (69) (38) (2Q)
, % % % % % %%
Participants not known
to technician 53 40 75 67 55 21 45
Participants known to
technician 47 6Q 25 33 - 45 79 _E
Total per cent 1009, 100% 100% 1009, 100%, 100% 100%

1 QTi-1 :ﬂl?‘irst, I am going to read the names of some participants. 1 would -li.ke you to tell me whether y(;u
are familiar enough with their work and training program 1o give me some information and ratings about
them.

2 QP-page 1

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed.
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Table 4.6-57
Technician’s Contact with Participant!
by

Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

Publirc
Agric Indus. Admin.,
and a.m:l Health Labor, )
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. 5
d . munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources ,
port'n. opment,
Base* (167)  (52) (14) (2} (31) (30) (11)
o Y Y % A A pA

Technician’s Contact with

Participant
Never met 2 4 — 3 — - —
Once or twice 14 27 7 17 3 10 —
Qccasionally 35 31 36 10 42 47 64
Frequently 36 19 36 48 55 40 18
Regularly I3 19 21 21 — 3 18
Total per cent 1009 1009, 1009 100°%% 100% 1009, 100%

I Q TI1-3: Here I am interested in how much contact you have had with each of these participants since his
return, aside from contact of a strictly social type. Would you say that you had been in contact with partici-
pant once or twice, occasionally, frequently, or regularly?

2 () Ppage 1

* Reported only for those whose technician was interviewed and knew participant well enough lo rate him.

t Due 1o rounding.
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Table 4.6-58
Participant’s of Contact with Technician!
by
Training Field of Activity?

_ Training Field of Activity

Public
Asri Indus. Admin.,
BrC. and Labor,
and . . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and Educ. \
and sy munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources s
portn. opment,
- Misc. L
Base* (201  (51) (36) (35) 47) @n (11
o o % 7 Ya Yo pA
Contact with Technician
Always in touch 55 43 64 66 53 70 27
See him occasionally or
never 45 57 36 34 47 30 3
Total per cent 100, 100% 1009 100% 1009% 100°% 1009

1 Q P-132: Do you always keep in touch with him (the technieian who is available), or cccasionally. or you
never seg him at all?

2 QQ P-page |

* Reported only for those whose technician was avialable to him.
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Table 4.6-59

Wark Relation of Supervisor to Participant at Time of Departure!

by
Training Field of Activity?

Agric. Indus. Public
and and Admin.,
Natural Mining Labor,
Re- and Hclth Com- Public
and Educ. .
sources Trans- Sanit’ munity Safety
) amt’n.
port’n. Devel-
opment,
Misc.
Base* (440) (88) (72) (90) (111) (54) (25)
©w % %% % %%
FParticipant
Worked for present super-
visor 76 32 76 74 14 76 60
Did not work for present
supervisor 14 10 11 16 14 15 28
Supervisor not in present
position 10 8 13 10 11 9 12
Don’t know + — — — 1 — —
Not ascertained + — — — ] — —
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 100% 100 9% 1009%f 100% 1009

L Q S-l-l: When (participarnrt)wwas leaving to go alg);éz;él, was heiworkh:!g for you here?

2 @ P-page 1

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed.
+ Less than 0.5%

+ Due to rounding.

Training Field of Activity
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Table 4.6-60
Supervisor’s Participation in the Program Planning!
by
Training Field of Activity?

Training Field of Activity

~ Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
and 2 Health Labor,
Natural & and Educ. .
Re- and Sanit’n munity
Trans- ’ Devel-
sources \
port'n. opment,
Misc.
Base* (336) N (62) (73) (89) 4N
% A % pA A 76
Supervisor
Helped plan program 59 60 66 57 59 60
Did not help plan program 40 39 32 42 41 40
Don’t know + — — — — —
Not ascertained + 1 1 1 — —

Total per cent

1 O S§1-5: Did you help o préﬁare (paft_i_apant‘s) program?

2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were familiar with participants before departure.

+ Less than 0.5%,

100%, 100% 100% 1009 100% 100%

Public
Safety

(18)
%

40
60

100%
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Table 4,6-61
Amount of Time Spent Per Week with Participant by Supervisor!
by
Training Field of Activity2
Training Field of Activity
Public
Aoric Indus. Admin.,
B¢ and Labor,
and . . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and  Educ. -
and s munity Safety
Re- Sanit’n.
Trans- Devel-
sources )
portn. opment,
Misc,
Base* @40)  (88)  (72)  (90) (1) (54 (25

o % a % Y % Yo

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 a3 23 33 44
Less than 4 hours 39 39 43 38 37 43 32
Not ascertained + — — — — 2 —
Total per cent 1005, 1009t 100% 1009% 1009 1009, 1009

I  S1-11; About how many hours per week do you meet or talk with (participant)?
2 Q P-page 1

* Reported only for those whose supervisors were interviewed.

+ Less than 0.5%

¥ Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-62
Organization’s Planning for Utilization!
by
Training Field of Activity2

Training Field of Activity

Public

Agric Indus. Admin.,
and MI.ld. Health Labor, ;
ining Com- Public

Natural and Educ. )

and . munity Safety

R T Sanit’n. Devel

sources 1TAns- evel-

port'n. opmernt,

Misc. -
Base* G66) (77 (62 (73 (89 47 (18)
% pA o Y Y % %

Organization Planning for

Utilization
Yes 92 91 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 | l 3 1 - — —
Total per cent 1009, 1009, 1009, 1005, 100%% 100%, 1009t
1 Q §1-7: Prior to (participant’s) going abroad, did this office have any project which could utilize his training?
2 @ P-page 1

* Reported only for those whose supervisors who were working with participants, or who were familiar with
their program prior to departure.
T Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-63
Supervisor Uttlization Score
by
Training Field of Activity!
Training Field of Activity
Public
Agric Indus. Admin.,
Eric. and Labor,
an . Health .
Mining Com- Public
Natural and  Educ. :
and oy munity Safety
Re Sanit™n.
Trans- Devel-
sources .
portn. opment,
Misc,
Base* {440 (88) (72) (90 (L11) (54) (25)
A % % o % Y a
Supervisor Utilization Score
High 81 80 78 80 87 70 88
Low 10 10 13 9 9 21 —
No total score 9 10 10 11 4 9 12
Total per cent 100% 100S 100%+ 1009% 100% 100% 100%

1 Q Ppage 1
* Reported only for those whose supurvisors were interviewed.
1 Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-64
Opinion about Amount of Money Supplied by 1CA!
by
Age in Years at Time of Departure?

Age in Years at Time of Departure

- 50 Not

Under

25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 4549 or  ascer-
25 .
older tained
Base 460) (20) (95) (105) (85) (91) (48) (22) (14)
% Y % Y %N W% A U h
Amount of Money Was:
About right 68 75 74 69 67 70 67 40 71
Too little 31 25 23 31 3 30 33 55 29
More than needed 1 - 3 — — — — — —
Not ascertained 1 — — — — — — 5 —
Total per cent lOO%TlOO‘}{; 1009, 100% 100%,100%, 100% 100% 1700%

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 vou say that it was too litile, just right, or more than needed”?

2 Q P-7: Age in years at time of departure.

+ Less than 0.5%;,

# Due to rounding.
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Table 4.6-65
Opinion about Length of Program!
by
Age in Years at Time of Departure?
Age in Years at Time of Departure

Under 50 Not
25 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 4549 or ascer-

older tained

Base 460) (200 (95 (105 (85 (7)) (48) (22 (14)
Yo %% % % Y% N Y

Length of Program 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

Total per cent 1005, 1009 1009, 100%, 1009 1009, 1009, 100% 1009,

1 QP-64: Did vou think that the len;;i-h of your training pro_gram was-t-z)o long, j:s[ right, or too shor_t'?
2 Q P-7: Age in years at time of departure.



SURVEY FINDINGS 6. Factors Related to Program Conduct 267

Table 4.6-66

Time for Personal Interests During Program!
by
Age in Years at Time of Departure?

Age in Years at Time of Departure
50 Not

Under 55,29 30-34 3539 40-44 4549 or ascer-
25 )
older tained
Base (460) (20) (95) (105) (85) (71) (48) (22) (14)
% VA A A A A A
Tine for Personal
Interests Was:
Sufficient 60 70 56 59 58 65 69 50 57
Too much 2 — 3 | | 3 2 — 7
Too little 37 30 41 40 41 31 29 50 36
Don’t know ordon’t
remember + — — — — 1 — — —
Total per cent 100%% 1009, 100°{ 1009 1009, 1009% 100% 1009, 1009%

I QP-80: According to the program arranged, do you think that the spare time for your personal interests
was too much, sufficient, or too little ?

2 QP-7: Age in years at time of departure.

1 Due to rounding.

+ Less than 0.5%
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Base*

Type of English Language
Difficuity

None

In being understood

I understanding
others

Both

Not ascertained

Total per cent

PARTICIPANT TRAINING PROGRAM

Table 4.6-67
Type of English Language Difficulty!
by
Age in Years at Time of Departure?

Age in Years at Time of Departure

Under 50 Not
b5 2529 3034 35-39 40-44 4549 or ascer-
5 .
o _ . _ _ older tained
406) (17) (85) (98) (76) (3%) (42) (18) (12)
Y % % “ pA P % %% pA

43 35 33 39 46 48 55 56 58
17 35 18 21 14 12 10 11 8

o 6 13 8§ 12 S 7 22 8
30 24 36 32 28 35 26 11 25
T e

100% 1002 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%+

L Q 15-99: If you ‘nad had diﬁ‘icultigs with your Englglrdurmg thcii:a;J;";rr;l; was it more so in making your-
self undersioed, or was it o understand other people, or both?

2 Q P-7: Age in years at time
* Reported only for those wha
+ Less than 0.5%

T Due to rounding.

of departure.
se program required English.
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Section 7. Responses to Questions Specifically
Proposed by USOM/Thailand

A. EvarvaTtioNn 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
aperation, 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,

B. OBsSTACLES TO THAIFAMERICAN UNDERSTANDING

USOM Thailand was concerned whether there were difficulties in traiming in the
United States which were pecuhiar 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
differences 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.
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Table 4.7-1
Participants’ Suggestions for Improvement of AUA Orientation Program

Base® (297)
Suggestions for Improvement of Orientation Program -
No improvement needed 39
More English 24
Should improve instruction 6
Should be longer 5
Should include more information about living arrangements 4
Program should be better organized 4
Should have more social activities 4
Should include more information about U.S. life 3
Orientation sessions should have been longer 3
Examination procedure should be improved 3
Should be shorter 1
Should be less formal 1
Should be less informal |
Should be conducted by Thai people |
Should include more information about study methods ]
The lecturers should speak English less rapidly l
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 3
Not ascertained 3
Total per cent 108 %

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 to you? How?

* Reported only for 1hose who attended AUA Orientation Classes.
+ Less than 0.5%,
+ Total adds to more than 100%; because some respoandents gave more than one answer.
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Tabie 4.7-2
Difficulties in Thai-American Understanding!

{460) (460}

% %
No Difficuity 19
Difficulties Connected with Differences in the Two Cultures 27

The cultures (traditions, ways of behaving) are different 14

Thais do not understand American culture and traditions

Americans do not make friends as easily as Thais 3

The values of the two cultures are different: different

aspirations, goals, beliefs in what is important 3
Other specified differences in culture or behavior
patterns 2
Language Difficulries 20
Thais have difficulty in understanding “*American”
English 4
Americans have difficulty in understanding ‘‘“Thai”
English 1

General and non-specific comments on language difficulty 15
Difficulties Because of Personal Attitudes of Americans 8

Americans “look down™ on foreigners 4

Americans are not sincere 4
Difficulties Connected with Living Conditions 6

Difficulty with food 2

General and non-specitic comments about differences in

living conditions 4
Difficulties Connected with Differences in Social Customs;

Social Life 4
Difficulties Connected with Differences in Education Level l
Cther Difficulties 3
Dor’t Know or Don’t Remember 2
Not Ascertained 3
Total per cent 13%%

I Q P-157: Do you think there may be some things which your Thai friends would find very difficult to under-
stand in connection with the U.S. or Americans ?
+ Total adds 1o more than 1009, because some respondents gave more than one answer.
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