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I. 

SUWINIARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The detaileJ analysis of the interviews conducted 

with the various people who were most closely associated 

with the Jamaican training programs is reported in Chap

ters III through %III. In contrast, this chapter presents 

a brief summary of the major findings. 

It is the intention in this initial 3tatement to 

present more than a summary or selection of the many 

analyses that have been performed. Certain program em

phases in policy and procedure arc suggested. These are
 

to be looked on as recomnendations for general program
 

improvement.
 

I
 



The Eirst general finding is that the partici

pants reported they had made considerable use of their
 

training. This use has been direct, through immediate
 

job application: 

Figure 1 

PARTICIPANTS 
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50-
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The supervisors of participants and the U.S. tech

nicians were in agreement, both groups supporting the
 

estimates made by the participants:
 

Figure 2
 

OTHERS' ESTIMATES OF
 
PARTICIPANTS' USE OF TRAINING
 

SUPERVISORS SAY-

TRAINING USEFUL
 
TOORGANIZATION
 

TECHNICIANS SAY-
TRAINING CONTRIBUTED 
TO PARTICIPANTS' 88% 
ABILITY 

In part, the use made of the training has been ac

complished through sharing it. This has taken place
 

through transmission to others by means of meetings, lec

tures, teaching, television and radio, writing, and
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informal communication on-the-job. Participants and su

pervi,,ors alike estimated at the time of interviewing
 

that the participants had transmitted training informa

tion to others:
 

Figure 3
 

TRANSMISSION OF TRAINING
 
TO OTHERS
 

PARTICIPANTS SAY-
THEY HAVE BEEN 
ABLE TO CONVEY AT 9U 
LEAST SOME OFWHAT 
THEY LEARNED 

SUPERVISORS SAY-

THAT PARTICIPANTS
 
HAVE CONVEYED
 

WHAT THEY HAVE 

LEARNED
 

U.S. technicians were not questioned in this connection
 

since they had had less opportunity to observe everyday
 

4
 



transmission of information. 

Such over-all approval as has been just described
 

is well and good, yet this analysis has as a major pur

pose the search for areas of improvement in the training
 

program policies and procedures. To this end analyses
 

were performed on the responses of those participants
 

who appeared to be high utilizers in relation to re

sponses of those who appeared to be low dtilizers.
 

The high utilizer group was somewhat older, had had
 

more experience in its fields of specialization, had
 

slightly more formal education, supervised more people
 

(on the average), and, as Figure 4 shows, its members 

were chosen for training less frequently by supervisors 

and more often by ministry officials or JSOGm personnel. 

The point of these findings is not that any one kind of 

person should choose participants, but rather that selec

tion is an important phase of the program bearing a rela

tionship to ultimate utilization. 

5
 



Figure 4 

,GH/LOW 
iLIZERS 
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WHO SELECTED 
80 -

HIGH/LOW UTILIZERS? 
60 - HIGH ED LOW 

UTILIZERS 

40 

20 

SUPERVISOR MINISTRY OR USOM OTHER 
OTHER HOME PERSONNEL 

GOV. OFFIG;AL 

An important part of training program procedure is
 

the preparation for training. Ideally, this begins with
 

the selection of the individual participant. The U.S.
 

technician in the appropriate training field and the
 

prospective participant will discuss the need for train

ing and how the training will satisfy that need. They 

will try to relate the technical goals and the partici

pant's own personal goals in stoch a way that this is con

sistent with the objectives of the training program. 
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Since these programs are project-related to the jobs
 

that participants are expected to perform when they re

turn home, the technician will guide the participant in
 

clarifying his thinking about the technical activity in
 

its entirety and about that part of it to which the par

ticipant will make his contribution. The participant
 

will learn how to identify his problem area in the tech

nical activity, lie will have, ideally, an opportunity
 

to become personally involved in the planning and pre

paration of the training request. lie may also develop
 

an awareness of the importance of transmitting his new
 

skills and knowledge to others on his return.
 

What can be stated about the Jamaican participants 

and their post-selection preparation for training? 

The evidence is that greater attention to it is needed, 

judging from the responses of the participants. (The 

reader should keep in mind that we are dealing with the 

period 1955-61.)
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First, we see that few participants were informed about 

their programs during the planning phases:
 

Figure 5 
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Second, we find differences between high and low utili

zers in the kinds of information received about their pro

grams as they were being planned:
 

Figure 6
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How satisfied were they with their programs before going 

abroad? 

Figure 7 
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Did the participants have opportunity to take part in
 

the planning of their programs?
 

Figure S 

,,HLOW 
iLIZERS 

100 

DID PARTICIPANTS TAKE PART 
'0- IN PROGRAM PLANNING? 

60 -
HIGH M LOW 

UTILIZERS 

40

20-


YES NO 

These facts are enough to indicate that there may
 

be a need for improvement in participant preparation for
 

training. 

So far as the training period itself was concerned, 

there is little present indication of a need for improve

ment. There are few differences related to utilization 
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that could not be explained by deficiencies in prepara

tion procedure.
 

Finally, one of the more obvious strong points of 

the program took place at the end of the formal training 

program but prior to the participants' departure from the 

U.S. It was the seminar in communication. While a minor

ity of the participants attended these, it is worth noting
 

that there is a difference between high and low utilizers:
 

Figure 9
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As a single example of the way in which training
 

preparation procedures may have interacted with the post

training state of mind, the high and low utilizers dif

fered considerably in response to a question on what
 

changes they would like to have made in the program. The
 

LOWS said, with greater than expected frequency, that the
 

program should be better related to participant needs
 

(the HIGHS answered with this comment less often than ex

pected-).
 

Since there are a considerable number of such super

visors who were themselves' participants, it may well be a 

strong point in the Jamaican program that supervisors 

who have also been participants have been helpful in par

ticipant utilization. Generally the broad array of parti

cipant occupational levels in Jamaica may have given the 

entire program great strength in utilization. 
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Figure 10 
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Finally, it may be noted that USOM technicians have
 

had relatively frequent contact with some of the partici

pants, but that 37% of the participants stated that they
 

had not had contact since their return from training.
 

(This may be attributable in part to the fact that the
 

agency closed out a number of sub-projects when they were
 

completed. In such cases the technicians left the island
 

and direct contact with participants was not possible.)
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There is evidence, however, that the USO\1 personnel have 

been relatively successful in satisfying participant re

quests for help in utilization of training.
 

As a general summarizing statement, it appears in 

many respects that the Jamaican program has been conceived 

soundly. If there is one area requiring improvement more
 

than others, it would lie in the period between the time
 

of selection and the time of training: the period of pre

paration for training. Any improvement here would develop
 

not merely from an increase in the flow of information to
 

the participant, but in the reverse direction as well.
 

The planning of effective programs necessarily involves
 

participant goals as well as program objectives.
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II
 

BACKGROUND 

August 6, 1962, stands as an historic day, not only 

in the lives of the Jamaican people, but in the story of 

western politics. This was the date of Independence. As 

such it terminated a long and peculiarly harmonious colo

nial relationship to England. Its significance for modern 

politics, and particularly for the politics of the Western 

Hemisphere, is to be found in the fact that the parting of 

official ties to the mother island were amiably carried 

out. It is one of that small nunber of instances among 

nations in which it is possible to say that a nation has 

been born bloodlessly, and out of mutual accord.
 

The very atmosphere that must have led most gradually
 

to the ultimate independence is evident in the particular
 

development of programs in the former ICA, and present AID,
 

affiliations. This development began, essentially, in
 

October 1955, when the ICA Mission was established. It was
 

then that Jamaican participants began to go abroad in sig

nificantly large numbers. 

For the first five years the ICA program was concerned
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primarily with the provision of technical assistance in 

the field of Agriculture. Consequently, the first people 

to leave the island for training were in the Jamaican 

Ministry of Agriculture. Holding higher level adminis

trative positions, their training consisted more often of 

observation tours (for the partial purpose of developing 

training ideas) than of scholarly academic activity. Since 

that time the training has developed to include rather 

heavy emphasis on academic performance; it has expanded 

through many levels of administration in its selection of 

trainees; and it has come to include people interested in 

technical and specialized education to balance the earlier 

emphasis on people in higher level administration. 

Growth has been apparent as well in the manner in
 

which the programs have been administered. There has been
 

relatively heavy use of the seminars in communication since
 

their inception. Two-day and three-day pre-departure
 

orientation programs were initiated in 1960 and are now a
 

regular part of the :fission's training activities. The de

velopment of good working relations with several United
 

States universities as suppliers of technical consultants
 

has been helpful in provicding continuity of effort toward
 

the utilization of trqining.
 

17
 



The interest of the Jamaican government in contri

buting to AID training programs has been evident in the 

economic support given to Jamaican trainees by their
 

government. The participants' travel expenses are cur

rently paid not just to the port of entry in the U.S.A.
 

or third country but to the locale in which training i3
 

to take place. Participants are granted sufficient ex

pense money to allow for any basic changes in wardrobe
 

demafided by climates different from Jamaica.
 

One of the most successful follow-up activities
 

carried out by the AID has been the institution of an
 

Awards Ceremony, held on a national basis for the pre

sentation of Certificates of Achievement awarded to the
 

participants. The first of these programs in 1960 honored
 

95 participants while the second in 1962 resulted in Certi

ficates being granted to 75 returned participants. Evi

dence has been shown by the participants of their interest
 

in an organization which will help keep up their ties with
 

the agency and with each other. The US/AID mission is
 

helping with this activity. Meanwhile, a number of ex

participants have cooperated in the pre-departure programs
 

by talking about their training experiences and otherwise
 

assisting later participants prepare for their tours.
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The second phase of follow-up begins after the par

ticipant returns home. lie reports to the technician
 

when he returns and relates his training experiences.
 

Now he may receive guidance from the technician in apply

ing his skill or knowledge, if necessary. He may call
 

upon the technician for help in introducing new ideas or
 

adapting some part of the training, lie may join a re

turned participants association or alumni and be available
 

for informal discussions, demonstrations, etc. He may
 

hold special classes at his work situation to teach or
 

demonstrate new techniques to subordinates or fellow em

ployees. lie will also be available to help the technician
 

orient new participants proposed for training in the 
same
 

technical activity.
 

The whole trend of program development in Jamaica
 

seems to have been a serious one, showing evidence of plan

ning. Virtually every criticism that is implied by this
 

report has been recognized in Jamaica at one time or
 

another. It must be realized that part of the information
 

that has been used in this report has come from partici

pants who may not be aware of actual program improvements
 

taking place since their time in training. It should be
 

recognized as well that even though there have been efforts
 

in Jamaica to correct what appear to be program deficiencies,
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these efforts have not been ideally successful. The pre

sent discussion will have the effect, perhaps, of placing
 

more weight on those procedures that seem to be more funda

mental in good utilization. There is no pretense that the
 

problem is, on that account, solved.
 

THE 	STUDY
 

There are three aims in this study:
 

1. 	To collect, in a systematic fashion,
 

factual data concerning the participant
 

populati on.
 

2. 	To provide some measure of the effec

tiveness of the training.
 

3. 	To provide information for the improve

ment of the training.
 

Specifically under Congressional mandate, this AID
 

evaluation is based on the need for ". . . systematic,
 

periodic evaluation studies of returned 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 is meeting its
 

objectives and (2) to improve Future and current training
 

20
 



programs." (Evaluation oS participant training, Inter

national Cooperation Administration, a Paper, November,
 

1959.)
 

The design of the study is that of the opinion sur

vey. An attempt was made to speak with all of the parti

cipants from Jamaica who had completed their training
 

programs prior to 1962 and who had been back at least
 

six months. The general technique that was used involved
 

the personal interviewing of all of the participants,
 

utilizing a standard questionnaire prepared by the Agency
 

and used in all of its missions throughout the world. In
 

these interviews the participants were questioned concern

ing their attitudes, values, beliefs, and patterns of ac

tion. The interviews thus became, in part, a substitute
 

for direct observation of the participant's behavior. Other
 

questionnaires were used with a population of supervisors,
 

and a third schedule was used with those U.S. technicians
 

currently assigned to the US/AID \fission in the same fields
 

as the participants.
 

The interviewing was completed early in 1962. In addi

tion to interviewing the 189 participants, an attempt was
 

made to reach the supervisors and the technicians currently
 

working with them. A total of 102 supervisors were
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interviewed concerning their opinions of 151 of the par

ticipants; 11 U.S. technicians were interviewed concern

ing their opinions of 58 of the participants. The super

visors and technicians were also asked questions regard

ing their own views of the Participant Training Program 

and how it could be improved. The interviewing was carried 

out by Jamaican nationals. The tabulating was done by Re

search Tabulating Corporation, and the analysis was made 

by Rome Arnold and Company, both of which are independent 

market and opinion research companies based in the United
 

States.
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III
 

THE PARTICIPANTS AND PARTICIPANT UTILIZATION
 
OF TRAINING: GENERAL FINDINGS
 

This chapter will describe the population of parti

cipants taking part in the Jamaica-US/AID programs of 

training, in full realization that demographic statistics 

will not be enough to bring the participants into adequate
 

focus. Secondly, the more obvious findings on partici

pant utilization of training will be presented,and it will 

be seen that these are primarily favorable. Finally, the 

basis of the analyses that are to follow in later chapters 

will be briefly indicated. 

THE PARTICIPANT GROUP 

The participants do not exist as a meaningfully re

lated group except in the analytical framework of this re

port. It is closer to the truth to point out that the
 

participants' training programs began in a number of dif

ferent years, that the participants themselves varied
 

widely in age, occupation, and position, and that the pro

grams themselves were of many kinds and of varying duration. 

In these analyses it is important to look for the simpler 

generalization that will necessarily overlook both the past 
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difficulties of the single participant and the diversity
 

of participant characteristics. It is to be hoped that
 

such generalizations will somehow have the effect of reduc

ing difficulties for the single participant of the future.
 

The participants took part in training programs pri

marily in the years from 1955 through 1962. Only one left
 

for training earlier than 1955 and, of course, training
 

programs are currently in progress in 1962, but virtually
 

all of the findings come from those people who were selec

ted for training after 1955 and prior to 1962. The distri

bution ,f programs by year of departure shown in Table 1
 

indicates that the largest number left for training in 1960.
 

TABLE 1
 

Departure Dates for 
rraining Programs Participants 

Number % 
Year 

1962 - 

1961 17 9.0
 
1960 55 29.1
 

1959 28 14.8 
1958 33 17.5 
1957 26 13.7 
1956 13 6.9 
1955 16 8.5 
1954 - -
1953 1 O.5 
1952 - -

Total 189 100.0
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At the time of selection for training the majority of
 

the participants lived in the Kingston area (58%). Somewhat
 

less than a fifth of them came from provincial cities (18%),
 

and almost a fourth from smaller towns, villages, or rural
 

places (24%). It will be seen later in the report that this
 

distribution changed by the time that the interviews were 

held after training. 

Almost all of the participants were employed in the 

Jamaican government at the time of selection (94%). Only 

5% were in private business. Fields of training were also 

unevenly distributed, as Table 2 indicates. The selection 

emphasis has been heavily in agricultural and natural re

source fields of specialization. 

TABLE 2 

Training Field of Activity 
Participants 
Number % 

Agriculture and Natural Resources 83 43.9 

Health and Sanitation 33 17.5 

Education 31 16.4 

Public Administration 25 13.2 

Industry 14 7.4 

General and Miscellaneous 3 1.6
 

Total 189 100.0
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The ages of participants, the time they had spent in
 

their fields of specialization at the time of selection,
 

and their occupational positions are closely related and 

of undoubted importance in any analysis of training effec

tiveness. The advanced median age of the Jamaican parti

cipants (41.8 years) makes it clearly evident that the 

youth of the participant was not the principal criterion 

in selecting people for training. Table 3 also provides 

the surprising information that the largest group was that
 

between 45-49 years of age. It may be noted, at the other
 

extreme, that only some 11% of the participants were under
 

30 years of age.
 

TABLE 3
 

Age in Years at Time of 
Departure for Training
 

Participants
 
Number % 

Under 25 years 4 2.1 
25 - 29 16 8.5 
30 - 34 27 14.2 
35 - 39 34 18.0 
40 - 44 37 19.6 
45 - 49 47 24.9 
50 - 54 20 10.6 
55 years and older 3 1.6 

Not ascertained 1 0.5 

Total 189 100.0
 

(Median Age: 41.8 years) 
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The participants were not only older than is usual,
 

they had also spent more time in their particular fields of
 

specialization. While it is not possible to calculate the
 

median time spent in the field of interest, it could be
 

extrapolated as something near 11 years (it is undoubtedly
 

more than 10 years whatever the proper extrapolation).
 

TABLE 4
 

Total Time in Field of
 
Specialization at Time
 
of Selection Participants
 

Number % 

None 1 0.5 

Less than 1 year 1 0.5 

1 to just under 2 years 4 2.1 

2 to just under 5 years 39 20.6 

5 to just under 10 years 41 21.7 

10 years or more 102 54.0
 

Not ascertained 1 0.5
 

Total 189 100.0*
 

(Estimated Median Time: 11 years)
 

*Percentages have been rounded,
 

This older and highly experienced group of people also
 

had a wide variety of occupational positions within it.
 

Better than 5% were in high-level administration even before
 

training, and almost 40% were administrative personnel at one
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level or other. The remaining large group was that in pro

fessional and sub-professional occupations (53%). This
 

balancing of administrative against professional (or tech

nical), the inclusion of higher level administrators, and
 

the previously noted fact that many people had long experi

ence in their fields, would appear to have increased con

siderably the likelihood that training wculd be utilized. 

It may reasonably be expected that the implementation of 

plans and the development of ideas would be encouraged 

through having included a broader representation of the 

government itself. 

It is said with much pragmatic wisdom that it is dif

ficult to teach the old, yet training as such is merely
 

part of the problem in programs of this kind. Jamaica's
 

solution (broad age, experience, and occupation distribu

tions) may be one valid answer to the problem of fast and
 

efficient cross-cultural influence in the economic develop

ment of nations. It would be more difficult, perhaps, to
 

justify the inclusion of only 11% in the under-30 ages.
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TABLE 5 

Fields of Specialization 
for Individual Participants 
at Time of Selection Participants 

Number % 

Subordinate Management, Program and 
Administrative Officials - Line 
or Staff 63 33.3 

Sub-Professional Occupations -
Operating and Research and Devel
opment 56 29.6 

Professional Occupations - Operating 
and Research and Development (other 
than program and administrative 
officials and engineers) 45 23.8 

Supervisors, Inspectors,
Operations or Shop 

Foremen -
9 4.8 

Top Policy Makers, Executives and 
Administrators National Level 
and/or National Impact 5 2.6 

Policy Makers, Executives and Admin
istrators -- Second Level and/or
Non-National Impact 5 2.6 

Artisans, Craftsmen 3 1.6 

Engineers, Professional - Operatinig 
and Research and Development (other 
than program and administrative 
officials) 1 0.5 

Occupations not elsewhere classified 2 1.1 

Total 189 100.0* 

*Percentages have been rounded. 
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The varied nature of the participant demography is
 

found also in the extent of formal education. While the
 

median number of years of education is 11.4, the range ex

tends from 7 through 23 years. This fact alone would lead
 

to the expectation that the training needs of participants
 

would be varied. Table 6 presents the distribution of
 

years of formal education.
 

TABLE 6
 

Total Years of
 
Education at Time
 
of Selection 


25 years 

24 

23 

22 

21 

20 


19 

18 

17 

16 

15 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 


09 

08 

07 

Participants
 
Number % 

- -
- -

1 0.5 
1 0.5 
- -

1 0.5 

2 1.1 
1 0.5 
7 3.7 
7 3.7 

15 7.9 
17 9.0 
23 12.2 
31 16.4 
38 20.1 
20 10.6 

18 9.5 

6 3.2 
1 0.5 

Total 189 100.0*
 

(Median Years of Education: 11.4)
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
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In addition to the differences in the number of years of
 

education, it is also true that the kinds of higher educa

tion differed. While some 18% had attended a university,
 

slightly over 60% had attended various kinds of special
 

schools. These were principally agricultural training
 

schools, trade or technical schools, schools in public
 

health, sanitation or medicine, and "normal" or teacher
 

training schools. Approximately 12% of the participants
 

had received a university degree prior to their training
 

programs. There were seven participants with Master's de

grees, one medical doctoratei and one doctorate in veteri

nary medicine. The remainder (14) held Bachelor of Arts
 

or Bachelor of Science degrees.
 

Finally, to round out this general description of the
 

participants before training, it can be reported without
 

comment that 80% were married, and the large majority (90%)
 

of the participants were male.
 

PARTICTPANT UTILIZATION: GENERAL FINDINGS
 

There is a sense in which any "evaluation" of programs
 

such as these is disturbingly presumptuous. To determine
 

the "value" of these programs is essentially to judge that
 

a few present findings have significance for the future of
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Jamaica. There is the necessity, therefore, of predicting
 

future behavior from present observations. It must be as

sumed, further, that the placing of a high value on present
 

behavior not only pretends to predict the behavior of par

ticipants in the programs, but that it also in one way or
 

another assumes knowledge of the particular objectives of
 

the State itself at that future time.
 

Clearly such a burden is too great for present social
 

science. It will be realistic enough at this reporting to
 

make few judgments, and preferably none, about Jamaica's
 

long-term development. What is available for analysis is
 

the reported recent behavior of various Jamaican citizens.
 

Given the situational tensions that develop when a citizen
 

is asked if, in his current government position, he is
 

using training that was government sponsored, it will be
 

fortunate if his answers can be related, even, to Jamaica's
 

short-run future. It should be kept in mind that the fact
 

that there is great need for long-term answers does not in

crease the present ability to provide them. The analysis,
 

therefore, will attempt to summarize and to clarify present
 

data. It will be left to the reader to read the future.
 

Certain questions were asked with the intention of
 

making general evaluations of the programs of training. In
 

general it was assumed, whatever the long-run usefulness
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might turn out to be, that there were certain rather clear
 

and obvious criteria of immediate usefulness. One of these
 

involved the participant's employment. If he had been un

employed since training, this would seem to indicate that
 

his training had not been of optimal benefit. A second
 

question inquired into the participant's use of specific
 

training material or knowledge on his job. A third issue
 

was participant communication of information to others.
 

Finally, it was judged to be important whether or not the
 

participants had plans to use their training at some future 

time. All of these questions were of obvious relevance to 

this attempt to evaluate the worth of the training to Jamaica.
 

In addition to these various questions, each of which
 

carried a reasonable face-validity, it was felt that more
 

than one opinion ought to be gathered. While the participant
 

might be willing to say that his training had been valuable,
 

would it also be true that his supervisor would say so?
 

'ould the US/AID technician be willing to concur? Asking
 

these several sources about participant training utilization 

would assist, it was assumed, in understanding the situation 

as it really existed. The reader should be aware, however, 

that in some respects these three sources of opinion were 

not ideally independent. It is worth noting, for example, 

that many supervisors evaluated participants that they had 
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themselves selected for training, and it was also true 

that many supervisors had themselves been participants.
 

While US/AID technicians were in a somewhat more independ

ent position, they knew only some of the participants and
 

could evaluate, therefore, only a part of the total popu

lation of ICA-AID trainees.
 

When the participants were asked how much of their
 

training was being used in their current jobs, their re

sponse was clearly favorable:
 

TABLE 7
 

Would you say you have used 
practically none, only a 
little, some, quite a bit,
 
or almost everything? Participants
 

Number %
 

Practically none, none 12 6.4
 
Only a little 20 10.7
 
Some 52 27.8
 
Quite a bit 69 36.9
 
Almost everything, everything 34 18.2
 
Don't know or don't remember - -

Not ascertained - -


Total 187 100.0
 

Only 17% or the participants claimed that they ha! used
 

none or only a little training in their current jobs. 

The supervisors were asked to indicate whether or
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not the participant's training had been suitable for his
 

usefulness to the organization. Approximately 86% of the
 

151 participants who were so evaluated were given a posi

tive rating. Only 7% of the participants who were evalu

ated were given negative ratings (i.e., the training had
 

been in some way deficient). While US/AID technicians
 

were able to judge a smaller number of participants (58),
 

they reported that 40 of these had received training
 

making a major contribution to his ability to perform his
 

job well. The technicians judged that the training of an
 

additional 11 participants had made a minor contribution.
 

The question related to the employment or unemploy

ment of the participants requires very little notice,
 

since 98% of the trainees stated that they had been employed 

steadily since their training periods. This fact is of 

minor interest at best, perhaps, because it may be assumed 

that in this short-term analysis that general economic
 

conditions carried much greater weight in employment or the
 

lack of it than the fact of training under ICA/AID.
 

So far, we have been di-scussing ditc.t effects that 

training might have had. It is of additional interest to 

notice any -indiectoutcome of training. With this con

ception in mind a question was asked of the participants 
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that was intended to determine the extent to which they
 

had communicated training information or skills to others
 

since their return. The response was strongly (84%) to
 

the effect that they had transmitted information to others.
 

The remaining 16% stated that they had transmitted none
 

or only a little.
 

TABLE 8
 

About how much of that 
training have you been 
able to transmit to 
other people? Participants 

Number % 

Practically none, none 9 4.8 
Only a little 21 11.0 
Some 73 38.6 
Quite a bit 64 33.8 
Almost everything, everything 22 11.6 

Total 189 100.0* 

*Percentages have been rounded. 

The supervisors were in essential agreement with the parti

cipants on this question, saying that 89% of the partici

pants who were well known to the supervisorc had transmitted 

their skills and knowledge to others. 

The participants and their supervisors were also in
 

general agreement on the ways in which such transmission of
 

36
 



training had occurred. The principal mentioned ways were:
 

1) formal teaching, lectures, seminars, broadcasts on
 

radio, and film showing, 2) informal job discussions, 3)
 

supervision, guidance or direction of other workers, sub

ordinates or employees, and 4) reports given in meetings.
 

Some depth may be added to this listing by stating the ob

tained response of the supervisors to the question: "Since
 

(participant) has been back from his training program, have
 

you discussed with him the things he studied on his pro

gram?" Almost 86% of the participants who were commented 

on by supervisors were described as having contributed such 

discussion. 

It appears that the supervisors have responded favor

ably to questions on the use and transmission of training, 

but the obvious next question concerns the degree to which 

the participants felt that the supervisors had provided a 

proper climate for utilization. Fortunately most of the 

participants were also pleased with the situation, although 

the extent of agreement is somewhat less than that expressed 

by the supervisors. Thus it turns out that 76% of those 

participants who had a supervisor said that their supervi

sor was either "very" or "somewhat" helpful. Since some 

supervisors had themselves been trained under the general 

program, an analysis was made of the responses given by 
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participants whose supervisors had not been trained under
 

the program. These responses appear to be less favorable.
 

Some 66% of these participants were willing to describe
 

their supervisors as very or somewhat helpful. This re

duction in the number of allegedly helpful supervisors is
 

paralleled by an increase in the number of supervisors
 

judged to have been neither helpful nor unhelpful. While
 

this finding will be discussed under the heading of Utili

zation in a later chapter, it may be worth noting at this
 

point that it is reasonable to expect that supervisor train

ing, apart from developing the supervisor's own competence,
 

would lead supervisors to create the conditions under which
 

their participant subordinates might better use such train

ing as they had received. 

Finally, it will be of some significance to consider
 

certain judgments that supervisors and technicians made
 

about the program in general. Supervisors were asked to 

indi.cate the importance of the training programs as qualify

ing the participants for their present jobs. Table 9 pre

sents the response frequencies, and it should be pointed
 

out that almost 76% of the participants who were evaluated 

were judged as having had training programs that were
 

either "essential" or "very important" as qualification for
 

their present jobs.
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TABLE 9
 

As a qualification for his present job, i,w important
 
was (participant's) training program -- essential,
 
very important, helpful but not very important, not
 
useful, or would he have been better off without it?
 

Participants
 

Number %
 

Essential 45 29.8
 

Very important 69 45.7
 

Helpful but not very important 31 20.5
 

Not useful 2 1.3
 

Better off without it 1 0.7
 

Don't know or don't remember 3 2.0
 

Total 151 100.0
 

A further judgment made by supervisors was intended
 

to indicate whether or not the various training programs
 

had been "worth the cost and difficulty (they) caused your
 

organization". The majority (88%) of the participants
 

were judged to have had programs that were worth the cost 

and trouble, and somewhat less than 5% were rated nega

tively.
 

The technicians were asked a number of questions about
 

specific participants ("W'ere his educational qualifications
 

satisfactory for his program? Did the program meet his needs?
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Etc."). ithout going into a detailed account of these
 

responses it can be stated that some 80 to 90% of the par

ticipants evaluated by the technicians were given favor

able ratings in response to these various questions. The
 

technicians were certainly as favorable in reaction as the
 

supervisors have appeared to be.
 

These generally positive responses by the partici

pants, the supervisors of participants, and the US/AID
 

technicians are perhaps evidence enough that the programs
 

in general have performed a useful role in Jamaican life.
 

While this point of view is certainly worth reporting, it
 

should also be emphasized that it is a point of view having
 

essentially limited value. The limitation exists because
 

there is nothing in the general evaluative information just
 

given that can enable us to sense specific program weak

nesses and strengths. Since there is little reason to as

sume in principle that programs such as these are ever
 

ideally conceived and executed, it ought to be expected that
 

an evaluative study such as this one will help in program
 

improvement. The remainder of the report will deal with
 

the problem of program strengths and weaknesses, therefore,
 

and will in this way attempt to provide findings that are
 

operationally more useful than the assertions of general
 

satisfaction so far discussed.
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UTILIZATION GROUPS AND UTILIZATION SCORES
 

The four questions of major significance in the deter

mination of participant use of training are those already 

discussed, covering: 1) employment or unemployment since 

training, 2) actual use of knowledge or skills on the job, 

3) transmission of information to others, and 4) the extent 

of the participants' plans to use their training, whether 

they had already done so or not. 

As has been stated, the mere tabulation of positive 

or favorable responses to these questions is not enough to 

isolate program strong points and weaknesses. There is, 

fortunately, another means of analysis that will assist 

considerably in drawing inferences about the programs. 

This analysis involves, briefly, three principal steps. 

The responses to the four questions are assigned scores 

(based on judges' estimates of importance as measures of 

utilization) and are combined into a total utilization 

score. The second step is to separate the participants 

into three groups representing, on the basis of their total 

scores, high, middle and low utilization. The third opera

tion is to cross tabulate two of these groups, the HIGHS 

and the LOWS, against their responses to other questions. 

it is then presumed that any question or series of questions 
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that seems to be answered differently by the HIGHS and
 

LOWS is, or may be, related to the amount of utilization.
 

The manner in which this is done, and the meaning 

that it may have, wili become clear in the following chap

ters. It will be sufficient for the moment to state that
 

in the present report the HIGH and LOW groups consist of
 

52 participants each, and it is these two groups that will
 

sustain most of the remaining analyses.
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IV
 

PRE-SELECTION CHARACTERISTICS AND THE
 
SELECTION PROCESS
 

In this chapter the HIGH utilizers and the LOW util

izers will be compared on a number of demographic charac

teristics, and the relation of this utilization grouping
 

to certain pre-training job characteristics will be ex

amined. Generally, the situation as it existed at the time
 

that the participant was selected to be trained under the 

ICA/AID program will be considered. 

PRE-SELECTION CHARACTERISTICS: 
HIGH AND LOW UTILIZERS 

It will be recalled that Jamaican participants were 

not young as training groups go, the median age being near

ly 42 years. The comparison of HIGHS and LOWS (Table 10) 

uncovers the fact that while the HIGHS were slightly older 

than the median, the LOWS were, on the average, several 

years younger. This hardly means that low utilizers were 

less educable than high utilizers, but its full signifi

cance will be discussed in later chapters when more re

lated facts have been reported.
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TABLE 10
 

Age at Time of
 
Departure
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Under 25 years I
 
25 - 29 8 
30 - 34 10 7 
35 - 39 7 12 
40 - 44 12 10 
45 - 49 9 15 
50 - 54 4 5 
55 years 

and older - -
Not Ascertained 1 

Total 52 52
 

As might be expected, a correlated finding is that
 

the HIGHS had spent somewhat more time in their fields of 

specialization (at selection time) than the over-all aver

age, their median time being more than eleven years. The 

LONS, on the other hand, had spent less than ten years in
 

their fields of activity.
 

The older, more experienced HIGHS were also in posi

tions in which they supervised more people (18-19). The 

LOIVS' median number of people supervised was approximately 

fifteen. It cannot be said that the LO'W'S were in positions 

of low responsibility, but rathe, that HIGHS had somewhat 

more direct supervisory responsibility. Since more job re

sponsibility often leads to less supervision of people 
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(greater necessity of dealing with ideas, policies, etc.) 

a comparison has been made in Table 11 of the occupational 

distributions of HIGHS and LOWS at the time of selection. 

The differences are not extrcmc, yet it may be worth noting 

that the LOWS had more members in the first three (essen

tially managerial) occupational classifications than did
 

the HIGHS,
 

TABLE 11
 

Occupation at Time of Selection 
Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Top Policy Makers, Executives and
 
Administrators National Level
 
and/or National Impact - 1 

Policy 'akers, Executives and Ad
ministrators -- Second Level 
and/or Non-National Impact 1 -

Subordinate Management, Program
and Administrative Officials -

Line or Staff 
 17 14
 

Professional Occupations - Oper
ating and Research and Develop
ment (other than program and
 
administrative officials and 
engineers) 
 16 16
 

Sub.-Professional Occupations 
-
Operating and Research and
 
Development 
 14 15
 

Supervisors, Insectors, Fore
men - Operations or Shop 
 3 4
 

Artisans, Craftsmen 
 1 2 

Total 52 
 52
 

One might expect that more experience in formal
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education is related to high and low utilization. It turns 

out that in most respects there is no obviously significant 

difference in such experience between HIGHS and LOWS. The 

median number of years of formal education of the two groups 

differs very little, although the LOWS had spent slightly
 

less time (HIGHS: 11.3 years; LOWS: 11.1 years). Nor do
 

the two groups differ in the frequency with which they had 

attended special schools ("normal" schools, trade schools, 

agricultural schools, etc.) 

There is one educational difference between the groups, 

however. Approximately 18% of the total participants had 

attended a university Drior to their training programs, yet 

as Table 12 indicates the HIGHS had (lone so with somewhat 

greater frequency, and the LOWS with considerably less, than 

might have been expected. 

TABLE 12
 

Attendance at University 
Prior to Training
 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 4 11
 

No 48 41
 

Total 52 
 52
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THE SELECTION PROCESS:
 
HIGH AND LOW UTILIZERS
 

While it would be most useful to have a great deal of 

detailed information on the selection process itself, it
 

will be possible to examine the process only briefly.
 

There are two issues that are of major interest. The first
 

concerns the extent to which participants were selected or
 

invited, or, on the other hand, made application themselves.
 

The second concerns who it was that selected those parti

cipants who did not make application and who did not, there

fore, initiate the selection procedure themselves. 

Only 7% of the total participant group made applica

tion, or initiated the selection process themselves. The 

HIGH and LOW groups do not differ. When the facts are ex

amined concerning who it was making the selection, however, 

a difference does appear. In general, 47% of the partici

pants were selected by their supervisor, but when only the 

HIGH and LOW groups are analyzed, it appears that the LOWS 

were much more often chosen by supervisors than the over-all 

percentage would predict, whereas the HIGHS were so chosen
 

with about the expected frequency.
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TABLE 13
 

Who Selected Participant 
for ICA Training? 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Supervisor 31 
 23
 

ICA/USOM Personnel 2 6 

Ministry or Other Home
 
Government Officia! 15 20 

Employer 1
 

Other 2 

Don't Know - 3
 

Not Ascertained 1 -

Total 52 52
 

S U4NIMARY 

So much for the information that is available on the
 

selection process as a whole. It is not much, nor does it 

seem to lead in any compelling way to suggestions for pro

gram improvement. Yet before the information is dismissed
 

as non-useful, or at least as not capable of discriminating
 

between those who claimed better utilization of training
 

from those who did not, it is necessary to point out that
 

there is at least one thread of consistency in what has been
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described. The LOWS were somewhat younger (not signifi

cant in itself), were slightly less well educated (length 

of formal schooling), had less people to supervise, and 

were more often chosen by their supervisors rather than 

some other governmental official. Their positions were 

as advanced, on the average, as the HIGHS. This collec

tion of findings cannot lead to a firm judgment about se

lection differences between HIGHS and LOWS, yet it can 

quite justifiably suggest that selection processes may 

have differed. This difference may have been that high 

utilizers were recognized (not always, but more frequently) 

at the time of selection as being of more potential use to 

the Jamaican government. Even though this were true it 

should not be expected that selection alone would explain 

differences in utilization. The selection processes for 

any given participant are undoubtedly correlated with his
 

preparation for training, a subject that is considered in
 

detail in the following chapter.
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V 

THE TRAINING PREPARATION PERIOD
 

It is usual, perhaps, to think of the major problems 

in the administration of a training program to be selec

tion and the training itself. These are the concrete, 

easily defined, activities. It is hard to imagine that 

training is not something to be ingested, like food, and 

that the digestive and body-building functions will occur 

quite naturally afterward. We may forget that preparation 

of the food and preparation of the state of mind for the 

eating of it are both generally thought to be important. 

In terms of modern marketing, the consumer and the product 

must be prepared for each other. 

In this chapter, therefore, the initial section will 

be concerned with various participant needs during the 

period of preparation for training; and the remainder will 

deal with participant program findings.
 

PREPARATION PERIOD NEEDS 

Training preparation, in its most effective sense, 

must involve learning. It will ideally change the partici

pant-to-be such that he is: 1) more efficiently trained, 
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and 2) more efficiently capable of applying his training 

afterward. In order for preparation procedures to pretend 

to achieve such effects,there are at least three classes 

of participant needs that will have to be met.
 

The first preparation need, speaking from the view

point of the participant, is to understand his employer's
 

(private or governmental) reasons for training him. These
 

training objectives ought to be known and understood. It
 

is through this understanding that the participant develops
 

criteria or yardsticks against which he can later evaluate 

his own behavior during the training period as such.
 

The second preparation need, once the participant is 

aware of his employer's objectives in training, is that he 

develop his own goals viz a ti training and its utiliza

tion. Obviously,these should be consistent with the ob

jectives of his employer, and it is the relating of personal 

goals and outside demands that is perhaps the critical func

tion of proper follow-up procedures being effectively used 

before the participant departs for training. Unfortunately,
 

it is usually not enough to be informed that something is 

expected of us. These expectations must somehow be fitted
 

into myriad other expectations from other sources. This
 

cannot happen, it seems clear enough, quickly. It is
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doubtful that any particular follow-up session intended 

to clarify training objectives, even though it might be a
 

valuable and necessary session, could be expected to ac

complish such an adjustment. It is for this reason that
 

it is useful to emphasize the training preparation pekiod
 

as not merely a time existing between selection and train

ing. It is rather a period of time that should be of
 

some length, and it should be treated as requiring many 

salient interactions of participant and employer if the
 

participant is to be allowed to set progressively personal
 

goals and values that are consistent with those of the em

ployer.
 

The third preparation need seems almost trivial by
 

comparison, although it is the one most commonly associated
 

with the concept of orientation. It is the teaching of
 

cultural mores and values, and societal practices and in

stitutions in the foreign country in which training is to
 

occur . 

The reason for applying the term "trivial" to this 

third need is not that it is unimportant to become cul

turally adjusted, but rather that people who are thrown 

into a strange cultural environment are virtually forced
 

to learn its ways, whereas the first two preparation needs
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are not matters of such forced adjustment. One of the ne

cessary cultural adjustments involves language, and it is
 

certainly true that language difficulty can go a long way
 

toward preventing learning during the training period.
 

In the Jamaicans' case it is fortunate, since English was
 

the principal language of training, that language adjust

ments were not basic for the great majority of the partici

pants.
 

PREPARATION PERIOD FINDINGS
 

The first finding that is of interest in the broad
 

training preparation context that we have outlined indicates
 

that the preparation period (i.e., the period between selec

tion and training) might have been longer for many of the
 

participants. Almost half of them (49%) claimed during
 

the interviews that no one at their places of employment
 

gave them information about their programs when these pro

grams were being planned. While somewhat more IIIGHS said 

that they were given information than did LOWS, the differ

ence is not large enough to be considered, by itself, of 

significance. 

The kind of information supplied to the participants
 

is reported in Table 14. It will be noticed that the LOWS
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were more inclined to state that they had received infor

mation in general, without being specific. It is of pro

bable significance in terms of the differences between
 

high and low utilizers already noted in the previous chap

ter that mcre HIGHS were informed about subject matter and 

about their post-training jobs. Both of these areas of 

information are clearly related to training-receptiveness
 

and, ultimately, to utilization.
 

TABLE 14
 

Things Learned About
 
Program During Training
 
Preparation Period Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Information in 

Administrative 
of program 

general 

aspects 

10 

2 

1 

2 

Administrative 
of government 

role 
- 1 

Subject matter 
of training 

aspects 
16 24 

Participant's post 
training job 1 5 

Cultural, social, etc. 1 2 

Other - 1 

Not Ascertained - 3 

Not informed 25 23 

Total 52* 52*
 

*Total number of responses may exceed number of respond
ing participants because of multiple answers. 
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Having found that about half of the participants had
 

been given information about their programs by their em

ployers, it is not surprising to find also that less than
 

half of them were "well satisfied" with their programs be

fore going abroad. A large group (42%) said that they
 

either could not remember how satisfied they were or they
 

did not know enough about the programs to feel one way or
 

another about them. Table 15 shows that the HIGHS expressed
 

satisfaction with considerably greater frequency than did
 

the LOWS.
 

TABLE 15
 

Satisfaction, of Participants 
with Programs Prior to Leaving
 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

Well satisfied 19 28 

Not very well 
satisfied 8 7 

Don't know 25 17 

Total 52 52
 

Pressing this area of inquiry farther, it is natural
 

to ask if the participants had the opportunity to take part
 

in planning their programs, The answer is that this oppor

tunity was not particularly frequent, since only 43% said
 

so. Furthermore, when those who did not take part in
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planning were asked if such participation would have helped
 

their programs, 68% said "Yes". Adding significance to
 

these facts is the additional one that considerably more 

of the HIGHS stated that they had taken part in program 

planning. 

TABLE 16
 

Did You Plan Your Program?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 17 28
 

No 35 24
 

Total 52 52 

It is perhaps reasonably assumed that the relative
 

prevalence of participant program planning among the HIGHS
 

would have been associated with increased notiraf- personal
 

contact with people influential in program design. (These
 

people may have been of greater or lesser influence in the
 

Jamaican government: such a distinction is not relevant in
 

the present analysis or in the conception of preparation
 

expressed in this report.) This assumption is supported
 

in Tab1 ! 17. 
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TABLE 17
 

How Important Were 
Personal Contacts in 
Deciding You Would Go?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Very important 17 28 

Not very important 32 23 

Don't know 3 1 

Total 52 52
 

Considering various particulars of the programs, the
 

participants were asked about kinds of information that
 

should have been available prior to their training. In
 

general there was satisfaction expressed about received in

formation on the location of training, the time of depar

ture, and the length of training. Somewhat less approval
 

was given to the amount of information supplied on admin

istrative details and the relations of the work-groups to
 

the participant, yet only (approximately) a fourth of the
 

participants found dissatisfaction in these areas. The
 

knowledge alleged to have been most needed had to do with
 

subject matter, and the level of training. (As has been
 

seen, it was also the case that very few in either the HIGH
 

or the LOW groups were informed about the relation of
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training to their post-training jobs.)
 

On the whole there were relatively few participants 

who found that they suffered from a deficiency in knowl

edge about customs and social practices (the percentages 

of malcontents varied from 12 to 16 depending on the ques

tion being asked). Generally, more of the HIGHS claimed 

to have been well enough informed. The largest differ

ence between the HIGHS and LOWS occurred in the answers to 

a question on the adequacy of information on religious 

practices (the HIGHS more often stated that they were 

well informed before training) in the country of training. 

Whether this response was obtained because the HIGHS were 

better informed or because the LOWS felt more strongly that 

they needed knowledge of religious practices is a question 

that this report will not be able to resolve. The areas 

covered by the questions included the use of public facil

ities, restaurants, etc., the use of idioms and colloquial 

speech, religious practices, the use of money, and manners 

and customs generally. 

The last event of the training preparation period 

was, for many of the participants, the pre-departure orien

tation session about the country of training. These 

meetings were either formally scheduled sessions or infor

mal meetings with personnel of the USOM Training Office. 
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In total, 76% attended such sessions, and of those virtu

ally all (92%) felt that they were "valuable". When the
 

participants were asked if they felt that these sessions
 

needed improvement, however, they responded with consider

able critical fluency, only 43% saying that no improvement 

was needed. The HIGHS were more apt to be satisfied than 

were the LOWS, yet this is more due to a lower than ex

pected number of LOWS than it is to exceptional HIGH satis

faction. The principal complaints voiced against the pre

paration sessions as they were experienced by the partici

pants were: 1) the session should have been shorter, 2) 

more information about the country of training should have 

been included, and 3) there should have been opportunity 

to meet people of the country of training. 

SUMMARY 

In summary, considering training preparation as a 

whole, it has appeared that there are definite indications
 

that the process of preparation was not treated in the way 

that the initial outline of this chapter has suggested. 

More specifically it has appeared that preparation prac

tices varied, such that some participants were adequately 

prepared and others were not. The fact that such variation 

occurred would seem to indicate that policy and the relevant 

59
 



procedures for implementation were insufficiently formu

lated. This state of affairs, if it did so exist in fact,
 

is at least understandable: few institutions have ever
 

paid sufficient attention to preparation, in the sense
 

in which it has been defined in this discussion, as a
 

basic element in the learning process. But it is the pur

pose of the discussion to suggest areas for improvement
 

rather than to seek out criticism, and in this spirit it
 

is suggested that greater emphasis on training preparation
 

as a process of adjustment that is basic to learning and 

to utilization of knowledge is needed.
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VI
 

THE PERIOD OF PARTICIPANT TRAINING
 

In a strict sense, the period of training is the time 

spent by participants between the initial orientation
 

session on foreign soil , and either the terminal seminar 

in communication or the beginning of the trip home, which

ever is applicable. The final communication seminars are 

more properly classified as a part of the utilization ef

fort and will be considered, therefore, in the following
 

chapter.
 

COUNTRIES OF TRAINING; PROGRAM DURATION
 

By far the largest number of Jamaican citizens re

ceived their training in a single country (85%). An addi

tional 12% were trained in two countries, but very few went 

to three. The countries other than the primary one are per

haps of slight interest in any event since the median time
 

spent in these was far less than it was in the first country
 

of training. While the total training time (median) was
 

slightly more tha% five months, the median time for the pri

mary country was almost as great (4.7 months). The twelve
 

percent of the trainees who went to a second country spent,
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on the average, only 3.5 weeks there; and the median peri

od in the third country was merely something, less than two
 

weeks.
 

The important concern of this chapter, then, is with
 

first-country training. The principal country was the 

United States (71% were trained there). The principal 

other primary country was Puerto Rico, in which 21% re

ceived training. It may be noted that such difficulties 

as the participants had with cultural adjustment (language, 

customs, etc.) appear to have been centered in countries in
 

which English was not the common language.
 

A finding for which explanation will not be attempted
 

is that the IIGIS spent somewhat less time (median) in
 

total training than did the LOWS. The difference is not
 

great, yet it may be of significance in relation to selec

tion processes, participant background, and employment posi

tion.
 

PROGRAM PLANNING IN THE COUNTRY OF TRAINING
 

It is a fact of minor interest at the moment that less
 

than half (40%) of the participants reported that their pro

grams were arranged in complete detail at the time of arri

val in the primary country of training. About 12% stated
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that their programs had not been set UD at all. Complete 

and detailed program organization, of course, is not neces

sarily desirable. That is, if such careful arranging were
 

to have the effect of reducing the adaptability of train

ing procedures to the particular person and the particular
 

personality then it would seem to be inefficient. If, on
 

the other hand, the lack of detail means that there was con

fusion about the needs of the participant in relation to
 

his post-training contributions to Jamaica, then it is a
 

very important finding indeed. It is perhaps better left
 

to the reader to make judgments within his experience. 'lore 

LOWS than HIGHS stated that their programs were not set up 

in complete detail, and this is consistent with the pre

viously reported finding that the HIGHS had spent more time 

in discussion and planning prior to departure. 

TYPES OF TRAINING
 

There were a variety of types of training: university, 

observation tour, on-the-job, and membership in special
 

groups either on campus or off campus. MIost participants
 

spent time in several of these types. Participation in a
 

particular type does not generally discriminate HIGHS from
 

LOWS, and therefore does not appear to be related to later
 

utilization as it has been measured.
 

63
 



The frequency of attendance for these types of train

ing varied from 87% for the observation tourso to 39% for
 

membership in a special group not at a university. As
 

an exception to the statement above that HIGHS and LOWS
 

are not discriminated, it should be pointed out that fewer
 

HIGHS than should have been expected from the over-all per

centage were occupied in a special non-university group.
 

It was also true that the time in such activity spent by
 

LOWS was greater than it was for HIGHS (median LOW: 5-6 

weeks; median ilGil: 3-4 weeks). Table 18 presents in com

pact form the difference in combinations of types of train

ing between HIGHS and LOWS. (Note that a plus sign indi

cates that more HIGHS than LOWS participated in such a 

combination, and a minus sign indicates the opposite case.) 

TABLE 18 

Combinations of Training Experiences Expressed as 
Differences in Frequencies: HIGHS minus LOWS 

Observation Tours No Observation Tours 
On-The- No On-The- On-The- No On-The-
Job Tr., Job Tr. Job Tr. Job Tr. Total 

Univ. Special 
Train- Group -I -3 0 0 -4 
ing No Spec. 

Group +2 +5 -3 +2 +6 

No Special 
Univ. Group +2 -4 0 -1 -3 
Train-
in a 

No Spec. 
+2 -1 0 0 +1 

Total +5 -3 -3 +1
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The most frequent combinations were, clearly, observation
 

tours and on-the-job training, and, university training
 

not as a member of a special group. The single most com

mon combination was observation tours and university
 

training.
 

UNIVERSITY TRAINING
 

There were more Jamaicans than has been the case in 

some countries in which AID has participated who received 

some form or other of university training. For this. reason,
 

a number of ordinarily less significant facts on university
 

training will be examined. Taking the participant group as
 

a whole, approximately 69% spent some time at a university, 

with a median time there of 3.3 months. Only 14% of these 

were in attendance as regular students and these spent 5.6 

months on the average. Forty-six percent attended as spe

cial students, with somewhat less median time involved
 

(4.4 months). An overlapping group consisted of those who
 

attended universities as members of a special group program
 

(48%), the median duration of stay being slightly over two 

months.
 

Of those who spent time at universities, the large 

majority attended only one (79%). However, some 5% re

ported that they had trained in as many as four universities. 
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Looking only at the university in which most time was spent, 

it turns out that the median time for that school is 3.1 

months, from which it must be concluded that those who tra

veled to several universities must have had rather brief 

stays in one or more of them. 

It is of interest to describe the kinds of awards, or 

certifications received by the participants, and to note 

briefly how the trainees felt about this aspect of univer

sity training. Considering only those students who were 

classified as regular or special, and excluding those who 

were members of special group programs, it appears that 

only nine of the seventy-three so classified received a
 

university degree. A much larger number (42) claimed that
 

they received nothing, i.e., no degree or certificate of 

any kind while on foreign soil. Even though very few were 

granted degrees, eight of the nine who did receive one felt 

that the degree would help their careers. Of those who did 

not receive a degree virtually all (59 out of 64) thought 

that a degree would have helped their careers. The reasons 

for this feeling, as might be expected, were principally 

that a degree would have led to: 1) advance7,ciit, 2) status 

and prestige, and 3) increased knowledge and responsibility. 

While it would appear to be impractical to suppose
 

that all participants should be put through a university
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degree program, it is perhaps justifiable to suppose that 

those who completed even their short terms in the univer

sities might better have had their programs punctuated by 

some kind of an award ceremony. This procedure is widely
 

used in American universities in various adult training
 

programs, many of which are so short that the award-giving
 

time - training time ratio is surprisingly high. The ef

fects of award giving or the presentation of completion
 

certificates undoubtedly contribute, however, to a sense
 

of program accomplishment. It can be emphasized, in any
 

case, that part of any successful utilization of training
 

is dependent on such superficially extraneous factors as
 

esprit de co4ps, and on such vaguely defined forces as 

are usually classified as motivational, rather than on sub

ject matter as such. 

OTHER PROGRAM-RELATED FINDINGS
 

The participants were questioned about various concrete
 

program characteristics. Was it too long? Was it too
 

short? Were there too many things to do and see? Generally 

the responses were not enlightening, nor were HIGHS and LOWS 

very different in response. The one fact of interest is 

that some 60% of the participants felt that the programs
 

were too short. The median length of time for the programs
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as they should have been, according to the trainees, was
 

1.1 years (compared with the actual median of 5.1 months).
 

More related to program substance is the finding that 

30% of the participants said that important changes were 

made in their programs after the programs had begun. Fur

thermore, it was apparently true that the great majority 

of these changes were made at the request of the partici

pant himself (44 out of 57). Fewer HIGHS, as the informa

tion presented in Chapter V might have predicted, had im

portant program changes made once training had begun. Gen

erally, the kinds of changes were about equally divided 

between institutional place changes and changes in subject 

matter. Such changes as these, occurring after training 

has begun, imply adjustments made by participants that 

might have been at least partially anticipated during the 

training preparation period. 

The final fact on training is that a mere five percent
 

of the participants failed to complete their programs.
 

There are a few additional findings, not directly as

sociated with training as such, that concern the stay in 

the country of training. The first of these is that more 

than a third (36%) of the participants complained that 

ICA/AID made too little money available for living costs and
 

travel expense. The primary reason for the alleged shortages
 

68
 



was that the cost of living was too high leaving them with
 

the necessity of paying some expenses out of their own pock

ets. So far as travel was concerned, they mentioned hotel
 

bills as being higher than their allowances permitted.
 

There were a number of reactions that involve the de

gree to which socialization in the country of training oc

curred. It is gratifying to note that 87% .were entertained 

in private homes at one time or another. Of those so en

tertained only one percent stated that they did not enjoy 

the experience. The participants who found it enjoyable 

gave as explanation that in this way they were able to 

learn about the culture, customs, living conditions, and 

were made to feel more welcome as strangers in the country. 

Again the HIGHS and LOWS differ, but not greatly (four more 

HIGHS than LOWS were entertained in private homes). When 

it came to social activities other than the visiting of
 

homes, approximately one fourth of the participants stated 

that they had desired more recreational time. This finding
 

can be related to the additional one that 41% thought that 

their programs left them with too little time for personal 

interests after their daily duties were finished. 

S iMMARY 

In summary of the findings concerned with the training 
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period, it may be observed that there are few facts that
 

appear to relate to participant utilization. The HIGHS and
 

the LOWS differ very little, and on those occasions where
 

they do differ the 
differences tend to substantiate what
 

has already been noted in connection with training prepara

tion procedures, As a general observation it has 
appeared
 

that there was considerably more university training then
 

has been true of some other countries participating in the
 

ICA/AID programs.
 

The participant interview information being what it
 

is, it is difficult to 
assess the value of the training
 

programs as such. Certainly the available data provide
 

little evidence of a need for improvement in training peri

od procedures.
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VII
 

THE PERIOD OF UTILIZATION
 

In the language of this report the period of utiliza

tion extends from the time that formal training cnded. It 

will include, therefore, any seminars in communication held 

in the country of training. The rationale for this defini

tion is that such seminars are directed to the use of train

ing, arc about training, and should be distinguished from 

the learning of skills and substantive matter. 

The most important facts bearing on the extent of util.
 

ization have been expressed in Chapter III. There, it will
 

be recalled, it was established that participants, their
 

supervisors, and USOM technicians had independently arrived
 

at the conclusion that the training programs had been of usc
 

While this total evaluation should not be dismissed, il 

is nevertheless of limited value i- determining what might 

be done to improve the program. That people in these diver! 

roles have stated that the programs were useful must be 

of some significance, yet such statements are too easy, per

haps, to make. It is for this reason that the four basic 

utilization questions were used to provide an indirect mean! 

of analysis through the division of the participants into
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high and low utilization groups. This division has already
 

pointed to certain relationships that would not otherwise 

have been noticed, and it will be used in this chapter for 

the same purpose. 

THE SEMINARS IN COMMUNICATION 

The seminars in communication were designed to instruct
 

the participants in methods of communication of the knowledge
 

acquired in the training programs. They were held only in
 

the United States and only for those whose training programs
 

exceeded three months. 
 Less than half (40%) of all partici

pants attended the seminars. The majority of these meetings
 

were administered by Michigan State University, nine parti

cipants took part in similar sessions run by the U.S. De

partment of Agriculture, and eighteen participants received
 

the training in various other institutional settings. It
 

should be pointed out that the participants attending any
 

one meeting came from a number of different countries, a
 

fact that will gain in importance in what is reported in the 

following paragraph.
 

>ore HIGHS and fewer LOWVS than the over-all 40% would 

have predicted attended the seminars: 
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TABLE 19
 

Attendance at Communication 
Seminar at End of Training 

Participant Utilization 
LOi HIGH 

Yes 16 
 23
 

No 36 
 29
 

Total 52 52
 

When the attending participants were asked what it was that 

they liked most about the seminars, they reported that there 

were principally two useful characteristics: I) learning 

how to communicate with other people, and 2) the exchange 

of ideas with people from other countries. While such dis

cussion of common problems would appear at face value to 

have been useful, the fact of the difference between HIGHS 

and LO'WVS supplies some objective confirmation. 

Further comment that may be interpreted as favorable 

to the seminars is found in the kinds of responses to a ques

tion intended to establish what the participants liked least
 

about them. There was little comnon criticism. The most
 

frequent answer, given by 13 participants, was to the effect
 

that the seminars were too short. Only two of the partici

pants felt that the meetings were too simple or elementary.
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If added support is needed it may be found in the fact 

that 85% of the participants said that they had used mate

rials or ideas from the seminars in their work. 

THE PROBLEM OF EVALUATION OF UTILIZATION
 

At the time that the interviews were conducted, the 

average participant had been in Jamaica two. and one half 

years since the completion of his training. For this rea

son, it is to be expected that some of the detail, asked 

for in the questionnaire were only hazily in mind for some 

participants. ihile it is true that a shorter lag in data
 

collection might have led to greater accuracy of recall,
 

it unfortunately would also have allowed less time for the 

development of utilization effects, The problem of evalu

ation, then, is perhaps not so much one developing from an
 

excessive delay in questioning participants as it is that
 

of sorting out effects that may be legitimately associated 

with training from those that might have occurred in any
 

case. A participant who has been extraordinarily success

ful since his training may feel with some honesty that 

training was significantly involved in his success even
 

though he might have been just as successful without it.
 

There is no particularly good reason to expect the partici

pant to be capable of an objective understanding of the
 

reasons for his progress, even though he may feel that
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training was of basic value. Thus it is appropriate to
 

mention that high utilizers are those people who have told
 

us that they are. Although there is reason to suppose
 

that this definition has some value, there is little rea

son to suppose that all people so defined are in fact high
 

utilizers.
 

JOB AND RESIDENCE CHANGES AFTER TRAINING
 

An analysis of the kinds of jobs to which partici

pants returned and the kinds of job changes they have ex

perienced since their return is certainly a relevant matter.
 

Only about 18% returned from training to accept a different
 

position from the one they had left. About half of these
 

had expected the change. Whereas the HIGHS returned to a 

different job in the same proportion as the total partici

pant group, it is to be noted that fewer LOWS did. 

TABLE 20 

The First Job After 
Return From Training 

Participant Utilization 
LOW H I GH 

Same 48 43 

Different 4 9 

Total 52 52
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Job changes since the return from training took place
 

for approximately 47% of the total group. While this pro

portion does not differ for HIGHS and LOWS, it is of inter

est that of those in each group who have had job changes, 

the median number of people supervised by HIGHS at the time 

of the interview is about 28, and only 15 for the LOWS. 

While it is generally true that the participants felt that 

their jobs at the time of the interview would have been as 

good had they not gone away for training, some 15% said 

that the job would not have been as good. Table 21 indi

cates that more HIGIS and fewer LOWS than expected made such 

a statement. The meaning of this is that change to a 

"better" job may be one of a number of contributing causes 

of what has been defined as high utilization. 

TABLE 21
 

"If you had not gone on training program, what 
kind of position would you have had?"
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGHI 

About the same 44 41 

1 -Better 


Not as good 6 10
 

Don't know 1 
 1 

52
Total 52 
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In relation to the changes in jobs it is worth examin

ing changes in residence. There was a general movement
 

away from rural places, villages, and towns to the capital
 

city (the provincial city totals remain the same) when a
 

comparison is made of residence before and after training.
 

There appears to have been movement of the HIGHS and LOWS
 

alike to the capital and to provincial cities, with some

what more HIGHS than LOWS in each case. 

OTHER UTILIZATION INFLUENCES (SUPERVISION, 
USOM, PERSONNEL, PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS) 

What is the relation of supervisory personnel and 

USO, technicians to utilization? As has been seen, many of
 

the participants were supervised by people who had them

selves been trained in the program. It was also noted that
 

this relationship was more apt to have been a "very helpful"
 

one, with about 44% of the total participant group express

-in such an opinion. Table 22 shows that more IrIIHS than 

expected, and fewer LOWS, made such a statement: 

TABLE 22
 

"How helpful has your 
supervisor been?" 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

Very helpful 
Somewhat helpful 
Not helprl. 
Neither helpful 
nor unhelpful 

No supervisor 

16 
19 
9 

4 
4 

25 
16 

] 

7 
3 

Total 52 52 
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A rather large group (37%) stated that they had not
 

had contact with USOM since their return. We find that
 

more of the HIGHS claimed to have had such contact.
 

TABLE 23
 

Contact with USOM
 
Participant Utilization
 

L01 HIGH 

Yes 33 39 

No 19 13 

Total 52 52
 

It was also the case that more HIGHS than LOWS (13 to 7) 

stated that they had worked with USOM in one way or another. 

However, only slightly more than half of the total group 

said that a USOM, technician was currently available (21%
 

did not know .if such a person was available or not); some
 

36% stated that contact with ISOM was "frequent"; and only
 

21% had requested help from 1SOM since their return. The
 

HIGHS differ in all of these respects from the LOWS: more 

of them had technicians available; more of them having a 

technician available said that they saw him frequently; 

and more stated that they had requested help at one time 

or another since their return from training. (It was 

stated for the whole group that about 70% of the requests 

made to UJSOM were satisfied.) 
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The relationship of utilization to membership in U.S.
 

professional societies, and to the reading of professional 

journals, was also examined. Again, there is a positive
 

association of HIGHS with these activities, although only
 

a quarter, roughly, of the participants had joined a U.S.
 

professional society at one time or another during or since
 

training. While at the time of the interview only 20% were
 

active members of such groups, a larger number of partici

pants said that they were receiving professional publica

tions at the time of the interviews.
 

THE TRANSIISSION OF TRAINING KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS 

Table 24 describes the various ways in which the par

ticipants claimed that they were transmitting their train

ing. While it is not shown in this table, more II GH1S than 

LOS claimed to have used a variety of methods of trans

mission of their training to others. This, of course, may 

be due in some part to the fact that the HIGHS were in a 

better position to use a variety of methods. 
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TABLE 24
 

How Have You Gone About Trans
mitting Training to Others? 	 Participants 

Number % 

Total Participants* 180 

Gave formal training programs, 
lectures 135 

Informal discussions 118 

Wrote articles, other publi
cations 	 30 


On-the-job teaching and 
training including intro
duction of new systems or
 
new methods, informal
 
teaching or training 	 25 


Consultant (formal) to organi
zations, business, industries, 
or individuals 	 8 

Organized or re-organized 
industry, business, systems,
 
methods, research projects, clubs 2 

Other (activities not included
 
in the above categories) 	 29 

Total 347
 

*Total number of responses exceed number of 
participants because of multiple answers. 

Such a statement may require some explanation. 

25 indicates the job classifications of HIGHS and 

fore and after training, in which it is clear that 

a difference between the two groups in pattern of 

tional change. 

75.1
 

65.6 

16.7
 

13.9
 

4,4
 

1.1
 

16.1 

Table 

LOWS be

there is 

occupa
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TABLE 25
 

Occupational Distributions
 
L ON S HIGHS
 

At Time At Time At Time At Time
 
of of of of
 

Selection Interview Change Selection Interview Change
 
Top Policy \takers, Execu

tives and Administrators
 
National Level and/or
 
National Impact 
 1 3 +2
 

Policy Mfakers, Executives 
and Administrators --
Second Level and/or Non-
National Impact 1 5 +4 -

Subordinate Management,
 
Program and Adninistrative
 
Officials - Line or Staff 17 -3
14 14 18 +4
 

Professional Occupations -
Operating and Research 
and Development (other 
than program and adminis
trative officials and 
engineers) 16 -2 13
14 16 -3
 

Sub-Professional Occupa
tions - Operating and 
Research and Development 14 16 +2 is 13 -2
 

Supervisors, Inspectors,
 
Foremen - Operations
 
or Shop 3 2 -1 
 4 3 -1
 

Artisans, Craftsmen 1 1 - 2 2 -

Total 52 52 - 52 52 -



PARTICIPANT SUGGESTIONS FOR PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT
 

At one point in the questionnaire the participants
 

were asked about those parts of the programs they felt 

were not useful. A total of 41 people thought that "visits 

to specific places" were not useful, by which they meant 

that one or more of the visits they made had not been use

ful (they did not say that atl visits had been non-useful).
 

The second largest frequency of response was to the effect 

that the programs were not related to participant needs,
 

interests, or fields of specialization. Twenty-five people 

made this criticism. A few participants stated that orien

tation programs were not useful (4%); and an equal number 

felt that the programs were too elementary. Nine people
 

stated that the programs were excessively overlapping or
 

repetitive.
 

The statement that visits to specific places were not
 

useful does not mean that all visits were not useful. This
 

interpretation will explain the response to the question:
 

'"fyou were to go through the program again, what changes
 

would you like to have made in it?" It will be seen in 

Table 26 that 20% wanted mote visits and observation. But 

perhaps the most important Finding is that 27% stated that 

the programs should have been better designed to fit their
 

needs. 
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TABLE 26
 

If you were to go through that program again, what
 
changes would you like to have made in it? Why?
 
Any additional ideas? 

Participants 
Number % 

Total Participants* 189
 

No changes 8 4.2
 

Change in Emphasis of Training Program
 

I would have liked more training 54 28.6 
The program should have been more
 

specifically related to my needs, etc. 51 27.0
 
I would have liked a more specialized
 
training program 25 13.2
 

I would have liked a more leisurely
 
training program 13 6.9
 

The program was too elementary, etc. 3 1.6
 
My entire program should have been shorter 1 0.5
 
The program was too difficult, etc. 1 0.5 

Change in Type of Training Program
 

I would have liked some observation or
 
more observation; more visits 38 20.1
 

I would have liked some practical work
 
or more practical work 36 19.0 

I would have liked to obtain an 
academic degree 23 12.2 

I would have liked some academic 
training (university attendance)
 
or more academic training 9 4.8
 

I would have liked less observation
 
or no observation; certain visits
 
should have been eliminated 8 4.2 

I would have liked less academic training 
or no academic training; certain subjects 
or courses should have been eliminated 1 0.5 

Total 271
 

*Total number of responses exceed number of 
participants because of multiple answers.
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A similar analysis to that shown in Table 26 was made 

for the high and low utilization groups. A summary of the 

findings for HIGHS and LOWS is found in Table 27. ("Ex

pected" means in close agreement with total participant 

group findings, "more than expected" means definitely more 

than total findings would have led us to expect. The reader 

is referred to the appropriate appendix table for the actual 

frequencies.) 

TABLE 27
 

What changes Would You Like To
 
Have Made in the Program?
 

.More Than Less Than 
Expected Expected Expected 
Response Response Response 

Changes Suggested HIGHS LOWS HIGHS LOWS HIGHS LOWS 

.ore training X X 

Should be better 
related to parti
cipant needs X X 

lore visits and 

observation X X 

More practical work (X) (X) X X 

More specialized 
training program X X 

;Vouldhave liked 
training at dif
ferent place X X 

Would have liked 
academic degree X X 
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It is apparent that only three of the kinds of changes that 

were suggested discriminate the HIGHS from the LOWS. These 

are: 1) "should be related to participant needs", 2) "more 

specialized training programs", and 3) "would have liked
 

training at a different place". While the other categories
 

are thought to be important, both high and low utilization
 

groups suggested those changes with similar frequencies.
 

Thus the HIGHS are primarily defined by the indicated need 

for more specialization in training; and the LOWS are dif

ferentiated by their response in two categories -- the need 

for training better related to their needs, and training in 

a different place. 

The LOW response is more important perhaps in pointing 

out areas in which program improvement might be made. It 

cannot be emphasized too much that both responses of the 

LOWS (relation of training to participant needs; and training 

in a different place) are issues that develop in the train

ing preparation period. Further analysis of what was meant 

by.a need to have training in a "different place" has indi

cated that the reference was not to a different country but to 

a different place within a country. (it is perhaps inci

dentally of interest at this point to mention the fact that 

somewhat more of the HIGHS were trained in the United States 

(38 to 34) , and that more LOWS were trained in Puerto Rico 

(16 to 8). There was some problem of language associated 
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with training in non-English speaking countries. While an 

attempt could be to for some of themade account differences 

in HIGHS and LOWS on this basis, to do so would be to ob

scure the more basic explanation, namely, that the training 

preparation procedures were not sufficiently effective.
 

Presumably,if training in a particular country such 
as
 

Puerto Rico is ineffective,it is not necessarily by virtue
 

of any irherent defects in the country, but in some measure 

because participants were not prepared to be efficiently and 

effectively trained in that country. 
 It has been observed,
 

for example, that communication seminars have not been given
 

except in the United States. Insofar as these are useful,
 

they should contribute to high utilization independently of
 

training as such.)
 

EXPRESSED PARTICIPANT PROBLEMS IN UTILIZATION
 

The final table in this Chapter presents the diffi

culties mentioned by participants in using the skills 
ac
quired during training. The responses are not unexpected, 

but at the same time they are not particularly easy to inter

pret. Th- interpretative problem, perhaps, is that 
of asses

sing the extent to which an atmosphere has been developed in 

which the program participants will, in effect, improvise,
 

or in general be motivated to the continuing attempt to use
 

their knowledge and skills. 
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TABLE 28 

In general, what do you find to be the
 
major difficulties in using the skills
 
you learned on that training program, or
 
in conveying them to other people? Participants
 

Number %
 

Positive Comment 
Total Participants* 189 

No difficulties 29 15.3 

Difficulties Related to Resources 
or Conditionsof Country 

Lack of equipment, machinery, facilities, 
material, books 

Lack of money 
Government and general organization of the 
country are not amenable to application 
of things learned on training program 

Lack of transportation 

45 
38 

16 
1 

23.8 
20.1 

8.5 
0.5 

Difficulties Related to Other People 

Colleagues, employees, the geieral 
public do not want to accept new ideas 

Government, ministers, heads of departments, 
"bosses" do not want to accept new ideas, 
do not cooperate 

Lack of educational preparation among 
people with whom I would deal or work 

Lack of trained staff 

22 

20 

13 
8 

11.6 

10.6 

6.9 
4.2 

Lack of help from supervisor, supervisor 
does not know enough, misunderstanding 
on the part of supervisor 4 2.1 

Difficulties Related to Participant's Job 

I am not holding a job where I could use 
or transmit information, etc. 

I lack the time to use or teach what I learned 
14 

6 
7.4 
3.2 

The job I am in is not related to the field 
I was trained in, etc. 

I am not in a position of sufficient author
ity to apply or teach what learned 

5 

5 

2.6 

2.6 

Difficulties Related to Training Program 

The things learned were too different, too 
advanced, for application in home country 

Did not learn anything which I could use or 
transmit to others 

17 

1 

9.0 

0.5 

All other difficulties not included in 
the above categories 

Total 
4 

248 
2.1 

*Total number of 
of participants 

responses exceed number 
because of multiple answers. 
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SUMMARY 

In summary, the utilization period findings imply some
 

particular areas of improvement. Since some o4 the findings
 

tend to substantiate what has already been discussed in the
 

Chapter on training preparation procedures, these will not
 

be mentioned here.
 

It has been seen, as has been the case in some other
 

AID participant countries, that the end-of-training communi

cation seminars may be useful in teaching utilization skills,
 

and in promoting cross-cultural discussions of utilization 

problems. Since few participants have taken part in these 

seminars, it would appear that improvement might occur were
 

proportionately more participants to attend them.
 

It is apparent that more supervisors could contribute 

actively to assisting the participants to use their train

ing. It is also clear that supervisors who have themselves 

been trained are considered to have been more helpful. It 

would appear that this outcome is a reasonable one, and its 

principal implication is obvious: that training over a range 

of occupational levels 4ill provide greater impetus to util

ization than will training at one level. Jamaica, in its 

unusually broad selection of occupational levels, has taken 

a step in the direction of high utilization. 
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There is much room for broader contact between USOM
 

personnel and the trainees after training. While the effects 

of such contact on utilization cannot be adequately evaluated 

at this time, it seems reasonable to assume that it is po

tentially a force for greater training use. Where there has 

been contact it is evident that USOW personnel have been 

helpful. 

While its effect cannot be evaluated, it is true in
 

Jamaica as it is in all countries that with training the 

participants tend to move away from rural areas and village 

life into the larger cities. There is a definite problem 

inherent in this tendency. [low can training be made more
 

useful. in the most backward and under-developed geographic 

areas in the AID participating countries? If there are exist

ing imbalances in the distribution of talent, of money, and 

of total r3sources, how can training be used for full de

velopment? It is a difficult problem. The trainee expects
 

promotions and the sense of occupational fulfillment, yet 

these benefits are difficult to achieve if he must remain 

in the same position in the same rural area. 

Finally, there is some evidence for it, although it
 

would seem to be a reasonable expectation in any event, that
 

affiliation with professional societies and the receiving of
 

professional publications is related positively to utiliza

tion of training.
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APPENDIX A
 

The Utilization-Score Groups
 

The procedure used in this study for establishing
 

utilization scores for the participants is somewhat differ

ent in detail, but essentially the same in principle as the 

method described in the paper distributed in September, 

1961, under the auspices of ICA, entitled Deveeopment oS 

Training Utitization Scores6. Under the present method the
 

range of scores is wide.r, but a comparison of scoring under
 

both methods has indicated no basic differences otherwise.
 

There were six questions in the participant schedule 

that were of basic interest in the derivation of the I1 

Scores. (The selection of these questions is discussed in 

the above-mentioned paper.) These questions and the ap

propriate score assignments are as follows:
 

Question Response Score 

#101: Since you've been back Yes 0 
from that program, have No 6 
there been any periods
when you were not em
ployed? 

#119: In your current job, Yes (Qualifies 
have you ever been able 
to use anti of the skills No 

for Q.120) 
0 

or knowledge that you 
learned on the program 
we have been discussing? 
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Question Response Score 

#120: Would you say you practically none, 0 
have used . . . only a little, 11 

some, 22 
quite a bit, 33 
almost everything; 

everything? 44 

#124: Have you ever been Yes (Qualifies 
able to convey any for Q.125) 
of what you learned No 0 
in the program to 
other people? 

#125: About how much of practically none, 0 
that training have only a little, 8 
you been able to some, 17 
transmit. . . quite a bit, 26 

almost everything; 
everything? 35 

#127: Do you have any Yes is 
plans for using No 0 
that training which 
you have not as yet 
been able to carry 
out ? 

The maximum score that a participant could receive was
 

100 (6 plus 44 plus 35 plus 15), and the minimum was, of 

course, zero.
 

The procedure in selecting the HIGI and LO4 groups for 

analysis of the interviews was to use those participants who 

obtained high total utilization scores and those who obtained 

low total utilization scores. The criterion that was used in 

determining the size of the two groups (high and low) was 

that usually applied in test item analysis with extreme groups. 

In such analysis it has been found that high and low cut-off 

91
 



points of 27% constitute an optimum in the sense that they
 

maximize the precision of the discrimination between tile 

extremes (on the assumption that the items and the crite

rion score are linearly related). In this case, the dis

tribution of Utilization Scores provided natural cut-off
 

points very near 27%. Thus the 27% of participants who
 

had the highest total Utilization Scores became the HIGHS;
 

and the 27% of participants who had the lowest Utilization 

Scores became the LONS., 

In general, then, the total Utilization Scores have 

been used to "predict" performance on individual questions. 

Where the HIGH and LOW groups have differed in response to 

particular questions or groups of questions this difference 

has been taken to indicate that the particular question or
 

group of questions bears on matters of importance in train

ing and utilization. It should be noted that the procedure
 

was to look for natural breaks in the distribution as close
 

as possible to the optimum 27% cut-off points at the top
 

and bottom.
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APPENDIX B
 

While many of the cross tabulations of the high and
 

low groups (as determined by their Utilization Scores) with
 

the responses of these same groups to various questions in
 

the questionnaire have been used in the main body of analy

sis in the report proper, there were a number of such cross

tabulations that did not appear to be of significant inter

est. These are listed, as follows:
 

CROSS TABULATIONS WITH UTILIZATION SCORE GROUPS (HIGH, LOW)
 
EXAMINED AND JUDGED NOT TO BE IMPORTANT: 

Position at Time of Selection 
Age at Time of Departure for Training 
Sex of Participants 
Marital Status of Participants 
Year of Departure for Training 
Total Years of Education 
Name of Ministry Sponsoring Training Program 
Whether or not Received Degree before ICA 
Who Selected Participant for ICA Training 
Whether Participant Applied or was Selected 

by Someone Else for ICA Training 
Employment by USOM at Time of Selection 
Whether or not Received Enough Information 

about Restaurants 
Whether or not Received Enough Information 

about Colloquial Speech and Idioms 
Whether or not Recei%'ed Enough Information 

about Manners and Customs 
Whether or not Received Enough Information 

about Money 
Summary of "Yes" Answe'rs to Question 40 Series 
Whether or not Attended General Orientation 

Sessions 
Arrangement of Program Upon Participants' 

Arrival 
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Importance of Participants' "Personal Ability"

Importance of Participants' "Needs of His Job"
 
Summary of "Yes" Answers to Question 37 Series
 
Information Received about Improvements in
 

Orientation Sessions
 
Amount of Time Spent at University 
Suggested Length of Time for Program
 
Whether or not Used Materials or Ideas from
 

Seminar in Work
 
Length of Time Back from Program

Whether or not Employed Since Return from 

Program 
Number of Persons Supervised on First Job
 

after Completion of Training 
Whether or not Employed at Time of Interview
 
If Participant's Job Different on Return, Was 

it One lie Expected
Amount of Help Received from Supervisor in 

Utilization of Training on Current Job 
Whether or not Present Position Same or Dif

ferent from First Position after Return 
Differences in Present Position and First
 

Position after Return 
Whether or not Participant Has Unrealized 

Plans to Use Training
Information about Major Difficulties in Use 

and Communication of Knowledge Learned 
in Training Program

Interesting or Outstanding Things Done Since 
Return from Training and Degree of 
Initiative Displayed


Number of Participants Who Would Have Liked 
Training at a Different Place 
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APPENDIX C
 

Marginal Tables Used in The Analyses 

The tables in the following pages present the pri

mary response frequencies to those questions in the Par

ticipants', Supervisors', and Technicians' interviews 

that have been used either directly or in cross tabula

tion against Utilization Scores in the main body of the 

report. The distribution of Utilization Scores may be 

found on the final page of this appendix. 

The complete set of basic frequency counts for all
 

interviews is on file at AID/Kashington.
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TABLE 1
 

Q.1 Residence of participant at time of selection
 
and
 

Residence at time of interview 

Participants
 
Residence Residence
 

when when
 
Selected Interviewed
 
N 	 % N % 

Capital city area 109 58 126 67
 
Provincial city area 35 18 39 21
 
Rural place, village,
 

town 45 24 24 13 
Outside of country - - -

Total 189 100 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

TABLE 2
 

Q.3 	 Occupation or Type of Employer at
 
Time of Selection
 

Participants
 
N % 

Government 178 94 
Private business 9 5 
Profession 1 1 
Trade union - -
Student 
Nationalized industry 	 - -

Other - not included above 	 1 1
 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 3
 

Q.13 Attendance at University Prior to ICA Training 

Q.14,15 	 Location of University Prior to ICA Training
 

Participants
 

N % 

Attended university 33 18
 

Did not attend university 156 83
 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

Location of University Attended
 
Participants
 

N % 

University in participants 
own country 5 3 

University outside country 
of participant 28 15 

Total 33 18
 

Location of University Attended
 
Outside Country of Participant
 

Participants
 
N 

United States mainland only 13 

Dominican Republic 10
 

Canada 
 3
 

Trinidad 
 2
 

Total 28
 



TABLE 4
 

Q.ll Attendance at Special School Prior to Training
 

Q.12 Type of Special School at any Period Prior to
 
ICA 	Training
 

Participants
 
N % 

Attended a special 

school 114 60 
Did not attend a 

special school 74 39 
Not ascertained 	 1 1 

Total 189 100
 

Type of Special School Attended
 
Participants
 

N % 

Agriculture school or school
 
in some branch of agriculture 	 34 30 

"Normal" schools - teacher 
training 27 24 

Industrial, trade and 
technical schools 26 23
 

Schools in public health,
 

sanitation, or medicine 	 19 17
 

Business and commercial schools 	 4 4 

Nursing schools 	 2 2
 

Schools in community develop nent
 
or social welfare 1 1
 

Not ascertained 	 1 1 

Total 114 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE S
 

Q.17 University Degrees Before ICA Training 

Q.18 Type of Degree 

Participants 

N 

Received degree 23 

Did not receive degree 10 

Total 33 

Type of Degree
 

Participants
 
N 

Bachelor lev:I; Bachelor of
 
Arts or Science except
 
law or medicine 
 14
 

Master's level; Master of 
Arts or Science except
 
law or medicine 
 7
 

All medical degrees 1
 

Doctor of Veterinary Medicine 1
 

Total 23
 



TABLE 6
 

Supervisor Questionnaire - Part I 

Q.15 How suitable was (participant's) training for his
 

usefulness to your organization?
 

Participants Rated *151 

Positive Comments Responses
 

Strong positive comments not further
 
specified: training was excelent,7ine, 
very good, very suitable, etc . .... ... . . . 71 

Training was specifically suitable because
 
participant is applying his training in 
his work, is valuable to employer, country, 
etc., is more efficient, is doing better work. . . 35 

Training was suitable becau,,e participant
 
has introduced new methods, techniques,
 
equipment, etc. .I. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 9
 

Positive comments on participant's personal 
characteristics: has more confidence, greater
 
sense of responsibility, etc. . . . . . . . .a . 8 

Weak positive comments not further specified: 
training was good, fair,- suitable, etc. . . . . . 5 

Training was suitable because participant is
 
conveying his training to others, is teach
ing others, etc . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
 

Training was suitable because participant 
has received a promotion, a better job, 
ircrease in salary, more prestige, etc. . . . . . 2 

Other positive comments . .. . .. . . . . . . . 10
 

Neutral Comments
 

Training made no difference: it was neither 
suitable nor unsuitable. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 1
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of respondents because of multiple answers. 

(Continued on page 



Q.15 	 How suitable was (participant's) training for his
usefulness to your organization? (Continued) 

Responses
Negative Comments
 

Training was not suitable because 
it was
 
not appropriate to work participant is

doing; cannot be applied; participant is
 
not working in the field in which he 
was
 
trained; training not appropriate to
 
participant's training and ability 
..... 	 , , 4 

Training was not suitable because partici
pant is not using it; not applying it in

his work; not teaching others . . .	 . . . . . . . . 4 

Training was not suitable because it was
 
too general, too broad in scope . .
 . . . . . .. 2 

Training was not suitable because it was
 
too narrow, too specific . . .
 . . .	 . . . . . . . . 1 

Training was not suitable because it 
was
 
too theoretical, not enough practical

experience 
 . .. . . . 4 0 . . 4* . . .. 1 

Negative comments on participant's per
sonal characteristics: 
is too arrogant,

self-centered, uncooperative, etc. 
. 0 .	 . . . . 0 1 

Other negative comments. 
. . .	 0 0 . . 0 0 6 4. . 2 

Don't know, can't evaluate suitability
 
of program, didn't know participant, or
 
program, etc. . ... . . . . . . . .. . . , . 6 



TABLE 7
 

Technician Questionnaire - Part I
 

Q.5 Next, I would like you to rate the contribution that 
each participant's training program has made to his
 
ability to perform his present job well...
 

Participants Rated
 

N 

Major 40
 

Minor 11
 

No importance 2
 

Reduced 
usefulness = 

Don't know or 
don't remember 5 

Total 58 

\. 



TABLE 	8
 

Supervisor Questionnaire - Part I 

Q.12 	 Has any of the information (participant) acquired
 
on his program been conveyed to other people

in this organization?
 

Participants Rated
 
N % 

Yes 135 89 
No 8 5 
Don't know 8 5 

Total 151 100*
 
*Percentages have been rounded.
 

JF YES 
Q.13 	 How has this been done?
 

Participants Rated
 
N 

Formal teaching, lectures,
 
seminars, training session;
 
radio or TV broadcasts; 
made or showed films or slides 61 
Informal discussions on job,
conversations 49 
Supervision, guidance, or 
direction of other workers,

subordinates, employees 42 
Reports given in meetings 	 24
 

Revisions or improvements in
 
methods, equipment techniques, etc. 14
 
Demonstrations of te.chniques,

equipment 
 9
 
IWrote articles, books, manuals,
 
other publications; translated
 
publications 8 
Other 
 13
 

Total 135* 
* - Total number of responses may exceed number 

of participants because of multiple answers. 



TABLE 9
 

Supervisor Questionnaire - Part I
 

Q.8 	 Since (participant) has been back from his
 
training program, have you discussed with
 
him the things he studied on his program?
 

Participants Rated
 

N 

Yes 129 86
 

No 21 14
 

Don't know or
 
Don't Remember 1 1
 

Total 151 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 10
 

Q.121 	 Thinking now of your supervisor on your current
 
job -- does he help you in utilizing that train
ing? Would you say he was very helpful, somewhat
 
helpful, or not helpful?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Very helpful 	 76 41
 

Somewhat helpful 	 55 29 

Not helpful 	 16 9
 

Neithet helpful
 
nor unhelpful 24 13 

Has no supervisor 15 8 

Not ascertained 1 1 

Total 187 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 	11
 

Supervisor Questionnaire - Part I 

Q.14 	 Do you think that this training program was worth
 
the cost and difficulty it 
caused your organiza
tion, 	 or was it not worth it? 

Participants Rated
 
N % 

W¢orth cost and
 
difficulty 
 133 88
 

Not worth cost
 
and difficulty 7 	 5
 

Don't 	know 
 0
 

Not ascertained 1 	 1 

Total IS 100* 

*Percentages have been 
rounded.
 



TABLE 12
 

Q.4 Total time in field of specialization. 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

None 

Less than 1 year - 1 

1 to just under 2 years 1 1 

2 to just under 5 years 15 5 

5 to just under 10 years 11 14
 

10 years or more 25 31
 

Total 52 52 

TABLE 13 

Q.6 Number of people supervised. 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

None 9 6
 
1 to 5 6 8
 
6 to 19 14 12
 
20 to 49 9 12 
50 to 199 8 11 
200 to 499 3 2 
500 to 999 - 
1000 or more 1 -

Not ascertained 2 l 

Total 52 52 



1 

TABLE 14
 

Q.9 Total years of education at time of selection.
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

23 years 1 

22 
21 
20 - 1 

19 - 2
 
18
 
17 3 3
 
16 1 1
 
15 2 S
 
14 5 1
 
13 4 7
 
12 11 7
 
11 8 10
 
10 6 5
 

09 7 8 
08 3 1 
07 1 -

Total 52 .52
 

TABLE 15
 

Q.11 Attendance at Special School Prior to Training. 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

Attended a special
 
school 30 30
 

Did not attend a
 
special school 22 22 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 16
 

Q.26 Did the Ministry that sponsored you give you any

information about the program being planned for
 
you?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 10 15
 

No 28 24
 

Ministry was 
employer 14 12 

Other - 1 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 17
 

Q.36e 	 How important were your professional and educational 
qualifications -- were these very important or not 
very important? 

Participant Utilization
 

LO' III[II 

Very important 43 45
 

Not very important 8 7
 

Don't know 
 1 -

Total 52 
 52
 



TABLE 18
 

Q.37 Before you left to go on your program, did you get 
enough information about the program that was being
arranged tor you? In particular . . . 

a. 	 Did you find out all you needed to know about what 
you would be learning? 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW IIIGH 

Yes 26 33
 

No 26 19
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 19
 

Q.22 Who selected you for the ICA training program? 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Miy supervisor 31 23 

Ministry or other (home) 

government ofFicial 15 20 

ICA/USOM personnel 2 6 

Employer 1 -

Other 2 

Don't know - 3 

Not ascertained 1 -

Total 52 
 52 



TABLE 20
 

Q.23 	W'hen your program was being planned, did anyone at
 
your place of employment or school give you any

information about it? 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

Yes 27 29 

No 25 21 

Don't know - 2 

Total 52 52 



TABLE 21
 

Q.23 	 When your program was being planned, did anyone at 
your place of employment or school give you any 
informatioi about it? 

Participants
 
N 	 % 

Yes 95 50
 
No 92 49
 
Don't know or
 

don't 	remember 2 1
 

Total 189 100
 

Q.24 	 Who gave you the information?
 

Participants
 

N 

Supervisor 
 60
 

Ministry or other (home) 
government official 
 20
 

ICA/USOM personnel 	 14 

Colleague or friend 
 1
 

Former participant 	 1 

Employer - if employer is not 
represented by any of the 
above categories 1 

Other 	 organization or person 
not covered by the above
 
categories 
 1
 

Total 95*
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers. 



TABLE 22
 

Q.31 	 Before you left to go abroad, how satisfied were 
you with your training program? Were you well 
satisfied, not very well satisfied, or didn't 
you know enough about it? 

Participants 

N % 

Well satisfied 	 84 44 

Not very well satisfied 2.6 14
 

Didn't 	know enough, 
don't know, don't
 
remember how satisfied
 
I was 79 42
 

Total 	 189 100
 



TABLE 23
 

Q.32 	 Did you have the opportunity to take part in the
 
planning 	of your program?
 

Participants
 
N 	 % 

Yes 	 81 43
 

No 	 108 57
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
Q.33 	Did you take part to the
 

extent you wanted to? Participants
 
N 	 % 

Yes 61 75
 
No 20 25
 

Total 81 100
 

Q.34 	 Was your program based mainly 
on your ideas or the ideas of 
others? Participants 

N 	 % 

My ideas 15 19 
Those of others 26 32 
Both equally 40 49 

Total 81 100 

IF NO: 
Q.35 	 Do you think it would have helped 

your program if you had partici
pated in the planning? 	 Participants
 

N 	 % 

Yes 	 74 69
 
No 	 32 30 
Didn't care, don't
 

know or don't
 
rememher 2 2
 

Total 108 100* 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 	24
 

Q.32 	 Did you have the opportunity to take part in the
 
planning of your program?
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOIV HIGH
 

Yes 	 17 
 28
 

No 35 24
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 25
 

Q.37 	Before you left home to go on your program, did you
 
get enough information about the program that was
 
being arranged ForTou? In particular . . .
 

b. 	 Did you get enough information about where you
 
would be going?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Yes 	 47 44
 

No 	 5 8
 

Total 52 
 52 



TABLE 26
 

Q.37 

c. 

Before you left home to go on your program, did you 
get enough information about the program that was 
being arranged for you? In particular . . . 

Did you get enough information about when you would 
be going? 

Yes 

No 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

39 42 

13 10 

Total 52 52 

TABLE 27 

Q.37 

d. 

Before you left home to go on your program, did you 
get enough information about the program that was 
being arranged for you? In particular . . . 

How about the length of the program? (Did you get 
enough information about that before you left?) 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 48 50 

No 4 2 

Total 52 52 

\C 



TABLE 28
 

Q.37 	 Before you left 
home to go on your program, did you

get enough information about the program that 
was
 
being arranged for 7ou? In particular . . .
 

e, 
 Did you get enough information on any other aspects
of the program that was being planned for you? 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 
 37 36
 

No 	 15 16 

Total 52 52 

TABLE 	 29 

Q.68 	 Had you been told anything about the level of your
 
program before you left home?
 

Participant Utili-zation
 

LOW HIGH
 

Yes 
 12 13
 

No 
 40 39
 

Total 52 
 52 



TABLE 30
 

Q.40 	 In addition to information about the program, did 
you got enough information about how to get along 
in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? For instance -

a. Did you get enough information 
about how to use restaurant and
 
public facilities? Participants


N 	 % 

Yes 	 158 84
 

No 	 31 16
 

Total 189 100
 

IF NO:
 
What information didn't you get 
about this that would have been 
use ful ? Participants 

N 

Types 	of food available, etc. 7
 

Location and use of restaurants 	 6
 

Information on cost of living, 
money management, prices of
 
food, lodgings, etc. 6
 

Information on tipping 	 S
 

Information on the means of
 
transportation and how to 
use buses, taxis, rail tran
sit service 4
 

Information on housing arrange
ments, hotel and motel 
accommodations 2 

Information on etiquette, how 
to conduct one's self in
 
restaurants, hotels, while
 
traveling, etc. 2
 

Other (concepts or items not in
cludcd in the above categories) 7
 

Total 31*
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers,
 



TABLE 31
 

Q.40 	 In addition to information about the program, did 
you get enough information about how to get along
in (PRI\1ARY COUNTRY)? For instance -

b. Did you get enough information 
about colloquial speech and
 
idioms? Participants
 

N 	 % 

Yes 	 166 88
 

No 	 23 12
 

Total 189 100
 

IF NO:
 

Wlhat information didn't you get
about 	this that would have been 
useful? 	 Participants 

N 

Should have had training or more
 
training in the language of the
 
country of training 	 8 

Should have had more information,
 
didn't get enough, wasn't told
 
much, etc. 	 7
 

Needed more information about the 
number and kinds of languages
 
which are actually spoken in the
 
country of training 	 5 

Needed to know more about phrases,

words, idioms commonly used in
 
traveling within the country of
 
training 	 1
 

Other 
 2
 

Total 23
 



--

TABLE 32
 

Q.40 	 In addition to information about the program, did
 
you get enough information about how to get along

in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? For instance 


c. Do you feel that you got 
enough information about
 
the religious practices of
 
that country? 
 Participants
 

N 	 % 

Yes 163 86
 
No 26 14
 

Total 189 100
 

IF NO:
 
What information didn't you get

about 	 this that would have been
useful? 
 Participants
 

N 

Needed more information on the
 
location of places of worship

of my religion 
 10
 

Should have had more informa
tion, didn't get enough,

wasn't told much, etc. 9 

The number and kinds of religious
(denominations, sects, etc.) in 
the country of training 
 6
 

Other 
 4
 

Total 26*
 

* - Total 	number of responses may exceed number
 
of participants because of multiple answers, 

V\
 



TABLE 33
 

Q.40 	 In addition to information about the program, did 
you get enough information about how to get along 
in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? For instance -

d. Did you get enough information
 
about 	 the use of their money? 

Participants
 
N 	 % 

Yes 186 98
 
No 3 2
 

Total 189 100
 

IF NO:
 
What information didn't you get
 
about this that would ave been
 
usefu]?
 

Participants
 
N 

Should have had more information, 
didn't get enough, wasn't told
 
much, etc. 1
 

Needed information on what their 
money looks like, their rela
tive value I
 

Needed information on exchange
 
rates, equivalence of money in
 
country of training and in my
 
own country, etc. 	 1
 

Total 3
 



TABLE 34
 

O.40 	 In addition to information about the program, did 
you get enough information about how to get along 
in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? For instance -

e. 	 flow about their manners and
 
customs generally? (Did you
 
get enough information about 
these?) Participants 

N 	 % 

Yes 	 164 87
 

No 	 25 13
 

Total 189 100
 

IF NO:
 

WChat information didn't you get 
about this that would have been
 
useful? Participants
 

N 

Needed information about the 
behavior of people in the
 
country of training 	 9 

Needed information on etiquette
 
in general, rules of conduct 
and 	behavior 6
 

Should have had more informa
tion, 	didn't get enough,
 
wasn't told much, etc. 	 4 

Needed information on discrimi
natory attitudes toward various 
races, minority groups 3 

Needed information on what to do 
when you are a guest 1 

Other 	 5 

Total 25* 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers. 



TABLE 35
 

Q.40 

c. 

In addition to information about the program, did 
you get enough information about how to get along 
in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? For instance --

Do you feel that you got enough 
information about the religious 
practices of that country? 

Participant Utilization 
LOW HIGH 

Yes 41 48 

No 11 4 

Total 52 52 



TABLE 36
 

Q.42 	 When you arrived in (PRIMARY COUNTRY) did you attend
 
any general orientation sessions that took more than
 
one entire day?
 

Participants

N 	 % 

Yes 	 143 76
 
No 	 45 24
 
Don't 	know or
 

don't 	 remember 1 1 

Total 	189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

Q.43 	 At what place and in what city
 
44 were these sessions held?
 

Participants
 
N 

Washington International Center,
 
Washington, D.C. 112
 

Any department of the government
 
or government agency within
 
the U.S. or its possessions 27
 

Outside the U.S. or its
 
possessions 2
 

St. John's College,
 
Annapoli:,, Maryland 	 I 

University of Puerto Rico at 
Rio Piedras, Mayaguez, or 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 1 

Total 143
 



TABLE 	37
 

Q.46 	 Do you consider the time you spent in these
 
orientation sessions valuable, or would you
 
have preferred to spend that time on the rest
 
of your prograot?
 

Participants
 
N 	 % 

Valuable 	 130 92
 

Prefer time for
 
rest of program 10 7
 

Not ascertained 	 1 1
 

Total 141 100.
 



TABLE 38
 

Q.38 When you went abroad in this training program, did
 
39 	 you receive training in one country only, or Jid 

you reccive training in more than one country? 

Participants

N 0 

One country only* 160 85 
Two countries 23 12 
Three countries 6 3 

Total 189 100
 

* 	 United States Mainland and possessions counted as one 

country. 

Primary Country of Training 	 Participants
 
N 

United States mainland only 134
 
Puerto Rico 
 39
 
Costa Rica 
 7
 
Panama Canal Zone 3 
Netherlands 
 2
 
Brazil 
 1
 
Guat em a 1a 1 
Panama 
 1
 
Uruguay 
 1
 

Total 189
 

Length of Time in Primary Country
 
Participants
 

N % 

Under 2 weeks 
 4 2
 
More than 2 weeks but less
 

than I month 4 2
 
1 month to just under 2 months 13 7
 
2 months to just under 4 months 53 28
 
4 months to just under 6 months 58 31
 
6 months to just under 1 year 27 14
 
1 year to just under 2 years 29 15
 
2 	 years to just under 3 years I. I 

Total 189 100
 



TABLE 39
 

Q.38 
39 Second Country of Training 

Participants
 
N 

Puerto Rico 
 26
 

Canada 
 19
 

United States mainland only 5
 

Guatemala 
 3
 

Brazil 
 1 

Cuba 
 1
 

El Salvador 
 I
 

Paraguay 
 1
 

Total 57
 

Length of Time in Second
 
Country of Training 

Participants 
N 

Under 2 weeks 
 14 25
 

More than 2 weeks but less
 
than 1 month 
 29 51
 

1 month to just under 2 months 11 19
 

2 months to just under 4 months 1 2 

4 months to just under 6 months 1 2 

6 months to just under I year 1 2 

Total 57 100* 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 40
 

Q.38 
39 Third Country of Training 

Participants 
N 

El Salvador 2 

Mexico ? 

Argentina 1 

ruatemala I 

Nicaragua 1 

Total 7 

Length of Tine in Third 
Country of Training 

Participants 
N 

Under 2 weeks 6 

More than 2 weeks but 
less than 1 month. 1 

Total 7 



TABLE 41 

Total Amount of Time Spent in Training 

Participants
 

N%
 

Less than 1 month 8 4
 

1 month to just under 2 months 11 6
 

2 months to just under 4 months 44 
 23
 

4 months to just under 6 months 59 31
 

6 months to just under 1 year 34 18
 

1 year to just under 2 years 32 17
 

2 years to just under 3 years 1 1
 

Total 189 100
 



TABLE 42
 

Q.39 About how long did you spend in (PRIMARY COUNTRY)? 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Less than 2 weeks 2
 

2 weeks to just under 
1 month 1
 

1 month to just ,under 
2 months 3 4
 

2 months to just under
 
4 months 14 14
 

4 months to just under
 
6 months 17 18
 

6 months to just under 
I year 6 

-1 year to just under
 
2 years 8 7
 

2 years to just under 
3 years 1
 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 43
 

Total Amount of Time Spent in Training
 

Participant Utilization
 
I,O1V HIGH 

Less than 1 month  3
 

1 month to just under 
2 months 
 3 4
 

2 months to just under
 
4 months 
 12 10
 

4 months to just un'der 
6 months 
 17 19
 

6 months to just under
 
1 year 11 
 8
 

1 year to just under

2 years 8 8
 

2 years to just under 
3 years 1 -

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 44
 

Q.48 	When you arrived in (PRIIARY COUNTRY) was your pro
gram arranged in complete detail, in partial detail,
 
or not set up at all?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Program in complete detail 	 75 40
 

Program in partial detail 	 92 49
 

Program not set up at all 	 22 12
 

Total 189 I00*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



Q.55 Now I'd like to 
ask you about your actual
 

training program. There are several kinds
 

of things that participants do in their 

training, and I'd like you to tell me which
 

kinds you did in your program. There are
 

observation tours which usually last be

tween three and eight weeks; there is on

the-job training where the participant has
 

actual work experience; there is attendance
 

at a university; and there are programs
 

designed especially for groups of partici

pants, not at a university and not observa

tion tours.
 

Was any of your time spent . , 



TABLE 45
 

Q.55 

a. 

Was any of your time spent 

On an observation tour? 

. 

Yes 

No 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

44 46 

8 6 

Total 52 52 

TABLE 46
 

Q.55 Time Spent on Observation Tour
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Less than 2 weeks 5 2 
2 weeks to just under 

1 month 10 12 
1 month to just under 
2 months 16 18 

2 months to just un-der 
4 months 11 9 

4 months to just under 
6 months 1 2 

Not ascertained 1 3 

Total 44 
 46
 



TABLE 47
 

Q.55 Was any of your time spent . 

b. In on-the-job training? 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH
 

Yes 25 27
 

No 27 25
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 48
 

Q.55 Time Spent in On-the-Job Training
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH
 

Less than 2 weeks 1 1 
2 weeks to just under 
1 month 6 5 

1 month to just under 
2 months 5 8 

2 months to just under 
4 months 9 7
 

4 months to just tinder 
6 months 3 1 

6 months to just under 
1 year 1 2 

1 year to just under 
2 years - I 

Not ascertained - 2 

Total 25 
 27
 



TABLE 49
 

Q.55 Was any of your time spent . . . 

c. In attendance at a university as 
or a member of a group? 

an individual 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 	 36 38
 

No 	 16 14
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 	50
 

Q.55 	 Time spent at a university as an individual
 
or a member of a group.
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Less than 2 weeks 1 3 
2 weeks to just under 

1 month 3 3 
1 month to just under 
2 months 3 10 

2 months to just under 
4 months 9 11 

4 months to just under 
4
6 months 	 6 


6 months to just under 
1 year 12 5 

1 year to just under 
2 years 2 2 

38
Total 36 




TABLE 51
 

Q.55 	 Was any of your time spent . . 

d. In a special group program not at 
a university?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 
 23 16
 

No 
 29 36
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 52
 

Q.55 	 Time spent in a special group not at a 
university. 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Less than 2 weeks 
 6 2 
2 weeks to just under 

1 month 4 7
 
1 month to just under 
2 months 
 4 3
 

2 months to just under 
4 months 
 6 4
 

4 months to just under
 
6 months 
 2 = 

6 months to just under 
1 year 1 


1 year to just under 


2 ycars . 

Total 23 
 16 



TABLE 53
 

Q.77 	 During your stay in (PRIIARY COUNTRY) what stands
 
out as 
the least useful and valuable part of your

experience?
 

WHAT least valuable?
 

Participants Rated 189
 

Positive Comments 
 Responses
 

Nothing, the entire program was
 
useful or valuable . . . . . . .
 . . .. . . .. . 46 

Negative Program-Related Comments 

Visits to specific places . . . . . ...... . 41 

My orientation program . . . • . . . . . . . . . . 8 

My on-the-job training . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
 

The entire program was not use
ful, not valuable. . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 2
 
The university or school that I
 
attended, the specific courses. 
 .. . . . .	 . . 2 

My study of the English language . . . . . . . 2. . 

:My study of the Spanish language . . . . . . . . . 2 

The time I spent in Washington . . . . . . . . a . 1 

All other general and miscellaneous 
parts 	of the program . . . . . . . . • • . • . . 4 64 



Q.77 	During your stay in (PRIMARY COUNTRY) what stands
 
out as 
the least useful and valuable part of your
experience ?Tontinued) 

WHAT least valuable? 

Negative Comments Not-Program-Related 
 Responses
 

The discriminatory attitudes
 
towards various races or
 
nationality groups that I ex
perienced, observed or read about. 
.... . . 4 

The social and recreational
activities . . . .a . . .	• . • • • .
. .	 2
 

Customs, culture, practices,

attitudes which appeared strange,
 
queer, embarrassing, uninteresting
 
or to have no relevance to me or
 
my country . . .	 . . . . . . . . .	 . . . . . . 2 

All other non-program-related
 
comments 
. . .	 . . . . . , . .
 . . .	 . . . . . . . 8
 

Not ascertained. 
. . . . . • . . . . . • . . . . 1 



TABLE 54
 

Combinations of Kinds of Training by Utilization Score
 
Groups
 

Kinds of Training
 

a. Observation Tour 
b. On-the-Job Training 
c. Attended University 
d. Special Group Not at University 

Combinations of Kinds of Training:
 

a and c 

a, b and c 

a, c and d 

a, b, c and d 

a and b 

a, b and d 

a only 

b only 

c only 

b and d 

c and d 

a and d 

b and c 

d only 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

8 13 

9 11 

9 6 

6 5 

3 5 

1 3 

4 3 

2 2 

- 2 

1 1 

1 1 

4 -

3 -

1 -

Total 52 
 52
 



87 

TABLE 55
 

Q.55 	 Kinds of things which characterize the participant's 
training . . . 

a. 	 On an observation tour?
 
Participants
 

N % 

Yes 164 


No 25 13
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 

How many weeks or months? 
Participants 

N 

Under 	 2 weeks 11 7 

2 weeks to just under 
1 month 41 25 

1 to just under 
2 months 59 36 

2 to just under 
4 months 41 25 

4 to just under 
6 months 6 4 

6 months to just under 
1 year 2 1 

Not ascertained 4 2 

Total 164 100
 

S
 



TABLE 56
 

Q.SS Kinds of things which characterize the participant's
 
training . . .
 

b. 	In on-the-job training?
 

Participants
 
N 

Yes 	 90 
 48
 

No 	 99 52
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
How many weeks or months?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Under 2 weeks 
 9 10
 

2 	weeks to just under
 
1 month 
 16 18
 

1 to just under
 
2 months 
 19 21
 

2 to just under
 
4 months 
 29 32
 

4 to just under
 
6 months 
 5 6
 

6 months to just under
 
1 year 
 4 4
 

1 to just under
 
2 years 
 1 1
 

Not ascertained 7 8
 

Total 90 100
 

5/,
 



TABLE 57
 

Q.55 	 Kinds of things which characterize the participant's 
training . . . 

c, In attendance at a university 
as an individual or a member
 
of a group? Participants
 

N % 

Yes 131 69
 

No 	 58 31
 

Total 189. 100
 

IF YES:
 
How many weeks or months?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Under 	2 weeks 
 10 8
 

2 weeks to just under
 
1 month 
 10 8
 

1 to just under
 
2 months 
 22 	 17
 

2 	 to just under
 
4 months 
 35 	 27
 

4 to just under
 
6 months 
 16 	 12
 

6 	 months to just under,
 
1 year 32 24
 

1 to just under
 
2 years 5 
 4
 

Not ascertained 1 	 1
 

Total 131 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 58
 

Q.55 	 Kinds of things which characterize the participant's 
training . . 0 

d. 	 In a special group program 
not at a university? Participants 

N % 

Yes 	 74 39
 

No 	 115 61
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
How 	 many weeks or months? 

Participants
 
N % 

Under 	2 weeks 14 19
 

2 weeks to just under 
1 month 	 21 28
 

1 to just under
 
2 months 14 19
 

2 to just under
 
4 months 18 2.4
 

4 to just under
 
6 months 2 3
 

6 months to just under 
I year 3 4 

1 year or longer 	 2 3
 

Total 74 100
 



TABLE 59
 

Q.56 	 Now when you attended the university or school, were 
you enrolled as a regular student, as a special stu
dent (an observer, auditor, or on a special progra-m, 
or were you a member of a group program? Were you.. 

a. A regular student? Participants 

N % 

Yes 18 14 

No 113 86 

Total 131* 100
 

- Total participants are those who answered "Yes" 
to Q.55c - attended a university as an individual 
or a member of a group. 

IF YES:
 
How many weeks or months? Participants
 

N % 

Under 	1 month 1 6
 

1 to just under
 
2 months 1 6
 

2 to just under
 
4 months 3 17
 

4 to just under
 
6 months 5 28
 

6 months to just under 
1 year 4 22 

1 to just under
 
2 years 3 17
 

Not ascertained 1 6
 

Total 18 l00**
 

**Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 60
 

Q.56 Type of enrollment at university.
 

b. A special student? 

Participants 
N % 

Yes 60 46 

No 71 54 

Total 131 100 

IF YES: 
How many weeks or months? 

Participants
N % 

Under 2 weeks 2 3 

2 weeks to just under 
1 month 3 5 

1 to just under 
2 months 10 17 

2 to just under 
4 months 14 23 

4 to just under 
6 months 5 8 

6 months to just under 
1 year 23 38 

1 to just under 
2 years 1 2 

Not ascertained 2 3 

Total 60 100* 

*Percentages have been rounded. 



TABLE 61
 

Q.56 Type of enrollment at university.
 

c. A member of a group program?
 

Participants 
N % 

Yes 63 48
 

No 68 52
 

Total 131 100
 

IF YES:
 
How many weeks or months?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Under 2 weeks 9 14 

2 weeks to just under 
1 month 8 13 

I to just under 
2 months 14 22 

2 to just under 
4 months 19 30
 

4 to just under
 
6 months 6 10
 

6 months to just under 
1 year 6 10
 

Not ascertained 1 1 

Total 63 100
 



TABLE 62
 

Number of Universities Attended as 


One 

Two 

Three 

Four 


Reported by Participants
 

Participants 
N % 

104 79 
17 13 
4 3 
5 4 

Five or more 1 1 

Total 131 100 

TABLE 63
 

Q.57 	 Time spent at University mentioned where participant
 
attended for the longest period of time.
 

Participants 
N % 

Under 	2 weeks 11 8
 
2 weeks to 

1 month 

1 month to 

2 months 


2 months to 
4 months 


4 months to 

6 months 


6 months to 

1 year 


just under 
20 	 15 

just under 
18 	 14
 

just under 
29 	 22
 

just under 
16 	 12
 

just under 
30 	 23
 

1 	year to just under
 
2 years 
 7 5
 

Total 131 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



Q.58 

9 

TABLE 64
 

Did you receive a degree? or diploma?
 

Participants 
N 

Yes, received an academic degree

No, received a certificate or
 

other non-academic citation 
 22

No, received nothing 42 

Total 73
 

IF YES:
 
Q.59 Which degree or diploma was that? 

Participants
 
N 

Bachelor level: Bachelor of
 
Arts, Science, or any special

field; also a diploma in any

subject 
 5
 

Master's level: Master of Arts,

Science, or any special field 1
 

All other academic derees not
 
included in the aoe categories 2
 

Don't know or don't remember 1
 

Total 9
 

Q.60 Do you think the degree will
 
help your future career? 

Participants
 
N 

Very much 5
 

Somewhat 
 3
 
Not at all 
 1
 

Total 9
 



TABLE 65
 

Q.58 Did you receive a degree? or diploma? 

Participants Rated 64
 

IF NO:
 

Q.62 	 Do you think a degree or diploma
 
would have helped your career?
 

Participants 

N 

Very much 	 52 

Somewhat 	 7
 

Not at all 	 3
 

Don't 	know 2
 

Total 64
 



TABLE 66
 

Q.63 Why is that? Participants Rated *62
 

Participants 
Positive Answers 
 N
 

Degree or diploma would have
 
enabled me to gain more knowledge,
improved my ability in my field,

given me more self-confidence, en
abled me to assume greater respon
sibility in my job 
 24
 

Degree or diploma would have meant
 
more prestige, status, or pro
fessional recognition 
 19
 

Degree or diploma would have led to
 
advancement in job or to getting
 
a different or better job 
 17
 

Degree or diploma would have per
mitted or qualified me to teach
 
other people 
 3
 

Degree or diploma would have meant
 
more money 
 2
 

Other positive items or concepts
 
not included in the above categories 4
 

Qualified Answers 

All other answers indicating a
 
qualification 
 1
 

Negative Answers 

Degree or diploma would not have led
 
to a better job, higher salary,

professional advancement 
 1
 

Degree program was too elementary,

did not cover sufficient subject
matter, etc. 
 I
 

All other comments indicating that
 
a degree would not have been
 
helpful 
 1
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers. 

V'
 



TABLE 67
 

Q.66. Do you think the planned part of your training re
quired you to do or see too many different things, 
or would you have preferred more different things? 

Participants 

N % 

Too many things 29 1s 

Would have liked more 54 29 

All right as it was 106 56 

Total 189 100
 

TABLE 68 

Q.67 And how did you find the level of your program?
Judging from your background and experience at the 
time, do you think the program was generally on too 
simple a level for you, was it about right, or was 
it too advanced?
 

Participants 
N % 

Too simple a level 17 9 

About right 171 91 

Too advanced 1 1 

Total 189 100* 

*Percentages have been rounded. 



TABLE 69
 

Q.64 How was the length of your program -- do you think 
it was too long, about right, or too short?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Too long 1 2
 

About right 19 19
 

Too short 32 31
 

Total 52 
 52
 

TABLE 70
 

Q.67 And how did you find the level of your program?

-Judging from your background and experience at the

time, do you think the program was generally on.too

simple a level for you, was 
it about right, or was 
it too advanced? 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Too simple a level 
 7 5
 

About right 
 45 47
 

Too advanced 
 . -

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 71
 

Q.66 	 Do you think the planned part of your training
 
required you to do or see too many different
 
things, or would you have preferred more dif
ferent things?
 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Too many things 	 5 7
 

Would have
 
liked more 18 20
 

All right as
 
it was 29 25
 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 72
 

Q.64 flow was the length of your program -- do you
think it was too long, about right, or too
 
short?
 

Participants
 

N % 

Too long 	 6 3
 

About right 	 70 37
 

Too short 	 113 60
 

Total 189 100
 

Q.65 About how long do you think
 
it 	should have been?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Less than 1 month 	 1 1
 

1 month to just under 
2 months
 

2 months to just under 
4 months 
 11 9
 

4 months to just under 
6 months 
 10 8
 

6 months to just under 
1 year 36 30
 

1 year to just under 
2 years 29 	 24
 

2 years to just under 
3 years 18 	 15 

3 years or more 	 13 11
 
Don't know 
 1 1
 

Total 119 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 73
 

Q.70 	 Did you follow your program as it was originally
 
planned, or were important changes made in it after
 
it began? By that I don't mean changes in travel
 
routes or stopovers, but things like changing your
 
course of study.
 

Participants
 
N % 

Followed program as
 
originally planned 132 70
 

Important changes made 	 57 30 

Total 189 100
 

IF CHANGES MADE: 
Q.71 	 What kinds of changes were made?
 

Participants
 
N 

Source of Changes
 

The changes in the program were
 
made at the request of the
 
participant 44
 

The changes in the program were
 
requested or required by
 
others or required by cir
cumstances 	 6
 

Not ascertained 	 7
 

Total 57
 



TABLE 74
 

Q.70 	 Did you follow your program as it was originally

planned, or were important changes made in it

after it began? 
By that I don't mean changes in
 
travel routes or stopovers, but things like chang
ing your course of study.
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Followed program as 
originally planned,
 
or with small changes
only 
 34 39
 

Important changes made 
in program 
 18 13
 

Total 52 
 52
 



TABLE 75
 

Q.78 What is your opinion of the money ICA 	 made available 
to you for living costs and travel during the train
ing program: would you say it was too little, about
 
right or more than needed?
 

Participants
 
N % 

Too little 69 37
 
About right 113 60
 
Not ascertained 	 7 4 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded. 

IF TOO LITTLE 
Q.79 	 Why do you feel that way? 

Participants
N 

The cost of living was too high in
 
the country of training; food was
 
expensive, personal items cost
 
too much, etc. 18
 

It was not enough money; therefore, 
I had to pay some expenses out of
 
my own pocket, had to get a supple
ment from my embassy, relatives, etc. 14
 
The hotel and/or travel expenses
 

were too high 12 
Not enough money - general statements 11 
I could not maintain the standard of 
living to which I had been accus
tomed in my own country 9
 

The amount of money should be adjusted
 
to meet individual needs; more money

for my type of program, need less for
 
one person, more for another, etc. 3 
I could not take advantage of cultural 
activities 
 1
 

Other concepts or items not included 
in the above categories 1 

Total 69 



TABLE 76
 

Q.81 Were you entertained in private homes during the
 
course of your program?
 

Participants 

N 

Yes 165 

No 24 

Total 189
 

IF YES:
 
Q.82 How did you feel about visiting


private homes? Did you like the
 
visits very much, fairly well,
 
or did you not like them? 	 Participants 

N 

Very much 132
 

Fairly well 31
 

Did not like 2
 

Total 165
 

TABLE 77 

Q.81 Were you entertained in private homes during the 
course 	 of your program? 

Participant Utilization 

LO1 HIGH 

Yes 45 49
 

No 7 
 3
 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 78
 

Q.84 	Speaking now of other social activities, do you
 
think there were too many activities arranged
 
for you, or not enough? (That is, arranged by
 
your program advisors, by organizations, church
 
groups and the like?) 

Participants
 

N % 

Too many activities 	 1 1
 

About 	enough activities 138 73
 

Not enough activities 	 50 27
 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

IF TOO MANY ACTIVITIES
 
Q.85 	 What kinds of activities would
 

you have liked less of?
 

Participants 
N 

I would have liked fewer
 
meetings with professional
 
colleagues, fewer confer
ences, etc. 	 1
 



TABLE 79
 

IF NOT ENOUGH ACTIVITIES
 
Q.86 	What kinds of activities would
 

you have liked more of?
 

Participants 
N 

I would have liked more social
 
and recreational activities 21
 

I would have liked more
 
cultural activities 
 13
 

I would have liked more 
travel,
 
more sight-seeing tours 
 9
 

I would have liked more invita
tions to private homes, more
 
private hospitality, etc. 
 5
 

I would have liked more 
meetings between groups
 
from different countries 
 5
 

I would have liked more
 
meetings with professional

colleagues, more conferences, 
etc. 
 1
 

I would have liked ;iore free
 
time, more free avenings and
 
weekends; there was no time 
for anything besides train
ing and planned activities I 

Other (Concepts or items not
 
included in the above cate
gories) 
 6
 

Total so* 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number
 
of participants because of multiple answers.
 



TABLE 80
 

Q.80 	 Do you think that the program left you time for 
your personal interests, after your official 
duties were finished? Did you have too much 
time, enough time, or too little time? 

Participants 

N % 

Too much time 2 1 

Enough time 109 58 

Too little time 78 41 

Total 189 100 



TABLE 	81
 

Q.87 	 At the end of your training program, did you
 
attend a seminar in communication?
 

Participants 

N 

Yes 76 40
 

No 113 60
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 

Q.88 	 In what country was that?
 

Participants
 

N 

United States 	 71
 

Not ascertained 	 5
 

Total 76
 



TABLE 82
 

Q.89 What did you like most about the seminar?
 

Participants
 
N 

I liked learning how to 
communicate with other
 
people 21
 

I liked the exchange of
 
ideas with people from
 
other countries 21
 

I liked the teachers of
 
the seminar; I profited
 
from their experience,
 
the skill with which
 
they taught 9
 

The most valuable things in
 
the seminar were the ideas
 
and suggestions for adapt
ing what had been learned 
on the training program for 
use in my country 6 

I liked everything 5 

Non-specific responses ("good

advice", "learned something 

valuable", etc.) 3 

Other (concepts or items not
 
included in the above
 
categories) 13
 

Not ascertained 5
 

Total 76*
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 

of participants because of multiple answers. 



Q.92 

I 

TABLE 83
 

Have you used any of the materials or ideas from
 
the seminar in your work?
 

Participants
 
N 

Yes 
 61
 
No 
 10
 
Not ascertained 
 5
 

Total 76
 

IF YES:
 
Q.93 	What did you use? How
 

did you use it? 
 Participants
 
N 

used the materials,, booklets,
 
pamphlets, etc. of the seminar
 
in teaching others 
 21
 

I used the principles of the seminar
 
in teaching others 
 17
 

The ideas helped me in dealing with
 
people, in improving my relations
 
with colleagues and others, etc. 
 15 

I used the ideas from the seminar
 
in suggesting changes 
 5
 

I have written articles, reports,
 
etc. on the basis of what was
 
learned in the seminar, etc. 
 3
 

Non-specific responses: "I used 
ideas", "applied knowledge",
"used 	pamphlets" 2
 

Other (concepts or items not in
cluded in the above categories) 2
 

Total 61*
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number
 
of participants because of multiple answers.
 



TABLE 84
 

Q.108 	Now I'd like you to think of the first job you had
 
after you returned from the training program we've
 
been speaking of. Was it the same as the job you
 
had before you left for training or was it differ
ent? 

Participants
 

N 

Same 155 82
 

Different 34 18
 

Total 	 189 100
 

IF DIFFERENT
 

Q.109 	 Was it the job you had expected
 
to get on your return?
 

Participants
 

N 

Yes 17
 

No 17
 

Total 34
 



TABLE 85
 

IF NO:
 
Q.11O In what respects was it different? 

Participants
 

N 

I got a better job; more salary, etc. 
 6
 

The job I got after training was in
 
a different field from the one in
 
which I was trained 3
 

I changed from one part of the govern
ment to another part 2
 

The job I got after training was in
 
the field I was trained in 2
 

I did not get the job I had been
 
promised; I did not get the job I
 
had expected or hoped to get after
 
my training 
 2 

The job I got after training was in 
a different profession, trade or 
skill from the job I had before
 
training 
 I
 

Other differences not included in 
the 	above categories 2
 

Total 17*
 

* 	 Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers. 



TABLE 86
 

Q.113 Are you employed at present?
 

Participants
 

N % 

Yes 187 99
 

No 2 


Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
Q.114 Is your present position the same
 

as the one you had when you first
 
returned, or is it different?
 

Participants
 
N 

Same 99
 

Different 88
 

Total 187
 

1 



TABLE 87 

IF DIFFERENT
 

Q.115 In what respects is it different? 

Participants
 
N 

My present job is better than the 
first job after return 51 

I changed to a different job in the 
same general field (e.g., "From 
criminal police to park police".
"The former job was central bank
ing, the present one relates to
 
commercial banking".) 11
 

I 	 changed from one part of the 
government to another part 10 

My prescnt job is in the field I 
was trained in, more related to 
my training 6 

I 	 changed to a completely different 
profession, trade, or skill from 
the one I was in when I first 
returned from training 6 

I 	 changed from a government position 
to private business, industry, or
 
professional practice 4
 

Other differences not included in 
the above categories 5 

Total 88*
 

* - Total number of responses may exceed number 
of participants because of multiple answers. 



TABLE 88
 

Q.116 How many people do you supervise on this job?
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH
 

None 5 2 
1 to 5 3 1 
6 to 19 6 7 
20 to 49 8 6 
50 to 199 - 1 
200 to 499 
 - 3
 
500 to 999 - 
1000 or more 
 - 2 
Don't know 1 -

Total 23 22
 

TABLE 89
 

Q.118 Suppose that you had NOT gone on this training pro
gram. Do you think that you would now have about
 
the same kind of position as you currently hold, a
 
better position, or one not as good?
 

Participants
 
N % 

About the same 153 82 
Better 1 1
 
Not as good 28 15
 
Don't know 5 3
 

Total 187 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 



TABLE 90
 

Current Residence: (At time of interview)
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Capital city area 33 34
 

Provincial city area 13 12
 

Rural place, village, town 6 6
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 91
 

Area of Residence: (At time of selection)
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Capital city area 30 28
 

Provincial city area 10 7
 

Rural place, village, town 12 17
 

Total 52 
 52
 



TABLE 92
 

Q.129 	 Since your return from the program we have been
 
discussing, have you had any contact with USOM?
 

Participants 

N % 

Yes 119 63 

No 70 37 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
Q.130 	 Since your return from that program
 

have you ever worked for USOM or
 
worked in a joint project of USOM
 
and your government?
 

Participants
 

N 

Yes 
 30
 

No 
 88
 

Don't know or
 
don't remember 1
 

Total 119
 



TABLE 93
 

Q.130 	 Since your return from that program have you ever 
worked for USOM or worked in a joint project of
 
USOM and your government?
 

Participant Utilization 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 7 13 

No 26 25 

Don't know -1 

Total 33 39
 



TABLE 94
 

Q.131 Is there a UJSOM technician available to you for
 
consultation or advice? 

Participants
N % 

Yes 103 55 

No 47 25 

Don't know 39 21 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

IF YES:
 
Q.132 	 Do you have frequent contact with
 

him, only cccasional contact, or
 
have you never met him?
 

Participants
N % 

Frequent 	 37 36
 

Occasional 55 53
 

Never met 	 11 11
 

Total 103 100
 



TABLE 95
 

Q.133 	Have you requested any kind of help from USOM or ICA since you returned
 
from that program?
 

Participants
 
N 	 % 

Yes 	 40 21
 

No 	 149 79
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
Q.134 	On what kinds of problems did 
 Participants 

you request help? 
 First Second Third 
Problem Problem Problem 
Reported Reported Reported 

N N N 
Technical advice: advice of a technician in a
 
particular project, information on a parti
cular problem, technical advice in general 10 
 10
Requested an additional training grant for myself 
 7 -

Assistance from USOM technicians in training
staff members 6 1 1
Printed material: books, pamphlets, etc. 6 - 1

Requested equipment, machinery, material 5 1 -

Audio visual 
 3 - -
Requested training grants for others 
 1 --
Financial assistance, help in obtaining money

for a project - 1 -All other responses 
 2 1 2
Only one or two problems mentioned 
 - 26 36 

Total 40 40 40
 



TABLE 96 

Q.134 Did you get the help you asked for?
 

Participants 
First Second Third 

Problem Problem Problem 
Reported Reported Reported 

N N N 

Yes 28 13 3
 

Partially (under 
consideration, 
some help, etc,) 2 1 1 

No 10 - -

Only one or two
 
problems men
tioned - 26 36
 

Total 40 40 40
 



TABLE 97
 

Q.131 	 Is there a USOM technician available to you
 
for consultation or advice?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Yes 26 33
 

No 16 10
 

Don't know 10 9
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 98
 

Q.132 	 Do you have frequent contact with him, only
 
occasional contact, or have you never met him?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Frequent 	 10 17
 

Occasional 14 14
 

Never met 	 2 2
 

Total 26 
 33
 



TABLE 99
 

Q.133 	Have you requested any kind of help from USOM
 
or ICA since you returned from that program?
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH
 

Yes 7 18
 

No 45 34
 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 100
 

Q.135 	 During or since that training program, did you
join any U~7 rofessional society? 

Participants 
N % 

Yes 50 27 
No 	 1-9 74
 

Total 189 100*
 

*Percentages have been rounded.
 

Q.136 	 Are you now a member of a
 
U.S. professional society? Participants
 

N _% 

Yes 37 20
 
No 151 80
 

Not ascertained 	 1 1 

Total 189 106*
 

*Percentages have been rounded. 

Q.137 	 Do you receive any U.S. 
professional publications? Participants 

N __ 

Yes 	 104 55
 
No 	 85 45
 

Total 189 100
 

IF YES:
 
Q.138 	 flow much use are the pub

lications to you? 
 Participants
 
N 	 % 

Very useful 	 76 73
Somewhat useful 
 16 15
 
Only a 	little useful 10 10

Not useful at all 
 1 1
Not ascertained 1 1 

Total 104 100
 



TABLE 1.01
 

Q.135 	 During or since that training program, did you join
 

any U.S. pr-oessional society?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Yes 11 16
 

No 41 36
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 102
 

Q.136 	 Are you now a member of a U.S. professional
 
society?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

7 12
Yes 


No 45 40
 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 103
 

Q.137 Do you receive any U.S. professional publications?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Yes 22 31
 

No 30 21
 

Total 52 52
 

TABLE 104
 

Q.126 Number of methods used in transmitting training.
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

One method 25 16
 

Two methods 18 23
 

Three methods 8 10
 

Four or more methods 1 3
 

Total 52 
 52
 



TABLE 105
 

Principle Program Improvement Suggestions
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Program should have been more 
specifically related to 
my needs 20 12 

Study teams of participants 
should be selected to have 
the same background and 
interests 4 10 

Would have liked more special
ized training program 4 9 

Would have liked training at 
a different place 9 5 

Should have been more emphasis 
on language of the country 
of training 5 1 

Total 42 37
 



TABLE 106
 

Q.144 	 From an 
over-all viewpoint, how satisfactory was
that training program? 
Was it 	very satisfactory,
moderately satisfactory, not too satisfactory,

or not 	 satisfactory at all? 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 
Very satisfactory 20 33 

Moderately satisfactory 28 18 

Not too satisfactory 
 4 1
 

Total 52 
 52
 

TABLE 107
 

Q.145 	 Some participants, after they return, think their
 program was one 
of the most important things they
ever did, some think it was 
a waste of time, and
others 	rate it somewhere in between. 
 how would you

rate your program?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH 

Most important thing 
 25 41
 

In between 
 27 11
 

Total 	 52 
 52
 



TABLE 108
 

Q.119 	 Thinking now of the skills, techniques or knowledge 
that participants learn during their training pro
grams - - a good many participants tell us that they 
are not actually using much of what they learned in 
their usual work. How about you personally? In 
your current job, have you ever been able to use any 
of the skills or knowledge that you learned on the 
program we have been discussing? 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Yes 	 52 52
 

TABLE 109
 

Q.120 	 Would you say you have used practically none, only
 
a little, some, quite a bit, or almost everything?
 

Participant Utilization
 

LOW HIGH
 

Only a 	little 18
 

Some 	 28 -

Quite a bit 	 6 30
 

Almost 	everything; 
everything  22
 

Total 52 
 52
 



TABLE 110
 

Q.124 	 Now I would like to 
ask about whether or not you

have conveyed to other people the things you

learned on that program. Have you ever been able 
to convey any of what you learned in the program 
to other people?
 

Participant Utilization
 
LOW HIGH 

Yes 	 52 52
 

TABLE 111 

Q.125 	 About how much of that training have you been able 
to transmit to other people - - practically none,
only a little, some, quite a bit, or almost every
thing?
 

Participant Utilization 

LOW IfI GI 

Only a little 17 -

Some 29 4 

Quite a bit 5 33 

Almost everything; 
everything 1 15 

Total 52 52
 



TABLE 112
 

Revised Utilization 
Utilization Scores N Score Group
 

100 7
 
91 4
 
89 1 HIGH 
85 7
 
82 4
 
80 29
 

76 8
 
74 4
 
71 14
 
70 1
 
69 2 
67 1 ,II DDLE 
65 13 
63 1 
62 1 
61 1 
60 20 

58 2*
 
56 5
 
54 4
 
52 1
 
51 3
 
49 
 4 LOW
47 1
 
45 18
 
40 6
 
36 3
 
34 2
 
25 4
 

*One of these two participants was selected randomly
 
to be in the low utilization group so that HIGHS
 
and LOWS would each consist of 52 participants.
 




