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INTRODUCT ION

This ie'theefhir& in the serles of Status Reports, which have replaced the
Annual Reporﬁfof the’past. This new format for the reports from the Development
Educationkend Training Research Institute (DETRI) of The American University,
Washington; D. C.; has been well received}by both the USAIDs and AIQ/W OIT‘e { k

has received many complimentary comments regarding their ease in reading, th'

specific information they contain, the more up-to-date information, and the cleari :

and concise manner in which the data are presented. FRE

This Status Report 3 contains information on participante‘givenueiitfiﬁié:;) C
views from November 1970 through February 1971. These data ha#e been conrened f
with those of perticipante interviewed during the first four months of FY 1971
and also witn thoee interviewed during the entire FY 1970. As in Status Reports
1l and 2, data from these three groups are presented side by side for ease in com-
parison,

It will be noted from the tables, and also pointed up in the "Change Higher
lights" listed in front of the report, that more positive changes have takenli‘
place during this latest four months in contraet witn tne previous four months
than had been evident in the comparison of previous groups. _EEEE.EEEEEEEE§~N

‘that improvements have been made in the various aspects of the programming for

s

A vrmne—ys.

participant trainees and the resultant effect is that participants are register-

ing greater satisfaction. It will also be noted that there are still soue areas
where further improvement is indicated. It is this sort of feed-back informa-

tion to which attention should be directed.

MAJS 7/n

Robert E. Matteson

Director

Office of International Training
Agency for International Development

April 1971 . : EATU L FRR N

Washington, D, C




PREFACE'

f;a,;he DETRI status report series is intended primarily
'for use by AID/Washington. The purpose of these status
reports is to provide reliable and valid irnformation &n
training experiences as perceived and evaluated by the par- -
ticipants, and to monitor changes and trends in participant'if“"f'-i
reactions. Other types of reports ("profiles" and special:
reports) will be issued from time to time and will be of St
greater interest to other readers, such as USAIDs, part1-477\"
cipating agencies, and major training institutions. ‘ ,':

Status reports will be prepared every 4 months: and"’" |
will appear in April, August, and December. The reports
will present responses of participants for the 4- month "
period being covered on selected items from the exit inter-
view questionnaires, individual interviews, and observation
training team interviews. These responses will be compared
with the responses of A.I.D. participants from previous
DETRI reports.

A presentation of all the 1nformation gathered by
DETRI from the part1c1pants would be encyclopedic. For L
these status reports, the authors have selected some of the;f
items which made up the criteria yardsticks (outcomes) or g
~the factors (determinants) which were significantly corre-
Tated with the criteria yardsticks in the First and Second
Annual Analytic Reports to A.I.D. A few items in these
reports were chosen because of their importance for mon1tor4
ing on-going A. I1.D. programs for participants, even though
they were not outcome or. determ1nant jtems in the 2 ana]yt1cg‘
reports. In the choice of all. items, emphasis has been " .
placed on selecting factors over which A.L.D. has somef““
';measure of adm1n1strat1ve controT ‘ o




This 3rd status report contains data on 2853 Academic
and Special participants and 129 Observation Training Teams
interviewed from July 1969 through February 1971 The data
1n “the report are presented for 3 different group1ngs of
,pdrt1c1pants ' o

' ~The FY '70 group 1nc1udes part1cipants 1nterv1ewed

'from July 1969 through June 1970. These data come f'ffj,f?
~ from 1713 Academic and Spec1a1 part1c1pants and from S
: ]595 participants 1n 84 Observation Tra1n1ng Teams.} ;.'

i The FY '71 (Ju] Oct) group 1nc1udes partic1pants 1nter-
ﬂfyﬂr1ewed from July 1970 through October 1970. These data
\gi;come~from 666 Academic and Special participants and
B ,frpm'211 participants in 28 Observation Training Teams.

" 'The FY '71 (Nov-Feb) group includes participants inter-
*3Q5v1ewed from November 1970 through February 1971. These
fwidata come from 474 Academic and Special partlcipants =
= fand from 146 part1c1pants 1n 17 Cbservation Tra¢n1ng
ff;;Teams L .

fn75Th1s status report has been prepared in 3 parts Part
I presents aggregate data on the descriptive character1st1cs
_of all Academic: and Specia] program participants and their
: overa]l reactions. Part II includes aggregate data for these
7 part1c1pants on items which were considered to be determin-
ants of their overall reactions. Part III includes aggre-
gate data for the Observation Training Team members, 1nc1ud1ng
the1r descriptive characteristics, overall reactions, and
b1tems considered to be determinants of their overa]] reactions.
. w1th1n each part of this report, there is a narrat1ve
' desrr1pt1on of the information given by part1c1pants 1nter-. 3
v1ewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb). Whenever the aggregate data

ii



,f_giyéhyby;thé;éjbafﬁiéipﬁﬁtérdiffer;sighifiéantly*'from.the
. aggregate data given by the participants interviewed in
'kEj$651319703hhd/6§ffj$¢{1ﬁ1971.(JU]-Oct) on the same items,
“the differences will be discussed. If tnere is no statisti-
' c§1]y.significant dﬁffgrénqe, no mention will be made of the
fihformation gathered from participants interviewed in Fiscal
‘1970 or Fiscal 1971,(Ju1-0ct). For ease of access, the percent-
ages - of responses given by participants to each of the items
discussed in the report will be presented in consecutively
" numbered tables at the end of each subsection of the report.
This report was prepared by Paul R. Kimmel and William
C. Ockey of The American University, DETRI, under contract
AID/csd-2865. The authors were ably assisted by Mary Ann
Edsall, Ann Fenderson, and Richard Seabrook, also of the
DETRI staff. o

mED . \
- "Significantly" means statistically significant. The test
‘used was one at the "5% level of confidence." This means that
the differences between the data from participants in any 2
Fiscal Year groups could have occurred by chance alone less
‘than 5 out of 100 times. It is unlikely that such obtained
differences are a result of chance alone. It is prcbable (95
out of 100 times) that the differences obtained are attributable
to causal factors--although the causes may not be known.
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Positive Changes

CHANGE HIGHLIGHTS FROM |
FISCAL 1971 (Jul-0ct) TO FISCAL 1971 (Nov-Feb)

A. Academic and Spécfal‘prdgrahiparttéf
Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb): =
1.

g,fgfdﬁ%:

%tws1mp1e (Table 75). S ; il
. Less often had too much dup11catfon;1n C],MJ;;-»fxiﬁffl
,‘ject matter (|ab1e 77) R R

More often were rated by DETRI 1nterv1tf7t“
"more appreciat1ve than unappreciative" (and less often

"rated as being "equally appreciative and not apprecia-
tive") for personal-social experiences: (Tab]e,13) and
4 ‘techn1cal experiences (Table 14), [ ~f'7: s ~"_
 More often gave higher ratings of satisfaction to theirf
_communicat1on with the government off1c1a1 responsib]e

for their training (Table 23).

~ More often gave higher ratings of satisfaction to the1r

housing arrangements in the United States (Table 27).

. More often found daily living allowances “adequate“_ -
 (Table 32). o S
. More often shared their. 11v1ng quarters w1th U S.
"fC1tizens (Table 36). R R
. Less often lacked sufficient’ tim‘ffbr”socia
iﬁfrecreat1ona1 act1v1t1es (Tab]e 43)
. Less often had too little 1nformation about
5r53customs (Table 44), b

Vi



‘Negatfve Changes‘

5. Less often had difficulties with the1r hous1ngiaccom-i?]3f

ef8. More often felt that all of the subject matter tn~th 2./

0bservat1on Training Team members 1nterv1ewed in Fisca]
1971 (Nov Feb) ’ : |

'3More often gave higher ratings of satisfaction to';x'
he1r persona] and soc1a1 exper1enLes (Tab]e 86) S
ﬁMore often felt that they had had adequate tine to
. 'make pre-departure arrangements (Table 87).

fcqgﬂfMore often had an opportunity to offer suggest1ons

concerning their proposed trainina program (Tab]e 90)g*rf

'554;;fMore often had an opportunity to offer suggestions

~about the final plan for their training program
(Table 92). .

, modations (Table 96). Sh e T
6. Less often indicated that the1r per diem WnS ﬂnot,
. adequate" (Table 97). ‘ L ‘7f =
7. More often felt that all of the subJect matter 1n

oral presentations in Washington, D.C., was*re]at
- to their training objectives (Table 99)

oral presentations in the field was re]ated to the1r 'g‘”
training interests (Table 101). s

o?;'9;'“More often believed that they had had the "right num-ff o

ber" of observation visits in the time ava11ab1e tiﬁrf,"
(Table 103). S

fjfy]Q;flMore often had an opportunity to v1s1t Amer1can home{jf
'”:afﬁ;L(Table 104). ' L

A

Academ1c and Special program part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed 1n

"*.F1sca1 1971 (Nov- Feb)

. 1. More often were rated by DETRI 1nterv1ewers as seeing

o A.ItD.r's "noor" (and Tess often as "good") (Table 12).




‘(Nov Feb)
st [their pr1ncipa1 trai

| ;j*f(Table 69). G L
,,Z;j{Less often felt the1r personal participation 1n the

Special program participants 1nterv1ewed 1n Fiscal 1971

jLess often werelrat‘

"good“ (and mor“

‘planning of their proposed teohnica1 tra1n1ng prooram ?f'

}*mf,w' f"adequate" (more often fe1t 1t was "very inadequate“)

”3(Table 78)

Observatlon Tralning Team members interv1ewed 1n F1sca1

1971 (Nov Feb):

v']{;,More often gave lower ratings of sat1sfactfon w1th the

"‘jd1scuss1on of the final plan of their training programs
(Table 91). '

B 2, ‘More often gave Tower ratings to the utility of the

Washington International Center Orientation (Table 93)
3. More often gave lower ratings to the utility of. the
"help provided by their team escort officers (Table 94)



PART 1

CHARACTERISTICS AND OVERALL REACTIONS OF
ACADEMIC AND SPECIAL PARTICIPANTS

A. Participant Characteristics

About 36% of the Academic and Special part1c1pants“1nter
viewed in Fiscal 1971 (November 1970 through February 1971)
came from the Near East-South Asia. This is an increase
since Fiscal 1970 and the first four months of Fiscal 1971 k
in the proportion of participants be1ng given Exit Interv1ews
who are from the Near East-South Asia. Less than 10% of the
participants came from Latin America, which continues the
steady decline in the percentage of participants being inter-
viewed at DETRI who are from Latin America. About 1 out of
3 of the participants interviewed at DETRI in Fiscal 1971
(Nov-Feb) came from the Far East while 1 out of 5 came from
Africa (Table 1). ' L

“'Nearly 60% of the 1nd1v1dua1 A.1.D. participants 1nter;Q
viewed at DETRI in F1sca1 1971 (Nov Feb) were in Special '
tra1n1ng programs (Table 2) ' Th1s ma1nta1ns the higher per-f
centage of participants in- Spec1a1 programs seen at DETRI
since the end of Fiscal 1970 : L C

~ About 32% of the part1c1pants stud1ed in the field of ﬁj
agriculture, while about 23% were in the field of educat1ontf
‘Only about 13% had tra1n1ng ‘programs in the field of hea]tth
and sanitation. Th1s percentage 1s comparable with that %
for Fiscal 1970, but significantly lower than the percentagef
of part1cipants in health and sanitation for Fiscal 1971f i
(dJul- Oct) About 1 out of 6 participants given Exit’ Inter- ;
views in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) was in the f1e1d of pub]ic" }
administration (Table 3). : S




Nearly 40% of the individual participants were programmed
on1y by A.1.D. .The Department of Agriculture programmed
Labout 28% of .the participants, while the Office of Education -
~programmed approximately 1 out of 9 individual participants.
The Public Health Service programmed less than 5% of the par-
ticipants interviewed at DETRI in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb). Com- .
pared with Fiscal 1971 (Jul-0Oct), these figures show a sig- .
n1f1cant increase in the percentages of participants pro-
igramméd by Agriculture and the Office of Education and a sig-

- nificant decrease in the percentage of participants programmed
by the Public Health Service who received exit interviews at
DETRI (Table 4).

Nearly 40% of the Academic participants 1nd1cated that
~ their training programs in the United States were over 2 - o
years long. The median length of training program for Aca-t -
‘demic participants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) was .
about 93 weeks. About 40% of the participants in Spec1a1
training programs indicated that their U.S. training programs.“
were less than 18 weeks in duration. The median 1ength of
training program for Special participants in Fiscal 1971
(Nov-Feb) was about 20 weeks (Tables 5 and 6). ’



Q. What regions of the world y

Tab]e 1

were the participantsafrom?le-t*<-

REGION. - .

Far East
Latin Amer1ca
Africa goe

Near EuSt South Asraﬁt;yfiﬁfﬂynw' 495 2 .'

172

“ Tab]e 2 s
Q. How many of the part1c1pants had Academ1c\tfa1n1ng
and how,many had Spec1a1 tra1n1ngyprograms? -

progfams

TYPE OF PROGRAM

FY '71 CURY
Jul 0ct,,g

Nov Feb

'71

‘5?fff%ﬁﬁfffiNf¥7ffﬂszfff7

Academic
Special

TOTALS

| 1000

270
396

aa
58.9

195
279

474




Table 3

Q. In which fields did the;participants receive their education

and tra1n1ng?

FIELD OF TRAINING.

FY '71
Jul-0ct

Fy '71
Nov-Feb

% N

% N

'Agriculture t f&M
Industry and M1n1ng
Transportat1on h

Health and San1tat10nffi*i:?: .3

Education

Public Adm1nistrat10n?Q fi

TOTALS

s
e
90
3186
7 a0s

26.1 165

6.8 43

1 .8.8 56
- 23.3 147
zo 1 127

31.9 143
8.3 37
6.9 31

12.9 58

22,8 102
1.2 77

. What governmen

agencies participated in'th ‘¢ra1nin9$prodféﬁS “

Agr1cu1ture

Federa] Aviation
Adm1n1stration

Other N

TOTALs[;{ffv

0ff1ce of Educat1on R e 4
Pub11c Health Service;  ,; sy




Q. How: long were the Academ1c pa- ST
States? (Item 182) R :

FY e
Ju1 0ct

LENGTH 0F SOJOURN* ' | Nov=Feb
;3%»1~u N;}.a;%%%;15;;?;?

(Nneks)

1=
27 -8
52 - 65

66 - 104 S
]05 and over

e 4[2;911t7- 1.9 _SffJJEZEij_:A‘ff"
134108 1330 3% 112 g2
-
7
9

5.4 124 240 6
:'ff;if2874' ¥28Va~

TOTALS§J7"

Q. How long were ~the: Specia

participants’
States? Item 182) i

i;Ju1ﬁ0ct,g," Nov Feb

s N3 .~IN7‘1JTQ%\"“Q N

LENGTH OF SOJOURN
(Neeks)




B. Overall Reactions

About 1 out of 3 of the Academic and Specia] participants
"jfe]t that their total experience as A.1. D participants "could:
UQnot have been better," the. highest rating on the 7- -point satis-
| action sca1e. About 7% of the participants 1ndicated that
fhthey were not well satisfied with their A. I D. experiences by
A"rating their satisfaction at or be]ow the mid point on this
i sca]e (Table 7) ""'1 R p't fa,, o ‘:. 1 17' 3
Thirty percent of the'1nd1v1dua1 participants who received“

Exit Interviews in Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) were "extreme]y sat-w:
isfied" with their technica] training programs, 1nd1cating :
that they "could not have been better." About 1 out of 8
part1c1pants showed much more negative feelings by rating their
training programs at or below the mid point on this satisfactior
scale (Table 8). ‘ , 4 T

-Over 45% of the individual participants said they were
"extremely welcome, always fe]t accepted" in the United ¢

States. About 11% rated their we]come and acceptance 1n this- f

’country at or below the mid- p01nt on this sca]e, 1nd1cat1ng "
1ess p051t1ve feelings (Table 9). -

, - On the basis of their conversations, the DETRI 1nter-~ h ‘
_vv1ewers rated the Academic and Special participants fee]ings?f
"about (1) the United States as a society, and (2) the ’“5f'°,
.‘American peop1e These ratings are 1nterviewer Judgments as’fhf
‘;to whether participants’ fee11ngs had (a) become more pos”, e

, tive, (b) ‘stayed the same, or (c) become niore negative from
ftheﬁbeginning to the end of ‘their U.S. sojourns. " o S
S The interviewers less often judged the Fiscal. 1971;(Nov47fﬂ

,Feb)_participants to have "stayed the same" in their fee]ingsjf”

‘and more often to have either "become more p051t1ve" "become;

- more negative"'about the United States as a society and the =

f 'American -people than they did the Fiscal 1971 (Jul- Oct) par-‘rl
' ticipants (Tab]es 10 and 11). The increase in the percentage ..
of participants who were judged to have "become more negative" {

-6~



about the United States as a society cont1nues a trend from _
F1sca1 1970. The increases in the percentages of part1c1pants r'd
who - were judged to have "become more positive“ represent “L‘
'returns toward the percentages who were Judged to have "becomeﬁff
more positive" on these two- rat1ngs in F1sca1 1970 e
~The: DETRI 1nterv1ewers also rate the participants' eva]- :
uation of A.I.D., using the following categor1es (a) exc‘TPVTV
Tent, (b) good (c) ‘adequate, (d) poor, and (e) terr1b1e “["
Th1rty one percent of the participants A4ere rated as’ evaluat1ngﬁ
A.1.D. as "good"‘ This percentage is s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower than
that of the participants rated as evaluating A.I.D. as "good"
in Fiscal 1970 and Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct). About 1 out of 6
of‘the purticipants were rated as evaluating A.I.D. aS‘"poor "
This is a higher percentage than that of the participants
rated in this category in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) (Table 12)

- The interviewers also rate the individual participants’ “
they talk with in regard to their appreciation for their per-
sonal-social and technical experiences in the United States.

The categories used are (a) more appreciative than unapprecia-
tive, (b) about equally appreciative and not appreciative.
~(c) more unappreCiative'than appreciative, and (d)vrating'not
relevant for part1c1pant About 2 out of 3 of the partici-
~pants in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) were rated as being more appre-
- ciative than unapprec1at1ve for their personal- soc1a1 exper-
7‘1ences,&wh11e about 3 out of 4 were rated as be1ng more appre-
c1at1ve than unapprec1at1ve for their techn1ca1 experiences.
.Both of these percentages are s1gn1f1cant1y higher than those

‘i for part1c1pants rated in Fiscal 1971 (Ju] Oct) or Fiscal

tj1970 The percentage of part1c1pants rated about equally
d”apprec1at1ve and not apprec1at1ve for both persona] -social

and: techn1ca1 experiences were s1gn1f1cant1y 1ower in F1sca1‘

: Tfj(Tables 13 and 14) '

t7f1971 (Nov -Feb) than in. e1ther of these other time per1ods ’




Tab]e 7

Q. How sat1sf1ed were the part1c1pants w1th their tota] exper1ence
as A I.D. uparticipants? (Item 162) B

L e e hflﬁFY{jiofjige CURYY '71 YT
- SATISFACTION RATING = ~'~w'3~irf»*,fiﬂ~ Jul-0ct - Nov-Feb

:(Extremely satisfied)‘ 28.0 480

NO e W N -

(Not at a1 satisfied) | .4 6

TOTALS

B D Tab]e 8 S T
Q. How sat1sf1ed were the part1c1pants with their techn1ca1 tra1n1ng

prcgrams? (Item A84 & s81)

N FY_.iaijffgj FY '71 .‘ FY ‘71
SATISFACTION RATING T - °°t ~ Nov-Feb

443 27.5° 183
683 38.6 257
364 - 22.5 150
123~ 6.8 45

(Extremely satisfied) 142

181

\lmm-bwl\)_—l

(Not at all satisfied)

TOTALS

100.0 1706 100.0 665




~Table 9. S

Q. How we]come and accepted djd the part1c1pants fee]

Un1ted States? (Item 143)

NELCOME/ACCEPTED
" RATING

CFY ‘T

E ‘;g ;thFY '71
~Jul-0Qct.:

Nov Febf

*<.;ﬂ%tlé}iN”’

(Extremely welcome) -

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

TOTALS

4.0

30 5*1;

(Not at a1l welcone) | .8 13

215
7 . 145

Q. How d1d the 1nterv1ewer’_
the U S. soc1ety? SR

FEELINGS ABOUT

R
: JU]-OCtVT'

 Nov-Feb

U.S. SOCIETY

y N

- "

Became more positive
Stayed the same -
Became more negative

TOTALS -

) 206
214 ‘

42.8 . 127
33.3 99




Table 11}.[-

Q. How d1d the interviewers rate th
the Amer1can peop]e?

FEELINGS ABOUT

AMERICAN PEOPLE G

Became more posit1ve
Stayed the same =~ = ©
Became more negat1yéfﬁLj

TOTALS

EVALUATION OF A.I.D.

Exceiieht |
Good R
Adequate
Poor'  _ :
Terrible =

TOTALSJf;?ffiffj}Qg};j;§¥

~=10-



Q.

How d1d the interviewers rate the part1c1pants' appreciation

Table 13

for their personal and social experiences?

PERSONAL/SOCIAL
APPRECIATION

FY '70

=’FY~?213355;¢,‘
Jul-Oct .

More appreciative than
unappreciative

About equally apprecia-
tive and not apprecia-
tive

More unappreciative
than appreciative

Not relevant

TOTALS

| 62.4 939 s58.

Table 14 R s
How did the 1nterv1ewers rate the. part1c1pants a

for their technical experiences?

appreciation

TECHNICAL APPRECIATION

FY '70

,FYE&?T’?E_,
Jul-0ct- =

FY '71
Nov Feb

More appréciative than
unappreciative

About equally apprecia-
tive and not apprecia-
tive

More unappreciative Sl

than appreciative
Not relevant '

TOTALS




};AthiAéaﬂehic and Special Participants

efﬁi. Planning and Orientation o

“About 1 out of 4 of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) partici-qf
pants indicated that they were “extreme]y satisfied" with
the planning of their training programs in the1r home coun-
try., Approximately the same proportions gave "2" and 3"
“ratings on this scale. About 23% gave low ratings of satis-
faction with home country planning (at or below the mid-
"point on this scale) (Table 15). e

~About 64% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) part1c1pants ,jgf
gave high ratings of satisfaction to the planning of the1r =
training programs in the United States ("1 or‘"2“ ratings 4
on'this;scale). Nineteen percent‘rated their sat1sfact10n‘.'
more negatively (at or below the mid-point on this scale)
(Table 16). About 32% of the participants interviewed in
Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) indicated that they disagreed with or:'
were unclear about aspects of either their proposed or the1r7k
final training plans (Tables 17 and 18). o

Fifty-six percent of the participants rated the oriena:”
tations they had had in the1r home country at one of the,7
top two positions on this satisfaction sca]e. ‘About 69% S
gave ratings this high to the orientations they had. 1nv'3£3”‘
~the United States. Approximately 1 out of 4 of the F1sca1

1971 (Nov-Feb) participants were much less satisfied with
“their home country orientations, rating them at or below
“the mid-point on this scale, while about 13% gave ratings
th1s Tow to their U S. orientat1ons (Tables 19 and 20)

12-



About 2 out of 3 of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) parti-'g‘g
cipants were rated by the- DETRI ‘interviewers as having o
neither positive nor. negative feelings about a U.S. aca-f« 77
demic degree. About 23% were rated as having positive
feelings and 10% as having negative feelings about a degreeif
This represents a higher percentage having no feelings S
and a lower percentage having positive feelings than in -
either Fiscal 1970 or Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) (Table 21).
About 1 out of 4 of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) partici- o
pants said that changes they had requested in their tra1n4f f
ing programs after reaching their first tra1n1ng site “<ifF1{*
had not been made (Table 22). B

~-13-



Table 15

Q. How satisfied were the ‘participants with the planning of their
training programs 1n ‘their home countries? (Item 49) RN

Y 170 FY '71 FY 7

SATISFACTION_RATiNGZ S - Jul-Oct. . Nov-Feb
T AT or (R TR R TR

(Extremely satisfied) | 24.3 339 2.
| 25,8 360
| 22.0 307
14.7 204
105
43
36

N O O W N -

(Not at all satisfied)
''''' AR L LRt (LR
TOTALS 100.0 1394

Table 16

Q. How satisfied were the participants with the p]anning of the1r
training programs in the United States? (Item 49) ST

: Y 170 FY1!71},;‘;gIL“FY}f71
SATISFACTION RATING Jul-Oct Nov-Feb
| N E N 5N

128

(Extreme]y satisfied)“i |
R B © 156

100.0 1622

-14-



labie 1/

At the time the participants left their home country were there
any aspects of their proposed plan that they disagreed with or
were unclear? (Item 565

; FY ‘70 - FY '71 Fy '71
DISAGREED WITH _ IR Jul-0ct Nov-Feb
PROPOSED PLAN. Sy e —es
ol 4 N % N % N

| 31.4 535  20.0 193  31.6 149
68,6 1169 . 71.0 472  68.4 323

TOTALS 665 100.0 472

Q. Were . .ther

there any aspect
they ‘disagre o

ed;witho

DISAGREED WITH = -
FINAL PLAN -

67,7 319

-15-



Table 19

Q. How satisfied were the participants with the orientations they o

had in their home country?

(Item 51)

CFY ‘70 0

SATISFACTION RATING

(Extremely satisfied) 23.0 312
22,4 305
] 1641
i ..“’,7'7 ‘- "
3.9

N OO O BWw N —

(Yot 3t 211 satisfied)

s

S | 100.0 1358

24,7 336

r¢¢:w°“"

,1303qu
'ﬁTJ4Qf

{26 6 162}
29,4 113
18, 2 ' '

Table 20

Q. How satisfied were the part1c1pants with the orientations they

had in the United States? (Item 51)

: FY '70
SATISFACTION RATING

FY 71
Jul-Oct

R
o Nov- Feb

N

%N

25.5 403
33.0 521
22.7 359

| 200

1 (Extremely satisfied)

2 .

3

4 12,7
5

6

7

(Not at all satisfied):

165

199
140 8.
63 7

31,3, 137
37.4° 164

-16-




Table 21 | f¢¢’”,‘¢. *

Q. How d1d the interviewers rate the part1C1pants"fééiih9$ﬁgbbutf’": o

he1r U S. degree experience?

FEELINGS ABOUT. . - f . 208 Ju] Oct " Nov=Feb
U.S. DEGREE ~ . ~ i e ”[,'u,,,‘.,, ———
S B R R | RS R S | R N

No fee11ngs S
Positive fee11ngsff;t5*3‘_‘
Negat1ve feelingsni;jf"

TOTALS'

Table 22 o
Q. After the part1c1pants reached the1r f1rst tra1n1ng s1te,,1f‘

did they request any changes in the1r tra1n1ng programs that
were not made? (Items A81T & S75) . |

| | ey FYT FY 171 |
i REQUESTED CHANGES b e Jul-0ct Nov-Feb
DENIED . - e _
| N % N % N

78.2 1323 77.4 511 75.7 356
21,8 369 22.6 149 24.3 114

oo e e se o

TOTALS

Z17-



2. Administrative Arrangements

About 56% of the Academic and Special participants
said they were "extremely satisfied" with the communication
between themselves and the U.S. government official respon-
sible for their training. About 1 out of 9 participants in
Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) indicated they were much less satis-
fied with this communication, rating it at or below the mid-
point on this scale (Table 23). As in Fiscal 1970 and Fis-
cal 1971 (Jul-Oct), about 8 out of 9 participants said they
~had had no difficulty in communicating with this govern--
ment official during their training programs (Table 24).
, About 3 out of 4 of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) part1c1-?
':pants rated their satisfaction with the1r travel arrange-g R

‘"};,fments in the United States at one of the top two positions
7f'on this scale. About 10% of these part1c1pants 1nd1cated

t,rhous1ng in the Un1ted States. About 1 out of 8 were much
:f']ess sat1sf1ed,;rat1ng their housing arrangements at or-

they were not satisfied with these arrangements by rat1ng
them at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 25)
Approx1mate1y 7 out of 8 of the participants said they S
had had no problems with inadequate advance trave] arrangeAfi
ments in the United States (Table 26), o 'u<f
- About 1 out of 3 of the Academic and Special partici-zg
:pants said they were "extremely satisfied" with their e

"below the mid- po1nt on this scale. These percentages 1nd1-5;
cate that the part1c1pants interviewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-fj
'Feb) were s1gn1f1cant1y more satisfied w1th the1r hous1ng ‘
Varrangements than the part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed in. F1sca1
1970 and F1sca1 1971 (Ju] Oct) (Tab]e 27) About 21% of
he part1c1pants said they had had prob]ems w1th hous1ng
"being too far from the1r tra1n1ng fac111ty, 36 5% sa1d
.they had had problems w1th poor pub11c transportat1on 4;

Tl



| services where tﬁi°hh"%*\, about 12% said they had had

prob]ems w1th 11v1ng in ah‘undesirable neighborhood, and

about 18% said they had had prob]ems w1th 1nadequate facili-

ties and equ1pment in their housing. A11 of these percen-
tages are comparable with those in Fiscal. 1970 and Fiscal
1971 (Jul-0Oct) (Tables 28-31).

About 47% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) part1c1pants
felt that their daily living allowance at their train1ng,‘:
lTocation where they stayed the longest was "adequate.”
This is a significantly higher percentage of participants:
giving this rating than in Fiscal 1970 or Fiscal 1971
(Jul-0Oct). About 15% of the participants indicated that
thisfiiving allowance was “not adequate," while about 38%
saidfit was "barely adequate" (Table 32). More than 60%
of: fhé'participants continue to say that the A.I1.D. allow-
ance for books and training materials was e1ther “barely o
adequate" or "not adequate" (Tab]e 33)

1



 Table 23

Q. How satisfied were theTparticipants'with‘theirjbdﬁmUﬁfﬁa%56h7l,..f;a
during their sojourn with the government official:in Washington -
responsible for their training? (Itemv57)» ;?f* L T

SATISFACTION RATING . |

(Extremé1YLS§ﬁf§f{§d)ffi _  ;{ 15?:;é; $

~N O O R W N

(Not at all satisfied)

TOTALS

|  Table 24 |
Q. Did the participants experiencefanyld{ff?éﬁitféég'dufing their
training, in communicating with the U.S. government official
in Washington responsible for their trqinjng?-?(ltem 55)

FY '71 FY ‘71
Jul-0ct ~ Nov-Feb

t N % N %N

FY '70

HAD DIFFICULTY

No "j;gl; jf’ R 88.8 1517 ,8§;3 [55555"787~1f“l413
Yes oo 1.2 192 11,7 78 12.9° . 61




Q.

SATISFACTION RATING ~ ~ [ . .~ "~ - dul-Oct. = Nov-Feb |

(Extremely satisfied) | .39.0 666  37.2 248  43.5 205
Tl 34,7 593 36.8 245  32.4 153
7.2 293 16.8° 112 . 14.2 67

| .uable 25 o

D1d the part1c1pants have a prob]em with 1na
arrangements for trave11ng? (Item. 144d)1

ol e T R Y l7]
PROBLEM WITH Ry g0 HYRTL
INADEQUATE ADVANCE L .;A~~~;,,491;_9Pw.,s~o Nov-Dec
TRAVEL ARRANGEMENTS ) N a

None | sss a0

~ Some |12 219 136 90

H-Z];




Q. How
United States?

(Item:

Table 27

attsfied weré*theiga;t1cfpants
12)-

R Ry M71
uJ“1~0Ct;f ; Nov Feb

SATISFACTION RATING

N ‘,%_}f}; N1

SOy O D W N -

(Extremely satisfied) |

(ot st a1t saistien) | 1)

'526i“a ‘
3761;   aE; 7

TOTALS {70000 1

159
164

Table 28

Q. Did the participants have a problem w1th the1rshous1ngwbe1ngr'
too far from their tra1n1ng fac1l1ty? g

(Item‘]]]a

PROBLEM WITH
HOUSING TOO FAR FROM -

 ¥ﬁFYf

(P

FYS '71 Fy

Ju] Oct

TRAINING FACILITY

°f“74ﬁ%%ﬁfflfﬂj??f}7%1??5‘ N

None
Some
Much.'  

TOTALS -

T 3
"16 o

512‘1“‘ |
106gf‘V15.2,‘ 72
4 ;f44 5; 5.




Q. Did the part1c1pant h

ranspor-
tation serv1ces_fr Dt

PROBLEM WITH
POOR PUBLIC - '
TRANSPORTATION .

None
Some :
Much

|61.9 1057 67.2 445 63.5 299
o | 20.3 347 18,3 1217 18.0 85
| 17.8 303 14.5. 96 = 18.5 . 87

TOTALS?1Qf<5:’75 fﬁ;h:“if i{160}O~;17d7£ 10000 6

Tab]e 30w

Q. 1d the part1c1pants have a problem with 11v1ng 1n ahfyhdés fab1e

ne1ghborhood? (Item 111d)

TR

| PROBLEM WITH f'"ffﬁwFYWKZQ?ﬁfT577r4"1‘°°t"
‘| 'UNDESIRABLE NEIGHBORHOOD . f———rrrm——eo———— RO
L R T f%v;juf.N',,‘ﬂf%:f]f*,N

136 82.3 544 87.9 414
206 12,4 . 82 . 9.1 43

S L23.




L Table 31 el L
e QﬁjéﬁfW{th;ihédequaféffé¢iiﬁtfes

ousing?:/(Ttem 111f).

ousi

G. Did the participants:have
quipment uith 'the

~ PROBLEM WITH ~* .o | py.igg. o FYLL71 71

INADEQUATE FACILITIES =~ | - . . . ' Jul=0ct - - Nov-Feb
o AND EQUIPHENT . ... T

None 0 |75.7 1293 75.6 500 -81.8 387
Some | o eo.0 S7341 0 19.7 130 15,0 .7
Much . |43 73 47 31 3.2 15

TOTALS ©© . 0.0° 1707  100.0 661 100.0 473

o Table 32

’Q.ihHow‘adéqUaféfﬁé;éTiHéfbdftfcipahts' dﬁf]jﬁfi@ﬁﬁ@fﬁ1lbﬁ5hcﬁsﬁf 
,3 ~;at*the trajnjngj]o;atjon where they stayeQ{theQangesp?Q(Itﬁm;148)

T Gul-0et  Nov-Fed

L e I T

ADEQUACY OF =
LIVING ALLOWANCE

Adequate | 385491 372 211 467 180
Barely Adequate l: [fffff44,4‘i3652 . 43.4 246 37.8 146
Not Adequate | 22.1 324 19.4 110 15.5 60

TOTALS - [100.0 1467 100.0

567 100.0 386

C28-




Tab]e 33

Q. How adequate was" the money prov1ded for books, tra1n1ng mater-

jals, and other 1nc1denta] technica]ﬁ

(Item 151)

ra1n1ng program expenses?

ADEQUACY OF
TRAINING ALLOWANCE

R T
- Jul-=0ct .

CFY '
‘Nov-Feb

g N

Adequate
Barely Adequate
Not Adequate

il I R e R T TS

TOTALS

TfQ; 100 o

203

252 3
" 26.7"

664 1000

37.8 . 177
125
35.5 166

468

. ~25-




3., Persenal and Social Activities

Neariy 80% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) Academic and
‘Spec1a1 participants rated the importance of their American
friendships to' their total experience in the United States
-atfbne of the top two positions on this scale. Only about 6%
voffthese participants rated the importance of their friend-
ships at or uelow the mid-point on this scale (Table 34). '

Forty-two percent of the participants interviewed 1n
Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) said they shared their 1iving quarters
with fellow countrymen at the training location where they;
stayed the longest (Table 35). On the other hand 19%. of
these participants said they shared their living quarters.‘7
with U.S, citizens. This is a 51gnif1cant1y higher per- _”
centage Tiving with U.S. citizens than 1n Fiscal 1970 and
Fiscal 1971 (Jul-0ct) (Table 36). ,vi o

About 56% of the Fiscal: 1971 (Nov Feb) part1c1pants o
felt that their visits to American homes:were "extremely
- enjoyable, could not have been'better.":‘Only.about 5%
showed much less enjoyment of these visits, rating them :
at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 37). About
8% of the participants said they had had no arranged visits
with American families at their training locations. About
70% of these participants said that they had visited <
3 or more American families at their training iocations" -
About 80% of these partic1pants said they had made 3 or ‘;f;
more visits to these American homes (Tab]es 38-39). 8

- About 44% of the participants. 1nterv1ewed in Fiscai
1971 (Nov Feb) found their informal social act1v1t1es‘"e
tremely enjoyable." About 5% expressed more negative feei-?
ings 'by rating their informal activities at or be]ow the '
mid-point on this scale (Table 40). About 6% of the Fiscal
1971 (Nov-Feb) participants said they went to'most‘infdrmal
activities aibne About 23% said they usua]iy went to these
act1v1t1es w1th American c1tizens, about 27% said they

~26-



usua]]y went: w1th home countrymen, about 7% said they usu- .
ally went: w1th other foreign nationals; and- about 36% sa1d
they usual]y went with mixed groups of Americans, home
countrymen and other fore1gn nationals (Tab]e 41) About
Jﬁ% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) part1c1pants sa1d they had
made some kind of presentation about the1r home country or
culture to an American audience (Table 42). ' S

When asked about general social prob]emsvthey had had
in the United States, about 40% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) "
participants said they had had problems with insufficient
time for social and recreational activities. About 22% said
they had had problems with having too little information
about U.S. social customs. Both of these percentages are
significantly lower than those of the participants inter-
viewed in Fiscal 1970 and Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) (Tables 43
and 44), About 63% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) participants
said they had had problems with feeling homesick while in
the United States (Table 45). |

On the basis of their conversations, the DETRI 1nter-;}f
viewers rated about 7% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov- Feb) par-‘~7*
ticipants as being discriminated against during the1r u.S.
sojourns. This continues the significant decrease in therq-f
percentage rated as being discriminated against from F1sca1
1970 and Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) (Table 46) e



fTab1e 34

Q. How important were perso
part1c1pants' total expe

nal fr1endsh1ps with Americans to the ;
rience in the United States? (Item” 33)‘

IMPORTANCE OF
FRIENDSHIPS

| 1) W P Nov-Feb

*“FY:F7TDf.5

1 (Extremely important)
9 o

3
4
5
6
7

(Not at a]l 1mportant)

TOTALS;xt? ;l

45.6 719 441 264 50.0 217
31.8 501 347 208 29.5 128
_316 1 254 15,8 95 ~ 15.0° - 65

434

Q. D1d the participants, wh
living quarters with fel

Tab]e 35

ere they lived the 1ongest, share their
low countrymen? (Item 110b)

LIVED WITH

FY '71 CFY T

- FYNT0. Jul-0ct  Nov-Feb

FELLOW COUNTRYMEN -~ |—

‘,v53;4*tiooo1'g‘62.8 f418‘*»1sa.of;;275

416 713 37.2 248 42,0 199

1oo o 1713j~ti6§;b;§¥666;j}106}b;fﬁ474




Q.

Tab]e 36

Did the participants, where they 11ved the longest, Sha,,,tﬁg,.

11v1ng quarters with U.S.

c1t1zens?

(Item 110c)

LIVED NITH

u.s. CITIZENS il

S FY

170

'FY:'71;1 1;_
Jul-Oct

Nov Feb :}fwr

L Tethie

Yes
No

-100.0

86

1713 1

How enJoy b]e were the p
3

a
(Item. 12 )

Table 37

art1c1pants

visits to American homes?

ENJOYMENT RATING

70 -  f”'

Jul Oct

'FY '71

TR T
. Nov-Feb

T

1 (Extremely énjoyable)
3
4
5
6
7

(Not at all enj

50.4
- 28.5
1441

795
449
223

njoyable) | .3

50:2

251
120

-29-




Table 38

Q. Approximate]y how many different American,fam111es d1d the .
participants v1s1t? (Item 120) ; , L

R N “”Fv“ n b "71
NUMBER OF FAMILIES |~ - Jul-0ct Nov -Feb
) o i I T Nﬁ,, 4;%T13331N1;,£f,%ﬁ5>155N

R IR LI C R LTI I
| 9.5 162 10, 4 69 .10.5 50
S| 14 242 1400 83 12,0 s
*1}933;677f575¢ﬁf535 4&4’235??'23QJQL,51$5

?TOTALS ', ffﬂ:f( ,:fi‘gf 100 o 1713;

Tab1e 39”‘V

EfQ;@ Approximately howomgny v1s1t‘ito Amer1canyhime'
SR t1c1pants make? (Item‘]21)* .

FY '71
Nov Feb‘

| nomer oF visiTs

| Nome.
i
‘i-;esayrmOfé;;,;,;:,,_f

TOTALS




‘Table 40

Q. How enaoyab]e were the 1nforma]iac"°”‘“”\'a
took. part in?o (Item 125)

ENJOYMENT RATING

(Extremely enjoyable) | 38.9 659 38.3. 252  43.7
e 242 37,

34.7 sééfﬁ,f";éﬁ,‘ ; 7
T 1
et 0

~NOY O AW N —

(Not at all enjoyable) | .

TOTALS ‘;  ;;19§§¢¥

Q. MWith whom d1d the part1c1pénts-mosf,oft;n
act1v1t1es? (Item 125) R

o , REEEC T Y- 4;ifFY 170f»"1':~FFY:’717 - v‘#Yi'71
PERSON MOST OFTEN N AR Jul-Oct Nov-Feb
WENT WITH N - - - ' -

No one, went alone | 8.9 148
Americans 24,1 399 -
Home countrymen i . 26.4- 437  28.3 181
Other foreign nationals | 7.6 126 - 6.6 42
Mixed groups - 33.0 548V;ff? f

TOTALS .~ |100.0 1658 .100.0 640  100.0 464

-31-




Q. Didathé7paht1cipantgﬁmake

home ‘country or’ cuTture to-an-

Table 42

’"ﬁfpﬁésdﬁfafiod?aﬁduﬁﬁthéfﬁﬁ
an audience? (Item 129)

MADE 'PRESENTATIO

Yes
No

TOTALS - -

Did the pérticipants have

time for

social and recre

“aﬁﬁrdﬁiem fohf1acking’sufficient‘.‘

ational activities? (Item 142k)

PROBLEM WITH |
INSUFFICIENT TIME FOR

CRC'TL Ry
o Jul-Oct . Nov-Feb

SOCIAL ACTIVITIES =

None
Some
Much

- e s e s et s as s

TOTALS ft 3

| sl a2
S A R 1T S

J100.0 1695 00,

331 60.4 284
7 .29.8 140
9.8 46

57 100.0 470

-32 -':"' 7



Tab]e 44

Q. Did the part1c1pants have a- prob]em with hav1ng too']'tt1¥
information about U.S. social customs? (Item 1429)

. IR Y '
PROBLEM WITH Fy '70 . FY 1o ,
TOO LITTLE INFORMATION S odul<0ct.. . Nov-Feb

ABOUT SOCIAL CUSTOMS R R . h

Nore | mes o216 748 a5 775 367
Some |8 a2z o226 1500 105 92
Much s ee 26 17 3.0 14

LS [100.0 1704 1000 62 100.0 473

Tab]e 45

Q. Did the part1c1pants have a prob]em ith féteﬁQih&ﬁéé%EE@f L

(Item 142d)

LRy g0 FYTU L R
PROBLEM WITH o Jul-Oct “__ NQy:Feb

FEELING HOMESICK

None | a7 633 346 229 37.3 176
Some .| 47.2 805  48.7 323 . 47.7 225
Much v | 1sa7 268 167 M1 15,0 71

TOTALS [100.0 1706  100.0 663, 100.0 - 472

-33;




0 Did the intervievers f

against? ¢

LRy I

DISCRIMINATED AGAINST

No o
yes ;

o

. |100.0 1655 10

-34-




,4 Commun1cat1on Semlnar and Exit Interview

" About 30% of the Academ1c and Specia] participants whoif
attended a Special Communication Seminar felt that the 1deas?{
‘they had learned there would be "extremely helpful" in using
their training when they returned home. About 27% did not,
feel that these ideas would be so helpful, giving ratings
at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 47).

Over 50% of the 1971 (Nov-Feb) participants rated the
Exit Interview as "extremely useful" in getting their eval-
uations of their A,I.D. training programs, whereas about
5% rated its utility low, giving ratings at or below the
mid-point on the scale (Table 48). Sixty-four percent of
these participants felt that the Exit Interview was "very
pleasant." Only 2% of thetparticipants who received an
Exit Interview in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) gave a low rating
to its pleasantness (at or below the mid-point on this
scale) (Table 49). These percentages indicate that the
participants are significant]y more pleased with the Exit
Interview in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) than they were in Fisca] ff~
1970 or Fiscal 1971 (Jul Oct) ' S TTEN T S



Tab]e 47

Q. How helpful did the participants think the ideas they got from
the Special Communication Seminar will be in using the1r

tra1n1ng when they return home?

(Item 103)

HELPFULNESS RATING

FY '70

Fv"z1f.“

Jul-0ct

CFY '71
: ,Nov_Feb

~NOY O BW N -

TOTALS

(Extremely helpful) |

(Not at all helpful)

22.4 ‘236

| 278567204
1 22.7 240

o141 149
1 5.9 62

.45 48

’?iz;szllfQZiff

100 0 1055”,g5f[f{h;;

20.7 88

25, ¥ 108

24.4 104
143 61
**5¥4r_f*237?

5.4 23

*f4;5g 'figﬁh

426 6

30 4,89
23, 255 68
19.5 57
13.3 39
7.2 21
4.0 12

,2 4,’ 7

100 O“r 293

Table 48

How useful did the participants think ‘the Exit Interv1ew was

for getting their evaluations of their A. I D training program?

USEFULNESS RATING

FY '70

FY;'7T
Jul-0ct

FY '*71
Nov-Feb

BN

% N

TOTALS

(Extremely useful)

| 441 s2a
33.4 624
15.9 = 298

266
235

50,9 222
31.2° - 136

s o .0 o En Am W . > e e G G S D M MR MR S W G e AR D AR G S Em W

A T :




he Exit Interview?

PLEASANTNESS RATING. . |

T wom . w o
. dul-Oct- .. Nov-Feb

% N % N

(Extremely pleasant)

N O O BWNY -

52.4»  334‘w 64.0 281
31,5 201 26.9 118

-37- -




B. Academic Proqram Participants Only

. 1 Tra1n1ng Programs

About ] out of 3 of the Academic participants 1nter- e
v1ewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) felt that their technical

,tra1n1ng program was "extremely su1tab1e" to their home  ‘fC f
.country conditions. About 18% did not feel it was suitable -

to_their home country conditions. rating their technical -
training program at or below the mid-point on this scale
(Table 50). About 40% of the Academic participants felt
that their technical training programs were "extremely
suitable" to their training and experience, and to théir‘
personal career plans. On both of these scales, less than
15% of the Academic participants rated the suitability of
their technical training program at or below the m1d point‘f
(Tables 51 and 52). .

The DETRI interviewers rated about 1 out of 3 of the
Academic participants as viewing their principal training
institution as "excellent," and 46% as "good." About 1
out of 6 of these participants were rated as viewing'their
institution as "adequate," while less than 6% were rated
as viewing their training institutions as "poor" or "ter-
rible" (Table 53).

~About 42% of the F1sca1 1971 (Nov-Feb) Academic par-
t1c1pants who received on-the- -job training felt that it
was "extremely useful" to the objectives of their technical
training program. About 8% of these participants expressed
more negative opinions, rating the utility of their on-the-
job training at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table
54). About 44% of the Academic participants who received
observation training found it "extremely useful,” while
about 14% rated the utility of their observation training
.at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 55). About
39% of the Academic participants found the ranrcac at |

-38-



their pr1nc1pa1 tra1n1ng 1nst1tuhjon 4 ;be “extreme]y o
usefu1 S wh11e about 12% of these participants gave rat1ngsff
at or be1ow the m1d po1nt on th1s ut111ty scale. (Tab]e 56)-@?
| Courses that were too s1mp1e were a prob]em for aboutfﬁj
;1 out of- 5 of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) Academic partici-ffﬂ?
pants,,about 1 out of 4 had had prob]ems w1th too many ffitf'
courses "that were unre]ated to the1r ‘major field; about
27% had had problems w1th too much dup]icat1on of subject B
matter in different courses; and about 42% had had prob]ems;b
with understand1ng the1r teachers or supervisors' Eng11sh ,f
(Tables 57- 60) N ek ’

-39-



Q.

Table 50

e

How suitab1e did,tﬁéfAcademic’participants feel their technical
training program was  to ‘their home country conditions? (Item 83b)

SUITABILITY RATING |
T e [T

RV ‘7

0

FY '71
Jul-0ct

CFY T

i Nov-Feb

SN

% N

‘Eg{féméiifiﬁffaﬁiéyj*%

N OO s W NN -

(Not at all sujtéble)‘

131.4

285

23.5
9.7

228
251

188

26.8
27.9
25.6 69
12.6 34
5
9
7

Table 51

How suitable did the Academic participants feel their technical
training program was to their training and experience? (Item 83a)

SUITABILITY RATING

FY '7

0

FY '71
Jul=0ct :

FY '

E

% N

Nov-Feb
% N

Nv'

(Extremely suitable) .

N OO O AW NN -

TOTALS

; “'38f1x

(ot at a1l suitable) | 1

35,5

285

306
BREIES
 ' 500:
17

31,1 84
39.6 107"
17.8 - 48 .
5.9, 16

39777
32,0 62

17.5° 34
5,2 10




Tab]e 52

,;itechn1ca1
(Item 83c)

Q. How suitable d1d the Academ1c participants fee] the
tra1n1ng program was’ to the1r personal career p]ans?

" '7] w*»** TR

R TO b FY '7o | |
SUITABILITY RATING _Jul-0ct . Nov-Feb

(Extremely suitaﬁle)»f" 35,1

Table 53

Q. How did the interviewers rate the Academic part1c1pant s fee]ings
about their principal training 1nst1tut1on? : A

£y 170 FY '71 Ry
TRAINING INSTITUTION | Jul- Oct " 'Nov-Feb

RATING

Excellent. - | 32.8 253 ~26.2 70 32.8 62
Good | 45.7 350 ,55"0'"-“"“'\14.75 - .45.5 - 86
Adequate . | 13.6 105 12.0 32  16.4 . 3
Terrib1é*fi:7~:‘ff-_svg b ‘;fJf3 10 «.-‘z4p.7efi}{‘;f§i5fi;'.1

TOTALS




" Table 54

Q. How useful to the objectives of their technical training programs
did the Academic participants find the on-the-job training they
received (Item»73g L R T T

Coevgo FYTL o RvT)

USEFULNESS RATING = o Jul-Oct . “Nov-Feb

26 41.6 25

(Extrenely useful) | 6.2 104
e e - 28 33.3 20

16.7 1

~N OO OO R W NN
(3, ]
oo
—
w

(Not at ‘all useful) 9] 2

Q. How useful to the objectives of their technical training programs
did ‘the Academic participants find the observation training:
they received? (Item 76g S R

Y 170 FY '71 FY 71
USEFULNESS RATING i ; Jul-Oct ~ Nov-Feb
g N 3 N 4N

(Extremely useful) 37.2 157 35,8" 53 :fi 47
~ 28.7 121 28.4 42
20,0 84 22,3 33

- 10.7 45 8.1 12

]
2
3
4
5
6
7

(Not at all us ,é‘.ftﬁ-) .




Tab]e 56

Q. How usefu] to the obJectives of their technica] training programs
did the Academic. part1c1pants f1nd the courses . at their princi—‘-‘
pal 1nst1tut1on? (Item 70) TR o

Fy '70’>  L Ju] 0ct ,1N9Y,feb.

USEFULNEss?RATiNGf i

(Extremely useful) | 31.5. 253 29,6 80~ 38.7 75

| 389 '312 40,0 108 .35.6 69
17060 M 18,9 51 13,9 27
17 3.0 8 3

~N OO O B W N
~!
.
(3]
()]
o

(Not at all useful) | .5

S | Tab]e 57&_
Q. Did the Academ1c part1c1pants have prob em 3w1t,f”Jﬁ””"*“”
too s1mp1e? (Item 68a) o SR i

PROBLEM WITH
COURSES TOO SIMPLE

TOTALS -+ |100.0 799 100.0 " 270 = 100.0 194
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Tab]e 58

Q. Did the Academic partlcipants‘have prob]ems with too many
courses: unre]ated to thei jor f1e1d? (Item 68k)

- '”ng; FY ,70 : Y 'Y FY '
PROBLEM WITH SRS _ -Jul-0ct . . Nov-Feb
UNRELATED COURSES L p—— f : —
1:\%v1'm..N~ B N %N

None | 746 596 73.3 198 74.7 145
Some ... ] 18.6 148 18.5 .50  18.6 36
Much .o | 6.8 54 8.2  22. 6.7 13

TOTALS .~ [100.0 798 -100.0 270 100.0° 194

Tab]e 59  ‘<f f}

Q. Did the Academic participants have a problem w1th too much'
duplication of subject matter in d1fferent courses? (Item 681)

PROBLEM MWITH ‘ R Jul=0ct Nov-Feb
TOO MUCH DUPLICATION T — — e
los 0 N N g N

None o | maoses 736 198 72,7 141
some . - | 24,1 193 23,1 62 23.2 45
Much = | 4.8 38 3.3 .9 41 8|

TOTALS

*44-.



Tab]e 60

Q. Did the Academ1c participants have problems w1th undérstand1ng

teachers' or supervisors

' speech? (Item 17e)

PROBLEM WITH
TEACHERS' SPEECH

FY '70°

‘»F¥+‘71¥;,.w.
| Jul-Oct .

TIFY '71
,va Feb

. :_, "

None
Some
Much

TOTALS - |100.0

65.1 175 58.5 114
32,7 88 40.0 78
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2. Special Programs

One out of four of the Academic participants inter-
viewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) who attended Leadership
Training Programs, indicated that they were "extremely
satisfied" with these programs. A similar proportion
edindieated that they were not well satisfied with these ks
programs, rat1ng them at or below the mid-point on this-f{ffﬁ
scale (Tab]e 61). | ‘i‘,t“__

About- 1 out of 6 of the Academ1c part1c1pants who ,'fh
attended a Pre-Academic Workshop felt that it was‘"extreme]y
usefu]" in prepar1ng them for their techn1ca1 ‘training pro-
gram. About 38% of these partic1pants rated the utility
of their Pre Academic Workshops at or be]ow the mid- po1nt
on th1s scale (Table 62).

_' - About 27% of the Academic participants who rece1ved
‘Engl1sh language training in the United States rated it -

'»'asa extremely useful" in preparing them for their exper-

h_diehces‘in the United States. About 1 out of 3 of these

tffpart1c1pants expressed more negative opinions, rat1ng the
‘~¢ut111ty of their English language training in the United

'}7States at or be]ow the mid-point on this scale (Table 63).
fjAbout ha]f of the Academic part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed in Fis-

cal-1971. (Nov Feb) said they had had: prob]ems in making

u@;themselves understood in English in the Un1ted States «
?t;(Table 64). One out of five sa1d they had had prob]ems
ffW1th read1ng English (Tab]e 65) . o
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Tab]e 6]

Q. How. sat1sfied were the Academic part1c1pants w1th the Leadersh1p
Tra1n1ng Program(s) they attended? (Item 98) L Sl

B . s E FY '70 >‘FY '7]
SATISFACTION RATING | J“]fOG?T;

1 (Extrémeiyﬁéﬁtjsfiéd);?%ﬁng;zt;;99613f%ﬂ?;4€*7~"fff:ff't 29
2 S o leniro 134 3209 552509 0 30
3 Coowto 130060 148 28,5 41 24,1 28
4 13,00 63 15,0 25 0 13.8 16
6
7

(Not at all satisfied) 1.6 8 . 1.2 2 o2

Table 62

Q. How useful was the Pre-Academic Workshop in preparing the Aca-
demic participants for their technical training programs? (Item 93)

FY '71 FY *71
FY '70 Jul-0ct Nov-Feb

% N % N oo % N

USEFULNESS RATING

(Extremely useful) 16.7 44 16,0 17 16.3 10
DR | 23.1 61 18,9 20  23.0 14

1
2
4 . - 15,9 42 17,9 19 131 8
. o R L
7. (Not at a11 usefu]) ;",.4}9 ‘ 13 3.8 4 409




Q. How useful did the Academic partic
~language training they. received fn

fpants_find:thé English R
~the United States? (Item 16)

“7ﬁ“ﬂfJfWEY?f7o

SFY '
Nov-Feb

CFY 71

USEFULNESS RATING |
B T CE] ETES RN

N

. tv2 h
4
5
L
|7

(Extremely useful) | 248
| 16
|2

‘o0
54
Wﬂ@i_‘
‘ \_:3: ; | 29 ;

330 100,012

2

82" 2607 23
233 20
S 17.4 0015
Cotes

Q 35;8ffl
©21.6
19.2
10.0
7.8
4.2
B

w

16

TN 0 10

Table 64 .

. Did the Academic participants have
"selves understood in English?

e

(Item 17f).

probe

a pr

" PROBLEM WITH

| R

FYy ‘71

'|. SPEAKING ENGLISH

Jul-Oct =
N

2_%

TOTALS

58.5 158
- 36.7 99 -
4.8 |




Q.

) Tab]e 65 |

PROBLEM NITH

READING ENGLISH?

None
Some
Much

83.1 670 85.0 228  80.0 156
15, 9_;;123,a~"14.6,, 39 19.5. 38

TOTALS

 ‘5? f;j°Q?°;ff,.,
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‘C;) Specia] Program Part1c1pants On]yfzd

'gTra1n1ng Programs

i About '30% of the Spec1a] part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed 1n
d{fF1sca] 1971 (Nov-Feb) felt that the1r techn1ca1 ‘training pro-

':gram was "extremely su1tab]e" to the1r home country cond1-1_;
tions. About 16% rated the su1tab111ty of -their tra1n1ng |
programs to their home country conditions much lower (at or
below the mid- po1nt on this scale) (Tab]e 66). About 70%
 of the Special participants rated ‘the su1tab111ty of their g
technical training programs to the1r training and exper1ence
at one of the top two scale positions, while about 1 out

- .of 8 rated it at or below the mid- po1nt on this su1tab111ty

V‘_Sca]e (Table 67). About 2 out of 3 of the Special par- '

; ~.~ticipants rated the suitability of their technical tra1n1ng

- program to their personal career plans at one of the top -
"~ two scale positions. About 19% rated its su1tab111ty at

”Or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 68). A
: About 1 out of 3 of the Spec1a1 participants were rated
gfby the DETRI interviewers as seeing their principal tra1n1ng
“institution as "excel]ent " This percentage is signifi-_
cant]y higher than that of the participants who received

o this rating in F1sca1 ]971 (Jul-0ct), and ends the downward

- trend from F1sca1 ]969 ~~About 1 out of 8 of the Special

':,'part1c1pants were . rated as see1ng ‘thedir principal tra1n1ng

institution as adequate,“ and about ] out of 9 as see1ng |
1t as "poor" (Table 69). S S
About 38% of the Specia] part1c1pants 1nterv1ewed 1n

rthF1sca1 1971 (Nov-Feb) who received on-the- job. tra1n1ng
. rated this training as "extremely useful" to: the obJect1ves
" of their technical training programs. About 15% of these

f,vpart1c1pants rated their on-the-job training as. much less
. .fuseful (at or below the m1d po1nt on th1s sca]e) (Tab]e 70)
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About 1 out: of 3 of the Specia] participants who made
observation visits rated them as "extreme]y useful." About .
14% of these participants gave low ratings to the uti]ity
of their observation visits (at or below the mid-point on - -
this scale) (Table 71). About 1 out of 3 of these Special -
participants said they had had problems with activities at .. =
the places visited being too similar, while about 1'put:of;g7“
4 said they had had problems with observing insignificant
and/or inappropriate activities (Tables 72 and 73). '

About 1 out of 3 of the Special participants who re-
ceived classroom training rated it as "extremely useful" tq"
the objectives of their technical training programs. About
16% of these participants expressed more negative opinions
by rating their classroom training at or below the mid-
point on this utility scale (Table 74). About 1 out of 5 |
of these participants indicated that they had had prob]ems~ﬁi
with their courses or presentations being too simple. Thisef
is a significantly smaller proportion of participants having
this problem than in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) and continues the
downward trend from Fiscal 1970 (Table 75), About 19% of these
participants said they had had problems with too 1ittle discus-
sion during their classroom training (Table 76). About 19%
also said that there had been too much duplication in the class-
room subject matter. This is a significantly lower percentage
of Special participants haVing this problem than in Fiscal o
1971 (Jul-0ct) or Fiscal 1970 (Tab]e 77). Rt



Q.

Tab1e 66

“How suitable did the Specia] part1c1pants fee] their technical
“training program was to the1r home country conditions?

(Item 80b)

;;;_suxTABILITv'RATi&G}jizgfkf'

FY '70

FY '71
Ju] Oct

FY '71

v Novrfeb

< mm.p w »'N -

(Not at a]] su1tab1e)

(Extreme1y su1tabﬁe)ﬁﬁffff”

o278
9 216

903

__3fﬁ124t g
.'“»f105

Table 67

. How suitable did the Spec1a1 participants fee] their technical
tra1n1ng program was to their tra1n1ng and‘experience?

(Item 80a)

~ SUITABILITY RATING

FY '71
Nov Feb

"ff2€%.' N

Q ai:;‘;o-':_.:-‘ W N —

: tTOTALS

(Extfémeiy,adttablé) N

(Not at a]l su1tab1e)

f317v
‘327f .
~150.

139
153

109

.0 278




' Tab]e 68

Q. How su1tabie did the Special, participants feel their technical

training program was to their persona] career plans?

(Item 80c)

SUITABILITY RATING

FY '

wi:aFY’i7O Ju]_OQt,

FY '71.
- Nov-Feb

% N % N

SNOY O B W -

TOTALS

(Exttehaiyfghitakié)figv

(Not'at’afi'suitabie)

;f19°i°f753957

3509 321

BT
| 2.0 286 329 128
Colse e e
1“;f7E6;j“ﬁ58”;tij7 7; “730§Qx
BTN T FU AR U
14013 20 8 2.8

35,5 98
301 83
15,6 43
10.5 29

Q. How did the interViewers rate the Spec1ai partic1pants

Tabie 69

about their principal training institution?

@?Ubg

TRAINING INSTITUTION
RATING “

FY 71

o FY 770 Jul-Oct

~ Nov-Feb

Fy 71

)

Excellent
Good
Adequate
Poor
Terrible

TOTALS

334 226

348 78

39.3 266 52.8 173  39.8 89




qQ. HowfuséfUthbﬂthé.obje

~ Table 70 . o
ctives of their technical training program

-was :the-on-the-job training the :Special particigants.re;eiyedLQ

~at their principal training facility? (Item 66

| USEFULNESS RATING

LR
-~ Nov-Feb

FY '71

,‘~ FY.f7Q f-‘.' Jul-O0ct = -

N T T T

1
2
3
6

rorms

1 (Extremely useful): |

| 7 (Not at all useful)

88 38.4 58
79 25.8 39
58  21.2 32
23 9.3 14

7.0 6

70160
104

46

18

Q. How useful were the observation visits the Special

. made? (Item 71)

Table 7t

'USEFULNESS RATING

| Y170

:\7FYf}71?f5§‘{ “,FY.'7]
- Jul=0ct: .- Nov-Feb

 fff§ ° N 1  ‘_  T ” "

1 (Extremely useful)
5 |
3 .
14
6
7

(Not at all useful)

TOTALS

|- 31.0 233

32.2 76
32.6 77
21.6 51

32.3 110
36.7 125
20.2 69

| 32.6 246
22.4 169




[ Tab]e 72 ;@figgﬁf‘ B
Q. Did Spec1a1 participants have a probiem with activ “““
places v151ted too 'im11ar;Atoo much repetition? (Item 70b)

— T ;TFy$i71i,

PROBLEM WITH S F 1
OBSERVATION VISITS .. | e Ldet Nov-Feb
REPETITIOUS ;[[f‘fﬁl R X

None | s6.2 420 59.8 204  65.3 154
Some R 30,3 226 . 29.9 102  25.8 6]
vuch v | | | ;

ToTALS - |100.0 747 100.0

Tabie 73

Q. Did Special part1c1pants have a problem with observ1ng 1n51gn1fi-
cant or inappropriate activities? (Item /0d) AT

FY '70 FY *71  FY '7)
PROBLEM WITH - Jul-0Oct Mov=-Feb
INAPPROPRIATE ACTIVITIES , AR, :

TOTALS 100,00 744 100.0 341 100.0. 237




Tab]e 74

Q. How usefu] to the 0bJECt1VES of the1r techn1ca] tra1n1ng programs
was the classroom and related training the Special part1c1pants

rece1ved at their pr1nc1pa1 1nst1tut10n? (Item 62)

FY '70

FY '71
: JU]fOCt

DRy 7Y
~ Nov=Feb’

R

(Not at a]] usefu])

N e s ||

vETQTALS’flE

(Extreme]y usefu])

3 216
.4 238
137

691

331106
35.6 114

33, 9 65
133.3 . 64

S o2

'ETab]e 75

Q; D1d the Spec1a] part1c1pants have a prob]em w1th their{Courses

~.oor ‘presentations too simple?

(Item 61a)

" PROBLEM WITH

FY 170

FY '7
Jul-0Oct

FY '71
Nov-Feb

: PRESENTATIONS TOO SIMPLE o

% N

TQEAiéﬂfftt‘

4 485
167
37

1000 689 1C

72.3 230
24.9 79
'2,8~‘,‘ 9

79.9 ,']55
14.9 29

N 5.2_,U 10

194

'E_55_E‘Ev ,




Q. Did the Specia] participants th: :
d1scuss1on dur1ng their c]assroom:training?

Table 76

‘ﬂproblemfw1th t00.. 11tt1
’(Item' f) '

PROBLEM NITH
T0O. LITTLE DISCUSSION

FY '71 .~.u
Ju1 Oct

FY '71
Nov Feb

B N % s N L %

N -

TOTALS

| 4;~‘86;95]~
fﬂ?f11§9 
ch;?:‘

157

23

14

194

o Tab]e 77

Q. Did the Special part1c1pants have a prob]em w1th too much
duplication in subject matter during their c]assroom tra1n1ng?

(Item 61h)

PROBLEM WITH
TOO MUCH DUPLICATION

FY '70

Cduleoet

CFY 7T
Nov-Feb

N

None
Some
Much

TOTALS .

81. 4

157

8T




:Zt D1scuss1on of Training Program

i About 53% of the Special partic1pantu 1nterv1ewed in
f’F1sca1 1971 (Nov Feb) felt that their personal part1cipat10n |

V?f1n the p]ann1ng of their proposed training program was

t adequate." This is a s1gn1f1cant1y Tower percentage of h
’;part1c1pants than in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) or Fiscal 1970,

;7ﬁAbout 1 out of 5 of these Spec1a1 participants felt that ‘
;fh{the1r part1c1pat1on in the p]ann1ng of their training pro-
- gram was "very inadequate." Th1s is a significantly higher

percentage than either of the other f1sca1 per1ods (Table

78). :

}  About 5% of the Special part1c1pants said they had not
‘jhad meetings before their techn1ca1 training program began t

t_’W1th the government official respons1b1e for the1r tra1n1ng -

*:‘(Tab]e 79).

_RA_



How adequate was the Spec1a1 part1c1pants

Tab]e 78

persona] participa-

Q.
tion in the planning of their proposed technical training
programs? (Item 24? | .
ADEQUACY OF - Jul-0ct Nov-Feb
PARTICIPATION - —
% N % N % N
Very inadequate 14.8 133 11.4 45 20,4 56
Somewhat 1nadequate 25.2 227 25.6. 101 26.3 72
Adequate - 60.0 540 '

TOTALS

| Tab]e 79

Before their technical tra1n1ng program began, d1d the Spec1a1
participants have a persona] meeting, or meetings, with the
government official in Washington responsib]e for their

training?

(Item 30)

‘ fFY '7]

N A Sy A
FY '70 | ok
HAD MEETING N Jul-0ct ~  .Nov-Feb
o 3.8 155{ S B E
Yes 81 95.3 266
TOTALS 279

_§9..




PART II1I
DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS, OVERALL REACTIONS,

CONTRIBUTING OUTCOMES AND DETERMINANTS
”;v$FORv0BSERVATION TRAINING TEAM MEMBERS

‘A. Team Characteristics

, - More than 3 out of 4 observation training teams inter-
viewed'in Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) came from Latin America.

This is a s1gn1f1cant1y larger percentage of the teams than.
in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-Oct) and in Fiscal 1970. The propor- -
tion of teams from NESA is significantly lower in Fisca]
1971 (Nov- Feb) than 1n e1ther of the 2 prev1ous fiscal ,
periods (Tab]e 80). ~ ST ‘
About 76% of the teams 1nterv1ewed 1n F1sca1 1971 ov=
Feb) had programs fin the field of Agr1cu1ture or - 1n Educa-ksf
tion. These are h1gher percentages than in e1ther of the
2 preced1ng time per1ods.. There was on]y one team 1n the
field of labor and. one in pub11c adm1n1stration in. Fiscal
1971 .(Nov=Feb) (Tab]e 81). | r',“.[‘w
As expected,ka maJor1ty of the teams 1nterv1ewed Aan - s
Fisca] 1971 (Nov-Feb)" were programmed by . the Department of | .
Agr1cu1ture or. the 0ff1ce of Educat1on The Department of
Labor, the Interna] Revenue Serv1ce, and A.I.D. programmed
fewer teams than in the preced1ng time periods (Table 82).

, More than one- ha]f (53%) of the teams interviewed in
Fiscal 1971 (Nov Feb) had from 1 to 6 members, while about ;‘;
18%. had 13. or more members The median size of team was i
6 members (Tab]e 83) ' s o '
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Tab]e 80-

Q. What reg1ons of‘thejwor]d%were the70bsérvation tra1n1ng-teams

FYJ'71
Nov Feb

"FY7'71
Ju] Oct

REGION

% Teams v%‘_Teams;»f g %g;qums

24 2 00 0 18 2
3:10 7 9 0.0 0 5971
sas s PR Ah

Afr1ca
Far East e
Latin Amer1ca"=5*r  , {,
Near East-South As1a§7f7
Multi- Reg1on 7!{;:“f“

--------—---------------\---

TOTALS

Tab]e 81

Q. In what f1e1ds of tra1n1ng d1d the observation tra1n1ngi ”f ;w
have the1r tra1n1ng? e P BEISERRR I AU L

| o gy g RV FY *71

FIELD OF TRAINING. |~~~ =~~~ Jdul-0ct ~ ~ Nov-Feb
TR EERE T SO R % Teams % Teams  %‘,Teams

5.9

Labor | 320 27 28.6 s

Agriculture B (R [ 7% S P 17.8
Public Adm1n1strat1on_ 16.7 14 28.6
Education SRR 15 '
Industry & M1n1ng
Health & San1tat1on RS N Iy 4
Transportat1on ;gVT’t b
Other. Ly

TOTALS};_;g_'"

~o o Lne o

N
L

61-



Q. Whatrgovernmentnagenc1es

Table. 82

partic1pated 1n theftrain1ng‘programs?

' '”FY 7Ry

- Nov-Feb

Ju] 0ct

'; AGENCYi

% Teams :l,-%;.Teamsvsfff

?%: Teams

Labor
Agr1cu1ture e
0ff1ce of Education

: Pub11c Health Service -
U S Geo]og1ca1 Survey
A I D. '
0ther.f

Interna] Revenue Serv1ce 10.7

- ;32*2@7*"
SR 3. 6;A ; 1706
”9*5,j§14f3;;:€ h? B

Q. What was the size of the

observation training teams

R R SRR S 3 28 11
" NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS - | =

CFY '
,Nov Feb

“FY '71
Ju] 0ct

.i’tf%’ Teams

%~rTeamshv5]‘ % Teams

- _1;3,~ﬁ
4'6’
7= 9
10 12 SR AN
13 and over

22.6 19
44.0 37

13,1 a1

17.8 5

1.8

7 zﬁifﬁzﬁiif%':;ﬁ"*

WM W NN




tovereT1‘Reactions‘

Members of Fiscal 1971 (Nov-leb :__rvet1on tra1n1ng ]f
teams gave re]at1ve1y high ratings of sat1sfaction with. . - =
the1r tota] experience as A.I.D. part1c1pants.- Near]y 2
out - of 3 expressed their sat1sfaction at. one of the top
two sca]e positions, while 9% rated the1r satisfaction -
at or be]ow the mid-point on this scale (Table 84). e

About 3 out of 5 team members interviewed in F1sca1
1971 (Nov-Feb) gave high ratings ("1" or "2" on the scale)
of satisfaction with their technical training program"*f“
About 14% gave rat1ngs of "4" or lower (Table 85). »

Nearly 3 out of 4 team members 1nterv1ewed in F1sca]
1971 (Nov-Feb) rated their sat1sfaction with their persona]
and social experiences at one of the - top two scale pos1t1ons;'
About 12% gave ratings zt or below the ‘mid-point on this S
scale. Team members in F1sca1 1971 (Nov Feb) gave s1gn1f1
cantly higher ratings of satisfact1on with their personal .
and social experiences than part1c1pants in either of the ?p;f
two preced1ng fiscal per1ods (Tab]e 86) o ' G
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Tab]e 84

Q. How satisfled were the part1ci'ants w1th the1r t tal_exper1ence
as: A I D participants?' L s

FY '71
‘Nov- Feb

* SATISFACTION. RATING

(Extreme]y satisf1ed) oo2s. “1

\n m,m,p._w N —

(Not at al] sat1sf1ed)

_'--5-- ----------------------

TOTALS

Q. How satisfied were the part1c1pants‘ ifb;ﬁhéiﬁgﬁé¢hhiéaiiffgining

programs?

L T ey 'f? FY '71 RV
 SATISFACTION RATING | . "~ " Jul-0ct Nov-Feb
GO st *fggﬁ;gﬁ;ﬁ y,N , ;jﬂ%.‘ Q N %

(Extreme]y sat1sf1ed) ¥f526;4f; 151"’
T o 32,8 195
136
70
23
12

595
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5  Tab]e 86

Q. How sat1sf1ed were the part1c1pants with the1r persona ‘a
: soc1a1 exper1ences in the Un1ted States’ L

S L ey t70 . FY. 2R R 1
SATISFACTION RATING | .‘ Jul- Octv o Nov-Feb

(Extremely satisfied) | 24.0 82  30.3 64
o .| 814107 27,5 58 43.2
S 19.9 0 68 . 11.4 24 143 0

~N Oy O & W N e

(Notf%ffé11'sdti$ffed)

TOTALS =
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C. Contributing Outcomes and Determinants

1. Planning and Orientation

-~ More than 3 out of 5 of the observation: training team
members 1nterviewed 1n Fiscai 1971 (Nov- Fet) felt that they
had had’ adequate time 1n which to make aii necessary arrange-
‘ments prior to their departure Th1S 1s a ‘significantly :
"higher proportion than that in Fisca] 197] (Ju] Oct) Table 87.
[Siightiy less than one ha]f (46%) were satisfied with the [ -
time at which their USAID briefing took p]ace, re]ative to
their departure. (Tab]e 88). “A-' . : A
, About 36% of. the team members 1n Fisca] ]97] (Nov Feb)
'rated the utiiity of ‘their USAID briefing at one of the top
two sca]e positions, while nearly 1 out of 3 gave ratingsv
at or below the mid- -point on this sca]e (Tab]e 89). :

One out of three team members 1nterv1ewed in Fiscal
1971 (Nov-Feb) indicated that they had had an opportunity to
offer suggestions in their home country concerning their
proposed training programs. This is a significant]y higher
percentage than that in Fiscal 1971 (Ju1-0ct) (Table (0)
‘ About 3 out of 5 team members 1nterv1ewed in Fiscal
1971 (Nov- Feb) gave ratings of "1" ¢ “2" to express their
satisfaction with the discu551on they had had of the final
hp]an of their training program About ]8% rated their satis-
faction at or below the mid-point on this scale. The. per- R
‘g centages for Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) are lower than for’ either
of the 2 preceding fiscal periods (Table 91) ‘

Nearly 9 out of 10 team members 1nterv1ewed 1n Fisca] _
1971 (Nov-Feb) indicated tinat they had had an opportunity to

' ‘ofrer suggestions about the final plan of their training pro-

iggram. This proportion is significantly higher than- in either

dtof the 2 preceding fiscal periods (Table 92). } ' Vf

Qg' 3 Fifty six percent of the team members 1nterv1ewed 1n

ffFisca] 1971 (Nov-Feb) rated the utility of their orientations
“at the ‘Washington International Center at one of the top two '
gscale p051tions. while about 29% gave ratings at or below .

the mid p01nt on this scale. The percentages ‘for Fiscal ]97]

‘(Nov Feb) are lower than for either of the 2 preceding time ‘

periods (Table 93).
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Table 87

Q. Did the part1c1pants haVe
arrangements?

HAD . ADEQUAT

Yes

TOTALS =~

Table 88 -

Q. Were the partic1pants sat15f1ed“w1thﬂthéf%{ﬁfﬁﬁi@fﬂiﬁéfﬁfﬂSﬁib 
br1ef1ngs? i e SRR e U

B TR N I i FY AR §f ' FY. '7]
SATISFIED)NITHETIMINfo15tyj“ T Jul-Oct - Nov-Feb

FY '70

Yes _ *]: N ;549 6 1ééffﬂ‘54.9" 106  46.0 64
No j   50, 4 ‘ 121 45,1 87 54,0 75
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| useruness v

(Extremely USefuf -

~ ds;fcn TR CRISI S

(Not at a]l usefu])

TOTAsz‘;}f;;;;pn;wg,_g,

) ;H? Tab]e 904;,,; L

. D1d the part1cipants have an opportunity to offer suggestions
about the1r proposed tra1n1ng programs? '

“ OPPORTUNITY TO OFFER By 170

FY '71
Jul-0ct

CRYOIT

" SUGGESTIONS




Q. How satisfied'w
the final pla

Tab]e 91

'ere the' part1C1Pants w1th their discussion of‘ s
of itheir: trajn1ng<programs?‘ o S

SATISFACTION RATING = |

NSO O B W N

(Not at a]] sat1sf1ed)

(Extremely satisfied) | 41.8

100.0

TabTe'§2

Q. Did the part1c1pants have an opportun1ty to offer suggest1ons
about the final plan. of the1r training programs?

OPPORTUNITY TO OFFER
SUGGESTIONS

FY 170

FY '71
Jul-0ct

FY 'T
Nov-Feb

% N

Yes
No'

TOTALS =

89.0 130
11.0 16

e9n

e |
Nov-Feb |




Q ﬁﬁbﬁ”uéefulidfd the.
Center Orientataon,

)
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2. Adm1n1strat1ve Arrangements

: About 63% of the observation "ajn1ng team members 1nter-
v1ewed in Fisca] 1971 (Nov Feb), who Were accompan1ed by an
escort off1cer (Team Manager, Technica] Leader. Course Coord1n
ator) 1nd1cated that h1"5he1p was’"extremely useful™ by S
g1v1ng a rat1ng of "1 s About 7% gave ratings at or. be]ow Ujj
the m1d po1nt on th1s sca]e The percentages for F1sca1 1971;
(Nov Feb) are 1ower than for F1sca1 1971 (Ju] 0ct) or Fisca] ﬂ
1970 (Tab]e 94) | '"‘g‘ : SR 5 = P

: DETRI 1nterv1ewers rate the qua11ty of 1nterpret1ng 1n
the ex1t interviews on a 5- -point scale with the categor1es
(a) exceptional, (b) above average, (c) average, (d) below
average, and (e) unsatisfactory. The interpreting of about
59% of the interpreters taking part in exit interviews in ‘
Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) was rated in one of the two highest .
categories. None were rated "unsatisfactory" (Table 95). b

, About 30% of the team members interviewed in Fiscal
1971 (Nov-Feb) indicated that they had had difficulties with
their housing arrangements. This was a significantly lower
percentage than those in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-0ct) and F1sca1 -
1970 (Table 96). : . - L

Team members 1nterv1ewed in F1sca1 1971 (Nov Feb) s1g-c'f
nificantly less frequent]y ‘indicated that the1r per d1emu 3
was "not adequate" than did team members 1n e1ther of th
2 preceding fiscal periods. About 8% described the1r per
diem as "not adequate," compared to about 19% in F1sca1
1971 (Ju] 0ct), and 26% in Fiscal 1970 (Tab]e 97) E




Q. How usefu] was the he]p providé

: escort\off1cers?

(Tablegs

pants' team

 USEFULNESS RATING

Ju] 0ct Nov Feb

[ %‘15,» N

(Extremely useful)

(Not at a]] usefu])

o Nhat was the quality °f the 1“tef‘Pf‘EtmgﬁTn"the"fex1tv1hterv1ews7

TR
Nov-Feb

| amrre o mrewrerme | 0

Exceptional
Above average
Average .
. Below averagef‘g,
Unsat1sfactory

TOTALS*'

”y{fﬁéi{??i{fzéj;g”Qz;gﬁ:>_1z - 35.
|18 77 2 s,

l fi J4;3 4 11,
307 100 4.

00w O

=-712=




2. 0id the participants h

fﬁ Tab]e 96

HAD HOUSING“DIFFICULTY

. 66.3 . 394

| 33.7 201

e
’.5310

7"8 ,

133

o

29.9
701

lJbOﬁdl

43

101

'L?ga;JOOQQa, 595 3;;_];?’ “aﬂ4'

States?

Tab]e 97 ‘7

How adequate was the part1c1pants

ADEQUAcv’oF“PER;DiEMffﬁﬂQ

Adequate _
Barely adeqqate :
Not adequate

| ToTALS

273




3. Training Pragram

More than 2 out of 3 team members interviewed in Fiscal
1971 (Nov-Feb) rated the utility of the oral presentations
they received in Washington, D.C., at one of the top two scale
positions in achieving their program objectives. About 18% ga
ratings at or below the mid-point on this scale (Table 98).

_ About 95% of the team members interviewed in Fiscal 1971
(Nov-Feb) felt that all of the subject matter in the oral
'presentations they heard in Wash1ngton, D.C., was related to
their training interests, This is a significantly higher per-
centage than for e1ther Fisca] 1971 (Jul Oct) or Fiscal 1970
(Table 99). ‘ SR RN .

More than one- half (53. 6%) of the team members inter-
v1ewed in Fiscal 1971 (Nov- Feb) rated the ut111ty of the oral
presentations they received in the field portion of their )
‘training programs at one of the top two sca]e positions. -
About 17% gave ratings at or below the m1d po1nt on th1s
“scale (Table 100). . |

About 92% of the team. members 1nterv1ewed in F1scal @‘ 
1971 (Nov-Feb) felt that all of the subject matter in. the;°.’
oral presentations they heard. 1n the field was re]ated to-
their training interests. Th1s 1s a s1gn1f1cantly higher per-
~centage than for Fiscal 1971 (Jul Oct) or F1sca1 1970 =

(Table 101). ‘ .f, : . ' ,

About 3 out of 4 of the team members 1nterv1ewed 1n F1s-
~cal 1971 (Nov-Feb) gave ratings of "1" or "2"'to the. ut111ty
of the observation visits in ach1ev1ng their program obJec---
t1ve< About 16% rated the utility of the1r v1sits at or
below the mid-point on this scale (Table 102).

},‘_ Nearly 2 out of 3 team members 1nterv1ewed in Fiscal [f
1971 (Nov-Feb) be11eved that they had had the "right number“
fof observat1on V1s1ts 1n the time available for their training
xprogram. Th1s'1s a s1gn1f1cant1y 1arger proportion than 1n
:either of thev23preced1ng fiscal periods (Table 103)
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| ~ Table 98 o
Q. How useful were the ora] presentations theipart1c1pants had ;_ ;?~§§
in washington, D.C. ? i I

| 25.4 104 2.
| 32.2 132
| 2404 100
e
a6
e
(Not ata'l]usefu'l) 00 -

TOTALS ~ . |100.0 410 10

(Extremely. usef

~N O O BAEW N —

Tab]e 99 ;27

Q. Did the part1c1pants find a]] the subJect matter 1n the1r wash-
ington, D.C., presentations re]ated to their tra1n1ng 1nterests?

i

| » | ey v70 va'71ffxif} FY.U7
SUBJECT MATTER | ) Jul-Oct . Nov-Feb
RELATED TO TRAINING -

Yes

N L L L L L K T R R T W )
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How usefu1 did the parti
they had 1n the f1eld?

Q-

Tab]e 100;;];;;;

| useruiness marvg: ] 7

(Extremely useful)

~ "b\_cng.p'-‘w l\; -

(Not at al1 useful)

Ior‘A'L'S;;

Did the participants fin

e
R presentations related to

Tab1e 101 e

d all the subJect matter 1n their*f1e1d
training 1nterests? T

SUBJECT MATTER
RELATED TO TRAINING

“FY '71
Nov-Feb

TRE

FY 70 Coul-0ct

%N % N

Yes
1 No

65.9 112 92.5 123
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7f;FY?{71',
Nov-Feb

Vi{a%;ﬁkS::N f

USEFULNESS RATING

(EXfféméTyiﬂgafpi};?ﬁQVi "28. l"*aif24f6;éa736
13

~N O OO B W N -

(ot at a1 useru1)

Q. How adequate was the(humber—oh?
pants made? g

ol dul=0c (;?”‘dev-Feb
ol N W

ADEQUACY OF
OBSERVATION VISITS.

Right number - | 49.9 276  65.8 96
Too manyvf*‘-ﬁ - ; - 26.5 147 6.2 9
Not enough ...~ 23.6 131 28,0 41

TOTALSf""‘ 100.0 *?554i:}j_f:ﬂ,i%‘”"~=;1od~673 146
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"{s4?ff50¢1al“Activities,;ﬁ“f«,:}fr'~.

”;,gguMembers of observation tra1n1ng teams interviewed 1n"‘
:~hFisca1 1971 (Nov Feb) had more. opportunity to- vis1t AmerJ{;
"jcan homes than did team members interviewed in either.ff"55
of the 2 preceding fiscal periods More than 9 out of =
10 members had had 3 or more home visits in F1sca1 1971p
(Nov Feb), compared to about 70% in Fiscal 1971 (Jul-
Oct), and about 68% in Fiscal 1970 (Table 104). Abou:
29% of the Fiscal 1971 (Nov-Feb) team members felt that
they had engaged in all of the personal and social»ae' /1
ties they desired dur1ng their stay 1n the United;Steteﬁ
(Table 105) DA S




Q.

Tab]e 104

NUMBER OF VISITS

6 or more & -

TOTALS

Q. Did the part1c1pants take part 1n as
activities as they wanted?

Table 105 ff¢if*’

many personal and social =

TOOK PART. IN |
SUFFICIENT ACTIVITIES

‘71
Nov Feb

FY.'71.
‘1Ju1+0ct

LR R R R I I o ™

TOTALS
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APPENDIX 1 .

The data 1n the status reports ere’co11ected 1n the ‘same
,manner as ‘the data presented 1n the,fir ahd second Annual
Reports from DETRI to A.I.D. (May 1969'end Ju]y 1970) Aca-
demic- and Special program part1c1pants f111 out a printed stan-
dard1zed, structured questionnaire under the superv1s1on of a
person trained in its administration. They also receive an oral,
unstructured interview conducted by cu]tura] communication spe-
cialists on a private, anonymous basis. A standardized, struc-
tured'questionnaire is administered orally to the members of _
Observation Training Teams as a group. (Definitions of cate-
gories of participant trainees are given in the Glossary.) -

More detailed information on the instruments and procedures used
to collect the exit interview data are included in the Final
Report on A.I.D. Participant Training Exit-Interview Development
Study, December 1967, and the Guide for Users of the DETRI Exit
Interview, November 1970. o | -

There is ample ev1dence that these data are both re]iab]e
and valid for the participants interviewed. Tests of (1) the .
internal consistency of participant responses to the quest1oo-’
naire, (2) interviewers' estimates of the validity of pahticipants'
responses, andf(3) comparisons with results of other studies
show the data to be technically acceptable. (For more detailed
information see the First Annual Report, May 1969, pp iv-v.)

- It is vital that the reader remember that the data pre-
sented in these reports come only from those participants who
passed through Washington, D.C., on their return to their home
countries, and who appeared at the DETRI exit interview. Parti-
cipants who depart from Miami, New Orleans, and the West Coast
account for losses in data, especially in the case of Latin
American participants. Therefore, the 1nformat1on in these
reports does not represent all the A.I.D. participant trainees~_
who departed frem the United States. It does, however, repre-
:sent the most systematically gathered and most dependable data,
on the largest group of foreign trainees ever studied. i
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ADDENMATY TT

GLOSSARY:

Academ1c program participant: a student who had a training
E “program for one or more academ1c terms in regular cur-
: riculum courses in an accredited institution which.
‘g-grants an academic degree; wnether or not a degree is
‘the objective and whether or not courses are audited
S oor. taken for credit. o

Spec1a1 program participant: a part1c1pant whose tralning-
““"included one or more of the following types of training:
_N_f(l) courses, seminars, or other organized programs 1n
;ff,a specialized field which may result in the award of a
<1 certificate or diploma; (2) intensive br1ef1ngs and

. _instruction on a specific job or group of related jobs.
o ??”with an opportunity for close observatlon ‘of the work
tﬁgsjactivities, actual work experience, or both; (3) br1ef.

e _v1s1ts to offices, businesses, factor1es, government ,
»_v:/fagenc1e$, or other organ1zat1ons to observe work pro--‘
“ffﬂ*;cesses and act1v1t1es. | | |

. Observation training team participants: trainees who have
" training programs of short duration, who usually arerk
~higher level people, and who learn primari]y through\“
observetion at a number of facilities usua]]y 1n a e o
‘ number of cities or other geograph1c areas.v (S




APPENDIX III T
. REFERENCES

A.1.D. Participant Training Exit Interview Development Studyv.
Washington, D.C., Office of International Training, Agency
- for International Development, ARC* Catalog No. 374.013,
A 512c, U.S. Department of State, December 1967.

A narrative report which discusses the purpose, scope,.
and background rationale for the Exit Interview; the require;;
ments for the Exit Interview program, the plan for deveioping 5
instruments and procedures; technical con51derations in con-qf
structing instruments, gathering data, and recording results;
and reports from DETRI to AID/0IT. (5 Appendices)

Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: A Des-
criptive Statistical Report. Washington, D.C., Office of
International Training, Agency for International Development.
ARC Catalog No. 374.013, A 512, U.S. Department of State,
May 1968.

Descriptive findings from Exit Interviews conducted
with 859 Academic and Special participants and 342 Observa-
tion Training Team members between July 1967 and February |
- *1968 An overview of these participants' perceptions of, andf“
" reactions to, their entire training programs. : -

~. Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: First
~'Annual Report. Washington, D.C., Office of International
- Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Catalog
No. 374,013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State, May 1969. ‘

o Descriptive and analytic findings from Exit Interviews >
‘ ,fconducted with 1810 Academic and Special participants and {nﬁf

Viii*A I D Reference Center, Room 1656 NS AID/State Department,;ﬂ
Nashington,,D C ) 20523 e T e S
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‘610xdbSekvationlTrafhihgfféémfﬁéﬁ5§r§ between ‘July 1967 and
September 1968. fAhibVétviéWfdfffhéSé'partitipantéff?éhéfions
to various aspééfé,dffihéir-A}I,D;_eXperience and an examina-
tion'of'the’re]ationshipvBEtweén_key responses and'training
prdgram,cHaraCtgfisiics;‘?Includes a special intensive anal-
‘ysis of theﬁbﬁfﬁtipa]’sdtj§fé¢fibns of Academic and Special
participants;F'ReCOmmendatibhs. (One Appendix)

Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: Second
~Annual Report. Washington, D.C., Office of International
Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Catalog
No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State, July 1970.

Descriptive and analytic findings from Exit Interviews
conducted with 1384 Academic and Special participants and
503 Observation Training Team members between September 1968
and September 1969. (Same format as First Annual Report,
above.) | | \ o

Guide for Users of the DETRI Exit Interview. Washington,
D.C., Office of International Training, Agency for Inter-
national Development, ARC Catalog No. 374.013, A 265f, U.S.
Department of State, November 1970.

A narrative handbook to answer questions of those who
have received Exit Interview questionnaires and reports and
to reassure those who believe participant reactions imply
personal criticism. A discussion of common problems raised
by users of the Exit Interview with suggestions for reading
individual questionnaires and using results in future
programming.
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Participant Assessment of A.I.D. Training Programs: Status
Report Series. Washington, D.C., Office of International
Training, Agency for International Development, ARC Cata-
log No. 374.013, A 512a, U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings on selected items from exi% inter-
views conducted with Academic and Special participants and
Observation Tra1n1ng Team members. Prepared every 4 months
Comparisons between most recent part1c1pants percept1ons
and reactions and those of participants interviewed dur1ng
previous fiscal years are presented and summarized. ' '

Part1c1$ant Assessment of Factors Related to Selected USAID:
Profile Report Series. Washington, D.C., 1ce of Inter-
national Training, Agency for Internat1ona1 Development,

U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings from exit interviews conducted with
participants from countries which had 125 or more Academic
and Special participants and/or 3 Observation Training Teams
or more at DETRI. Prepared annually as separate reports for
each USAID. Comparisons between perceptions and opinions of
participants from the country being reported on and those of
participants from other countries in the same region are made.
Overall reactions are analyzed by fiscal year.

Participant Assessment of Factors Related to Selected PASAs:
Profile Report Series. Washington, D.C., Office of Inter-
national Training, Agency for International Development,
ARC Catalog Nos. 374.013, A 512f-m, U.S. Department of State.

Descriptive findings from exit interviews conducted with
participants programmed by agencies which had 170 or more
Academic and Special participants and/or 10 Observation Train-
7ing Teams or more at DETRI. Prepared annually as separate
_keports for each PASA. Comparisons between perceptions and
op1n10ns of participants from the agency- being reported on

and- those of part1c1pants from other agencies are made.
ff0vera11 react1ons are ana]yzed by f1sca] year.
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