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'PREFACE

It is only fair to thank the many people in USAID/Brazil who were sincerely inter-
ested in knowing more about the participant training program and whose cooperation was
s0 valuable, Special mention should be given to the Training Office personnel whose task
in locating the participants and extracting a stratified sample demanded a great deal of
extra work and many long hours. The Instituto de Pesquisas de Opinido e Mercado who
did much of the interviewing, coding and tabulating also deserves recognition. Iam
certain that the conscientiousness and the attention to detail which characterized their
work was a valuable contribution,

J. Wayne Gibson, ‘Ph, D,



INTRODUCTION

In May 1962 USAID/Brazil began interviewing Brazilian participants, their super-
visors and American technicians for the purpose of evaluating the Participant Training
Program in that country, The total population was stratified according to area, major
field of activity and year left for training, Every third Brazilian who returned prior to
July 1, 1960 and for whom an address had been confirmed was selected for the survey,

The interviewing was begun May 1962 and completed in January 1963, For this
field work fifteen interviewers were trained and oriented regarding the project. A team
of ten was given the area including Rio and all parts north, A team of five was given the
area south of Rio, Of the 594 participants within the sample, 538 were interviewed,

Most of the 56 participants within the mortality group were there because they were travel
ling or on vacations. Four, however, had died and two refused to be interviewed, Of the
538 in the sample, 64 were given Form B of the questionnaire, because thcir training was
not directly involved with their occupation - labor leaders, etc. Since this group is small
and not of general interest this group will not be discussed, A complete record of their
responses is to be found in the Appendix, their responses tabulated below the participants
given Form A, In general, however, their responses were very similar to those receiv-
ing the A Form of the questionnaire,

Of the 474 participants within our main sample, 306 of their supervisors and 48
American technicians were also interviewed, Altogether 892 individuals were interviewed
during the course of this survey,

Because the technician and supervisors' responses appeared to be more meanin-
ful in relation to the responses of the participants themselves, the data from these groups
will be interwoven throughout the report. The complete responses of these groups, how-
ever, also appear in the Appendix.

During the field work five bilingual coders were hired andthe data were transferred
onto the tables found in the Appendix, These data have also been punched on IBM cards
and delivered to the International Training Division in AID/Washington to be incorporated
in their report regarding the world-wide evaluation of the participant training programs,
To complement this more lengthy and detailed report, USAID/B has interpreted the data
gathered from its survey and by incorporating the major findings has posed the questions
and conclusions found in the following chapters.

The graphs found within these chapters are compositee and extracts of those found
in the Appendix, These are presented to illustrate the topics discussed, for in deference
to simplicity and clarity, all tables are not presented within the text. The reader inter-
ested in investigating any particular topic further may refer to the Appendix, as it is
organized to provide the information in more detail,

It is worth mentioning that mirroring the participant sample against the partici-
pant universe showed the sample representing the universe within at least one percent
of accuracy regarding the place of residence, major field of activity, economic level,
project and year of departure, The tables in the following chapter illustrate the major
characteristics of the sample,



SELECTION

For projects to be initiated, completed and maintained it is desirable for local
personnel to have the necessary skills, techniques and education. It is for this purpose
that the United States and the host country cooperate in the selection of personnel to
receive further training, usually under the joint auspices of the two countries,

The selection of these individuals is a most important step in any participant train-
ing program, since the results of the selection determine a portion of the individuals upon
whom we are going to rely to help carry through our projects and goals, ‘

Education and Specialization

Most participants have usually had at least 13 years of education, Participants
under 25 years of age usually receive at least nine years of education,

Table 1,1 Total Years of Education At Time of Selection

17 or more years 185
13 - 16 years 182
9 - 12 years 68
5~ 8 years 12
1- 4 years -
No formal education -
Not ascertained 27
Total 474

~ Most participants selected had at least two years of experience, A participant
having over ten years of experience at the time of his selection was also quite common,

Table 1.2 Total Time In Field Of Specialization At Time of Selection

10 years or riore 185
5 to just under 10 years 186
2 to just under 5 years 102
1 to just under 2 years 45
Less than 1 year 14
None B
Not ascertained 7

Total 474
Sex -
The proportion of males and females selected remains constant throughout at the
age groups. .
Table 1, 3 Sex Of Participant

Male 398
Female 76
Total 474

There is a slight tendency for males to be more satisfied with their programs than
female participants and for married participants to be more satisfied with their programs
than the single participants. There need be little concern in selecting married participants
for fear that they be less satisfied with their programs if they have to stay away from their
families or that if they take their families they will be less satisfied with their program
because of financial hardships. In some cases this may be true but the data indicate that,
generally, participants who are married are usually the ones most satisfied with their
training, It was also observed during the survey that other personal characteristics are
certainly important, but a married participant was shown to adjust readily and to be ap-
preciative of his training, AID's policy, however, regarding the advisability of a partici~-
pant's wife accompanying him for a relatively short training period or one in which a
great deal of travel is involved is wise to follow,

Age

At the time of selection, most participants were at least 25 years of age, After
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the age of 25 there are progressively less participants selected,

Table 1,4 ~ Age In Years At Time Of Departure For Training

55 years and old 15
50 - 54 years 18
45 - 49 years 38
40 - 44 years 58 -
35 - 39 years -85 -
30 - 34 years 108 -
25 - 29 years 115"
Under 25 years '28&-»
Not ascertained Sl
Total 474
Job Lewv¢
Most participants selected are in professional or subordinate management posi-
tions. : ot Buhordinate ma X :
Table 1.5 Level Of Position At 'l‘ime Of Selection _
Top policy makers :
Policy makers =40
Subordinate managemen 144"
Engineers 48
Professional 224
Sub-professional ‘ R
Supervisors, ingpectors, toremen - ‘2
Artisans, craftsmen : 3
Occupations not elsewhere classiﬁed 5
Inactive 3
Not ascertained -
Total 474
Area

At the time of interviewing 78% of the participants were living in capital city areas,
13% in provincial city areas and 8% in rural villages and towns,

Table 1.6 Current Residence At Time Of Interview

Capital city area 3N
Provincial city area 63
Rural place, village, town 37
Not ascertained 3
Total 474

. Major Fields of Activity
-The majority are in agriculture and health and sanitation.

Table 1.7 Major Field Of Activity In Which Training Was Given "

Agriculture 153
Industry and Mining 14
Transportation 67
Labor 17
Health and Sanitation 96
Education 35
Public Administration B o 66
Community Development, Social Welfare, Housing: " 13
Miscellaneous 13
Not ascertained -

Total 474



ORIENTATION

-A'participant's orientation covers the period between the time of his selection and
his departure for training, The purposes of orientation include the following:

1 - To reduce the amount of time necessary for a newly arrived participant to
ajust his personal life with that of the foreign environment. Such obvious ways
as informing a participant concerning money used, how to order a meal, how to
find living quarters, what transportation is available and its cost are only a few
of the things which are necessary to communicate to the participant in order to
facilitate his adjustment to his new life, The more information the participant
learns about life in his country of training the better he is prepared for what he
will observe and encounter and the sooner he can regulate his life to achieve
the necessary adjustment. It is only when the participant has made this adjust=-
ment and has his personal affairs and habits in order that it is possible for him
to concentrate adequately upon his training program,

2 - A participant should know as much as possible about his training program, He
should know what topics his training program will cover, what methods will be
used for instruction, the length and level of this instruction, It is also important
to inform him as to the potential value of his training.

It should not be assumed that a participant is sufficiently aware of what L.e is ex-
pected to accomplish during his training, nor should we overestimate, because of our own
familiarity, the participant's knowledge regarding what he will learn and why he is expect=
ed to learn it. A participant should realize why he is being trained, what he will be ex-
pected to learn and observe and for what purpose his training will be used upon his return,
if he is to assume an attentive posture towards his training,

He ghould be made aware of the importance of his training and why certain aspects
of his training which seem unnecessary to him may be very important. He must realize
that he is expected to utilize his training and how this training will be utilized. It is with-
in this climate that the participant is able to understand the responsibility that is placed
upon him to learn from his training so that while he is acquiring this new knowledge and
skills he can, at the same time, s'e possible ways of utilizing his training,

English LangEge Trainigg

Aside from orienting the participant to his program and to life in the United States
it is often important that the participant understand English,

Many of the participants said that they wished they had learned more English before
going for training, Almost 65% of the participants reported that they had difficulty with
their English, About 18% felt that they had difficulty in being understood, 23% had diffi-
culty understanding others and 22% complained about having difficulties in being both
understood and understanding others. Only 35% of the participants reported that they had
experienced no English language problems,

1t was noticed during the survey that the English language training given partici-
pants often does not bring the participant up tc the corresponding ability of those partici=-
pants who have learned English from other sources as these latter indicated they had
less difficulty with English during their program.

Naturally there is a great deal of importance connected with the pariticipant's
English language ability and his satisfaction with the program but we would also expect .
that there would be a positive relationship between their ability to understand English
and the amount of information they receive during their training programs, From inter-

views with participants it appears that most spent about two months in the United States
before they felt they had a sufficient command of English to benefit from their training. It
is a foregone conclusion that some steps should be taken to remedy this situation, Often
training programs are too short and the material learned at the beginning toe important

to allow a participant several months to become more fluent in English,

Even those participants who were accompanied by interpreters and for whom it
was not ""necessary’ to know English, felt that some understanding of English would have
been of significant help to them. They believed they would have benefited more from their
training and would have been able to take care of their personal affairs more efficiently,
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Orientation Sessions

In spite of the importance of orientation;- the data show that approximately one
third of the participants did not receive.any but the most negligible amount of information .
concerning the United States. ' T o

‘When Your Program Was Being Planned, Did Anyone At Your

Table 2, 1. - — T T —— :

.. Place Of Emnloyment Or School Give Your ‘Any Information

. About 1t ? '
Yes ‘ 188
No : R - 278
Don't know or don't remember - - T
Not ascertained -
Total 474

In discussing this problem with returned Brazilian participants it was discovered
that orientation about'life in the U. S, should include digcussions with returned participants,
The reason being that although Americans usually know more about life in the U. S., the
Brazilian returnee is more knowledgeable as to which facts are most important and the
best method of adjustment a Brazilian can make to life in the U,S. They are better able
to transfer their experiences to the participants in a much more meaningful way,

Although the data show no correlation between the amount of information a parti-
cipant receives about his country of training and his utilization score, this is an over
simplification of a not quite so obvious situation since it cannot be determined how much
training was actually lost while the participant was making his personal adjustment or
how much more benefit a participant would have received from his training if his adjust-
ment had been more rapid. It would be expected that the effectiveness of a participant's
orientation to foreign living would be more related to how much attention be can devote
to his training rather than how well he is able to use his training, as the latter is more
directly a function of his job responsibilities. The effectiveness of a participant's

- orientation would thus be expected to correlate more positively with his satisfaction of
his training program in general and only indirectly with the utilization of his traning.

Table 2, 2 indicates that general orientation s»minars have no observable effect
on the participant's satisfaction with his program, ‘ore participants, however, who
consider their orientation time valuable also consider their program to be more satis-
factory.

Table 2, 2 - Attended Orientation Sessions Lasting More Than One Day
and Satisfaction With the Training Program
Satisfaction with the Training Program
Satisfaction With Training

Did You Attend Any General
Orientation Sessions Taking
more than One Entire Day ?

Very Moderately Not Too Not at All
Satisfactory Satisfactory | Satisfactory Satisfactory

—_

Yes . .58 .38 .03 .01
No . 57 . 36 .05 .02

The orientation seminars held at the Washington International Center are regarded
by-the participants as being the most valuabie, These orientation seminars appear to be -
adequate for the many levels and types of participants who go to the United States for
training and education,



Table 2, 3

. Years of Education at Time of Selection and

" Value of Orientation Sessions

Sl e : Value of Orientation Sessions

Total Years of ‘Education ' ,

o C Prefer Time For S e
at Time of Selection Valuable Rest of Program | Not Applicable
17 or more Years S .69 ’ .06 .34
13-16 Years - L .87 _ .06 - - | - --'.36 7
9-12 Years ool .ss | .04 e
5-8 Years . o .58 .08 o83

Table 2, 3 shows that there is no correlation between education and how valuable .
a participant feels the orientation seminars to be. It should be noted that more materials
and ideas were used from seminars sponsored by groups other than St, John's College, ‘
Department of Agriculture and Michigan State University,

Per Diem

The amount of per diem to be given a participant is a problem constantly discussed
if not criticized, Because of the different types of individuals that attend the participant
training programs there will always be some groups who feel their participants should
receive more per diem. These same groups also believe that their inability to select
more and better participants largely rests upon the fact that the participant cannot live
in the United States on his per diem, At the same time there are other groups who
believe that the per diem offered most of their participants is adequate and even in some
cases overly generous. There are not so many complaints about paying too much per diem
as there are complaints regarding the negative effects that an insufficient per diem has
upon attracting and selecting participants.

Of the participants themselves it appears that their per diem has generally been
satisfactory. It cannot be expected that per diems, as they are presently administered,
can satisfy so many people of such different interests as well as social and economic
backgrounds. The results of this survey indicated that about three-fourths of the partici- ‘
pants believe that the per diem they received was satisfactory for their purposes. A few
felt that it was more than they needed and the remainijag believed that they did not think
it to be enoush, In general there were not nearly as many complaints from participants
regarding per diem as was originally expected. It was also expected that dissatisfaction
with per diem would be found most among the married participants. It is noted, however,
that dissatisfaction with per diem increases with the participant's years of education and
with his age,

An older participant seems to have more difficulty adjusting to life in a foreign
country when his standard of living in Brazil cannot be matched within his country of
training. At the same time, in Brazil, participants having more education are usually
those coming from the more wealthy families, They naturally feel that more per diem
is necessary to permit them to live more closely to the manner in which they have been
accustomed to in Brazil,

The type of training which a participant receives does not strongly influence his
opinions concerning per diem., The groups complaining least about their per diem were
those attending universities, although they generally receive the least per diem,
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Table 2.4 -

“University Attendance and Opinion of

" the Money AID Made Available

Participant Atte'ndéq University Opinion of Money AID Made Available
el ' ‘ . More than] Don't know
During Program . . Too Little | About Right | Needed or
o Don't Remember
S = ——————]

Yes e S 17 .80 .02 .01

No 26 .13 .02 -

Table 2,5

‘Observation Tour and Opirion of

the Money AID Made Available

Participant Went on an Observa- Opinion of Money AID Made Available

tion Tour During Program . More than [Don't know or
o Too Little | About Right Needed |Don't'Remember

Yes .21 L1 .02 -

No .19 L7 .02 .01

Table 2, 8

On-the-Job Training and Opinion of

the Money AID Made Available

Participant had On-the-Job

Opinion of Money AID Made Available

Training During Program More than | Don't know or
Too Little | About Right Needed Don't Remember

— o ——————  — ———————————— el

Yes .23 .74 .02 .01

No .19 .18 .03 -

Table 2,7

_Attended Special Program and Opinion
of the Money AID Made Available

Participant Attended Special Opinion of the Money AID Made Available

Program not at a University ; More than | Don't know or

During Program Too Little | About Right Needed | Don't rem€mber
¥ ——

Yes .27 .72 .01 -

No .19 .18 .03 .00




The reason for this is probably due to the fact that these participants live in an academic
atmosphere among many individuals who are not spending a great deal of money and the .
participant is longer in one locationand can therefore find ways to cut down on his
expenses. '
Unless the very small number of top policy makers is included there is no signifi-
cant relationship between the level of position at the time of selection and the participant's "
opinion concerning his per diem, , e

Table 2, 8
. Level of Position at Time of Selection and
- Opinion of Money AID Made Available
_ e Opinion of Money AID Made Available
Level of Position at Time of Selection . More than | Don't Know
’ Too Little | About Right | Needed |or Don't’
===_——-_m=—_==mﬁl.—e_&;w
Top policy makers - 1 .80 . 50 | - -
Policy makers ‘ : .10 . 88 .02 . -
Subordinate management .25 .12 .04 .-
Engineers .18 . 80 . - .02
Professional . .20 L1 .02 -
Sub-professional .14 . 86 - -
Supervisors, inspectors, fcremen - Lo0 - .-
Artisans, craftsmen .33 .87 - -
Occupations not elsewhere classified - . 30 .80 - ST SR B
Inactive , - 1,00 - et

There is also no relatioﬁship between the country of training and opinions c"Onc‘:er'tié,?
ing the per diem, : o

Table 2, 8

Primary Country of Training and Opinion on Money AID
Made Available

Opinion on Money AID Made Available
Primary Country of Training Too Little | About Right | More than Needed

United States .20 11 02

Other .23 .11 -

It appears that one method to avoid a participant's dissatisfaction with his per diem
is to thoroughly orient him as to how much money he will receive for living expenses and
just what he can expect to purchase with this money,
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Table 2, 10 -

‘Information About Money and Opinion
about Money AID Made Available

Before leaving Home did You Opinion About Money AID Made Available

. get enough information about - :
use of AID Money ? Too Little About Right More than Needed
—— —
Yes ' .17 .18 .02
No ‘ : : . .33 A .65 .02

To a Brazilian, several hundred dollars can be a great deal of money and often
he is not aware that this amount of money will not purchase nearly as much in the United
States. One third of the participants who did not receive sufficient information about the
use of their money complained that their per diem was too small, while only 19% of those
who were told about how much money they would be receiving and what it would buy
believed that their per diem was not sufficient, Thus, one way to substantially reduce the
participants' dissatisfaction with ther per diem is to describe to them the situation prior
to their departure,

Program Planning

General orientation seminars help to inform the participant but they are no substi-
tute for the more personal two way conversatfons between people, It i= the responsi-
bility of the USAID technician and the Training Officer to assure that the participant under-
stands all aspects of his training.

Discussing these various aspects of the program with the pa,rtimpant is important
because it indicates to him how valuable we feel his program is and it gives him an op-
portunity to think about these aspects and to discuss any questions he may have about his
training before his program begins.

There is a tendency for participants who have had this opportunity io take part in
the planning of their programs to be more satisfied with their training. Even more
important, however, is that the better arranged a participant's program before he leaves
his country, the better utilization of his training he has been shown to make upon his
return,

The participant should fully understand and to comment on any aspect which he does
not understand or any aspect with which hz does not agree, These matters should be
discussed and a program arranged for the participant which is agreable to the USAID, the
participant and the sponsor.

The Sponsor

During these orientation discussions with the participant it is not sufficient to have
only the participant and the USAID personnel involved, a third group should be included.
The influence of this group should not in any way be underestimated. This group is
usually represented by the participant's supervisor and the organization of which the parti-
cipant is an employee, It is this group which is the most influential in permitting the
participant to leave his job for English language classes, for training, and for arranging
for the participant to utilize his training. If the supervisor and the Brazilian agency are
not fully informed regarding the importance of this training, why this particular partici-
pant should go for training and in what ways the participant's training can be utilized,
cooperation in the selection and orientaticn of the participant and the utilization of his
training is sometimes difficult,

. It would appear that the participant's supervisor is too often ignored or not suf-
ficiently motivated to take part in the participant's orientation,



Table 2,11,

-Supervisor Recommended Participant and Supervisor

Helped In Planning Training Program

Supervisor Helped in Planning
Supervisor Recommended Participant Training Program
Yes No
Yes | . 45 .53
- No e .08 . 982

Of the supervisors who recommended a participant, 45% helped in planning his program
while only 08% of the supervisors who did not recommend the participant helped in plan=
ning his program,

Enlisting the supervisor's cooperation in participant selection causes the super-
visor to feel more responsible towards the participant. The number of supervisors
helping to orient a participant to his program needs to increase, especially when it is
seen in a later chapter how important a role they play regarding a participant's opportuni- '
ties to utilize his training,

Discussions between the USAID, Brazilian agency and candidates form the founda-
tions upon which intelligent selection, informative and motivating orientatlon sessions,
valuable training and plans to use that training can be made.

Communication between the participant and an advisor is also important during
the training program. The data indicate that one important factor influencing a partici-
pant's satisfaction with his training is how much attention he receives from his various
advisors not only before but during training,

Participants following their program as it was planned before their departure are
much more satisfied with their training, Seventy eight percent of the participants who
believe their training was too simple and 85% of the participants who thought their pro-
gram was too advanced were told nothing about the level of their training before their
departure.

Of the participants who have been informed about the level of their training, 91%
were sgatisfied with their level, This compares with only 72% of those who were satisfied
with the level of their training who had not been informed concerning the relative difficulty
of their training,

Table 2. 12

Given PriorInformationAbout Program and How

did You Find the Level of Your Program

Have you Been Told Level of Program _ .
About Level of Program Too simple ) Don't Know
Before Leaving Home ? a Level About Right Too Advanced | or Don't

‘ Remember
L ——— e
Yes ‘ .07 .91 .01 .00
No .23 .72 .04 -

It is important to enlist the cooperation of the participant, the technician, the
sponsor, returned participants and the Training Office in order to discuss the various
aspects of the participant's program, since a qualified participant’is best ready for




training when:

1) he understands what his life in a foreign country will be like and how he can
_adjust to it. ’ ‘ ‘ :

2) he knows the language in which his training will be given

3) his program is arranged as completely as possible

4) he understands why he is being irained

5) he understands what he will learn during his training

6) he understands how he will be expected to use his training

Participanfs rvec‘eivir‘ig'prvé-‘d‘eparture orientation from Minister Jack
B, Kubish - DOM,- -~
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Ambassador Lincoln Gordon, theTraining Officerand two technicians
conducting an orientation session for departing participants,

Participants departing for training shown with Public Safety Technician,

i
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TRAINING ‘PROGRAMS ™

Types of Training

The types of training fall into several major categories. Almost 75% of the parti-
cipants indicated that they had an observation tour, These tours either composed a major
or a smaller but significant portion of the training program.Over one-third of the partici-.
pants received on-the-job training and over one-half attended a university, while one- -
fourth received special group training,

Table 3.1 Participant Went On An Observation Tour During His Program

Yes - o ' : o - 350
No : : 124
Not ascertained -

‘Total . 4m4

Tablgl'& 2 ﬂParticipant Had On-the-job Traini g urin&His Program

Yes o R 175
No . 209
Not ascertained -

Total 474

" Table 3.3 ' ,Participant Attended a University DuriniHis ProgL

. Yes.
‘No _ |
‘Not ascertained Al

Tb.ta.ll , 474,

Table 3.4 Participant Attended a Special Program Not At a University,
Lo During His Program v f‘
Yes ‘ 123 |

Not ascertained BNt S
Total 474

Two trends regarding the general type of training have developed in recent years,
The relative number of participants attending special programs outside universities has
not changed, but there has been a noticeable and steady decrease of participants attending
on-the-job training programs, This is also true of the number of participants receiving
training on a university campus. These decreases have been complemented by a slight
increase in the number of participants having observation tours and spending four months
or less in the United States. As will be seen in Chapter VI, participants on observation
tours have higher utilization scores than those who did not go on an observation tour dur-
ing their program., This is not as true for those receiving on-the~job training, while
participants attending a university had no higher utilization scores than those not attending
a university. It would thus appear that the data support the trend towards observational
tours as a part of training.
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Most of the participants (60%) felt that their training required them to see the
right amount of things. About 20% felt that they had to see too many things and about
20% felt that they would have liked to have seen more,

Table 3. 5 .Did Training Require You to See or Do Too Manj Differen‘t"Thing' ig. ? -

‘Too many things -
»Would have liked more
V’All right as it was~

jDon't know or don't remember _' 1
‘Not ascertained o R &
Total - 474

This situation has to be corrected within the individual training programs, as a
participant seeing too much or seeing too little does not appear to be a fault transcending
all training programs in general. This is supported by the observation that 18% of the
participants who have.gone on observation tours have been dissatisfied by not having -
seen more, while 23% felt that they had seen too much. There is also a significant
number of participants (68%) who felt they saw enough even though they did not go on an
observation tour,

Table 3.6

Attended Observation Tour During Program and Training_

Required Too Much to Do or See
Attended Observation Tour Training Required too Much to do or See |
During P Too Much to Would Have All Right as |
ring Frogr am= Do or_See Liked More as it Was

Yes .23 .19 .58
No .11 .18 .68

Length of Training

The majority of participants (62%) felt that the length of their training was satis-
factory. One third however, believed they would have benefited from a longer training
period, .

Table 3,7 Length of Program

B Too long 23
About right 205
Too short . 155
Don't know or don't remember 1~
Not ascertained - .-

Total ‘ 474

: " Participants in engineering and.professional occupations tend to have longer train-

- ing programs, ' In Table 3, 8 it is observed that training programs between.four to six
.months duration are not as popular as those programs which are of a somewhat shorter
or longer duration. It was also observed during the survey that only a relatively few
policy makers attend programs of more than four months duration, while most can devote
at least two months for training,
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‘Table 3.8

LEVEL OF POSITION AT TIME OF SELECTION AND'

TOTAL AMOUNT OF TIME SPENT IN TRAINING ' ™

' ST Time Spent In Training
Level of Position at Time Less than | 1 month to | 2 months to | 4 months to| 6 months to | 1 year to |2 years to |3 year Not
of Selection just under } just under } just under just under just under just under}just under or |Ascertained
1 month 2 months 4 months 6 months 1 year 2 years 3 years more

Policy Makers - .05 .18 .05 .10 - - - .02
Subordinate management .01 .05 .28 .12 .26 .27 - - -
Engineers - - .20 .11 .24 .40 .02 .02 -
Professional - .02 .19 .15 .23 .40 .00 .00 -
Sub-professional - - .29 .29 .14 .14 - - .14
Supervisors, inspectors, e -

foremen - - - .80 - . 50 - - - -
Artisans, craftsmen - - e - .67 - - -
Occupations not elsewhere . C AR s

classified - .40 .40 - - -
Inactive - - - - -




Participants who felt their programs were too short were more satigfied than
those who felt their programs were too long,  Programs of four to six months duration,
however, are not as popular as those lasting for either a shorter or a longer period,

‘and participants returning from a program of this duration ar e also less satisfied, One
reason generally suspected for this, is that a participant attending such a program is
away from his family for a long period but not long ‘enough to have considered taking them

with him,

and at the same time too long a program for an observation tour alone,

It is also too short a program for a participant to receive any academic degree

More considera-

tion should be given to the length of training, since the total amount of time spent in
training is positively correlated to the participant's utilization score,

Level of Training

Most participants felt that the level of their program was about right,

Table 3.9

Too simple a level

About ‘right

Too advanced

Don't know or don't remember-

Not ascertained

Total

_How Did You Find The Level of Your Program ?

74
384
13
2
‘474

‘The following tables indicate that most participants attending the various types of
training programs are satisfied with thelevel of those programs, Those attending special
.programs not at a university, however, believed, more often than others, that their

training was too simple.

Table 3. 10 Obgervation Tour During Program And Level Of Program
Participant Went on an Level of Program
Observation Tour Durin Don't Know
His Program r During Too Simple { About Too or Don't Not
. a Level Right | Advanced | o ember Ascertained
Yes .14 . 82 .03 .00 .01
No .19 .18 .02 - .00
"Table 3,11  On-the-job Training During Program And Level Of Program
Level of Program
‘Participant Had On-the~-Job | Too Simple { About Too Don't Know Not
Training During His Pro- a Level Right | Advanced | or Don't Ascertained
gram Remember
Yes .14 . 82 .04 - .01
No .17 . 81 .02 .00 .00
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Table 3,12

ATTENDED UNIVERSITY DURING PROGRAM AND LEVEL

OF PROGRAM

Level of Program

.Participant Attended a Uni- Too Simple | About Too Don't Know Not
versgity During His Program a Level Right | Advanced|or Don't Ascertained
Remember
Yes Y .81 .03 .- -
No .14 . 82 .03 .00 .01
Table 3,13 SPECIAL NON-UNIVERSITY PROGRAM AND LEVEL OF TRAINING
Level of Training
Participant Attended Special Too Simple | About Too Don't Know Not
Program Not at an University | a Level Right |Advanced|or Don't Ascertained
Remember
Yes .22 .15 .02 -.01 -
No .13 A3 .03 - .01

Participants giving attention to the chickens which they are
learning to raise,




Participants attending a
pouitry nutrition class.
The earphones, connect-
ed to the interpreter's
microphone, transmit-
ted to the group the
simultaneous transla-
tion of the teacher words,

.Lecture on carcass
cuttings; participants

are of a Swine Production
Group - agronomists,
veterinaries and breeders
of Rio Grande do Sul, Sio
Paulo and Guanabara.,

Visit to Beltsville
Research Center -
- Genetic Work,




PARTICIPANT TRAINING FOLLOW-UP

‘Not even one-quarter of the returned participants returned to the same jobs they
had before leaving, In many cases, when a participant found his job changed upon his .-
return, it was one that was not expected on the part of the participant. - What happens to
a participant upon his return is a very immportant aspect of participant training, ‘but often
one that has been ignored in Brazil,

Table 4,1 Participants Returning To The Same Or Different Jobs

Same .16
Different .24

Table 4, 2 Participants Returning To The J ob They Expected
‘ Yes ' _ .53
No . 47

Because Brazil is one of the very largest countries within tire AID pr'ogram and
because there are many important cities and areas, participants are scaitered over an
extremely large number of square miles. A follow-up in Brazil has therefor: been
difficult to maintain, but there are indications that it was never initiated. Almost half
of the participants having returned to Brazil have never received any contact from AID,
Of the other half who have been contacted, this was usually of a very cursory nature;

i. e. a returnee interview form or a brochure. The returnee interview, although sup-
posed to be filled in with the aid of the Training Office and the technical division, was
often sent to the participant to be filled out by him, so that all but the most superficial
contact was made at this important juncture of the participant's training,

Table 4, 3 Since Your Return Have You Had Any Contact With AID ?

Yes 249
No 225
Total 474

Two-thirds of the participants had no knowledge of the help and advice USAID/
Brazil could offer them concerning important aspects and questions that arise in their
field, There is very little contact between a participant who has returned to Brazil
and technicians who have arrived since his return, During the interviewing of the
technicians it became apparent tha:¢ they usually knew very little about most of the
returned participants, Since the participants they did know, represented a distinctly
biased sample, thesurvey does not rely upon many of the technicians' responses re-
garding them, It does not appear to make any difference whether a participant resides
in a capital city, provincial city or a rural area, since all of these groups have had
relatively the same number of contacts with USAID/Brazil,

Table 4. 4 Current Residence At Time Of Interview And Contact With AID

Since.Return

Contact with AID since return

Current Residence at Time of Interview YES . NO.
Capital city area .53 - 4T
Provincial city area .52 .48
Rural place, village, town . 54 . 46
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Of the participants who are eligible for membership in U. S, professional socie-
ties, over three-fourths are no longer enrolled in any of these societies. Although
USAID/Brazil has usually contributed two-thirds towards the expense of a one year
membership, because of lack of follow-up and general communication most of these
participants have permitted their memberships to lapse, This is especially disturbing
when we consider that it is this group who is generally the most influential and educated
of the participants and yet we have neglected to encourage their receiving notification
of American developments and improvements taking place within their field, Over half
of the participants interviewed voluntarily asked how they could receive professional
journals and information,

There are some alumni organizations operating within different cities in Brazil,
These alumni organizations have operated in good faith, but because of lack of guidance-
and support they are serving no real purpose regarding orientation and follow-up of
participants,



. PARTICIPANTS' SATISFACTION WITH THEIR TRAINING

Orientation :

It is advisable to cooperate with the participants' reasonable requests and sug-
gestions regarding their training programs. The participant is often a good judge re-
garding what type of training and courses he needs in order to meet the expectations and
requirements which will be placed upon him when he returns. A participant unsatisfied
with his program may also be a participant who, upon his return, will not or cannot
utilize his training as would be normally expected. Table 5.1 indicates that there is a
positive correlation between a participant’s satisfaction with his training and his utili-
zation.

Table 5.1

Satisfaction and Utilization of Training Program

Amount of Satisfaction utilization

Little Moderate Substantial
Very satisfactory .01 .42 .57
Moderately satisfactory .02 .50 47
Not too satisfactory - .83 .17
Not satisfactory at all 1.00 - -

Participants satisfied with their programs before departure were also more
satisfied with their programs upon their return,

Table 5,2

Satisfaction before and after Training Program
Were You Satisfied Satisfaction with Training. Program
With Training Program Very Moderately Not too Not at all
Before Leaving Abroad Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
Well satisfied . 68 .30 .02 .00
Not very well satisfied .44 .49 .05 .02
Don't know . 46 . 46 .04 .03

At the same time participants whose program details were arranged in advance
proved to be more satisfied with their training program,

Table 5.3
Program Arranggl In Advance and Satisfaction With the Training Program

Was Program Arranged Satisfaction with Training

in Detail upon Arrival Very Moderately Not too Not at all
in Country of Training Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
.Program in complete detail . 61 . 36 .02 .02
Program in partial detail .55 .41 .03 .01
Program not set up at all .49 .36 .11 .04
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If a program was such that the participant was able to follow it as originally .
planned, it was more satisfying. If they also received attention and guidance during their
program this served all the more to increase the participants’ satisfaction.

Table 5.4

Followed Program as Originally Planned and .

Satisfaction with the Training Program

Satisfaction with Training
Was Program Followed v Moderatel Not ¢ Not at all
ery oderately ot too ot ata .
as Originally Planned Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
_— ————
Followed program . ‘
as originally planned T .60 .36 .02 ) U2
Important changes made N Y .45 .07 .01
Table 5.5
_ Amount of Attention Received During Training and
““ Satisfaction with the Training Program
Did you get Enough Attention Satisfaction with Training
and Guidance During Course Very Moderately Not too Not at all
of the Program Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
“Enough attention .61 .36 .03 .01 .
Not enough attention .42 .46 .04 .08 :

This does not mean participants should dictate or overly influence the itinerary
. and arrangements made for them, but a participant's satisfaction with his program is one
factor influencing his utilization of the training,

Training e
L Participants having observation tours during their training are more satisfied,
while participants attending universities appear to be less satisfied,

Table 5.6

O.bservation Tour and Satisfaction with Training Program
Participant went on an . Satisfaction with Training Program
Observation Tour Very Moderately Not too Not at all
During His Program Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
Yes ' .60 .35 .03 .01
No .49 .45 .04 .02

. The type of training a participant receives does not appear to influence his
satisfaction with the guidance given him. Those however, who had their program work
managed by an official from AID were not as satisfied with the attention and guidance
given them as those who received attention from other government agency officials.
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Table 5,7

‘Primary Country of Training and Satisfaction with Program

B : ‘ Level of Program
Primary Country of Training Very Moderately Not too Not at all
. o ’ Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
e e
United States .58 .37 .03 .01
Other .51 .44 .03 .03

i’articipants having gone to the United States for training seem to be more satisfied,
while Table 5.8 indicates that training outside of the United States is more often regarded

as being too simple,

Table 5.8

Primary Country of Training and Level of Program

Level of Program
Primary Country Program | Program | Program | Don't know Not .
of Training too about too or don't ascertained
simple right advanced | remember
United States 0.15 .82 .03 .00 .00
Other 0.23 . 74 .03 - -

There appears to be a positive relationship between the partin! p.. ‘.'s English
language ability and his aatiafaction with the training program.

Table 5.9

Difficulty With English During Training and

Satisfaction with the Training

Satisfaction with Training

Difficulty with English Very Moderately Not too Not at all
During Program Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
No difficulty at all . 68 .29 .02 .01
Difficulty in being understood . 54 .41 .03 .02
Difficulty in understanding .52 .40 .07 .01
Both .41 .53 .02 .03 |
Not applicable .61 .34 .03 .01




Age

their training, .
Table 5. lO‘

Age at Departure and Satisfaction with Training Program

Particlpants between 40 and 54 years of age are those most often satisfied with

- Satisfaction with Training Program

Age in Years at

Not at all

Time of Departure Very Moderately Not too
Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory

55 years and older .47 .53 - -
50-54 years . 69 .19 12 -
45-49 years . 68 . 26 .03 .03
40-44 years . 66 .33 .02 -
35-39 years . 58 .37 .04 .0l
30-34 years .58 .37 .03 .02
25-29 years .49 .46 .03 .03

. 54 . 39 .07 -

Under 25 years

This satisfaction tends to increase as the participants'ages approach 40 years of
age ‘and decrease after the 54th year,:

Satisfaction does not seem to be influenced by any time factor as Table 5.11 shows
no correlation between the number of years since a participant left for training and his

satisfaction with the program,

Table 5,11

Year of Departure and Satisfaction'with Training Program

Year Participant Satisfaction with Training Program
Left for Training Very Moderately Not too Not at all
Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory

1960 .42 . 58 - -
1959 .67 .28 .05 -
1953 .55 .40 - .04 -
1957 .50 .42 .03 .05
1956 . 54 .45 .01 -
1955 . 64 .25 .07 .04
1954 .57 .36 .04 .04
1953 . 46 . 46 .07 -
1952 . 56 .44 - -
1951 .62 .38 - -
1950 1,00 - - -
1949 and earlier .75 .22 - .03
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Field of Activity.

Tnb.le 5, 12

“Major Field Activity and Satisfaction with Training Program

v'Ma_lior Field Of Activity in

Satisfaction with Training Program

. Which Training was given Very Moderately Not too Not at all
: Satisfactory. | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory

Agriculture and Natural
Resources’ . 60 .37 .03 .01
Industry and Mining .50 .43 .07 -
Transportation .51 .46 .03 -

" Labor .76 .24 - -
Health and Sanitation . 72 27 - .01
'Education .51 .34 I3 § .03
Public Administration .44 .45 W06, .04
Community Development, o N P
Social Welfare, and Housing .62 o 31 .08 -
General and Miscellaneous .23 .17 Co- -

Participants from Labor as well as Health and Sanitation express more satisfaction
Participants from Community Development and agri-
culture are usually also satisfied with their programs., Public Administration participants

regarding their training program,

are the most dissatisfied group.

Position Level

Table 5.13

Level of Positiop and Satisfaction with Trainins Program

Level of Position

Satisfaction with Training Progra:m

~at Time of Selection Sa.tisvf;:z'ory ;ﬁ:;ﬁ;::g?; Sagts):'at:t%ry S:Itiostf:::taol:y
Top policy makers .50 . 50 - -
Policy makers - second level .78 .20 .02 -
Subordinate Management .53 .40 .03 .04
Engineers .49 .44 .07 -
Professional .59 .37 .04 .00
Sub-professional .57 .43 - -
Supervisors, Inspectors,
Foremen . 50 . 50 - -
Artisans, Craftsmen .33 . 67 - -
Occupations not ;
elsewhere classified . 60 . 40 - -
Inactive . 50 .50 - -




Second level policy makers are the most satisfied with their training. This is
followed, but not too closely by those engaged in professional and sub-professional occu-
pations. Considering the number of participants in the subordinate management and
engineering categories and the fact that they are not as satisfied as other groups contain-

ing a large number of participants,

to be worthwhile.

Non-Training Activities

There is no relationship between
trainee' satisfaction with his program,

Table 5, 14

_Entertainment .in Private Homes and Satisfaction

ek v&it}iiTryaining Program

further investigation intu possible causes may prove

being entertained in private.-homes and the

Were you Entertained

Satisfaction with Training Program

R ' Very Moderately Not too Not at all
in Private Homes? Sati. ‘actory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory
Yes «57 .38 .03 .02
_ No .59 .35 .06 -
Don't know or don't remember 1.00 - - -

.Participants wiio felt there were too many social activities arran

ged floi-f"\tjxgm

were less satisfied than those who felt there were not enough ,activitiea‘ra‘(rranged.‘\

Table 5,15

Amount of Social Activities and Satisfaction

with ’I‘raining Program

-Were There Enough Social .

. Satisfaction with Training Program

foies : Very Moderately Not too Not at all
Activities Arranged for You? Satisfactory | Satisfactory | Satisfactory Satisfactory
Too many activities .40 . 50 .10 ° -
About enough activities . 60 .35 .04 .02
Not enough activities .49 .48 .02 .0l

It should be noted that only a little over 20% of the participants fell within the

category of those who felt there were not enough activities planned for them.

The impression gained from the responses regarding program and non-program
activities indicate that the busier the participant is with his training program and secondly
with social activities, which have some relationship to his training program, the more

satisfied he is with his training program.,

This is again observed in another way when it

is seen that participants who had too much time for personal interests were not nearly as
satisfied with their training programs as those attending programs which left them only
enough or even too little time to attend to personal affairs.
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Table 5.16°

Amount of Time for Personal Interests and Satisfaction

with Training Program

= ' Satisfaction with Training Program

Did Program Leave Enough 7 Tioderatel N Neratan

: er oderate ot too ot at a
Time for Personal Interests ? Satisfacz'ory Sausfactor¥ Satisfactory | Satisfactory
g ———————— —
Too much time .33 .42 .17 .08
Enough time .58 .37 .03 .01
Too little time .57 .40 .03 .01

It is encouraging to observe that only 04% felt that their training was not at least"[
moderately satisfactory and that the majority of the partlcipants belleved their tralmng :
to be very satisfactory, '

Table 5.17

How Satisfactory Was Your TraluinEProgra.m ?

_ Very satisfactory

'v Moderately satisfactory

Not too satisfactory -

Not at all satisfactory

57
.38
.03
.01

It is legitimate, however, to ask whether or not a participant's satisfaction with

" his program is really the ultimate criteria,
Brazil and to AID for the participant to make use of his training.,

It is more important to the participant, to
Although satisfaction

of a participant with his program is certainly desirable and every reasonable effort should
be made to promote it, the utilization by the participant of his training is the primary
concern and it is upon this aspect that a participant training program will fail or succeed, -




UTILIZATION QF TRAINING

The most important goal of any participant training program is the effective utili-
zation by the participant of the training., Despite the effectiveness of selection, orienta-
tion, training and follow-up, if the participants do not utilize their training, the partici-
pant training program has failed. The importance of any aspect of the participant train-
ing program should be measured by its positive relationship and its influence upon the
participant's utilization of his training,

Supervisors and Technicians

To what extent participants use their training was determined through a utilization
score built into the questionnaires given to the participants, their supervisors and Ameri-
can technicians. Most participants are no longer working for the same supervisors they
had when they left for training; making it difficult to determine to what extent supervisors
were responsible for the participants' training, Of the small number of participants still
employed by the same supervisors, it was noted that three-fourths of these supervisors
recommended the participant for his training and about the same percentage helped to
organize and plan the participant's training and to provide utilization of the participant's
newly acquired skills. About 75% of the supervisors were also satisfied with the way the
participant was using his training and felt that the pasticipant was well satisfied with his
training program. Again, about 75% of the supervisors believe that their participant's
training was worth the cost and the problems involved.

There is a positive relationship between how influential a participant believes his
training program was in securing his present job and the importance his supervisor has
attached to his training program,

Table 6.1

Participant's Opinion Regarding Job Opportunities After Tr'éini.ng_
and Supervisor's Opinion As To Importance of Training

Participant's Opinion Supervisor's Opinion As To Value of Training
Helpful but Don't know | Not

As To Job Placement : '

After Training Not Useful |not very Very Essential | or don't |Ascertain-
Important Important remember |ed

About the same .02 .28 .42 .16 .11 .01

Better .14 .29 Y X .14 - -

Not as good I .Ol 1oo.1s .47 .31 .06 -

Don't know .26 .44 .22 .04 -




Supervisors who recommended their participants for training also believe the
participants are utilizing their training to a greater extent than do those supervisors
who did not recommend the participants,

Table 6.2

Supervisor Recommended Participant For Training and

Supervisor's Rating of Participant's Utilization of Training

Supervisor Recommended Supervisor's Rating of Participant's Utilization
Participant for Training Little Moderate Substantial
Yes o 02 .18 .80
No , S RIS § B 33 . | - .56

Not only do supervisors support a participant's attitude towards the utilization of
his'training but they appear to be influential in determining to what extent’a participant
will be able to utilize his training. It is seen in the following table that supervisors recom-
mending a participant for training is positively related to how much utilization the partici-
pant feels he has been able to make of his training. :

Table 6.3

Supervisor's Recommendation of Participant for
Training and Utilization of Training

Supervisor Recommended Utilization of Training

Participant for Training Little Moderate Substantial
Yes .02 . <39 .59
No - .50 .-50

The same relationship is observed in Table 6.4. There it is shown that the -

supervisors whose organizations helped plan the participant's training more often be-

heved their participants had utilized their training.

Table 6,4

Organization Planned Utilization and Supervisor's

Rating of Participant’s Utilization

Before Participant Left for
Training Did Organization
Have Plans as to Utilization

Supervisor's Rating of Participants Utilization

of His Training Little Moderate Substantial
Yes .02 .21 .17
No .12 .29 .59
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If the organization or Ministry or any other government official initiated a
participant's training program, the supervisor rated the participant's utilization
higher than if the participant, USAID or a university had initiated the training program,

Table 6.5

Initi.ation of Training Program and Supervisor's

" Rating of Participant's Utilization

Who Actually Initiated Supervisor's Rating of Participants Utilization
Participant's Training Program Little Moderate Substantial
' = —= ——]
Participant .10 .24 .67
Someone in this Organization .02 .21 77
Ministry or home Government :
official . 14 .14 .71
USAID or AID personnel - .33 .67
University - : .33 .67

A participant's supervisor is a determining factor influencing the participant's
utilization score. A supervisor's feelings as to the importance of a participant's training
were also significantly correlated with the participant's utilization score. The more
helpful the supervisor, the higher the participant's utilization score. A supervisor's
influence is observable in all tables in which he appears.

Selection

No observable relationship was found between the number of years since the
participant has left for training and how much of his training he has been able to utilize.

Table 6.6
Year Participant Left For Training and Utilization of Training

Year Participant Left for Utilization of Training

Training Program Little Moderate Substantial

——— == —
1960 - . 56 . 44
1959 - .57 .43
1958 .02 .33 .65
1957 .04 . 38 . 58
1956 .05 .52 .43
1955 - .32 . 68
1954 - .47 .53
1953 - .52 .48
1952 .04 .39 .57
1951 - .33 . 67
1950 - .67 .33
1949 and earlier - .62 . 38
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Thosé having at least nine
have the highest utilization scores.

Table 6. 7

Total Years of Education at Time of Selection

and Utilization of Trainigg_

Years of education at the time of their selection

To.tal Years of Education Utilization of Training

At Time of Selection Little Moderate Substantial = |
17 or more years .02 .46 .51 T
13-16 years .01 .46 .53

9-12 years .02 .37 .61

5-8 yea.rﬁ - .‘60,," 40 . 1

Participants having at le

utilization of training.

Total Time in Field of Specialization at Time

Table 6,8

of Selection and Utilization of Tra.ining_

ast two years exberlencé, more often s’ho‘w the hlgheilat’f:‘

Total Time In Field of Utilization of Training
Specialization at Time

of Selection Little Moderate Substantial
_—_————————————

10 years or more - .02 .46 .52

5 to just under 10 years .02 .42 .56

2 to just under 5 years .01 . 40 .59

1 to just under 2 years .06 .56 .39
Less than 1 year - .62 .38

Two-thirds of the participants between 40 through 54 years of age are inthehigh uti

lization group. No other age group which contains a sufficient number or participants from
which conclusions can bedrawn compares with the utilization scores of this age group,

Table 6, 9 Age at Time of Departure and Utilization of Training
Age at Time of Departure Utilization of Training
— Little Moderate Substantial
55 years and older .09 . 64 .27
50-54 years .14 .14 .71
45-49 years - .43 .57
40-44 years - .33 .67
35-39 years .0l .48 .51
30-34 years .02 .49 .48
25-29 years .01 .45 .54
Under 25 years .07 .53 .40
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Participants living in rural villages and towns have the highest utilization scores.
It is indicated that participants living in the provincial city areas make less use of their
training. o

y -

Table 6. 10. Current Residence At Time of Interview and Utilization of Training
Current Residence At Time B Utilization of Training

of Interview ‘Little Moderate Substantial
Capital city area .01 .45 .54
Provincial city area .06 .52 .42

Rural place, village, town .06 ©.38 .56
Orientation

The participant's orientation is one more factor determining how much information.
the participant will absorb during training and how well his training will be utilized upon
his return. The amount of information a participant receives about his program prior to .
his departure is positively related to his utilization score., There is as well a positive
correlation regarding how much of the program was arranged before his departure and
his utilization score.

Table 6.11 Satisfaction With Training Before Departure
and Utilization of Training

Satisfaction With Training ' Utilization of Training

Before Departure for Training Little Moderate ' Substantial
.02 .46 52

Well satisfied .

Not very well satisfied - .44 .56

Didn't know enough .03 .46 .52

Utilization of training does not seem to depend upon how satisfied a participant was
with his training program before his departure, but having an opportunity to take part in
the planning of his program may have a positive effect upon the participant's utilization
score.

Although it is ideal to have the program arranged before the participant's de-
parture, any changer, which need to be made during the participant's training which will
have the effect of more closely relating the training to the participant's ambitions and
the project's goals may have a positive influence upon the participant's utilization.

Table 6,12 Following of Planned Program and Utilization of Training

Did Participant Follow Program Utilization

As Originally Planned Low Moderate Substantial :
Followed program as originally

planned .02 .46 .52

Important changes made .01 .42 .57
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Types of Training

Participants having obtarvation tours showed higher utilization of their training
than those whose training did not include any observation tour. On-the-job training does
not appear to influence the utilization scores as much and participants attending a uni-
versity showed no higher utilization scores than those not enrolled in a university, Partici=
pants attending special programs not at a university had the lowest utilization scores.

Table 6.13

Observation Tour During Program and Utilization of Training

it Went on Utilization of Training . .
ation Tour —
ogram Little Moderate Substantial
8 .02 .56
. .02 .56 a2
Table 6. 14

On-the-Job vTralning'During‘ProLr'am and Utilization of Training

Participant had On-the-Job " Utilization of Training
Training During Program | ~ pjitle l Moderate Substantial
m = ~
Yes : o - : .45 . 55
No .03 .46 .51
Table 6.15

Attended University During Training and Utilization Training

Participant Attended University

Utilization of Training

During Program . Little I Moderate " Substantial
— —_ |
Yes .00 .47 .53
" No .04 .44 .53
Table 6. 16 .

Non-University Special Training and Utilization of Training

Participant Attended Special

Utilization of Training

Program Not at a University

During His Program Little Moderate Substantial
Yes .02 .53 .45
No .02 .43 .55
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This would indicate that closer examination of these special programs may be in
order, as they generally did not appear to be as effective nor have the impact as obser~
vation tours, on-the-job training or university classes. Discussions with the partici-
pants uncovered the possibility that because some special programs are repeated peri-
odically, there are those participants who have learned much of the information given
in these programs from participants who have attended them previously.

There is no distinction between utilization scores of participants receiving
academic degrees and those receiving non-academic citations. It is indicated, however,
that participants receiving some degree or citation have utilized their training to a
greater extent than those receiving no such recognition.

Table 6.17
Receivéd Degree and Utilization of Training
Did You Receive a Degree Utilization
or Diploma? Little Moderate Substantial
Received an academic degree - .44 .56

Received a certificate or other

non-academic citation - .44 ' . 56
Received nothing - .67 .33 %
Not applicable .03 .45 .52

Not only does the type of program appear to influeace a participant's utilization of
his training but the desired length of his training also shows these effects. In this case
there is a negative correlation between the participant's desired length of his program and
his utilization score.

Table 6. 18
Length of Program and Utilization of Training
Utilization of Training
Length of Program Little Moderate Substantial
Too long .08 .50 .42
About right .01 .46 .53
Too short .03 .44 .53

This may prove to be a function of the participant's personality rather than a
function of the training program, Most participants who felt that their program was too
short may also be those aspiring to learn more and have considerably more ambition and
drive. These participants would also be those from whom higher utilization scores would
be expected. This same type of correlation is observed and for possibly the same reason
when utilization scores are compared with the participant's opinion regarding the amount
of things he was required to see during his program,
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Table 6. 19
Amount of Things Required to See ahd. Utilization of Training

Did Training Require To Do S Utilization

or See Too Many Different - e —
Things " Little’ ' " Moderate . " Substantial
Too many things . .03 . .49 -1 .49
Would have liked more ) | .02 ' .42 . o .56»' '
Al right as it was ; 02 | a5 | B3

These participants wishing to see more would be much the same as those
participants desiring a longer training program. Generally these participants would
again be expected to have more drive and ambition and more likely to utilize their
training experxience,.

Consideration should be given to the participant's opinion regarding his desire
to increase his length of training, since the amount of time spent in training is positively
correlated to the participant's utilization scores,

Table 6,20 ,

Time Spent In Tralnfng and Utilization
Total Amount of Time Utilization of Training
Spent in Training | Little | Moderate Substantial
Three years or more - - : 1.00
Two years to just under 3 years - - 1.00
One year to just under 2 years - .42 ' .58
Six months to just under one year - .49 .49
Four months to just under 6 months| .04 .44 ' .51
Two months to just under 4 months | .03 .46 .50
One month to just under 2 months .08 .58 +33

There is undoubtedly a point at which it is not practical nor desirable to increase
the length of training, but when considering the cultural shock, the language difficulties
and the content of traiuing, it is advisable not to submit a trainee to a severely condensed
and intensive program. It should be worth the increased time and money mvolved to
avoid making only superficial impact upon the trainee.

Participants fceling that the level of their program is too simple, did not have
as high utilization scores as those who felt the level of their program was about right,
Although there is a smaller number who believe their level was too advanced, these
participants have the lowest utilization scores.
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Table 6.21
' Level of Program and Utilization

How Did You Find Level Utilization :
of Program ? Little l Moderate | Substantial

Too simple a level T - .51 .49

About right .02 .43 . 54

Too advanced o e s s

Position Level
Table 6. 22

Level of Position At Time~6f Selection and Utilization of Training

Level of Position At Time Utilization of Training

of Selection Little Moderate Substantial
Policy makers .06 . 48 . 45
Subordinate management .02 .53 .45
Engineers - .47 .53
Professional .01 . 40 .59
Sub-professional - - 1,00
Supervisors, inspectors, foremen - 1.00 -
Artisans, craftsmen - .67 .33
Occupations not elsewhere classi-

fied .33 .67 -
Inactive - .50 .50

Most of the participants are either in professional occupations or holding subordi-
nate management positions, The former group tend to receive the highest utilization
scores and those in the latter group tend to receive the lowest utilization scores.

Field of Activity

Table 6.23 . . .
Major Field of Activity in Which Training

Was Given and Utilization of Training

Major Field of Activity In Which Utilization of Training
Training Was Given Little Moderate Substantial
Agriculture & Natural Resources .03 .48 .49
Industry and Mining - .27 .73
Transportation .04 .35 . 60
Labor .08 . 58 .33
Health and Sanitation - .45 .55
Education - .43 .57
Public Administration - .51 .49
Community Development, Social

Weaolfare and Housing - .64 . 36
General and Miscellaneous - . 36 . 64
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It can be seen that the field of activity containing the most participants having the
highest utilization scores is Industry and Mining. Participants in this field are signifi-
cantly higher in this respect than in the next groups (Transportation, Education, Health
and Sanitation in that order).

Perceived Importance of Training

Table 6, 24
Job Opportunity and Utilizaﬂon of Training
If You did not go on Training ’ Utilization of Training
Program What Kind of a Job 4 —1
Would You Now Have ? Little "Moderate Substantial - |
About the same 03 | .51 .46
Better NS ¢ S .43 .43
Not as good - al .34 .66

Participants believing that their training helped them to get a better job are
usually those participants having the highest utilization scoves, two out of three partici-
pants in this group having high utilization scores,

Four participants out of 474 given the Form A questionnaire stated that their
training was a waste of time. It is encouraging to note that the vast majority felt much
more positively towards their training. There were 298 or almost two-thirds who believed
that the training they received was the most important experience they had had during
their career. There is a positive correlation between the participants® feelings regarding
the importance of their program and their utilization scores.

Table 6. 25

Importance and Utilization of Training
How Important was Utilization of Training
Your Program ? Little Moderate Substantial
Most important thing . .02 .42 .56
Waste of time - 1.00 -
In between .03 .52 .46

It is also noted that a supervisor's opinion regarding the importance of a partici-
pant's training had also the same degree of relationship. When a supervisor did not
believe the participant's training program to be important it had the predicted effect upon
the participant's utilization score. It is noted, however, that two thirds of the supervisors
stated that the participant's training was extremely important if not essential and only two
percent believed the participant's training was not useful at all,
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Table 6,26

Supervisor's Opinion of Importance of Training .

and Participant's Opinion of Utilization of Training

Supervisor's opinion of
Importance of Training

Participant's Opinlon of Utilization of Training

Little Moderate Substantial
Essential - .32 . 68
Very Important - .41 .59
Helpful but not very important .02 . 58 .40
Not useful .33 .33 .33

Better off without it

Returned participant speaking about "'Communications

Media Characteristics", during a Seminar for universi-
ty professors promoted by the University of Rio Grande
do Sul,




Vigosa, State of Minas Gerais
HORTICULTURE - Postgraduate Course, Returnced participant
teaching student the use of a soil humidity indicator.

State of Rio Grande do Sul
Returned participant
demonstrating procedures
of artificial insemination,




Sao Paulo, State of Sio. Paulo :
Course being glven for future radar
operators

State of Sao Paulo ,
Centro Regional de Pesquisas Educa-
cionais (CRPE) - Audmvisual Center,

Colatina, State of Espirito Santo
ACARES - Extensionist helping coffee
grower,

Colatina, State of Espirito Santo
ACARES - Coffee spraying.




' SUMMARY, AND. CONCLUSION

The survey of participant training pointed up many important factors and indicate
ed areas in which more research may prove worthwhile, Some of the most important
conclusions and suggestions arising from this survey have been the following:

Some training requires more, but as a minimum standard something approaching
a high school education should be one of the considerations in selecting a participant., A
participant also should have at least two years experience in his field of specialization, {
The data indicate participants having less than two years experience utilize their train-
ing to a much lesser degree,

The cooperation of the supervisors should be enlisted in recommending partici-
pants for training. The participant's supervisor has been shown to play an important
part in the utilization of the participant's training. It 18 also advisable that he and the
participant's organization help in planning the program and planning how the participant's
training will be utilized upon his return, When possible, programs should be planned
in detail and arranged in advance of departure,

Returned participants should take part in orienting a participant leaving for train- l
ing. This is an important supplement to the orientation given by the Training Office, the
technical division, the participant's supervisor and organization, It has been indicated
that returned participants perform a valuable service by alerting the departing partici-
pant regarding the problems he will find living in his country of training and how these
problems can best be handled,

During this orientation it is important that the participant know what he can
afford with his per diem. Too many participants obviously did not realize how far a
dollar would go in the United States as they were judging by the purchasing power of the
dollar in their own country. Many of these participants having an inflated idea of the
purchasing power of their per diem were dissatisfied with this allowance, .The partici-
pants who were informed beforehand what to expect, did not register nearly as many
complaints concerning their per diem,

No matter what the participant says before leaving for training, it is important
that he know English before his depariure, Many participants anxious to go for training
deluded themselves into thinking that once they were in the United States their English
would improve rapidly. Upon their return, however, many participants insisted they
would nave benefited a great deal more from their training if they had waited until their
English ability had reached the minimum requirements set by AID,

Training should be planned in such a way that the participant looks upon it as
useful for better job opportunities, Such a participant is much more motivated and {
makes more use of his training. '

Since participants attending observaticn tours as part of their training usually
have higher utilization scores, it is suggested that, when practical, a participant be l
given the opportunity to visit various places which can illustrate to him how his training
can be put to use when he returns,

Technical divisions should become wary of continually sending participants from:
the same area or organization tothe same program. Often the later participants have [
learned much about this program from previous participants and a more advanced pro- (A
gram should be considered.

There is some indication that the length of training should be of at least two J
months duration, Those participants attending programs of this length and longer,
indicate that they utilized their training more. Some programs under two months' dura-'
tion will always be practical. It is important, however, that training not be superficial
but one that leaves an impact upon the participant,

A participant's training should keep him busy., Those having too much time for
personal affairs were not nearly as impressed with their training nor did they utilize
their training as much as those from whom more work was demanded. Even social
activities should have some indirect bearing upon the training; i. e, being entertained
in American homes by people of the same profession. At the same time, however, it
is better to have too little than tno many planned social activities,

=™
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Participants should not be sent on a program which is too advanced for them,
especially if there is also a language problem involved. No matter how impatient a
participant may appear to be, it is not fair to send him on a program which will create
undue tension and pressure, Participants given the opportunity to train in the United
States are psychologically obliged to succeed. When success appears somewhat beyond
their reach, not only has the investment in this participant been wasted but the partici-
pant's prestige and professional reputation has been damaged. It is the responsibility of
the Training Office and the technical division to match the training with the participant
and not to permit a participant to leave for training unless he is equipped with the neces-
sary education, experience and linguistic ability, no matter what reasons the participant
offers for wanting to go sooner,

A degree or a certificate from his source of training appears to permit the
participant more opportunity to utilize his training, Degrees and certifications in Brazil
are important and are looked upon with respect. A participant having one is more often
placed in a position of responsibility and his opinions and suggestions are given more
weight,

Training should be given in the United States unless better training facilities
exist elsewhere. Where training of the same standard can be found outside the United
States it 18 important for the participant to attend training in the United States even
when a little extra money is involved, Sending participants to other Latin American
countries should be carefully considered as there is strong indication that many partici-
pants resented going into another country which they did not feel was any more develop-
ed than Brazil, This feeling appears to be seldom stated before the participant departs
but is often registered after his return, When such barriers are erected between the
participant and his instructors, learning and utilization of training are often impaired,

A returning participant should be obliged to go to the Training Office and/or
the technical division so that his training and his experience can be properly evaluated,

Participants should be kept in constant contact and the more personal this
contact the better, Although he may have learned a great deal, once back on the job,

a participant sometimes encounters difficulty in utilizing his training because he has not
learned or retained the practical steps which should be taken in order to initiate the
application of his training,

Alumni associations should be activated, Newsletters should also be sent to
participants, Within these newsletters there should be a form giving the participant the
opportunity to request advice and aid.

Participants should be encouraged to maintain their memberships in professional
societies and torequest professional publications and information,

The results of the Participant Training Evaluation Survey. showed that, in general,
there has been a judicious selection of participants but perhaps more cooperation from
the participant's supervisors and organization would be helpful, Too many participants
have been sent without sufficient knowledge of English and without sufficient orientation
in some areas,

The training these participants received has, in most cases, been excellent, but
follow-up on these participants has been lacking, Most participants have been very
satisfied with the training they received and although many of them did not return to
the same jobs there has been considerable utilization of their training.

Participant training in Brazil, despite some of its faults, has been successful,

It is unlikely that the Alliance for Progress can receive more return on its investment
than that which it receives through participant training, This activity should not only
be encouraged but expanded wherever needed, It was rewarding to talk to so many of
these participants and their organizations; according to the frank responses given
during this survey, it is the general conclusion that although not a perfect instrument
participant training is an activity which Brazil and the United States can look upon
with pride,
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1 - 'Major Fleld.Of Activity §n Which
o Training Was Glven

o : & A
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Current Residence O OO TN TR PR & o,,q;# O\
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‘oo"e %
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Economic Activity
In Which Participant
¥Was Employed At Time
Of Interview

MajJor Fleld Of Activity In Which
Training Was Given
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5 Major Field of Actlvity In Which
Trllnlng Vas alven

Age In Years At Time Of
Departure For Tratning

Under 25 years (1) 28
25 - 29 years (2) 115
30 - 34 years (3) 10‘?‘
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- - 1l -] 18
k5 - 49 years (6) - | 24 - 2 3 5] 2 1{ 1] - - 3g
- 1] - - 9 <l =] .- - - 10
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6 - Major Fleld Of Activity In Which
Tratning Was Glven
Sex
398
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' - - 1
Female (2) S Y I S T I T N I
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7 Hajor Fleld of Activity In Which
Training Was Given

Before You Left To Go

Abroad, How Satisfied 9% A
Were You With Your Train- AN q;
Ing Program? KN
%
Well satisfied (1) 5 4| - 253
- 4 - =133 |- - - - 1]- $8
Not very well satisfled (2) - 22 2 8] 2 8 8 8| 2 2 | - 59
- - - - 5 - | - - - | - 5
Didn't know enough, don't know, don't | = 52 i 20 5 30 17 18 8 7] - 162
remember  (9) - 2 - - 19 - - - - - |~ 21
Not ascertained (0) - - - - | - - - - - | - -
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- 8 | - - | 57 = | - - - 1] - 84
8 Major Fleld of Activity In Which Training Was Glven

Primary Country of
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* -
* - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other - |-8) 1| 15| 2| 1 2| 7 1l 1] - |39
- |- -1 - 1l =1 - - P I
Total - 153114 67| 17|/ 96 | 35| 66

l?l 13] - 474
al ~1i . 184

.
=]
]
4
4
3
4
J
J

* Any country, not coded "Other,'" In which a large proportion of participants were tralned
should be entered in this table,
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When You Arrived In
The Country Of
Training, Was Your
Program Arranged In
Detalil?

“MaJor Fleld of Activity In Which
Training Was Glven

Program In complete detall ' (1)
39 [} 12 9| 47 15 26 3 2 159
Program in partial detall (2) - - - 25 - - - -] - 25
11 4 5 1 8 2 9 3 2 45
Program not set up at all (3) - - - o - . - Y 9
- 4! - - 1 3] -] - 9
Don't know or don't remember (9) _1 - - o - - . 2. 1
Not ascertained (0) - i - e - - N
153 14 87 17| 96 35 66 13) 13 474
Total |- - s7-|-|-| -] 1 84
10 Major Fleld of Activity In Which

Do You Think He
(The Person
Who Discussed
Your Program Y¥ith
You) Gave E:ough
Attention or Guidance
To You During The Course
Of The Program Or Not?

Training Was Given

132 10 50 16 77 28| 52 12 8 363
Received enough attention (1) 6| - 50 - R - 1 57
Did not receive enough attention 4 - 2 1 5 8 7 - 2 24
(2) N R N N A Bl N Ml 2
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- |- 1- 1 -1 -1-1T-1- 1 1

Not ascertained (0) - - - - - R . - - -

. 16 1 -

Not applicable (Y) - _3 5 5 14 _4 -6 -1 f 653,
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11 ‘Major Field of Activity In-Which
Training Was Given .

Participant Went On An
Observation Tour
During His Program

Yes (i 360

4} P

. 124
No (2) 5 5
Not ascertained {0) : : : : - : : :

163 14 | 67 17 88| . 35 68| 13} 13 - | 474|

Total s|] - |- 87| - | - -1 - 1 - | 64
12 Major Fleld Of Activity In Which

Training Was Given

Participant Had On~-The-
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His Program

Yes (1)
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13 Major Fleld Of Activity In Which.
~Tralning Was Given ‘

Participant Attended A
Unlversity During His
Program o

Yes (1) .
S . - 75 5 60 7| 47 8 16 4 - | 227
No (2) Sl - 3 - - 31 - - - - 1 - 35
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Training Was Glven
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Yes (1)
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No (2)
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]
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Not ascertained (0)

96 - 153 | 14 67| 17 |35 66 ] 13 13§ =~ | 474
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16 . Hajor Fiald of Actlvity In Which
E “Tralning Was Given

How Was The Length
0f Your Program?

- ] - 4 2] 2 5 - = - | 23
Too 1
oo long (1) - - - - vl - - - . -1
- 102 10} 33 7| 69 21 41 6 - |2056
igh
About right (2) - 5 - - 32| - - - - 1 - | 38
- 1 13 20 7 - {1
Too short °(3) - 41 _4 3_0 g 2f - - 3 - - sg
- 1 - - - - - - - - - 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) | _ . - - 2o . - N N
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : : : : : : :
1 - 153 14} @7 17} 96 36 8e 13] 13 - 1474
Tota - 8 - - 57} = - - - 1 - | 64
16 Major Field of Activity In Which

Training Was Given

Did Your Training fequire
You To Do Or Sze Too
Many Differunt Things?

Too many things (1)

Would have liked more (2) - 30 4] 11| 3 16| 8 | 1311 3 |- 89
- 1 - - !8 - - - - - - 19
AL right as it wes (3) » |90 [ 8] 44| o |61 |20 | 43| 7| 7 |- |280
- 3 - - 32 - - - - 1 - 36

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Total - 183 | 14 87 | 17 |98 35 66 (13 |13 - (474




17 Majbrvfle]d'of‘Actlvlty in Which Tralning Was Glven

How Did You Find the
Level of Your Program?

Too simple a level (1)

About right (2)

Too advanced (3)
=3
Don't know or don't remember (9) -] =] =1 - il = 1- - - 1
Not ascertained (0) - 1} -] - 1- 1 = |« - | - - 2
Total - |153|14 67] 117 96|35 | 66 13} 13 - 474
I e R e s e - e e R Y |
18 Major Fleld Of Activity In Which

Training Was Given

Was The First Job
You Had After You
Returned The Same As
The Job You Had Bafore
You Left?

Same (1)

Different (2)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Not applicable (Y)

Total - 6 - - 57 -] - - - 1 - 64




19 Hajor Fleld Of Activity fn Which
Training Was Glven

Was It (First Job
After Return) The
Job You Had Expected
To Get On Your Return?

81
Yes (1) - i - - - - oo -
No (2) - 15 -- -8 g -8 ‘-1 13 -3. g -54
- 1| - - - - - - -] - 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) | _ i - - - . . 1 . -
Not ascertained (0) : : : - : - - - -] - -
- 120} 13 49 |14 77| 23 | 45 10| 7 358
Not applicable (Y) . sl - . 57 - . - -1 1 84
- 153| 14 67 17 96 1 35 1] 13113 474
Total - gl - - 57| - - - -1 1 64
30 ~Major Field of Activity In Which

Since Your Return, Have
You Had Any Contact

Training Was Gjven

With USOM?

Yes (1)

- 68 6 39 9 41 17 35 6 4 225
b (2) sl sy - -l - - -] 1 33
Don't know or don't remember (9) : : : : : - - - 1T -
Mot ascertained (0) = - - = -
Total - 1153 14 871 17 96| 35 66| 13 13 474
ota -]l 6] - - |57 |- - - -1 1 64




21 Major Fleld Of Activity In Which
.. Training Was Given =

L)
)

Are You Now A Hember
Of A'U, S, Professional
Society?.

Yes (1) - | 2] 2|5 | -131; 9] 10 5| 7|-1{ 100

L 1=-1-1-]- 2| - | -f -]-]-1- 2

oy - |128f12 je1 | 17| so|25 | s8] 8! & - | 372

No. 2) 5 oo, - 8l - |- [s8] -~ | -|- 1| - | 52,
o L ' e - - - 1 ‘- - 1 - - ] -

Not ascertained:-(0) = BErarere) R I S - N - o - El
R o= {18814 [e7. | 17| 86 |35 | es 13| 13| - | 47
Totali Lon i =) el -t~ Lol -] -|- 1] - f wsj

32 PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE

Yajor Fleld of Activity in Which Training Was Given

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE)

" Did You Recommend That
{Participant) ba Sent
on a Trailning Program?

Yes (1) 1 60
] 1 1
No -~ (2) - 24
. . 2 2
Don't know or don't remember (9) - 1] - - | - el el = =« | - 1
Not ascertained (0) - | - N cf el = « |- -l -
Not applicable (Y) - 62 3 (34 |8 38{17 |43} 8 | 8 - |221
- « | - e] = | 2 O N R e - 2
Total - 81 9144 | 9 6325 | 53 |11 |11 - [306

-] =1 = 11 = le 2l = | = <1 1




23 . PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
Major Field of Activity in Which Training was Given

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:

Before (Partlcipant) Left
on His Program, Did This
Organization Have Plans
As To How His Training
Would be Utllized?

Yes (1) 14 1t 0 101
- 5 - e
No (2) 41 - 7 30
- 4 - 4
Don't know or don't remember (9) - 4 - 2 N 37 - i o - - 8
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : : : : : : - :
Not applicable (Y) - J4s | 224] 8f u|1z] 35| 8| 8| -|167
- - - - - = - - - = 2
Total - 81 9 44 9 63} 25 53| 11 11 -1 308
- |- =l - 111] =1 - ed =1 = =1 11

24 PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE

Major Field of Activity In Which Training Was Given

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIR

Utilization Score

81 or higher (1)

20-80 (2) - 14 4 6] 1 9l 2 6 1] 2 -1 45
- - <. 4l -1 . 1 %
- S 1 2| - s

19 or lower (3) - - ol oo ) e a

No total score (Y) : :-M 2 “_3 52’ l4 -9 132 (-i :l : 12;

Total - fl 9] 44 9 63| 256 53 1111 - 308




26

oo PARTICIPANT . QUEST|ONNAIRE :
Major Field of Activity In Which:Tralning Was Glven

“TECHNICIAN QUEST IONNAIRE:
. How Much:Contact with
./ Particlipant Since His Return?

NevéFmet(l) = 13- == 1-1f 1:-1=1:-1-12
Once or twice (2) : ; ; ;2 -1 -9 -3 ; : - | - 3%
Occasionally (3) :1; : -5 ;-9 ;o ; : ; : 53
FreguentTy T SRENOEEEREE
Regutarly (5) - o2 1] |- [4a]8] -]38[-]8s8
By sectal () g D e e e PR ey s e s P
Don't know or don't remember (9) : : : : : : - -- : - : :
Not ascertained (0) : ; : : : : : : : : : = 1
R
L PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
MajJor Fleld of Actlvity iIn Which Tralning Was Given
TECHNICIAN
QUESTIONNAIRE:

" Utllization Score

.75 or higher (1)

18 - 714 (2?
I7 Ar lower (3) _1 ..2 - - 3
:viNb total score (V) - 11 _1 _2 1: f f Z A :g
el |-l 4] 34f a|18f12 s 7 120
) - 4]~ - 1168| =} = | - - |- 20

>



a7 Year Participant Left For Training Program

Area of
Res dence
at Time of
Selection

Capital clity area | 18 5 [20 |22 17] 18 27] 26 ] 28] 28 | 2 |- | 208
) = - - - 2 - 1 1 1 ] 1 3 - 20
Provincial city 12| - |7 12 | 18 7] 24 37 32| 28{ 20 [ & [- | 201
area (2) - - |- - - - 4 9 9 4 |- 38
Rural place, vil=- 2 - 1 2 5 4 5 12 8 13 9 4 |- 83
lage, town (3) = - - - = - - 1 1 4 1 1 - )|
Outside of country 2 - | - - - - -l - - - - - |- 2
(1) - - |- - - - -1 - - - |- - 1 -
Not ascertalined - -1- - - - -1 - - - |- - |- -
(0) - i - - - -1 - - L - |- -
Tctal 32 3 (13 34 43 28 44| 76 84 871 58 |12 - 474
R I I 20 - al 12 111 18/10t8 l- 84
" 28 Year Participant Left For Training Program
Occupation or Type of 23 B\ B\ O\ A\ O\ &\ 2% {g\ 2\ fg\ o\ % %
Employer at Time of %< o\ TN\ 0 A\ A N - o\ D 09". 'c\:(,
Selection R\ o A\ 4 A A Q o,:. »)
%\ 2 A O\ Y D) ) N\ D)\ @
PO %
[
Government (1) 28 3 11 ]33] 3728 30] 69 56 o9 4271 117 - 407
o — a) - - =] =-_1- 1 1 1 3 1 L = 8
rivate business 2 - 2 1 - 1 5 8] 10 - 4
- - - - f - } IP 10 15 9 5 - 52
Profession (3) 1 -] e |- 11 - - 2 - P S I 4
Trade union (k) [ T O A - |- 3| - 3]« | = 6
Student (5) 1 -1-1- 2 (-~ 3l 2 - -1 -1-T71- 8
Nationalized industry (6) - - | - 1] - -]« 71- - 3l- 1 - 4
Other -~ not Included above (7) - - - - - - " : - : = :
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : - : : : : : : : :
Total ST [ 3 [ 13 |34 43 [28 | 44 1664 67 58 iz — |73
- - - 21~ 31 12111 181 10 81 - 84




Level of Positlon at Time
of Selection

‘Year Participant Left For Tralning Program

Top policy makers - National level 1 1
and/or natlonal Impact (1) - - - o
Pollicy makers - Second level and/or -] - 6 41 17 3 40

non-national impact (2) -1 = - 1 1 1 3
Subordinate management - Line or 21 4 17 16 (11 {18 - 144
staff (3) -1 - 1 3113 - 11
Engineers (4) -] 3 F D1 B 7 - 15 |
Professional occupations (5) 1] s 12 | 4236 [35 - 224
= P I 1 3] 4 i - 23
Sub=professional occupations (6) - -] = - 2 1 1 3 - 1
- P - - y O I - 1
Supervisors, Inspectors, foremen (7)] - -l -1 - - - 2| - - - 2
- -1 -1~ - - 11 2 2 - 9
Artlsans, craftsmen (8) - -1 =71- - - 1] 1 - - 3
- -] -] - - - 1 1 - 4
Occupations not elsewhere classified - - - - 2 1 - - - - 5
(9) - S - 1 2] 4 - 13
inactive (Y) - - = | - - 1 [« |- - - |- 2
Not ascertained (0) - -1 -1 = - - 1= 1= - - |- |
Total 3 3{13] 3 2 44 | 76 | 64 |67 12 |- K1
= =] =1 - - 3.1 12111118 - 64
j30_ Year Particlipunt Left For Trainln§ Program
T /
.Age In Years at Time
of Departure for ‘;
Trainlng & %
< 72
LA
25 years and older (B) - - 37 -1 - - I73T 6T 111 [~ 15
- =] =1 -] - o N | S 1
50 - 54 years (7) 2 1 1|3 - 3[ -1 1 3T 2 [ - 18
- = =1 ~1 = =l 2| <) 1| 3|1 7
45 - 49 years (6) 2 - ] 2 2 4 3 8 3 2 9 1 38
= 1 =l =f = bt af o 3] 8l 2] 27 10
o - Lk years (5) 2 =1 =] 4731 5| 11| 9] 4] o 771 1 58
- =l =l -] -] - 1 21 2] 711 21 4 18
35 - 39 years (B) 5 20 -] 1]10] 9 6l 13111 11[18 | 3] -] @5
- - - - 1 - 1 2 2 4 1 1 - 12
30 - 34 years (3) 10 -1 3|12 149 4 6] 14|17/ 1511 | 2| - |108
- - = - 1 = =1 11 3 111 - 8.
25 - 29 years (2) 10 1 7 5 8 5 10| 23} 20| 18 9 1 - 1115
- LI N I N il 31 1! - 1311 - 1
Under 25 years (1) 1 - -] =12 1 5| 8] 5] s t| -1 <1 28
- - = - - = 1 - - = - - 1
Not ascertained (0) - - -11f - -] -1 T ST 1T -1 < 1
Total 32 3 43 | 28 44; 76 | 64 67 | 58 - 1474
= = 2 r 31 12111118 1 10 84




31 Year Partlcipant Left For Training Program
% % /. P 7, P e P) 7, P e %“
) £ o\ A
‘Sex %d‘,% 8" \8‘3 \8& 5 \8‘}‘ % \8:‘ \9!.9 2% 0‘3
Do w\ 7
°Q\‘",/ DA DA DDA D)B\D )
v %
- 26| 3} ©8]32 |39 21| 36] 58)561| 58 | 53 12 388
Male (1) . e 2l -| 8] 12|10} 18f10 | 8 83
8 - 4 2 4 ki 8| 18] 13 ] 5 |~ - (]
Femate (2) - - |- - -1 - -l 1] - |- |- |- 1
Not ascertalned (0) - -1 -1 - -l-1- -
82| 3 | 13|34 |43] 28| 44| 76|64| 67|58 |12 |- |474
Total “f -] |- 2| -| s] 12)11] 18]10 | 8)- | 64
82 Year Participant Left For Tralning Program
ff% . /
. 2\ W\ % B\ < O\ B\ N\ &
Total Years of Educatlon o\ O\ T\ B ‘8& 2\ 5 ‘?’& o
at Time of Selectlion %
% \
17 or more years (17, 18, etc.) 19] 2} 2|16 |[15] 6 16| 18] 32| 27| 28 4] -1185
o |o o |a =1 - 1l 2] a3l 2] 1 2l -1 11
13 - 16 years (13, 14, 15, 16) 7 1 7113 |15 |19 18] 42) 15| 21| 18 8 - |182
- e {o )= -] -1 - 1l 1] 3! 1 2] = 8
9 - 12 years (09, 10, 11, 12) 1]- 2 F 8 3 8] 12] 11§ 13 8 - - 68
- - - - 1 r 2 8 3 1 3 1 = 22
5 « 8 years (05, 06, 07, 08) = [=1=1- 1] «] - 1] 2| 4| 3| 1| -{ 12
(d - = z 1 - - 3 4 5 3 2 - 18
| = 4 years (01, 02, 03, Ok) - |o jo |e ] | @« | @ |l ]a ot e
O I P -] ol - 1] =1 - 1 1l - 3
No formal education (XX) e o |« |- A I R U R R a|l | =
Wot ascertained (00) 51- | 3] &[4 -] 2] 3] 4 2 1| 1| = 27
o e Jo | a] o] o} .- 1l 1l -1 - 2
Total 32| 3|13]|34 |43 |28 | 44] 76| 64| 67| 68| 12| - | 474
= d= e to_ 1 2] - 2l 121 11} 181101 8] -1 g4




Who
Selected
You?

Year Participant Left For Training Proaram

(A

Supervisor (11) 6 18| 14 19| 211 4 [- 125
2 1 3 1 2 1 - 10
Other {12 through 3 55 44 50 34 g = 347
1) 1 11 8 15 ki i - 52
Don't know or don't 3 - 2 4 7 5 7 3¢ 4 - |- 38
remember (99) = |- - - - - - - 3 1 - e 4
Not ascertained (00) 1= - - - |- - - 1 - 1| - |- 3
Not  applicable (YY) - |- - 1 [~ |- - - - - 2| - |- 3

Total KNS R | B (R L B I e e T
- - - - 31~ 3 12 11 19 10 8 |- 86

34 Year Participant Left For Training Program

When Your Program Was Being P P P
. Planned, Did Anyone at Your ) <8‘\ {g\ R (-9,\ £ <3~ fg‘ ‘?1\)
Place of Employment or School B o\ O\ N\ °\ ¥V ¥
- Glve You Any Information About {t7X, &
u Y Ul ’1\!‘// J\, J“_, \{\’ {\I‘ 6 t‘,/;'
T o)
Yes (1) 8 5 151 13 {11 1740 211 32} 16 7 -1188
- - - - - 1 3 1] 10 4 1 -1 20
No (2) 23 7 | 19| 28 16|26 [36 | 42} 34] 42| 5] -[279
- - - 2 1- 2 9 10 8 [{] 1 =144
Don't know or don't remember (9) 1 1 - 2] 1]~ |- 1] 1l - |- - 7
Not ascertained (0) - - - - -l=-1- -1-
Total 32 13 34| 43 |28 |44 {76 64{ 67| 58] 12 - 1474
- - - 2 |~ 3 j12 11] 13] 10 8 -1 64




35

Did the Ministry Tha
Sponsored You Glve (Z
You Any Information
About the Program Being
Planned for You?

Year Participant Left For Tralnlng Program

Yes (1) 5
No (2) 49 42| 43 5 346
9 11 9 8 52
Ministry was employer (3) 2 3 - 2 18
- - - - - - |- - 1] - - s 1
Don't know or don't remember 1 1 - 2 - 2 - 1 1 1 - 10
- - - - 1 - 2 - 2 1
Not ascertained (0) - - - |- - - |- - - | - - -
Total 32 13| 34 |43 28 441 76 64 67 68 |12 474
- - 2 - 3112 11 18] 10 8 64
36‘ Year Participant Left For Training Program

Before You Left to
Go Abroad, How
Satisfied Were You
With Your Training

Program?

Well satisfied (1)
2 3 6 7 5 3 6 6 8 10 59

Not very well satisfied (2) N . _ 2| 1 | 5
Didn't know enough, don't know, g T {7 {17 f | 15| 28 23| 21| 14 2 162

don't remember how satis- - - - - - - 4 3 6 3 5 21

fied | was (9)
Not ascertained (0) B 1T T T T B
Total 32 13 34 | 43 28| 44 78{ 64| 67 58 12 474
ota - - 1- 12|~ 3] 12 11|18] 10| 8 64




37

Before Ycu Left Home, Did You
Get Enough Information
About the Program?

a) What you would be learning?

. Yéaf PSrtlclpanf' Left For Training Program

b) Where you would be going? DN DN\ D\ A 2\ %
c) When you would be going? 8} \‘%a \%' f\p,‘ 3 \!%“ 3\-\
d) Length of the program? v
e) Other aspects of the program? S\ A S\ A A
%)
All 5 questions - ''Yes'' (5) 1] 6 | 10] 137 81 14] 28 21 35 28] T~ | 182
= - - 1l - 1 i T 3] 4]~ 217
Four questions = ''Yes'' (&) 2| 4 14] 9| 7| 17] 16| 16f 12/ 14] 2]~ 122
= - - - - - 1 - i 4] 11~ 18
Three questions - 'Yes' (3) 4] - |2 4] 1077 T 21 19] 11 8f 1 |- a5
- - - - 1] - 1 4 3 % 3 2]~ 17
Two questions ~ ''Yes'' (2) -1 2 5] 6] 4 410" 5 i T1= 53
el =l elel ool ~1- 1 1) =1 3« 3
One question - ''Yes" (1) o o] =] - 3| 2 2 1 3] 4 2] 1]- 18
- - - - - - - 1 - - - - | - 1
No questions - ''Yes't - - - - 2] - - - - - - -] 3
All_flve questions - 'No" (0) e el = fa] a]e] «a]a] «a] a}] o] a|la |-
A1l 5 questions - 'Not ascertalned'(X) 1] =] = i = -] -]« -] = <« =]~ zl
Total 32] 3|13 34| 43(28 44| 76 64] 6 58[12 | = 474
- - - - 2] - 3i 1 11 1 10| 8}~ 84
38 . Year Participant Left For Tralning Program

Primary Country of
Tralning

United States (000)

o3
10

¥
% - - - - - - - - - - - : -
- -1 - 2 8 8| 7| 5] 3 -1 38
Other - - - 1l - - - - - - - 1
Total 32 13| 34| 43| 28{44| 76 | 64| 67 58] 12| - |474
- -] - 2 -1 3}]12] 11| 18] 10| 8 - | 64

* Any country, not coded ''Other!' In which a large proportion of participants were trained
should be entered in this table,

ot



39

Year Participant Left For Training Program

%
©,
A 4 A\ -
P B\ A\ B\ B\ A ~
B\ B T A BB A B B\ aen\ &
Total Amount of Time Spent A G ° ‘!;. o
In Training A G\ ) A RN D) & @ 2 o;
()
o
Three years or more (8) == 1= I- - Ll =11 =1-1-1-] 2
Two years to just under 3 years - - 1 |- - |- - - 1 - - - -] 2
Onzdear to Jjust under 2 years 22 | 1| 6 |18| 10(12| 14 (26 | 18 21| 3| - | .~ |151
Six months to just under one 8 2 1 9] 16| 8 9 (19 13 18] 6 - - 108
year - - - - 1]~ - - - - - - - 1
Four months to just under 6 - |- 2| 4| 81- 8|12 o 8/ 8| 3| -] 62
months (k) - J= | |- o e =l =] -~ =1 1]1]-= 1
Two months to just under & 2 |- 312 sa};8j11 |16 ] 2l] 1733 7} -]128
months  (3) = = |= 1= 1]- 3|11 ] 1y 16/10]| 7§ -] 69
One month to just under 2 months - |- |- 1 -~ 1 3 1 g 6| 2| - lg
2 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Less than one month (1) - 1= 1= 1= “]e |- - N -1 ~-]- ?
e = 1= |- -l=]- 1| =] «} =] =] =
Not ascertained (0) e |= [~ |- -(- |- e | - i1} =1 - 2
Total 82| 3113 |34 4% 28144 |76 | 64 87| 58 12 ] - | 474
i K R - 3 1121 13 18/ 19 8 ) ~1 8
40
Did You Get Enough Information Year Participant Left For Training Program
About How to Get Along in ) ‘ '
the Country of Training?
a) How to use restaurant P y %
and public facilities? A A\ O\ 4 A N\ A\ 4 A\ ¢
b) Colloquial speech and idioms %;p,,. ‘3‘0 ‘5\/ “5“., “?l:,, & ~8:" £ ‘3;‘ k) {;?p ‘90 ’"o %
c; Religious practices? 0% o 3 ® & 0,:‘ "o,
d) Use of their money? A\ )\ &\ D\ & A\ O\ 4 6 A
e) Manners and customs generally? A g < 2 < = )\ < /;o
~ o
All 5 questions - 'Yes" (5) 14 | 2 6 |17] 20 16] 34| 40 147 | 44| 38| 6| - |284
= = = 1= _]-= = 2! 7110 12] 3| 5} - 39
Four questions - ''Yes'' (&) 8 |- 41 7] 9 5] 7] 15| 8 141 9 3| - 20
- - - - 1 - - 3 1 4 3 1| - 13
Three questions - ''Yes'' (3) 2 - 1] 41 9 2 11 5 5 17 1] - 47
- |- - 1= 1= - 1] 1]- 2] 1 -1 - 5
Two questions - ''Yes'' (2) 3|1 2 1] 3 2] 2| 5[ 2 2] 4 2| - 29
- |- = J- |- -1 = ) - 2 2! - S
One question - ''Yes' (1) 2 |- - 2]~ 2 1 5] 2 1] - -] - 15
- I- LI K L N . - 1 -] - 1
No questions - ''Yes" 1 |- - 1 2 1] - - - 1] - - - 8
All 5 questions - “No'' (0) - |- - |- 1 -] =] |- -} - -l - 1
A1l 5 questions - '‘Not ?scertalned" 1 |- - 2] - - - - - - - a| - 3
X) -l - e |- I I S - | - | - =
Totsl 32 |3 13 |34 43 |28 | 44| 76 | 64 67| 58] 12] - 1474
= _l- = _1- 2 - 3112111 18] 10 8] - 64




Do You Think He (The
Person Who Discussed

41 Year Participant Left For Training Program
< P P /Z 2\ %
/ O /
Did You Attend Any General P \8\0 £ ‘8:_, Q\\’ fs‘ \PG‘ ORI ‘8:9
Orientation Sessions That %’ ®
Took More Than One Entire Day? ".\/f ) O @ D D\ D A\ D 4
PO\
8 82z (31f18] 27| 61] 37 45 0
Yes (1) - - -] -1 - 2] 8 7] 18 5
.26 5|12 |11} 10 171 14| 27 22116 2 186
No (2) - - | -l al - 1] 4f 4| 26| 3 22
~ [ =11 =~ =1 1 =1"<=71= )
.Don’t know or don't remember (9) - -] -] -} - o - ) [ R -
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : : 1. Jd21 . .
.32 13134 [43] 28 441 76| 64 67|58 | 12 474
Total - - - 2 - 3| 121 11 18|10 8 64
42 Year Partli:lpant Left For Tralning Program

Your Program with You) 2 A\ A A A D P
Gave Enough Aftention to BR) ﬁ:" 3 ‘83‘ 8 \9") &
You During the Course of o
the Program? SR W OO )
Received enough attention (1) 101 31 3% 224 35| 61f 48
- - - - ] - 3] 11} 10
Did not receive enough attention 3 - - 1 - 2 1 5| 6
2 CS N Y S A S S e
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - I =T - T 1
Not applicable - when he arrived, 5 - 3 2 8l 4 8 9 9] 13 4 - -] 63
participant says he did not meet
anyone who discussed his program| _ - o -] - t| -] 3 [ [
with him (Y)
Not ascertained (0) - - J I N =1 < - =1 = [ < = 1
Total 32 3 13} 34 43( 281 44| 76| 64| 87 58 12& ~-| 474
S R e -1 3 12[ 11|18 | jo -] "84




43 "_Year. Participant- Left For Tralning Program

Participant Went on
an Observation Tour
During his Program

48 10f =1 350

Yes (1) 10 6] -| 69

10 2! =] 124

No (2) - 2l - 5
Not ascertained (0) - i -l o N I B

Total ¥ 3| 13| 34|43 28| 44 76| 64| 67 58 12] «| 474

ot - - =] 2 -1 3 12 11| 18] 10 8 ~-| 64

44 Year Participant Left For Tralning Program

Participant Had On-the-
Job Training Ouring

His Program
18 2| 4l 147 21| 12] 17| 25f 24 26] 10 2 -1175
Yes (1) . I N R I o=l - Jd oo 2
No (2) 14 1] 9| 20f 22| 16| 27| 51{ 40| 41] 48 10, -299
- “«] = - 2 - 3/ 11} 11} 17! 10 8 ~| 682

Not ascertalned (0)

32] 3] 13{34 | 43| 28| 44; 76 64| 67| 58 12 -1474
Total -




45 Year Participant Left .For Training Program

2 ’ %
. A A A A A A DA AES A “
Participant Attended a A 3 b)) ‘?;‘5 2 $ &) L) ) 3 f\p\pp ) o
University During His Program X ‘o, & &
EAAADDADDD B D\ B\ %
22 1 ] 20( 26| 18 [ 25 |42 §33 |32 |17 5| - |247
Yes (1) o | =l - -l 1] - | 1| 3] 610} 5| 3 -|20
No (2) 10 2 K 1417 | 10|19 | 34|31 |35] 41 T =-1227
o - -l - “f1l-|2|9|s]|8f 5| sf -fas
Not ascertained - (o) . - -l - - : : - |l-1- |- 1- R I
Toti:l'-‘ ’ 32 3|13 3443 28| 44761 64 |67§ 58| 12 -14741]
o - - - -12 1] - 3j12j111}118}10 8| -| 64
46 Ye'yr.Partlclplnt Left For Tralning Program
%% P P P
y P, P, /)
Participant Attended a %;9" fg\ ‘3> "3‘5 ‘?& 5 ‘83\ &
Special Program Not st a o\ © )
University . Q.o’.\// @\ © D T\ D\
"’
ves (1) 8 2l 3 15 S 10} 16 13|23 19] 4 - 123
- - - - -} - 2 2] 6 2] 5 - 17
24 1110 | 28 28 23 34f 60 oI44 [ 391 8 - 350
No (2) - o -1 - 2| - 3| 10] 912 8 3 |- | 47
A R e ' 5% [HNS N R papal e By e 1
Not ascertained (0) - o =] - I I I Y I U R U VO
32 313 | 34 431 28 44} 176 64167 68|12 - 4174
Total - o4 - - 2| o 3} 12{ 11{18] 10/ 8 |- | 64




47

What is Your Opl'nlon
of ‘the Money |CA Made
Avallable to You?

Participant Left For Tralning Program

Too littie (1)
About right (2) 26 | 2|11 ] 24|32| 23| 39|63 |40| 48 38| 0| -|364
- -] - -1 1 -] 3110 13 6] 5| -] 48
More than needed (3) - N _1 : } f - .1. - : : il
- | - ol = -l -] -} - ] -] -] <] 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) - -] = “l| - el o] «| - o] e | -
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : : : : : : : : : :
32 13 34] 43| 28| 44| 78 |64 07 58] 12| -]474
Tota!l , - - -] 2 - 3]12 |11 18 10| 8] =-| 64
48 Year Participant Left For Training Progrvam

At the End of Your
Training Program, Did
You Attend a Seminar
fn Communicatlions?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Don't know or don't remember (9) : : : : : : - ; : : ::
Not ascertained (0) i e e i B b b I bt B “

32 3 13| 34| 43 28| 44 1 64| 67 58 12 474
Total -l -]- -] 2 -l 3{ 12 11} 18| 1o 8 64




49

Did You Joln Any
U.S, Professional
Society?

Year Particlpant Left For Training Program

Yes (1)

o @)

Don't know or don't’ remember

(9) - -
Not 'asqértaideq : (0) .-. : - : - : : : - o] -
Total 32 3|13 34| 43| 28| 44} 76| 64 | 67| 58| 12 -|474
-] el - -l 2] - 31 12 11 18] 10| 8 -] 64
50 ' Year Partlclpanyt Left vFor Training Program
‘ ? N
Do You Recelve Any 9 fg‘ <5‘ O
U. S. Professional %¢. ° A\ P
Publications? 0,0%,/ SN
TN
20 21 17 28119} 11 20} 36| 28| 32| 37 9 -1249
Yes (1) =t =t = - 2 - | 2| 4| 3| 4| 4 -| 19
12 1 6 6| 24| 17 24| 40) 36| 351 21 3 -1 225
Ho (2) = = - - -1 = 3| 10 71 15 4 =1 45
Not ascertained (0) - : : : : : : : : : : .-. : :
Total 32 13 34| 43 |28 44| 176f 64| 67] 58 12 - 1474
- - - 21 = 3 12{ 11| 18] 10 8 -] 64




51 - PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
Year Participant Left For Training Program

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:
Did You Recommend That (Parti-
cipant) be Sent on a Training

Program? "(E:"/G‘ )
Yes (1) 3| -
Wo (2) 2] -
Don't know or don't remember (9) : ;

1

Not applicable - participant did not 1
work for this supervisor before he
left, or supervisor doesn't know
or doesn't remember whether parti-

cipant worked for him before he - - - - - - 1 - i - - - - 2*
left (Y)
Not ascertained (0) ea| = =} =] =} = «] =] =1T<=1-= 4 = 1=
Total 16| 1 5| 20| 294 20|28 | 54| 41} 52| 32 g - |306
= =t -l -1 -11] 2| 2] 2l 2 =111
52  PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
Year Participant Left For Training Program
SUPERVI?OR QUESTIONI)JAIRE: % / AN A @
Before (Participant) Left on B\ 2\ A\ AN 2 A A\ B A -~
His Program, DId this Organi- \g o« ‘3“, "3‘, "%‘_, w\ ‘8\;\ A N\ % \‘.:f\p ‘po o"'c\
zation Have Plans as to How & o,
His Training Would be Utilized? /’6 G\ ) D\ 2\ % A G 9§ N
N A
Yes (1) 511 1 6] 7 ]3] 8 20 1318 14] 5] - |i01
= |l o] =y o] «}=] 2] = 1 1] 1] - 5
No (2) - | = - 2l 212)] 413 6] 7 3] 1] -] 30
o |l =] e ]=] =]e] =1-=- 1] 1 1] 1] = 4
Don't know or don‘t remember (9) - - - - - - - 3 21 7 I = B
Not applicable - supervisor was not |11 | - | 4 | 12/ 20 15116 |28 | 20|26 | 14] 1| - |187
familiar with any aspects of
participant's tralning program R U I N I B 1] - -] - - 2
before he left (Y)
Not ascertained (0) - | =] « | =] «] ] =] =] - - g -] -
Total 16 | 1| 6| 2029 |20]28 |54 | 41|52 | 32( 8] - {3086
« | o] «] o] =] =1 112 2] 2 2| 2] -1 11




‘83

. _PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE _
Year Participant Left For Training Program

SUPERVI SOR ‘QUEST IONNAIRE: - g A

Uttlization Score =\ ¥ ¥ o\ %

AADDAADA DD D, D

T 1| 3[10] 75 |13] 23] 22[18] 14

81 or higher. (1)- I I I I al - 1] 2
AL “1fe |- 3| 612 1| 11| sis8| 71}~ 45
20 - 80 (2) . Sl D I S I Il el B (Rl (O “J
19 o oer (3) BB EEEEEEREEE
No total s,cbn-a'(Y)' -4 - -2 -7 IE lf lf 30 1: 34 .1.0 -s 12;'
A -18) 1] 5|20 [20 {20 | 28| 54| 41|52 32] a | - | 308
Tota el |efe | el 1] 2] 2| 2] 2]2]- ul»

54 Year Participant Left For Tralning Program
O\ “\ P /
) /, O\ 2% O\ % 2\ % 2
TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: A2 D D AN NN BB
Completion of Answer 6
Record Form %\ ¢ A D ) NN B2 KO RD
)
Form comploted; Technician 8 4| 8 4] 4 8] 22| 28| 38 33 180
does know participant (2) - «la 1| - - 3] 2l =7 5 20
Form not completed; Technician - - - - -
c(lo;s not know participant ° - R I
. - | - - |- -l - - - -] -
Total 8 1 4|8 4| 4 8| 32 23] 36 33| 9|~ |180
ota - =f{=f tl-] - 8| 2| 7| s 3]-] 20




PART | CIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE

65 L
" Year Particlpant Left For Training Program

. / PR
TECHNICIAN QUEST |ONNAIRE: EONEONEA
Uttlization Score
. A T &
OA
) 1 - 2 2 1 15 81
75 or higher (1) -] - el =] <} -] - - 1
6 3 1] 2| = 5( 4 §| 10| 1 -| 38
18 - 74 (2) - -] =] - - - 3l | - )
17 or lower (3) - b e e I e e o I e I e
R 2 1 2 3 - 1 1 2 4 7 13} 4 -| 40
No total score (Y) o I T - -p ] - -] 38} 2 4 4] 2] -| 18
A 61 - 2l 6| 4) 3| 7| 20|19 20/ 20| s ~}|120
Total - . - - 1 - . 3 2 7 5 -] 20
B8’ A§e In Years At Time Of Departure
. : For Training o
P
K o
AN 2 NN
Total Time In Fleld Of A ASANSASAE NSO
Specialization At Time 0Of I W Y YN
Selection (A %
%"
10 years or more (6) [] 271 62| 41| 24|13 | 12 -} 185
= 1 3 (] 7 1.5 1 - 30
5 to just under 10 years (5) 3 36 43 18 9 6f 1 - - | 118
- 5 2 3 8 311 = =
2 to just under 5 years (L) 14 |38 25| 11] 5 71 1 1 - | 102
1 1 1 1 4 - 1 - - 9
1 to just under 2 years (3) T |24 7 4 2 - - 1 - 45
- - 1 1] - -] - - - g
Less than | year (2) 1 7 3 - - 1] 1 1 - 14
None (1) 2 1 2] - - -] - - - 5
Not ascertained (0) 1 3 1 - 1 -] - - 1 1
- - 1 l 1 - - -l. -
Total a8 @115 108 95| 58 38| 18 15 1 473
1 1 8 12} 18 10 7 - []




87 Age In Years At:Time Of Departure
For' Tralning™ o

‘ DN ©
Level Of Position At Time % <5
0f Selection “ NG
Top policy makers - Natlonal level -
and/or national Impact (1) -
Policy makers - Second level and/or - 3 4 10 9
_non-natlonsl Impact (2) : - - - 1] 2
Subordinate management - Line or 2 29 34 34| 18
staff (3) - 2 3 2] 4
Engineers (4) 2 19 15 4] 4
Professional occupations (5) 18 | 61| 49| 48| 27| 14 4| 5 | - [224
1 2 2 2 8 21 - - 23
Sub-profess ional occupations (6) 2 2 2] - 1 - |- - - 7
- - = 1) = = - = - 1
Suparvisors, Inspectors, foremen (7) - 1| - - - R 11 - 2
- 1] - 2 1 - 4 1 - 9 _
Artisans, craftsmen (8) - - 1 1 1 - |- - 3
- - |- i - | 2 1{- |- 4
Occupations not elsewhere classified (9)[ 3 2| - - - | - - - 5
- 2 3 3 3 2 1- - - 13
Inactive (Y) 1 - 1] = - - | = - - 2
Not a:ccertained (0) - 1 n m - . -
Total 28 | 115 |108 96| 58 38 16 | 15 1474
1 1 8 12] 18 10 7 1 - 84
88 Age: In Years At Time Of Departure:
"For ‘Training -
. - 2 s N o\ ~ .
- Number Of People Supervised %5» ‘:"‘ oN go‘ TN\ % ON °q,/
At Time Of Selection U NG DY RE D B NG @ )
N o’o'
1000 or more (8) - 3 I_i f_i :.3 g _1' - 18
500 - 959 {7) 1EHBEHEHEEEEEE
200 - 493 {6) IR A
50 - 199 (5) - 9 9 {19 ] 51 4 3 - 55
- 1 2 1 2 - 1 1 - 8
20 - 49 (4) 2 8| 20 |10 1(5) 6 é 1 1 53
- 3 26 21 |27 12 6 3 2 - 100
6-19 0) - - 2 - 5 3 2 - - 12
1= 2 3 12 11 |18 5 6 1 1 - o
5 (2 L oal v stoafy |- -] 10
None (I 17 [ 51 ] 31 (12 | 10 413 3 - | 131
) 1 4 3 5 5 4 | - - - 22
Not ascerteined (0) 1 ? 3| 1 ? 3] - 1 - lg
Total 28 [115 | 108 [95 [ 58 | 38 [16 | 15 1 | 474
1 7 812 18 10 7 1 - 84




59 Age In Years At Time Of Departure
For Tralning
OGN AN O\ AN D\ %
% < (4 3 3
'~ - L) ~ “
Sex DY DY Y DY R
Mal ) 24| 92 86 84 49 33 14 15 38
o'e i 7] 7| 12) 18] 10/ 7 1 83
4| 23 22 11 9 5 - 78
Female (2) i . 1 - - - ? - 1
Not ascertained (0) . : : - : - - : : -
28f115 108 95 58 38 1 15 474
Total 1] 7| s 12| 18] 10 q 1 64
80 Age In Years At Time Of"bopifturo
: - For Training - - i
£
I, O
AN SNTN e
Total Yesrs Of Education At N b\ JO. ‘!’\ N TN 0N 2\
Time Of Selectlon VS ALATE 70 9 o)
~
17 or more years (17, 18, etc.) 2 4: 45 [ 38 2; 1; D [ 8
13 - 16 years (13, 14, 15, 16) 12 49 43 33 2} 18] 2 5 - 18%
9 - 12 years (09, 10, M, 12) 11 15 ] 1371 19 5 31 1 - 88
1 3 2 4 5 4| 3 - - 22
5 - 8 years (05, 06, 07, 08) - 3 3 2 2 1] - 1 - 12
- 1 2 9 2 4] 3 1 - 18
1 - 4 years (01, 02, 03, OL) - - - - - - - - -
-l 1l -] -1 1} -l |- - 3
No formal education (XX) - - - - - - = - - -
Not ascertained (00) 3 [ 5 3 g 2] 4 - 1 2;
Tota! 28 (115 | 108 25 58 ag|1é 15 1 474
1 7 8 12 18 10| 7 1 - 64




61

Marita) Status At ..
Time Of Selection.

i’ Age In Years At Time Of Departure

For Tralning

SRSy 1] 14 206

Harried () ) 7 6 51

ST e 23 n 43 20 8l 7 21 2 - 111

Not married. (2) ) 1 1 d 3 1] _ 13

, — T -1 -1 1 < -1 -]-1[1 2

Not ascertainad  (0) L - - - - - - -| - - -

28 1115 ] 108 95 58| 38 16 | 15 1 474

Total 1 7 8 12 18' 10 711 - 64
62 'Age In Years At Time Of Departure

For Training

. (+)
P (o
v AN NN o
What 1s Your Opinion OF The TN N NS, I
Money ICA Mada Available To You? GEAGENTENTED & B ING Y 9/
BN oo
2| 22| tof 24| 15| 4| 6 | 6 | - | o8
Too 1ittle (1) - 2 3 4 5] 3] 1 - - 18
avout riane (@) 24| 02| 86| 68 43] 34 7 [ o [ 1] 364
out rl9 1| s| s| 8 13 A6 | 1] | 46
2 - 3 - - 3 - - 11

More than needed (3)

Don't know or don't remember

(9)

Not ascertained {0)

Total

28 | 115 | 108 95| 58| 3§ 16 15 1] 474
1 7 8 12} 18| 100 7 1 - 64




83 "Age' In *enrs At Time 0 Departure
o For Tralning

S - 2 AN N N A\ D\ F
Were There Enough Soclal . = .. %, {,\\ NN\ AN\ A %%
Activities Arranged For You? - AW ATRATEACEATRAVRATED
‘ 3] 1 4 2 1 -
Too many actlvities (1) N - - il - - . 1
A tolti (2) o 18 ] 93 81 88 43 | 31 15 1311 363
bout enough activities ‘ -] 4 5 8 10| 8 3 1| - 39
o 1 23 24 141 7 1 2| - 100
Not enough activities (3) .. ‘ 1{ 3 3 4 71 2 3 -1 - 23
. - - - 1 - - - - - 1
Not ascertained (0) 2. - - . N 1
28 116 |108 86 58 | 38 16 151 1 474
Total ’ 1| 1 8 12 1810 1 1] - 64
84 Age In Years At Time Of Departure -

For Training

! N \, B
% \\ NN DA
ONRAEANA RJ‘ 0 2N\ %
o s

, , ()
B : ) ” [N N N ‘.‘ ,‘ @ (0
Any Difficulty With Engiish? NG & Y % ¢{»< B ING o N /
N NN
No difficulty at all (1) ’l.i 39121 18 l% 10 2 4 - llzl
Difficulty in being understood (2) 7 16 | 22 7 2 2] 1|2 - 59
Difficulty In understanding others (3) ] 14121 18 111! I 3 13 - 7!11
Both (4) AEIENENIHERNE 1= 73
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - - - - - -
Not ascertalned (0) - -1 - 1 - - -1~ - 1
ot spplicabte (1) A A AR ARAR IR AR RN
Total 29 11? 108 | 95 ] 58 | 38 | 18 |15 1 [ 474
8 12 18 | 10 7 1 - 84




85 Age In Years At Time Of Departure
For Training

How Impértdn}t_‘\!n- Your Program? :

Most important thing (1)

Waste of time (2)

In between (3) 81 - (172

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascerteined (0)

Total
1 71 8 12 18] 10 7 1 - 64
66 . PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNA IRE
Age In Years At Time Of Departure
. For Training

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNA IRE ;
Utilization Score

81 or hing (l) 35 40 30 16 5 1 2 - 131
1 - 1 2 - 1 - - 5
3 7 17 10 4 3 1 - - 45

0 - 2
2 & () - - - 1 1 1 1 - - 4
19 or lower (3) 1 2 - N 1 b 8
No total score (Y) f 3? 2? 23 Zi f ? : 12;
Total 14 76 82 66 41] 14 4 9 - 306
ot | a2 -] 2 3 22| -f -] 1




817 PART IC IPANT QUEST IONNAIRE
Age In Years At Time Of Departure
For Training

TECHNIC IAN QUEST IONKAIRE
Utllization Score ;"\ '

75 or higher (1) 4| 37 19 12/ 107 6 | 3] -1 -] a1

' v - 5 I I S S S I

L 2 5 11 4| 2 - 3 -1 38

18 - 74 (2): | -1 < 1 2f-] -1 -] -| 8

— -1 1| = 1 =<1 -1 1 = 3

17 or lower (3) N - Jd 2t - - N

. 5 5 11 9 4] 4 1 1 -] 40

No total score (.Y) , - 2 1 d 3|2 : - -1 18

.81 38 28 24| 14} 8 3 4 - | 120

Total - el 2l a8l sl s 4] -] -] 30
68 Do You Think He Gave Enough

Attention Or Guidance To
You During The Course Of
The Program, Or Not?

“Primary Country Of Tralning

United States . (000) - 435

R N e -

Other 28 2 1 - 10 29

1 - - - - 1

‘ 383 24 3 1 83 | 474
Total

ot 87 - 2 - - 5 84

* Any country, not coded '"Other," In which a large proportion of participants
were tralined should be entered in this table.



- Do You Think He Gave Enough
Attentlon Or Guidanc’
You During The Cour 4
The Program, Or N¢

When You Arrived In The .
Country Of Training, Was
Your Program Arranged In
Complete Detall?

210 11 1 1 38 261

Program in complete detal) (1) 24 - - - 5 29

: 138 10 2 - 11| 159

Program in partlal detail (2) 25 - < - . 25-

35 3 - - 7 45

Program not set up at all (3) . 8 1 - - - 9

Don't know or don't remember (9). f ; : - :l ?

Not ascertained (0) - - - : - -
383 24 3 1 63|  am|

otal 87 2 - - 8 64

70 ‘ Do  You Think He ( The Person Who Discussed

Your Program With You) Gave Enough
Attention or Guidance to You During the
Course of the Program, or Not?

Where DId the Official Who
Managed Your Program Work?

At ICA (1) 1 lfg
At a government agency other than ICA (2) 8 213
1 31
At a university (3) 5 50
Au a private organization (i) 3 - 3
At a Union (5) U 1
Al)l other organizations not Included in the . - - - - 2
above categories (8) - - -
Don't know or don't remember (9) 1; -1 - - - 12
1| - - -
Not applicable (Y) B -] - - 63 63
B -1 - - 5 5
Not ascertained (0) 1 -1 - - - -
Total 38 24| 3 1 83 474
. 5 2| - - 5 64




() Do You Think He Gave Enough
Attentlon Or Guldance To
You During The Course Of
The Program, Or Not?

Participant Went on an ..
Observation Tour During His™

Program .
Yes (1)
No (2) 95 ki - - 22 124
4 - - - 1 8
Not ascertained (0) - . - - - -
383 a4 3 83 474
Tot
otal 87 2 . . 5 64
93«
.12 Do You Think He Gave Enough

Attention Or Guidance To
You During The Course Of
The Program, Or Not?

Participant Had On-the=Job
Tralning During His Program

.

175

Yes (1) 2
299

No (2) 62
Not ascertained (0) -
383 24 3 1 83 474

Total 57 3 - - 5 64




73 ' Do You Think He Gave Enough
Attentlon Or Guidance To
You Durling The Course Of
The Program, Or Not?

Participant Attended a Univarsity "\
During His Program @:v v 0.0

Yos m .

No (2)

Not ascertalned {0) :

T S 383 a4 | 8| 1 | es 474
ot . 1 e a |l -] - 5 84
4 Do You Think He Gave Enough

Attentian Or Guidance To
You During The Course Of
The Program, Or Not?

Particlpant Attended a Speclal
Group Program Not at a University
During Hls Program

Yes (1)

No (2)

L}
)
[}
]
[y

Not ascertalned (0)

S 383 | 24 3 1 63 | 474
Total - 57 2 . - 5 84




(B

Did the Hinistry That Sponsored
You Give You Any Information
About the Program Being Planned

When Your Program Was Being
Planned, Did Anyone at Your
Place of Employment or School

For You?

Give you Any Information About lt? Z
Yes (1) 47| 126} 11] 4 - ]188
3 141 1] 2 « | "oy
No (2) 5L 217 7] 4 - 1279
5 38 -11 - 44
Don't know or don't remember (9) 2 ﬂ -2 - 7
Not ascertained (0) - RIRE - -
Total 100 (346 {18010 | - | 474
52 11 3 - 64

18 At the Tlmé You Were Selected

When Your Program Was Being
Planned, Did Anyone at Your
Place of Employment or School

Give You Any Information About 1t?

To Go Abroad, Were You Employed
by USOM or in a Project Run
Jointly by USOM and Your Govern-
ment?

Yes (1)

No (2)

Don't know or don't remember

(9)

Not ascertalned (0)

Total




1 Before You Left Homs, DId You Get Enough
Information About the Program?
8. What you would he learning?
b. Where you would be going?
¢. When you would be goling?
d, length of the program?
e. Other aspects of the program?

Total Years of Education
at Time of Selectlon

3 - 185

17 or more years (17, 18, 19 etc.) 4 - 11

) -| 6 {18 |40 |53 | 65 - laﬂ
13 - 16 years (13, 14, 15, 16) - -1 -1 213] 3! -

1| 3] 8|12 |16 |28 - 68

9 - 12 years (09, 10, 11, 12) At 7] 4l ol - 22

5 - 8yesrs (05, 06, 07, 08) N HEIELE 2

1 - 4 years (01, 02, 03, O4) 0 I I R N I R B

No formal education (XX) I IS D O O R A

Not ascertained (00) : 1 1 g '11 .1? f 22

218 |63 {95 1132|18 47

Tota) -l 1]38]|17]16|27] -]|e4
78 - Before You Left Home Did You Get

Enough Information About the Program?
in Particular:

a. What you would be learning?

b. Where you would be going?

c. When you would be going?

d. Length of the program?

e, Other aspects of the program?

When Your Progrem Was Being
Planned, DId Anyone at Your
Place of Employment or School
Give You Any Information About
1t?

Yes (1) - 188
- 20

N0 (2) 2 279
= 4

Don't know or don't remember (9) - [

Not ascertained (0)

Total 2 18 53 [ 985 | 122 | 182 2 474
- 1 3)17 16 27 -




79

DId the Minlstry That Sponsored You
Give You Any Information About

Before You Left Home, DId You Get Enough
Information About the Program?

a, What you would be learning?

. b. Where you would be going?

c. When you would be going?

d., Length of the program?

e, Other aspects of the program?

The Program Being Planned For You? )
, - N
Yes (1) 1 5§ |10 19 | 20! 45| -~ 100
: - - - 1 4 3 - 8
No (2) 1 |13 |40 72 981121 1 346
. - 1 3 16 10| 22 - 52
Ministry was employer (3) - |- 1 2 {. 141 - 1?
Don't know or don't remember (9) - 1-12 2 f g 1 lg
Not ascertained (0) i - - - - z
Total 2 |18 153 | 95 {122]182 | 2 | 474
- |1 3 17 | 16] 37| ~- 84
80 Before You Left Home Did You Get Enough
Information About the Program?
a, What you would be learning?
b, Where you would be golng?
c. When you would be going?
d, Length of the program?
e, Other aspects of the progiam?
‘Primary Country of Tralning
United States - (000) 435
R 63
) o il :
= S N e R S I )
‘Other ) - 1l 2|11 6 191 - 38
O - - = - - 1| - 1
Total © i 2 | 18| 53|95 [122 |182] 2 | 474
: RN - 1| 3]17{ 16 27 - 64

* Any country, fnot coded ''Other,' in which a |ar§e proportion of participants were tralned

should be enterad in this table,



81

In Addition to Informatiun Atout the Program,
Did You Get Enough Information About
How to Get Along In the Country of Training?
a. How to use restaurants and public facilities?
b. Colloquial speech and Idioms?

¢, Rellgious practices?

_ Total Years of Educatlon
., (8t Time:of Selection

d. Use of their money?
€. Manners and customs generally?

"i'7:"o‘|" "m;r_e'_yeafs: (17, 18, 19, ete.) 2| 4117 185
Gl - - 2 11
13 - 16'years (13, 14, .15, 16) 3|10 i’ 18:
: : ! : . ‘ . . - - 5 68
“9 -,12 years (o9, 10, 11, 12) R -1 22
- - 2 12
5 - 05, 06, 07, 08 :
5 8 years (05 7 ) NN 18

‘l;‘- 4 years (01, 02, 03, Ok)

ﬂo formal education (XX)

Not ascertained (00)

Tota!

6115 ]|29] 47| 90284 31474

82

When Your Program Was Being Planned,

- Anyone at Your Place of Employment or
School Give You Any Information About It?

In Additfon to Information About the Program,
Did You Get Enough Information About How
to Get Along in the Country of Training?
a, How to use restaurants and public facilitles?
b, Colloquial speech and idioms?
c. Reliqlous practices?

d. Use of thelr money?
e, Manners and customs generally?

Did

Yes (1)
1| 17 31] sol1e4 27
No (2) 1 2l 3| 8la29 | -] 4
N Y Y B 7

Don't know or don't remember ‘(9)",

Not ascertained (0)

Total




83

;. Did the Minlstry That

" Sponsored You Give You Any -

" Information About the Program °
- Being Planned For You?

" In Additlion to Information About the

Program, Did You Get Enough Information

About How to Get Along in the Country

of Training? For example: .

a. How to use restaurants and public
facilities?

b, Colloquial speech and idioms?

¢. Religlous practices?

d. Use of their money?

e. Manners and customs generally?

Yes (1) 1 s | of 15| 13] s3] 2 1%
N 2 5 10 el <9 721 208 1 34
s : 1 1 5 2 11 32 - 52
Ministry was employer (3) - - - 2 4 l? - l?
Don't know or don't remember (9) . - - 2 1 i g 1 lg
Not ascertained (0) - - - : : : : :
Total 6 15 29 417 90 | 284 3 472

1 1 5 5 13| 39 - [

84

Bofore you Left Home DId You Get

Enough [nformation About The Program?

Particular:

a, What you would be learning?
b, Where you would be going?
c. When you would be going?

d. Length of the program

In Addition to Information About the

Program, Did You Get Enough Information

About How to Get Along In the Country

of Training? For example:

8. How to use restaurants and public
facilities?

b, Colloquial speech and Idloms?

c. Religlous practices?

d. Use of their money?

e. Manners and customs generally?

e. Other aspects of the program?
All five questions ''Yes' (5) l 2 T 7 Zg 132 - 194
Four questions 'Yes" (4) - T Bl 161 241 721 1 1
- - 1 31 5 71 - 1
Three questions ''Yes'' (3) Z 4 41 131 20 52 - ?
- 1 2 2] 4 8| -
Two questions ''Yes' (2) 2 1 'll B ]% I'll - 5
One question ''Yes' (1} 1 1 6 1l 5 41 - 18
- - - -] - 1| - 1
No questions ''Yes'; all five questions '"No' (0) - - - 2] - -] « -
All five questions not ascertained (X) - - - - : - 5 ?:
Total () 51 ¢ 4713907284] 3 [ 4
1 1 g 50 13| 39| - Zﬂ




85 " In Addition to Information About the Program, DId

You Get Enough Information About Hew to Get Along
In the Country of Training?

a, How to use restaurants and public facllitles?

b, Colloquial speech and idloms?

c, Religlous practices?

d, Use of their money?

e, Manners and customs generally?

Primary Country of :Training . .- .

United States . (000) -
>* - - - - ] - - R
R P ERN R R Rt N B "
B 1 - 4 4] 16 20 - 39
Other S
or R4 ERP IR S S N 1
— 6] 15] 29| 47| 90 284 | 3 |a74
Total.. 11| s s| 13 39] - | 64

* Any cédntry)'hot coded "Other," In which a large propbrtlonvof'particlpants
- were trained should be entered in this table, :

:86 ) ‘Did‘Youf Training Require You To Do or
' - See too Many Different Things?

lelhgrQ;CQUnfry‘of Training

‘United States (000) 435
63

* -
* =
Other k 4 1 8 - - 39
. - - l - - l

Total . 94 89 289 1 1 474
: 8 19 36 1 - 64

* Any country, not coded ''Other," In which a large proportion of participants
were tralned should be entered in this table,



87 Did Your Training Require You To
Do Qr See Too Many Different Things

Participant Went On an Observation’
Tour During His Program

Yes (1)

No (2)

Not ascertained ' (0) S

94 89 289 474
Total )
ote 8 19 36 1 -1 64l
88" . ‘ - 0id Your Training Require You To

Do Or See Too Many Different Things?

Participant Had On-the-Job °
Training During His Program

175
Yes (I) 1 - 1 - - 2
72 57 168 1 1 299

No (2) '
7 19 35 1 - 62
Not ascertained (0) : i - : -. .-
— 94 89 289 1 1| 474
ota 8 19 36 1 - 64

a\



89 Did Your Training Require You To
Do Or See Too Hany Different Things?

Partlclpant Attended a Unlverslty
- During His: Program

Yes.”kl)fl;

Mo )

;th;is;;fﬁulnﬁdvl(o)?

94 | & | o | T | 1 | 4m|
Tots) , o DR T I R O T B T e Ee < %
60 Did Your Training Require You To

Do Or See Too Many Different Things?

Participant Attended a Special
Group Program Not at a University
During His Program

Yes (1)
No. (2)
1 - - - - 1
Not ascertained -(0) - - . - - -
R R 94 89 | 289 1 1 | 474
Total L o Thae 8 - 19 36 1 - 64

o



91 How DId You Find the Leval of Your Program?

Total Time in Fleld of Spe:lallzatlon‘._
at Time of Selection

e
None (1) 3 1 1 - - 5
Less than | year (2) < 1 1 - 14
1 to just under 2 years (3) v .VIF } " 4;
2 to just under § years (4) Z? 7; 5 - - 10;
15 99 2 - - 116
S to Just under 10 years (5) H 14 : - : 20
23 157 3 - 2 185
10 years or more (6) H 36 1 - : 10
Not ascertalned (0) 1 g - 1 - ;
Total 74 [ 384 | 13 T | 2z | 474
ote 9 | 52 3 - - 64
92 .b How Did You Find the Level of Your Program?
Attendance at University Prior to
1CA Training
Attended university (1) 323
105
Did not attend university (2) 43
Not ascertained (0) i ) )
74 384 13 1 2 474
Total
9 52 3 - - 64




Now.ch'l'You Find the Level of Your Program?

93

D1d You Have the Opportunity ..
td Take Part in the Planning of
Your Program? . I

— 124 3 ST T4
Yes (1) 2 13 - - - 15
- o . 58 258 10 1 1 328
No (2) , 71 39| 3| -| -} 4
Don't know or donft remember (9) é f ; N N f
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - B
74 384 13 1 2|1 474
Total 9 52 3 - - 64
94 Mow Did You Find the Level of Your Proéravnﬂ
® A
2%
Primary Country of Tralning ‘a/o/
°
United States (000) 65
8
¥ -
¥ -
Gther I S I I 39
1 - - - - 1
Totai 74 384 13 1 2 474
9 52 3 - - 64

* Any country, not coded ''Other,” in which a large proportion of participants
were trained should be entered In this table.




95 “"How DId"You Find the Level of Your Program? -

Partlclpan.t Went On An Ot;servqtlon B
Tour Durlng His Program A

e 50 | 287 10 1| 2 | 3%
Yes (1
es (1) 8 8| 3 - |- 59
: — — F7 97 3 -1 - 124
No (2) 1 4 - . - 5
Not ascef'tja‘lnqd“"-(b)}_ 1 o - - - - -
N T |74 |- 34| 13| 1] 2 | 47
Total 1.9 s2| 3 - - e4)
96 L - : " How DId You Find the Level of Your Program?

coe

Participant Had On-the-Job Training
During His Program

Yes (1) 173
2

No (2) 9

62

Not ascertained (0) ) N ) B B -

Total 4 384 13 1 2 474

9 52 3 - - 64




97 How Did You Find the Level of Your Program?

Partlclpant Attended a Unlverslty
Ouring His Program"’

247
Yes. () 29.
227
No  (2) 35
Not ascertalned . (Q)" o . I - - -
P s T i el 74 384) 13 1 2| 474
Total e 9 52y 3 - -| 64
98 "How DId You Find the Level of Your Program?
Particlipant Attended a Special Program
Not at 8 University
123
Yes (i) 17
( 350
No (2) 47
- T z - = T
Not ascertained (0) - . . . . .
74 384 13 1 2 474
Total 9 52 3 . _ o4




99

Had You Been Told Anythlng About

the Level of Your Program Befors '

You Left Home?

How DId You Find the Level! of Your Program?

- {1 203 2 1 - 222
Yes (1) 1 16] 1 - - 18
58 180 11 - 1 250
No (2) 8 36| 2 - - | 46
- 1| - - - 1]
Don't know or don't remember (9) - gL - - -
- = T = T T
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
74 384| 13 1 2 474
Total 9 52 3 - - 64
100 How Did You Find the Level of Your Program?
If You Had Any Difficulty At All
With Your English During Your
Program, What Was It? )
No difficulty at all (1) 6 9(1) - 1 111
- - - 2
Difficulty in being understood  (2) LY 49 - - - 59
DIfficulty in understanding others (3) 10 53 - - - 73
- 1 - - - 1
Both {k4) 10 59 6 - - 75
- 1 1 - 2
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - -
Not ascertalned (0) - 1 - - I
Not applicable (Y) 44 V1) 3 T T 155
8 49 2 - - 59
Total KL Jd4 13 ) { 2 474
9 52 3 - - 64




101 What is Your Opinlon of the Money
ICA Made Avallable to You?

Level of Position at Time of Selection

Top policy makers - National lavel and/or - - - )
national impact {1) - - - -
Policy makers - Second level and/or 1 - - 40
non-national Impact (2) - - 3
Subordnate management - Line or staff (3) 5 - - 144
- = - 11
Engineers (k) - 1 - 45
Professlonal occupations (5) 46 173 5 - - 224
8 15 - - - 23
Sub-professional occupations (6) 1 6 - - - 7
- 1 - = - 1
Supervisors, inspectors, foremen (7) - 2 - - - 2
- 1 8 - - - 9
Artisans, craftsmen (8) 1 2 - - - 3
1 3 - - - 4
Occupations not elsewhere classified (9) 1 4 - - 5
4 9 - 13
Inactive (Y) - 2 . - 2
Not ascertained (0) - - . - -
Total 98 364 i1 1 474
18 46 - - - | o4

.10z " What |s Your Opinlon of the M. iey

ICA Made Avallable to You?

Prlmary Country of Training

United States (000) 435

. 63
* - - - - - -

% . . T —

Other 9 30 - - - 39
- 1 - - - 1

Total 98 364 11 1 - 474
18 46 - = - A

* Any country, not coded ''Other," in which a large proportion of particlpants
were trained should be entered in this table,

O



103 What is Your Opinion of the Money [CA Made Available
To You?

Before You Left Home, .
Did You Get Enough Information .~
About the Use of Their Money?

Yes (1) ? } - 4;3
No (2) T - - 5_2,
Don't know or don't remember {9) I T T - - 3
Not ascertained (0) - - - - = -
Total 98 364 T 1 - 474
. 18 46 - - b4
104 What is Your Opinion of the Money
' ICA Made Available to You?
Participant Went On an Observation
Tour During His Program
350
Yes (1) 59
24 6 3 1 -

No (2) 9 124

4 1 - - - 5

Not ascertalned (0) : : : : N N

98 364 11 1 - 474

Total 18 46 - - - 64




108 “What' 13 Your. Opinton of the Money
- 309, o, “{CA Made Avallable to You?

-Partlclpant Had On-the-Job Tralnlng
«During Hls Program

T , | 41 | 130 3 1 -] 1
Yos (I).. Tl 2 i - - 2t
ST ' ' 1 57| 234 8| - - | 299
Ko’ (2) o8 | 44 -1 - - | ezl

Not ascertained ~ (0) S N -
—— e ——— 98 | 368 | 11| 1 | - | 4
Tetal o 18 a6 | - e e ] e

mfb?-' Hhat;ls Your Oplnlon of the Noney
' CA.AHade Avallable to You?

,Partlclpant Attended’a Unlverslty SRR\ O
Durlng Hls Program R A

Yes L) -

; ‘idot ‘ast':qu'-telnedv (o)

.Tvotﬂ.l‘ﬂ .




107 Vﬁi't"liAfYour. Opinlon of the Honeyk
- I'CA Made Avallable to You?

Participant Attended a. Special Program
Not at a University Durlng‘ljlls Program

. 123

Yes (1) . 17

. 350

Mo (2) 47

AR - 1 - - - 1

Not ascertalned {0) - - - - - - -

. 98 | 364 | 11 1 - | 414

otal ' 18 | 46 | - - - 64
108 'thlllzatlon Score

Major Fleld of Activity
in Which Training Was

Given
TTrect military support (0) - - - - - -
Agriculture and natural resources (1) - 4 59 60 30 153
- - M 1 5 6
Industry and mining (2) - - 3 8 3 14
Transportation (3) - 2 17 29 19 67
Labor (&) - 1 7 ' 5 17
- - 9 10 38 57
Health ang sanitation (5) - - 35 43 18 96
Education (6) - - 12 16 7 35
Public administration (7) - - 20 19 27 66
Community development, social welfare, - - 7 4 2 13
and housing (8) - - - - - -
General and miscellaneous (9) - - 4 7 i 13
- - - - 1
Not ascertained (X) - - - - - -
Total - 7 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 64




109

Current Residence At. Tlme 5
Of Interview:, o

Utilizetlon Score’

Capital city atréa (‘\): -

Provincisl city ares (2):

Rural p\aﬁe. ‘vlllig‘éé'< town(})

N

- 1 -
- 2 1 | - 3
Not ascertained ('0) ’ 2 . IR P o

" Total '

190
11

4T
64

110

Partlélpaﬁt )
Sponsorship

" Ut tzatlon Score v

Regular ICA (1)

Unlversity contract (2) L A ) ) A )
3 - 1 - 3
Independently financed (3) ' - . -1 - . ot
: s - z | 1 ) -
Not ascertained ). - 1 : :

Total

190

113
- 44




111

Year Participant Left = '
For Tralning Program

Utilization Score

1960 (60) - - 5 4 3 12
- - 3 - 5 8
1959  (59) - - 27 20 11 58
- . 3 1 _ 6 10
1958 (58) IR 1 18 35 13 67
‘= - 3 4 11 18
1957 (57) - 2 17 26 19 64
= = = 3 ~ 8 11.
1956 (56) V- 3 30 25 18 76
- 2 - 3 9 12
1955 (55) - - 11 23 lg . . 44 .
- - - - B}
1954 (s4) T- - 9 10 9 .. 28
1953 (53) - ~ 16 15 12 | 43
- = - - 2 2
1952 (52) L. 1 - 16 6 34
1951 (G1) = - —3 Z P i3
1550 (50) E - z T T3
1949 and earller (49, U8, etc.) - - 15 . :) B 32
Not ascertained (00) - X - S - =
Total - 7 Tea | 190 | 113 | 474
- - ) 0§ 24 64

" Year Participant Returned

112°

from Training Program

‘Utilization Score .

1960 (60)

- < 22

- - 10

1959 (59) - I 881
1958 (58) - - 70
- - 20

1957 (57) - 3 80
- - 15

1956 (56) - 2 51
- - 8

1955 (55) - - 3?
1954  (54) - - 9 |36
1953 (53) - - 1420 1;; 4;
1952 (52) - 1 4 6 3[14
1951 {51) - - 2 3] 1] 6
1950 (50} - - 2l - -1 2
1949 and eartier (49, 48, etc.) - = -] 141 91 8 3;
Not ascertained (00) = - - - ; -l-
Total - 7] 164150 [113 §74
- - 9111 44164




113 ‘Uti1laation Scors

Tota) ‘Time In Fleld

NG P =
i L [+) . [-) .
‘of Speciallzation at e 7" hy s N
Time of Selection : j) 7N J ’ 2 0
N YN ON on
; S e
10 years or more (6) - 2 62 70 51 185
- - 1 -6 23 30
- 2 40 54 20 116
5 to Just under 10 years (5) - é 2 3 29 38
2 to just under § years (&) - 1 3g 4!13 22 10;
1 to Just under 2 years (3) - 2 Ztl) 14 ‘; 42
Less than 1 year (2) - - 8 5 1 14
Nona (1) - - 1 1 3 '5 ‘
Not ascertained (0) - - 3 1 3 N
: - - O | 2 | al.
Total - 7 164 . | 190 ‘113 4740 -
: - =1 e 4 44 | ea’|
114 4U'tll.,llia'tionv‘si:o;'e
i)
2,
[+ J\o
Leve! of Position . ) O .
At Time of Selectlon Y anlY N X
Top policy makers - Nationa) - -
level and/or national impact (1) - -
Policy makers - Second level - 2
and/or_non-national impact (2) - -
Subordinate management - Line or - 2
staff_ (3) - -
Engineers (4) - -
Professional occupations (5) - 2 70 102 50 224
- - 3 [} 14 23
Sub-professional occupations (6) - - - 4 3 7
- - - - 1 1
Supervisors, inspectors, foremen - - 1 - 1 2
- - 2 2 5 9
Artisans, craftsmen (8) - - 2 1 - 3
- - - - 4 4
Occupations not elsewhere classi- - 1 2 - 2 5
fled (9) - - 1 1 11 13
Inactive (Y) - - 1 1 - 2
Not ascertained (0) - - - -
Total - 7 164 1?0 113 424
- - [ 4




115 Ut!1ization Score

Age in Years
at Time of Departure

for Tralning ‘ '
55 years and older (8) - 2 3 ? l!’i'o
50 - 54 years (7) - 1 5 9 16
- - 2 3] 1
ES - U9 years (6) - 2 16 10 k1)
: - 1 2 1 10
Lo - &b years (5) - 5 30 13 58
- - 5 1 12 18
35 = 3 ars (b - 1 38 40 16 95
9 ye ) - - 2 2 8 12
0 - 34 years (3 - 2 44 43 19 108 .
30 - 34 years (3) - 2 d 3 2 8
25 - 29 years (2) - 1 39 46 29 115
. - - 1 1 5 1
Under 25 years (1) - 1 8 f; 13 Z?
Not ascertained (0) - - - 1 - 1
Total - 7 T64 90 | 113 | 414 |
f- - - 9 ‘ll 44 [V S Iy
116 “Utllization Score.
“Tota) Years of Educatlon &
. at'Time of Selection P %)
S 2" ) )
17 or more years (17, 18, 19, etc.) - 3 185
o - - 11
13 - 16 years (13, 14, 15, 16) - 1 182
- - 8
9 - 12 years (09, 10, 11, 12) - T %8
- - 4 5 13 22
5 - 8 years (05, 06, 07, 08) - - 6 4 2 12
- - 3 3 12 1
T - b years (01, 02, 03, O4) - - - - - (.’
- - 1 - 2 3
No formal education (XX) - - - - - .
Not ascertained (00) - 2 15 li ; Z:I
- - 1 - 1 2
Total - 7 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 04

\$)



n?

Utilization Score

N\
e ., "@o"'/k GJ‘ :
“Who Selected: You? ' " A\
. B R 125
f-,Sl,',pe,rY'”r ) v = 10
'vot L - 5 110 136 6 327
‘ Atlvmer‘ (12 sh‘rc‘augh ZI) = . 'y 12 S
S e e T Ty 16 13 9 38
Don't know or don't . remembar (99} - . 4 4
I E—— ) 1 2 Py 3
Not ascertained . (OU) o
. , — T —3 - - 3
~Not- applicable’ (YY) S _ _ -
o 169 | 200 | 120 | 496
fotab 9120 a5 | e
118 ° ‘Utilization Score .
Bafore You Left to Go
Abroad, How Satisfied
Ware You With Your Tralining
Program?
Well satisfied (1) Zgg
Not very well satisfied (2) - 59
= 5
Didn't know enough, don't know, - 162
don't remember how satisfied | was (9) hd 21
Not ascertained (0 - - -
Total - 7 474
- - 64

\“\)\



Utlllzation Score

119
N AN B
Did You Have thG.Opportunity .=\ . " R P\ P )
to Teke Part ‘In the Planning™ o, f,J P> fly“@, q,/
of Your Program? ~ <~ > N 0
N BT A N
U . \
- 5 50 65 22 142 -
Yes (1) - - 2 2 11 15
- ] 112 144 90 3ad
Ho () - - 7 9 33 49
Don't know or don't r_member. (9) - - 2 1 1 4
Not ascertained {0) - - - - - -
: 7 164 190 113 474
Tore! - - 9 11 44 64
120

Before You Left Home, Did
You Get Enough Information
About the Program?

a) What you would be learning?

b) Where you would be going?

¢) When you would be going?

d) Length of the program?

e) Other aspects of the program?

Utilization Score

All 5 questions - 'Yes" (5)

Four guestions - "Yes' (4)

Three questions - ''Yes'' (3)

Two questions - 'Yes' (2)

One question - ''Yes'' (1)

No questions - ‘'Yes'
A1l five questions - 'No'' (0}

All 5 questions - !'Not ascertained' (X)

I T LS

Total

a3t BT 0 f0 B e 0 D] ]l e

—
(-l
hO a8 ot 2|1

O V|1 O

—
=0

:::




Sl ‘Uti1ization Score
121

Primary Country of 'Tr’glnl'tig“"v N
- (’J‘ BN
. ' | . oﬁo :
UnTted States (qqo) - T 6 433
& N N
R - - - -
= : = = -
TR AR
Total ,' - 7 Tea To 13 | 474

* Any ébuntry, not_coded '"Other," In which a lafge proportion of particlpant; were vtralned ,
" should be entered in this table,

122 :.Utlilization Score’

L . , D A
.Total Amount of Time Spent PR A %)
in Training L8> ’J.
ooﬁo
Three years or more (8) - - - 1 2
Two years to just under 3 years (7) - - - - 2
One year to just under 2 years (6) - - 50 31 151
Six months to just under one year (5) - 1 42 24 109
- - - - 1 1
Four months to just under 6 months (&) - 2 20 23 17 62
- - - - 1 1
Two months to just under & months (3) - 3 44 48 33 128
- - 9 11 39 59
One month to just under 2 months (2) - 1 7 4 4 16
- - - - 2 2
Less than one month (1) - - - - 2 2
- - - - ) 1
Not ascertained (0) - - 1 - 1 2
Total ' - 7 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 64




123

In Addition to Information About
The Program, DId You Get Enough
tnformation About How To Get
Along In The Country of Training?
For Instance:

a) How to use restaurant and

public facilitles?

b) Colloquial speech and idioms?

c) Rellglous practices?

d) Use of thelr money?

e) Manners and customs generally?

Utilization Score

O~
f‘ AN
YW N
All uestlions « ‘Yes' - 4 92 127 61 284
59 & - - [:3 9 24 39
Four questions - 'Yes" (&) - 1 39 27 23 90
- - 2 - 11 13
Thr~e questions - '‘Yes' (3) - I 14 182 l:;t 475
Two questions - 'Yes" (2) - - ‘l) 11 % Z%
One question - 'Yes' (1) - 1 6 5 Zi l?
No questions - ''Yes" - -, 2 2 2
—All 5 questions - "No"__(0) - - - - 1 1
A1l 5 questions - '‘Not ascertained" (X) - - 2 - 1 3
Total ICHE 1 164 190 113 474
ote - - 9 11 44 64
‘Utl1Izatlon Score
124

When You Arrived In The Country
Of Training Was Your Program
Arranged In Detall?

Program in complete detall (i) - 4

Program in partial detall (2) : ; 6; 6; 3; 15;
Program not set up at all (3) : ; l; ;; ; 4;
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - ; ; ; ;
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : :
Total : :l 16; 195 ll; 47;

&\



125

Do You Think He (The Person Who'
Discussed Your Program With You) |
Gave Enough Attention Or Guidance
To You During The Course Of The
Program, or Not?

“UtT1ization Score.

IR

X , N

Recelved enough attention (1) = 143 1?5;’ S5 ) ~.
DTd not receive enough attention (2) - ‘} 9 g Zg .
Don't know or don't remember (9 - - 1 1 1l 3
Rot applicable - When he arrived, partici- - ) 18 .24 19 63 -

pant says he did not meet anyone who . T4 2 s N3l B Y

discussed his grggram with him_ (Y) . ' : i
Not ascertained (0O - L. Cee BN - T 1
Total - T 164 | 1 “113: 1. 4
126 “Uti)ization Score

Participant went On An Observation % )
Tour During His Program fo" ¢
7 lol't GJ~§

Yes (1) - 2

- 5 llg l.;:? 78 350
- - - 40
o (2) - 2 50 37 35 122
Not ascertained (0) - : } = 4 2
Tot = 7 3 ) 3 3
otal - 7 164 190 113. 474

- - 9 11 44 64




“: UtiVizatlon Scora -

127
AN N
. . . i ) : > ) O\ NG B °‘| .
Participant Had On-The-Job . o [J AN ) A
Training During His Program "J N G; % f@")‘ ‘,fo"/,‘,”o Jy o q,[
e . NG ‘s N
<. ] 65 ] 80 30 175
Yes (1) - |- 1 1 2
T -1 99 | IO k) 299 |-
No (2) = 9] 1w 3] 62
Not nsurti\il_‘nled‘}r(b)v' = L - A
N , 1| 164 190 113 | 474 |
Total - 9 1. 4a | 64|
128 Utltizatlon Score -

Participant Attended A University -

" During His Program

Yes (1) - 1 90 101 55 247
- - 3 7 19 29
No ( 2) - 6 T4 89 58 227
- - 6 4 25 35
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - kj 164 190 113 474
- d 9 11 44 64




129 Jtilization Score.

Participant Attinded A Special =~ \ L
Program Not At A University
During His Program -

Yes (1) - . 2 ’ 4'31
Wo (2) - 5 “2
Not ascertained (0) - - 1
Tous] 7|
1.30 ‘?l!tlllz‘l‘tlon Score
“ \
. \
Did You Receive A Degree or ~ ""q~ ‘?1 : ';b‘
Diploma? i 1) 2
p rfj’o,‘t JJ <4 <
"~
Yes; received an academic degree (1) - - 11 14 5 30
No; recelved a certificate or other - - 37 48 20 105
non-academic citation (2) - - - - 5 3
No; recelved nothing (3) - - 12 6 4 22
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - -
Not applicable -~ did not attend a - 7 104 122 84 317
university (Y) - = 9 11 39 59
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - 7 164 xgo 113 474
- - 9 1 44 64




131 ‘_fl'lvtllllzatlon Score

S - 2 ‘)
I L {9% e EAN J‘oﬁ "o‘_’ '(
: Length OF Your Program? \. %)% VI A DN %
e NN NCEN NN
Too long (1) - ' f ? g }g 41‘!%
- ) 103 117 13 295
About right (2) B . i 5 27 38
- 4 55 67 29 155
Too short (3) o . . 2 3 4 9
Don't know or don't remember (9) .~ - - - ! - 1
Not ascertained (0) - N - - - -
— = 7 Ted 190 | 113 274
Total - - 9 11 44 64
132 ;Utl1izatlon Score
Did Your Training Require You To Do
Or See Too Many Different Things?
Too many things (1) - 2 3? 35 Z(Z, 94
Would have liked more (2) - 1 24 32 32 Bg
- - 4 4 11 19
A1l right as it was (3) - 4 105 123 57 | 289
Don't know or don't remember (9) - : f f 2(1’ 3(;
Not ascertained (0) : : : : : i
Total - 7 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 64



133 “Utilizatlon Score

%
IR N o 2
How D1d.You Find The Level of ) % 9N (N
Your Program? Ry »@) f/j’/ % o ’
C N\ W
Too simple a Tevel [€))] v zg zg - 257 73 _
; 132 | 165 30 | 384
About rlght (2) . 5 36 52
Too advanced (3) _ f : , f g lg
Don't know or don't remember ~ (9) = - 1 d
Not ascertained (0) i o :' 3_
T 164 < |- 113 | 4
Total 164 | 190 1|
134 ‘Utidlzatlon Score
: : < P
Did You Follow Your Program As N % )
It Was Origlinally Planned? L) fb/ 9)
0% "oo
) i

Followed program as originally planned (1) - 6 131 147 88 372

- - 8 10 41 59
Important changes made (2) - 1 3% 4.11 Zg 102
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - 1 - i %
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - 7 164 190 113 474

- - 9 11 44 64




135

"U_tﬂl'l‘lz_‘atvl‘on Score

A A\
S T,
Did You Complete Your Training: d N\ N\ N o )
A Q
rr°9ram7 f‘J qib ) (:J f/J A fb ’oo o)
) O,, AO
Completed program (1) c- 6 155 173 106 440
i - - 8 11 39 58
Did not complete program (2) - 1 ‘; 17 ;l s 3:
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - 1. 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 64
~-Uti}ization Score

136

At The End Of Your Tralning
Program Did You Attend A
Seminar In Communications?

Yes (1) - 1 90
- - - - 4 4

No (2) - 6 133 145 97 381
i - = 9 11 39 59
Don’'t know or don't remember (9) - - - 2 1 3
- - - - 1 1

Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - 1 164 190 113 474
- - 9 11 44 64




137

If You Had Any DIfficulty At Al -
With Your English During Your - -°
Program, What Was [t?

- Uelllzatjon Score ' -

Mo difficulty at all (i)

Difficulty in being understood (2) ’

lefl.cuityrlAn understanding others (3) g

Both (4)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not applicable - program did not require
knowledge of English, or don't know or
don't remember whether program required
English (Y) _

Not ascertained (0) s o F'

Total

138

About How Long Have You Be?n :
Back From That Program?

Utiilzation.Score i

Seven years or more (8) - "1
- - - - 3 3
Six years to just under seven years (7) - 1. 11 19 11 42
- - . 2 5 7
Filve years to just under six years (6) - 3 23 24 17 67
- - - 3 8 11
Four years to just under five years (5) - 1 22 26 14 63
- - 2 2 11 15
Three years to just under four years (L) - 1 15 35 22 73
- - 3 3 9 15
Two years to Just under three years (3) - - 35 27 8 10
- - 4 1 7 12
One year to just under two years (2) - - )} 2 - .3
- - - - 1 1
Six months to just under one year (1) - - - - - -
Don't know or don't remember .(9) - - - - _ _
Not ascertained (0) o - - - - - -
Total - 7 164 1?0 113 474
- - 9 1 44




139

Was The First Job You Had After
You Returned The Same As The
Job You Had Befors You Left?

Utilization Score

Same (1) ‘

leferent“(zf

Don’t know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertalned (0)

Not applicable (Y)

Total

140

Was It (First Job After Return)

~ The Job You Had Expected To Get "

On Your Return?.

Utilization -Score

Yes (1) - - - -
‘ - 14 24| 15 54
No* (2) = - - -
’ - - - 1 1

Don't know or don't: remember (9) - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - D - - :
: 129 140 84 358

Not applicable (Y) 9 11 44 64
Total 164 190 113 474

t

ota 9 11 44 64




141

Suppose You Had Not Gone on This

Program. What Kind of Job Do You.

Think You Would Now Hava?

:'Utll1zation Score:

*
Q;a E
- 5 72 27
About the same (1) - g 5 P 52
Better (2) - 1 3 f g
- - 76 13 129 1
Not as good (3) - - $ H g
T - - 16 11 42
Don't know (9) - : ¢ ] 2
Not applicable - not employed at time - - - 14 14
of interview : - - = 1 1
Not ascertained (0) - - - 1 1
T - 7 190 | 113 | 474
Total : 1 29 4
142 “Utilization Score

Your Supervisor On Your Currentz l
Job = Does He Help You In
Utilizing That Tralning? ’

r

Very halpful (1)

121

Somewhat helpful (2)

80

Not helpful (3)

113

Neither helpful nov unhelpful (&)

Has no supervisor (5)

[N TS PR PON'S T

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not applicable ~ not employed at time B

of interview (Y)

Not ascertained (0)

Total

ta3fr o s i
b
o
Copls ¢ a1
—
0
1O s v hh




143 " Utilization Score

) LN AT N O\ NCEE )\ RS
S : TN T g .. Oa -
Is There Anyone With Whom You = o O YN BIN AN aY A
Work Who las Been Tralned Abroad? : ng/% 2). 9N\ .4 0}46 TDTeN
. hé , = %
EONGANEANENE
Ves (T = T [ 100 | 125] 39| 265
o (2) — 3 7 55 59 194
Don't know or don't remember (9) e - - - - -
Not applicable ~ not emgloyed at B - - - 14 14
time of interview = = = - - -
Not ascertained (0} R - - - 1 1
Total e oo 1ea | 190 113 ] 474
l“ Uti11zatlon Score
‘Since Your Return Have You Had N %\% ‘,6'\ “‘b\ ‘900 '04-’ '?,’
“ Any Cofhtact With USOM? : @Jl% ) A @)‘ 0}4{9 rb/" .)
B ’ . A 40, coa
Yes (1) - 3 89 112 45 249
: ‘- - 6 2 23 31
No (2) - 4 75 78 68 225
- - 3 9 21 33
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -
Total - 7 16t 190 113 474
. - - 9 11 44 64

W\



145

“Ut111zatlon Score
AR
o . , NG AN o
Do You Have Frequent Contact With . =" N 0,.6 f*;/" °¢'.l
Him? (USOM Technician) ' 7 {940 O\
~
Frequent (1) : - 33 3'11 1} 1‘{
Occasional (2) - f 2? 3; lg 7:
Never met (3) - . 3 2 12 Zg
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - -
Not applicable - no USOM techniclan Is - [) 104 114 ™ 301
available, or participant does not know ° 8 37 53
or does not remember whether one is - bt
availgble (¥) :
Not ascertained (0) - - L. - - -
- 7 164 190 113 - 474
Total - 1 164 1190
146 _UtiVizatlon Score

How Sailsfactc‘:ry'\iu That
Training Progran?

Very satisfactory (1)

Moderately satisfactory (2)

1wl W

Not too satisfactory (3)

Not satisfactory at all (4)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

I (R {
[ [ (™
s 4y N8
[ ]

Not ascertained (0)

Total

1a3it 3
Ld
=
[ d
-0
)

al




Utitization Score

147
3 2
‘39 . < € A
BON 9> °’4 ;:f'/ o"o,
How lmpor tant Was Your Progran?.’ OGN NN
52 298
Fost Important thing (1) - f 103 13‘8, 32 3
‘ - - - 1 - 3
Waste of time (2} - - 1 - 3 E
- 5 .52 58 17
n between (3) L - » 3 ‘ ‘; 2 2 :
Ton't know or don't remember . (9) - - - - - -
Not ascertalned (0) - - G - - -
- 190 113 474
Total - ‘ :I ’ 163 ?1 13 z
148

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:

PARTIR ST JUESTIg A e

. &)
Did You Recommend That (Participant) )\ P
Be Sent on a Training Program %% ) %
-, J %
'~
Yes (1) 1
No (2)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not applicable - participant did not work for

this supervisor before he left, or super- - 3 1 ) 18 88| 68 221
visor doesn't know or doesn't remember . . B :
whether participant worked for him before - - - - 2 2
he left . (Y¥) : o
Not ascertained (0) ' - - -
Total ;271108 | 131 65 | 308
- .8 2 7 11

W\



149

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: : .
Before (Participant) Left On Hls '
Program Did This Organlzation’

PARTIC|PANT QUESTIONNAIRE -
" "Utlltzatlon Score

Have Plans As To How Hls Training r : O
Would Be Utilized? K s < , N
NG ON ot
1 87| 56 | 8 ) 1017
Yes (1) . 1 |e e
- - 12 | 1 7. |30
No (2 ; . 2 1307
o (2) _ - - 1 - 3
Don't know or don't remember (9) . - - 2 , 3 3 ‘8
Not applicable - supervisor was not famil lar * .
with any aspects of participant's training 1 57 62 47 -,"_87
program before he left (Y) - ud il 2 .3
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - T
- 108 | 131 | 65 -| 308;
Total - - 2| 2| 1.4 n
150 PART ICIPANT QUEST IONNAIRE
- Utilization Score
SUPERVISOR QUEST IONNAIRE: <« 3 “
Do You Think This Program Was Worth ° N Op
The Cost and Difficulty,,.? fg’q’b GJ A 2 9)
'~ l'o
Worth cost and difficulty (1) - - 81 108 37 226
- - 2 2 5 9
Not worth cost and difficulty (2) - 2 4 3 4 13
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - 23 17 23 62
- - = - 2 2
Not ascertained (0) - - 1 3 1 5
Total - 2 108 131 85 306
- - 2 2 7 11



151 " PART'IC |PANT ‘QUEST IONNARE
“Utilizatlon Score

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAJRE: ) ) C oy
How Important Was (Participant's) ¢ ON W\ s %
Trainling? ' : GJ A C-y) 25\ Y o 4
, N DN
Essential (1) - - 18 39 ? ‘6?
Very Ilmportant (2) ‘- - 48 68 17 133
Yy tmp { = - g 8 ] 3
Helpful but not very Important (3) L. 1 26 18 29 7;
- - 1 = 2
Not useful (&) - ‘1 1 1 4 7
Better off without it (5) - = - - = -
Don't know or don't remember (9) : - 13 [ ] 27
- 3 ° 2 H
Not ascertained (0) - 2 - - 2
Total 2 108 131 85 306
- 3 2 ki - 11
182 ~ PART IC IPANT QUESTIONNA [RE

- Utilizatlon Score

e S\

‘SUPERVISOR- QUEST IONNAIRE : N\ O O

.Utilization Score ffj’q‘b G %
' , S

81 or higher (1) - - 50 72 9 131
- - 1 2 2 5
20 - 80 (2) = 1 16 181 13 45
- - 1 - 3 4.
19 or lower (3) - - 2 2] 2 6
No total score (Y) : I ;0 ;1 ;2 124
- - - - 2 2
Tota) - 2 108 131 65 308
- - 2 2 1 11




163 © PART ICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
' Utlitzation-Score ..

TECHNIC IAN QUESTIONNAIRE‘ e D £ 2R : °a°
Interference With Contact:: Nothlng O r". oA\
" Interfered P>, 0}4/ O\ 0
ON
Checked (1)) - 1 36 50 16 10;
Not checked (0) - - 22 18 By 68
- - 2 1 10 13
Total - 1 568 68 33 180
. - - ] 18 20
154 = PARTIC IPANT QUEST IONMA IRE
o Utlilzation Score
TECHNIC IAN QUEST ‘ONNAIRE: R 3 3
How Huch Contact ¢ith Particlipant On LN 2,
Since His Return? : fgjlqlb G 8N\ A
'~
Regularly {5} - - [ 38
- - 2 9
Frequently (&) - - 1 29
- - - 1 2 3
Occasionally (3) - 1 18 23 15 66
- - 1 - 8 1
Once or twice (2) - - 13 12 10 35
- - 1 1 5 1
Never met (1) - - 2 - - 2
Only social contact (6) - - - - - J®
Don't know or don't remember . (9) - - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - - - 1 - 1
Total - 1 58 60 32 160
- L] 2 3 15 20




155

TECHNICIAN QUEST IONNAIRE

PARTICIPANT QUEST IONNA IRE
Utilizatlion Score

LA
Utilization Score SUTING
. h o’ “ 3 ol
75 or higher (1) - 1 31 39 1(1) i ‘H
18 - 74 (2) - - 11 17 8] .88
- - - 1 2 R S
17 or lower (3) - - - - 3 g
No total score (Y) =~ - - 16 13 111 ~ 40
: : - - 2 2 12 18 1
Total - 1 42 56 21 120
- = 2 3 15 20
186 -'SVUPERVISOR QUEST 1ONNA IRE -
* Utlllzation Score -
:SUPERVISOR QUEST IONNA IRE:
D1d You Recommend That :
- (Particlpant) Be Sent On %ay
A Training Program? "/
Yes ) f eg
Mo (2 2 6 10 8 | 24
- 2 - - 2
: - ‘- 1 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - -
Not ascertalned (0) : -
R HEIEIEIE
Total 6.1 45| 131| 124 | 308
- 4 5 2 11




157 SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:
Utilization Score

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: Who actually lnltlated
(Participant's) Training Program? 3

Utilization Score

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: Before
(Participant) Left On His Program,
Did This Organlzation Have Plans As
To How His Training Would Be Utilized?

; £ °
Participant (1) 2 5 14 3 24
‘- 2 1 - 3
Someone ‘In this organization (2) 1 lg 4g 7 62
Hinistry or other home government official (3) 1 1 8 3 10
: — 1 - -
USOM or ICA personnel (4} - 2 4 - 8]
University official, professor, department head, student : I 5 ; :
adviser, etc, (5) - - e - a
Other (not included in the above categories) (8) - - 1 - 1
- - 1 - 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) - ) 10 11 28
Not ascertained (0) — " 5 ; ;
Not applicable (Y) 2 19 49 97 167
- - - 2 2
Total 8 45 131 124 306
- 4 5 2 11
158 SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE :

: 2]
Yes (1) - 1 4 - 8
w @ IS
‘ - ] 2 4 8
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) b -
Not applicable (_V) ‘ f 13 48 9: ’ 10; .
] 4 | 1 124 | 308
Tota) - 4 8 E R 11




189 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Utilization Score

SUPERVISOR QUEST|ONNAIRE
Utilization Score '

BT or higher (1) —y o] o 1 q
20 - 80 (2) - 3 13 3 10
- - - 3 3
19 or lower (3) 1 - ! - e
No total score (Y) -3 10 14 8 34
Total 1 12 49 7 69
- - - 3 5
160 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE

Uti1fzation Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:
How Much Contact With Particlipant -
Since His Return?

Regularly (5) - 5] 30] 3
Frequently (4) : g 1.9. .:) 2
Occasionally (3) ? 1':1 Zlil 15 5
Once or twice (2) i ? lf 1‘; 33
Never met (!) - - =1 2
Only social (6) = T : -
Bon't know or don't remember (9) : : : : :
Not ascertained (0) - { S 1-‘
RO




T IR “TECHNICTAN OUESTIONNAIRE
":r:,Jjj_vUtl‘l lzatlon Score

" TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: ,
Rating: Educational Qualiflcations = -
"~ (of Participant)

. [
Adequate. (1) ° 2 J30 [79] 30 141
- 21 111519
-Inadequate (2) RS ¢ | 211 :

- [ -]1-11
Can't rate (9) - T -1 0117
Not ascertained (0) - - |}l -1
Total ‘ 3 |36 (81 |40 |16d
- 3 11118 J 29

162" “TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE

i Utilization Score

TECHNIC IAN- QUEST IONNA IRE s
Rating: Intelligence
(0of Participant)

Adequate (1) - 3 1 16 20
fnadequate (2) i _ : - f
Can't rate (9) - 1 : 3 f
Not ascertained (0) : - : -_

. ) 38 -8l 40 130
Total - 3 1 16 20




183

TECHNICJAN QUEST IONNAIRE
Utilizatlon Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: 2 2 29 I\ A
Rating: Language Knowledge O . N 720 °(;,
(of Participant) Gy A 22 r// AN Y7, /
A o %
, 2 )
-8 26 83 217 119
Adequate (1) - - - 16 18
T 8| 16 11 35
Inadequate (2) - .3 1 = 4
2 2 2 8
Can't rate . (9) - - - - -
Not lscerialped (o) ; - - - -
- 88| 81 40 | 160
Total : 8 1 16 20
164" " TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE |
Utllizatlon Score
TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: SN\ P,
Rating: Attitude (Of PN - 2 o(
Particlpant) Vsard o) N PINEIP ) 'B’
Tralning GJ P) f.y) ] 4) 4 ’_, 9/
"q&,, ‘9600 "o,°
2 32 m 30 141
Adequate (1) - 2 1 18| ‘19
i 1 4 2 3 10
“Inadequate (2) - 1 - - 1
¥ - 2 -1 9
.Can't rate (9) - - - -
_ A\ v -
Not ascertalned (0) - - -
3 36 81 ‘40 | 160
Total - 3 1 168 20

\'\//\



165 TECHNIC IAN QUEST IONNAIRE
Uttltizatlion Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIOHMAIRE: . o : i
Rating: Attltuda (Of- NG D S A

4 A
Participant) Toward Job . o A S\ O, A
7 39 ‘@
N R N N
%) %ﬁ 2 \ 00’0
~ : ' ‘ - 30 75 24 129
Adequate (1) - 3 1 16 19
] 5 3 3 13
Inadequate - (2) - - - - -
) L i ’ ’ 1 1 3 13 18
Can't rate (9) . SR R - 1 1
Not nq;&_rt‘!n?ql' (0) o - -
’ et a0 ] 180
Total c10 e g

186  TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
: - Utilization Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:
-Rating: Pre-Departure Preparation

t"‘OA

) °
Satisfactor | 1 a4 40 13:3 Bk
ery 1) - o< = 10 I(ﬂ
Unsatisfactory (2) T 10 B 23
Can't rate (9) 1] 1330 17| 8d
- 1 8 1(
Not ascertained (0) - 1 - ]
3 Jgq 81 40] 16
Total 3 i 16 g




1687

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNA‘ILRE"
Rating: Type of Program

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Utllization Score

Satisfactory (1) - ; 1] 15 1\118
Unsa.tlsfactory (2) 1 3] -] 3 7
Can't rate (9) - i ; ; 11
Not ascertained (0) : : : 1 i
Total ; 38 8.1' 46 16(-)

- 3l 1{18] 20
1681‘ . TECHNICIAN :QUEST |ONNAIRE

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Rating: Subject-Matter Coverage

"Utlljzation Score -

Satisfactory (1)

Unsatisfactory (2)

‘Tan't rate (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Total

feaj o d

%

!




169 " TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
_UtYlizatlon Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE e
Rating: Level (of Program) N\ %

Satisfactory (1) . 2 3 133
- Q <1 15
Unsatisfactory (2) 3 3| 2 9
3 - 1 4
Can't rate (9) - 1 5 1% llll
Not ascertained (0) - ; ; iR — ‘ v - - - - -
Total 3 38 81| 40 ] 160
- 3 1] 16 ] 20

170 - TECHNICIAN_ QUESTIONNAIRE

~Util1zation Score

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE -
Rating: Length (of Program)

Satisfactory (1)

Unsatisfactory (2)

Can't rate (9)

V[ =] 3 BN

Not ascertained (0)

Total

X718

%) 18] B

Y



1

TECHNICIAN QUEST!ONNAIRE
Rating: Country/Countries (of Training)

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Utilization Scora

Satisfactory (1) JT1T 34 5 14
- 3 1 20
Unsatisfactory (2) - 2 2
Can't rate (9) : : ; ;
Not escertained (0) .-. : : :
Total 3| 38| 81 160
- 3 1 20
113 _TECHN|CIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
‘ ~.Utilizatlon: Scora ,
TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Rating: Appropriate Matesrials,
Techniques (Used In Tralning Program)
Satisfactory (1) : 1‘1“5’
Unsatisfactory (2) - 1 a
Can't rate (9) - g l'zl
Not ascertalned (0) - - -
Total 3 410 | 160
- 18] 20




173

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:

Compare This Participant With Others:
Impor tance of His
Job to Over-All Economic Development

With Respect To

Of This Country.

- TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
-~ Utillzatlon Score

High (1)

Fairly high (2)

Average (3)

Low (W)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Total

1¢alt TV g0l

w)
LIt 1|0 DN =

(-]
eaply 00 e 8GO e

QO] §{wao|tako ofn

[

oo

174

“"TECHNIC1AN QUESTIONNAIRE
-Contacts Before Tralning:

. Helprd Select Him For Training

TECHNIC)AN QUESTIONNAIRE
“Utilization Score

Yes (1) - 10 31 19 ob
- - - 7 7

No (2) 1 2 4 4] 11
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - -
- Not ascertained (0) - - : : :
Not applicable (Y) 2 241 48 21 9;
- 3 1 9 13

Total 3| 38 81 40 { 160
- 3 1 16 20




175 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
- UtiTization Score

TECHNICI1AN QUESTIONNAIRE
Contacts Before Training:
Helped Plan His Program

y

h .
Yes (1) - 10T 32 1'5’ 517
[ ) : )t i | R N e W 1
Don't kncw or don't remember (9) - ol P —
Not ascertained (0) ‘ : : : .- '_-:
Rot appTicable 7] T34l 46 [ 3] 83

i - 3 1 1]

fore 31 3§ °t] 1848
176 g :TECHN‘C'AN QUEST IONNAIRE

Utilization Score

TECHN1CIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Coordinatsd His Progrem
With Employer ‘

Yes (1) T 8] 28] 13| &
o T 7"
Don't Know or don’t remember (9] T =1 = = =
Not ascertained (0) - - - - -
Not appiicable (V) .z_h U AR I
o HEIEEIE:




i "How 'Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

‘Major Fleld,of Actlvity =~ /" - .
in Which Tralning Was Glven - "

Direct military support (0) - - - - -
Agriculture and natural resources (1) 9% 5? [ - 1sg
Industry and mining (2) . ‘ 1 6 1 - - 14
Trans.portatlon (3) _ f‘l 3! ] - - _37
Labor (4) |- 18 4 - - - - 17
o 34 23 - - - - 57
Health and sanitation (5) 1 68 % - 1 - - 96
Education (8] T8 [ 12| 4| 1| - |- | %%
Public administration (7) : 29 - 30 4 3 - - 66
Community development, social welfare, 8 4 1 - - 13

and housing : = = - = - - -
General and miscellaneous (9) e ? 10 - - - - ~1?

Not ascertained (X) - ] - - - - - - -
Total ' ' 272 | 179 | 18| 7| - |~ | 474
40 24 o IR I 64

178 "Hpv‘laz._fuktblvsflc,tory‘ Was That Tralning Program?

Ykeun?P‘n‘rtlc'llA;'w’r'\L'Ldft' :
. for:Training Program - -

A

1960 (60) 5 1 - - - - 12
— 5 3 - - - - 8
1959 (59) 30 16 3 - - - 58
: 3 7 - - - - 10

1958 (58) 37 | 27 3 - - - 67
5 3 - - - - 18

1957 (57) 32 | 27 2 3 - - 6
8 3 - - - - 1

1956 (56) 41 | 34 1 - - 76
7 5 - - :\ - 12

1955  (55) 23 1 3 2 -} - 44
1955 —(54) 15[ 10 1 T ~a Sevy 78
1953 (53) 20 20 3 - : - 4:-;
- 2 - - - - 2

1952 (52) 19 | 15 - - - - 34
55T (51) 8 5 o P 13
1950 (50) 3 - - - - - 3
1949 and earlier (49, L8, etc.) 24 7 - 1 - - 32
Not ascertalned (00) - - : : : : :
Total 272170 18 ki < = v
40 | 24 - - - - 64




179 How Satisfactory Was That Tralanlng Program?

Level of Position at Time
of Selectlon

oo‘t

O

~
P
Top policy makers - Natlonal level - 2
and/or national Impact (1) - -
Policy makers - Second level and/or 1 - - - 40
non-nationa) impact (2) - - - - 3
Subordinate management - Line or 4 8 - - 144
staff (3) - - - - 11
Engineers (k) 3 - - - 45
Professional occupations (5) 132 83 8 1 - - 224
13 10 - - - - 23
Sub-professional occupations (6) 4 3 - - - - 1
1 - - - - - 1
Supervisors, inspectors, foremen (7) 1 1 - - - - "2
4 5 - - - - 9
Artisans, craftsmen (8) 1 2 - - - - 3
3 1 - - - - 4
Occupations not elsewhere classified (9) 4 2 - - - - 5
10 3 - - - - 13 -
tnactive (Y) 1 1 - - - - 2
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - - -
Total 272 179 | 18 7 - - 474
40 24 - = i} e - 84~
180 :How*Satvlsf_hctory “Was: That Training Program?
g %
. -,
Age In Years at Time of PN 230
Departure for Training 7,9, € %
LA
> 3
55 years and older (8) 7 11; - - - - 151;,
50 - Sk years (7) 11 3 2 - - - 16
3 4| - - -l - 7
ks ~ 49 years  (6) 29 lg 1 1 - - ?8
40 - bl years (5) 38 18 1 - - - 58
13 5 - - ~- - 18
- rs (b 55 35 4 1 - - 95
35 - 39 years () g 8 4 1 - - 95
- 34 63 40 3 2 - - 108
30 - 34 years (3) 3 JE 2l - - 8
25 - 29 years (2) 56 53 3 3 - - 115
4 3] __< o 7
Under 25 years (1) 15 1} 2 - - - 2?
Not ascertained (0) 1 - - =T - - 1
Total 272 179 16 7 - - 474
ot 40 | 24| - o e 84




181 How Satisfattory Was That Tralning Program?

“Sex

Male (1)

Female (2)

Not ascertained (0) . Y - Y - o :
2721 179 16 - - 474

Total 40|24 [ L f . SN I Y

182 - ‘How Satisfactory Was That Tralnlng Program?

-Total Years of Education at
Time of Selection

17 or nore years (17, 18, 19, etc.) 6 1??
13 = 16 years (13, 14,715, 16) 8 3 - - 183
-1 - -1 - 8

9 - 12 years (09, 10, 11, 12) 1 - - - gg
5 - 8 years (05, 06, 07, 08) 2 - - - - 12
3 I - | - 18

I = & years (01, 02, 03, 0§) 1 - - - - 3
No formal education (XX) - - - - - -
Not ascertained (00) 8 1 1 - - 27
o I - - | = 2

Total 272 179 16 ki - - 474
40 24 - - - - 64




183 How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Marital Status at Time of .-

Selectlon’ . - 9
C e 295
~Married (1) 51
C e e | -89 1 9 4 - 177
Ngt '""':-'-@ (.2)” | e P - - - 13
Not ascertalned ). o , 3 : _ : . : o : : ' 3
Tobt. | : R K & 0 - B U o B 474
o Y BT DN Br YRR B o B 64

184 HoitiSnAtIsfactory Was That Training Program?

;B:elforé You' Left to Go Abroad,
"> How Satisfled Were You With
~Your Training Program?

R 253
Well satisfied (1) 38
8 2 3 1 - 59

Not very well satisfied (2) 3- g - - ]
Didn't know enough, don't know, don't 5 15 7 5 - - 162
remember how satisfied § was (9) 1 10 - . - - 21
Not ascertained (0) - - : - - : -
272 179 16 T - - 474

Total 40 24 - - - - 64




185 How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Did" You Have'the Opportunity :
to Take Part in the:.Planning
~ of Your Program?.

Y"( ” —

o )

Don't know.or don't remsmber. (9) o I e S s s

: Néf 'qséﬁfia]lned (0) . - - - = - b

T a72| 1719) 18 | - 7| =] =]

Total -, | 4of ad o) o] -
188 . How Satisfactory Was That Tralning Program?

 Number of Countrles In
- Which Trailning was Received

One country dnly (1) 8 4 444
_L 6 - 43
Two countrles (2) 8 1 21
13 8 - - 19

Three countries (3) 4 2 1 - - - [
- 1 - - - - 1

Four countries (&) 1 - - - - - 1
1 - - - - - 1

Flve or more countries (5) 1 - - - - - 1
Not ascertained (U) - - - - - - -
Total &1d 178 16 ki - - 474
40 24 - - - 64

b



187 “How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Primary Country.of Tralning”

it sates

. *-:" = - - : :

b o I B S

' R E
Oth;e‘rf :zjio_ - :;‘i'( 1 i :'1‘-’; '_' 1 |

. L3 SRR S ISR IR SR ;
Total -2;1:.; 1;2 1f z :

* Any country, not coded ""Other," In which a large pro§6rtlon '6fkpkavrtl‘cl'pant‘s were
tralneq should be entered in this table,

188 How Satisfactory Was That Tralaing Program?

Total Amount of Time Spenti
In Tralning

Three years or; more (8) 2 .
Two years to Just under 3 year's 7 - = = = ;
One 'year to just under 2 years (6) ;.; ; : : 15;
Six months to just under one year (5) 5(-; 3? é .:. : - 10‘(1;
Four months to Just under 6 months (4) 29 3? g 1 - - a%
Two months to Just under & months (3) gg ‘21% 4 1 - - lgg
One month to just under 2 months (2) 10 6 - - - - 18
Less than one month (1) E 5 : : : : g
Not ascertained (0) é -1- ; : ; ; é
Total 22(2) 127‘? lf_i '-1 - : 46744




189 -How Satisfactory Was That Training Program? -

DId You Attend Any-General = . . \:
OrfentationiSessions-that Took '\
- Hora:Than One Entlre:Day?:

‘Not ascertatned  (0)

Total

190 How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Do You Consider the Time Spent %5 '3"9, :
" in Orientation Valuable?
Va];sable (1) - 270
Prefer time for rest of program (2) : Jﬁ%
Don't know or don't remember (9) : f
: N‘ot applicable (Y) : ; l'i-—;'
Not ascertalned (0) : 2:
Total - T
- 84




101 "How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

When You Arrived In Country
of Training, 'Was Your Program
Arranged in Detail?

Program In complete detail (1)

Program in partial detail (2)

Program not set up at all (3)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

s =i on|y onf s O

[IERTE LR

Not ascertained (0)

Total

!

-
(-]

1=3}1 0

: 432

182 . How Sat!sfactory Was That Tra\nlng Program?

Do You Think He (the Person Who
Discussed Your Program with You)
Gave Enough Attentlon or Cuidance
to You During the Course of the
Program, or Not?

Recelved enough attention (1) 3:2|
24
Did not receive encugh attention (2) 1 1 - 2
3 - - k!
Don't know or don‘t remember (9) . R - _
Not applicable - when he arrived, parti- 26 31 5 83
cipant says he did not meet anyone who

discussed his program with him _(Y) 2 3 = 5

1 - -
Not ascertained (0) !
. 372 179 16 - 474
Total 40 24 - - 64

N



103

" .Tour During:Hls Program< =-.:

Part‘lclpé;v\‘t}fvﬁh't! Ongan"f'Ob’s'eN'a‘;t'leh"' T\

" How Satisfactory Was That Trailnina Proaram?

‘YGS‘K (')\
Mo’ (2)
‘No't‘"ka's'cert"alne‘cyl" (0 - - : :v :
ey 272 179} - 16 - 47
Total 40| 24 - Y B
‘194 H°'}' Satisfactory Was That Training Program?yf
“Participant Had On-the-Job Training
. qulng His Program : R
R 176
Yes (1) 2
299
No (2) 62
Not ascertained (0) : : : : :
Total 272 | 178 16 7 - 474
ota 0| 24| - - - 64

\



185,

How Satisfactory Was That Tralning. Program?

Particlpant Attended a Special
Program Not at a University
During His Program ’

. R I T . L £
Participant Attended a University %’/
Durlns H"P"Ogram O I .
T 247 |
Yes_l (l) .2
Cn e 139 | 81 ] 227
No (2) 1 . :
@ 22 | 13 - R
Not ascertalned ‘(O)Ifj;- - - - -
Total .272 1.79 16 47'4
; 40 | ‘24 - 64
196 How Satlsfactory ‘ivlas That Training Program?

123

Yes - (i) 17
202 130 11 © 850

Ho (2) 2| 19| - 47
Not ascertalned (0) 1 - - 1
. 272 179 16 474

Total 40 24 - 64




197 How-Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Did You Receive a Degree
or Diploma?

Yes; received an academic degree (1) 16 13 - 1 - - 30
No; recelved a certificate or other 60 42 2 1 - 105

non-academic citation (2) 1 4 - - - - 5
No; received nothing (3) 13 8 - 1 - - 22
Don't know or don't remenber (9) - - - - - - -
Not applicable - did not attend a 183 116 14 4 - - J1T

university (Y) 39 20 - - - 59
Not ascertalned (0) - - - - - -
Total 72 | 170 1¢ 7 = o A

ot a0 | 24| - - - -| “ea
188 ‘How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

How Was the Length of Your
Program?

23] -
Too long (1) 8 9 - - - - 17
180 | 103 8 4 - - 285]
About right (2) ‘ 28 | 1o - - - - 38
) 81 68 4 2 - - 155
Too short (3} 4 5 - - - - 8
1| - - - - - 1
Don't know or don't remember (9) ‘
Not ascertained (0) ‘ , : ‘ : o - , - - : '
- 372 ] 119 16 B - - 474
Total - s

e ; . 40 | 24 - - - -1 6841 \\\\\



199

How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

%o%,, %
Did Your Training Require You to LA “:,/a ‘&,
Do or See Too Many Different Things? ° 3\ %
. : ) Q{.A o\ ©
Too many things (1) 49 38 4 3 L}
5 3 - - - - 8
Would have |iked more (2) 40 41 6 2 - - 89
I s T
All right as it was (3 183 99 5 2 - -

9 3) 21 15 - - - - 36
Don't knaw or don't remember 9y - 1 1 - - %
Not ascertalined (0) - 1 - - - - 1
AR

?00 How Satisfactory Was That Tralining Program?

How D1d You Find the Leval
of Your,Prpgram? L

“Too simple a level (1) 3 6 - - - . 7;
2 T . -
About right (2) ;; 1:1’?; 3 .4. - - 3:;
8 5 - - - - 13
Too advanced (3) 2 1 3
A 1 - - - - -
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - -
- - - - 2
Not ascertained (0) 1, - . - - - -
212 179 16 1 - - 474
Total 40 24 - - - - 64

N



201 How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

Did You Follow Your Program -
as It Was Orlginally Planned?

Follbwed program as originally
planned (1)

Important changes made (2)

- 1 1 - - - 2

Don't know or don't remember (9) 1 - L . 1

Not ascertalned (0) : : - - - - ‘-

v ] e gl e[ v |- -] 4

»Tot,l o b a0 24 - - e =) 04
202 How 'Satisfactory Was That Training Program?.

Do You Think that the
Program Left You Time for
Your Personal Interests?

Too much time [E)) 5 2 1 - - 1%
Enough time (2) 161 101 9 4 - - 275
29 18 - - - - 47

Too little time (3) 105 73 5 2 - - 185
5 : - -1 - 14

Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) 2 - - - - - 2
Tota! 272 179 16 1 - - 474
. 40 24 - - - - 64

N



203

Were Yuu Entertained In'
Private Homes?.

How Satlsfactory Was That Training Program?

" Were There Enough Social
Activities Arranged for You?

407
Yes (1) 56
66,
No (2) g
LA T 1 - - 1’
Don't know or don}'y;*rr'emenb_qr,“‘(_g)r o . - - i
Not a;cg(iﬁ_.lﬁé‘& 7;" (0)' - - - o
R 272|178 16 474
Total 40 24 - - 64
. 204 How S‘atlsfactory Was That Training Program? .

Too many activities (1)

. 218 126 13 363
About enough activities (2) 25 14 - 39
49 48 2 100
Not enough activities (3) 14 9 - 23
' 1 - - 1
Not ascertained (0) - 1 - 1
272 179 18 474
Total 40 | 24 - 64 |




205 Haﬂ"SatAls'factor‘yﬁ\!as That Training Program?

At the End of Your Training’
Program, Did You Attend a -
Seminar in Comiml_catlons?

Yes (1)
No. (2)
: — < - 1= |- )
Don‘t know or don't remember ' (9) - - - - - 1
. @ - v .-
Not ascertalined (0) e : : 1 - : . |- - EEE N I -
| ara:| 119 | 16 |7 |- f e | AT,
Total . a0 | 24| - = = o84
206 How vSat{lsfactorky Was That Tralning Program

If You Had Any Difficulty At
All With Your English During
Your Program, What Was It?

No difficulty at all (1) 2 i
Difficulty in belng understood (2) 2 T
Difficulty In understanding others (3) 38 29 5 1 - - 7(11
- 1 - - - -
Both (4) 31 40 2 2 - - ki
1 1 - | - - - 2
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - - - - -
- - vo- - - -
Not applicable - program did not require . -
knowledge of English, or don't know 95 53 5 2 155
or don't remember whether program 38 21 - - - - 50
required English (Y¥) .
Not ascertained (0) - 1 - - - - 1
Total 272 179.] 16 1 - - 474
40 24 - - - - 84




2'07‘ How Satisfactory Was That Tralning Program?

Suppose You Had Not Gone
on This Tralning Program,
What Kind of Job do You
Think You would Now Have?

About the same (1) N
* Better (2) 1 : - f
I 85 41 3 129
Not as good (3) 6 9 - g
- 22 17 1 42
Don't know (9) 1 2 . g :
. 1
Not applicable - not employed at 1_1_ ? i : '
time of interview (Y) .
- - 1
Not ascertained (0) - - - ‘-
273 179 16 474"
Total . 40l 24 - .84}
208 "Haw Satlsfactory Was That Training Program?
:
tiow Important Was Your »
Program? o,
o,
Most important thing (1) I Z = 422
Waste of time (2) T T = 7
In between (3) 14 4 - 172
- - - 20
Don't know or don't remember (9) - - - -
Mot ascertained (0) - - - -
Total 16 1 - 474
- - - 64

N\



200

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:

“Utilization Score o

7 PARTICIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE
How Satlsfactory Was That Tralning Program?

81 or higher (1) 1 o 5

o e L 22 20 2 46

20 ":90_ : ‘;(2)',- SR 4 - - 4

. S T 1 4 1 ‘8

‘19 or lower (3). " - ‘. - T a

No total's;:lbr'e (Y) 52 52 ' z 12:

-' 187 | 122 ] 13 308

Total i g 3 - ‘11
210 PART | CIPANT QUEST | ONNAIRE

TECHNICIAN QUEST IONNAIRE:
Utilization Score

How Satisfactory Was That Training Program?

75 or higher (1)
21 13 .36 ..
18 - 74 (2) 3 . 3
17 or lower (3) '1' 1 1 | f
_ I 23| 131 3 -
o ' , ST
total score (v) SRS 11 5 - 18
Total s s i »
14 6 - 20




211 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Compare This Participant With Others:
With Respect To His Ablllty To Do
His Job Without Qutside Help,

TECﬁNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE - k
Rating: Pre-Departure
Preparation

Satisfactory (). 2] 14 29 28 3
1 1 4 3 1
Unsatisfactory (2) - 6 8| 5 4
Can't rate (9) 21 12 16| 271 3 - 80
2 2 3] - 3 - 10].
Not ascertalined (0) ] - 1 - - - - 1
Total 4 33 o o0} 1U - 10U
° 3 3 71 3} 4 -1 20
212 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE

Compare This Participant With Others:
With Respect to His Abllity To Do
His Job Without Outside Help

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:
Rating: Type of Program

Satisfactory (1)

Unsatl‘sfactory (2)

Can't rate (9)

Not ascertained (0)

60 53 33

o

Total 10 - 160

%\



213 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Compare This Participant With Others:
With Respect to His Ability To Do
His Job Without Outside Help

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:
Rating: Level of Program

Satisfactory (1)

Unsatlsfact‘ory (2) R e

Can't rate (9) 5

Not ascertained . (0) ' - .

Total

214 " YECHNIC IAN QUESTIONNAIRE
Compare This Participant With Others.
With Respect To His Ability To Do
His Job Without Outside Help

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:
Rating: Length (of Program) - .-

Satisfactory (1)

Unsatisfactory (2)

Can't rate (9) - 3 - - 3 - 6
Not ascertained (0) . - - - - - -

' AU 60 53 33 4 10 - 160
Total N £ 3 7 3 3 4 - 20




215 TECHNIC IAN QUEST IONNAIRE
Compare This Participant With Others:
With Respect To His Abl)ity To Do
His Job Without Outside Help

TECHNIC 1AN QUESTIONNAIRE: "\
Rating: Country/Countries
of Training :

satisfactory (1)

Unsatisfactory (2). _b’;f>;,;,2{ “‘ 2 N B - - - - Se

Py - - - 9

tan't rate (9) ‘g- 3 ! - - - -

Not ascertained (0) - - - - - - -

< 60 53 38" 4 10 - .- 160

Total 3 7 g 3 4 E 20
216 .’ TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE

Compare This Participant With Others:
With Respect To His Ability To Do
His Job Without Qutside Help

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:

Rating: Appropriate
Materials, Techniques Used
In Training’ Program

2
1279

31 4 8 - 140

Satisfactory (1) 2 1 2 - 15
1 - - 2 - 3

Unsatisfactory (2) - - 1 - - 3
- - - 7

Can't rate (9) o 8 2 2 12
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - - -
Total 60 53 33 4 10 - 160
ota 3 7 3 3 4 - 20

5



217

Level Of Position At
Time Of Selectlion

Leve! of Position At Time Of Interview

Top policy makers, execs., & il -] - - 1 - -1 -1~ - | - 2
administrators (1) = =] =1 -1 = - -l -1 il Ml -
Policy makers, exec., & administrators - 2 35 1} =] < -1 =1 -1- - - 4g
second level (2) =l 3y =] =] - ]l -} - 1= -1 =
Subordinate management, program - 17105 | 3] 13 - -1 -1- 61 - [144
& administrative (3) = 1[10,; =} =~ -l =-1- -1 - 11
Engineers  (4) BN
Profess jonal occupations (5} - ’{ 5.1.. f lg; .1‘ 1 =1 ? R 4421;
Sub-professional occupations (6} - =1 2] -] 1 ‘: -] = | = -1 = '17
Supervisors, Inspectors, foremen (7) - <] -] - - 1 1| = | - - | = 2
~ 4 ol gt -t -lebt-l-1al-19
Artisans, craftsmen (8) - =] =] -] 1 - -1 2 [ - -1 - 3
2% Y Y S B S S I 'S
Occupations not elsewhere classifled -l - 1 1| 2 - -] =1~ 1 - -5
1 o Y N -4 R Rl S I T B P IS
Trative (V) N REEEEEEEEE
Not ascertained (0) o = =] -] = -1 =1 = |- I -
Total 3 63]177] 28|179 8 2 2 - 14 - [474
o - 12] -] 23 1 6 3|11 1 - 64
218 | Number of People Supervised At Time Of Selection
Number Of People N A\ %2
Supervised On First o) ‘:‘J‘ 6-\/ "0‘ ‘"o‘ 2 \ 2.
Job After Return © £ TR 76
QORC R
1000 or more (8) 2 - Y =1 1 - 51
500 - 999 (7) -1 - T o[- = =
200 - 499 (6) z] - if -] - 1 - - - 4
50 - 193 (5) 111 -l 21 1 - - - ]
20 - 49 (W) 3 1 1} 3] 2 1 - - -] 11
6-19 (3) 10 3 8] 41 2 1 1 - 1] 30
-5 (2) 4 3 3 - - - - 1 - 11
None (1) 27 3 5 4 3 2 - 1 1 46
Don't know or don't remember (9) -1 - -] =] - - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) 1| 1 1] -1 - - - - - 3
Not applicable (Y) 81| 45 80| 46 | 46 21 6 17 16 | 358
22|10 12 8 8 1 1 - 2 84
Total 131t 57 100| 58 } 55 27 8 19 18 | 474
22| 10 12 8 8 1 1 - 2 64




219 "Number Of People Supervised At Time Of Selection

Number Of People Supervlsed f N
On Present Position R

()
[+ d
T000 or more (8] i = i - 1 21 1 3 1 1(1)
500 - 999 (7) 2 1 1 3 2 -1 - 1 - g
200 - 499 (6) - - 2 4 7 21 - 1 1 17
50 - 199 (5) 8 ] 4 5 7 8 2| - - 1] 35
20 « k9 (W) 13 [ 7 6 8 2] 2 - 1 43
6-19 (3) 15 g | 14 5 3 2] 1 - 3 62
2 1 2 - - -] = - 1 6
1-5 (2) 13 ? 4 4 2 2|1 - 1 3
None (1) 31 |11 19 6 5 4] - 5 3 84
- 311 1 1 1 -] - - - 1
Don't know or don't remember - (9) - - - - - -1 - - - -
No%: ascertalned (0) - - - - 1 1| - - - 2
Not applicable (Y) 48 |23 T 47| 24 | 18] 10] 3 ) 71 18
13 6 9 7 6 -l 1 - 1 4
Total 131 | 57 [100 | 59 55] 27| 8 | 19| 18 47j
22 J10 | 12 8 8 1] 1 - 2 6
220 ‘Sex

Level of .Position at Time of Interview

Top pollcy makers, executives, etc. (1) 3 -] - 3
Pollcy makers, executives and administrators - second level (2) Bg 3 - 6?{
Subordinate management, program and administrative officials (3) 1?_2 23 - l'llg
Engineers (&) 26 2 - 28
Professional occupations (5) 136 | 43| - [179
) 23| - | - |23
Sub-professional occupations (6) 5 1 6
1 - 1

Supervisors, Inspectors, foremen (7) a - - g
Artisans, craftsmen (8) g -1 - %
Occupations not elsewhere classiflied (9) - -] - -
- 10 1 - 11

Inactive (Y) 10 4 - 14
1 - - 1

Not ascertained (0) - - - -
Total B -




221

. Attendance at a. Special ‘School,
Prior to Training :

;. Attendance at a University
“ Prior to -ICA Tralning

" httended a special school (1)

Did not attend a special school (2)} .

"Not ascertained (0).

. 369 474
Total 43 21 64
‘ZZ”Z . <

el ‘Total_ Amount ‘of Time Spent in Training
AN
I
4:,(
NN
) &
Level Of Position At
Time Of Selection
Top policy makers, executives, etc. (1) - - 1 1 - -1 - - - 2
Policy makers, executives and adminis- - 2 31 2 4 - - - 1 40
trators - second level (2) - 1 2| - - - | - - - 3
Subordinate management, program and 2 7 41 17 38 39 | - - - | 144
administrative officials (3) = 1 9| 1 - =] - - =1 1]
Engineers (4) - 9| 5 [ 11 ] 18] 1 1 -] 45
Professional occupations (5) - 5 43 ] 34 51 89 1 1 - {224
1 = 21 - 1 - - - - 23
Sub-professional occupations (6) . - 2l 2 1 11 - - 1 7
- - 1 - - -1 - - - 1
Supervisors, inspectors, foremen (7) - - - 1 1 - - - - 2
- - 9] - - -1 - - - 9
Artisans, craftsmen (8) - - 1] - - 2. - - - 3
- - 4| - - - ! - - - 4
Occupations not elsewhere classified (9) - 2 -1 - 2 1| - - - 5
- -1 13] - - -] = - - 13
inactive (Y) - - I 1 1| - - - 2
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - - | - - - -
Total 2 16 | 128] 62 [109 [ 151 2 2 2 474
1 2 59 1 1 -] - - - | 64




223 Place Where Orientation Sesslons Were Held

Do You Consi-

der The Time
Spent in These
Orientation
Sessions To Be
Valuable?
Valuable (1)
6 40
Prefer time for rest 14 29
ram_(2) 1 2
Don't know or don't 1 - -] - -- - - - -] - 1
remember d - - - bl hd = ol S =
Not ascertained (0) 1 -] -1 1 -] - - - -] - 2
Not applicable (Y) -l -] -] - -- - 3 -1 - 5
Total 1871 16 1 2 12| 62 4 5 18§ - 307
1 -1 6f -1 1271 - - 2l - | 42
4 ‘Do You Conslder The Time
Spent In These Orienratlon
Sesslons Valuable?
P
. . . 9
Total: Years: of Educat! O

At Time of Selection

k 17 or more years (17, 18,19, 20, etc.) 2 63185
. - 51 11
13 -~ 16 years (13, 14, 15, 16) 1 661182

1 2] 8

9 - 12 years (09, 10, 11, 12) 3 28| 68
15 - 7] 22

5 - 8 years (05, 06, 07, 08) 7 1 -1 -1 4] 12
9 1 -] 8] 18

1 - 4 years (01, 02, 03, 04) 3 - - | -] -
- - - - 3

No formal education (XX) 1 - - -] -} -
Not ascertained (00) lg 2 - -111 2?
Total 270 Zg 1 21721474
40 - -]22] 64




Have You Used Any Of The Materlals Or
226 Ideas From The Seminar In Your Work?

Who Ran The Cmunlcaflons's_emlnil"'l_

Michigan State University (1) _ . ﬁ - - 19
Department of Agriculture (2) 5 - - 1%
St. John's College (3) o E - - 2
Other (Sponsors not listed above) (8) u”‘ ,{;f;;4>’; . 43 q - - 5&
Don't know or don't remember (3) E 1 1 - Z
Not ascertalned (0) R 1 - - - 1
Not applicable (Y) - - - 323__ 384
Total ! Gg 29 1 383 4&1

226 'DId You Receive Any English Language
- Instractlon in Preparatlon For
Your Program?

If You Had Any Difflculty
With Your English During
Your Program, What Was It?

No difficulty at all (1)

Difflculty In being understood (2)

Difficulty in understanding
hers
Both (&)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Not applicable - program did not

require English (Y
Total




227 Was the‘ First Job You Had After You Returned
From the Training Program the Same as the
Job You Had Before You Left?

What Was: the First Step " -~
ln‘rThat‘Tralnlng Progt{am?f

'Nede application (1)

Salucted or invited by others (2)

45
Don't know or don't remember (9) , . 3 -1 - - - 3
W - -1 - - - -
Not ascertained (0) ‘ - -1 - - - [
Total | 87| 18] - - 1 | 474-]
84 =1 - - - 84
228 “'is Your Present Position The Same As .

~“The One You Had When You First Returned?

Was The First Job You Had After '
. You Returned From The Training Program
The game As The Job You Had Before You
Left

Same (1)
Different (2)

" Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Not applicable (Y)

Total : 76| 285 -] 1
— .42 21 -

|10
-
k<




229 Suppose You Had Not Gone on This Tralning
What Kind of Job Do You Think

Program.

You Would Now Have?

" 'Who Selected You?

'kququlsor (il) 5 1?8
" Other-(12 through 21) 9 | 327
. 1 52
Don't know or don't ramember 20 - 9 8 - 1 38
3 -1 1 - - 4
‘Not ascertained (00) 2 - 1 - - - 3
" Not applicabie (YY) 3 - - - - - 3
Total 290 11 [186 | 44 | 1| 16 | 498
=1 9 3 - 1.1 66
230 PART1C1PANT QUESTIONNAIRE: Your Supervisor on Your Current Job - .
L Does He Help You in Utilizing That Training?
TECHRICIAN
QUESTIONNAIRE:
Utilization of
Training by:
Supervisor
Satisfied (1)
Dissatisfied (2) 1 - 9 4 3 - 1 - 18
Can't rate (9) 8 2 s - 7 - - 2 22
Not ascertained (0) 3 - - - - - - - "3
Total 42 [ 10 ‘83 24 47 - 1 3 160

W



231 Since Your Return, Have You Had Any
Contact With USOM?

Curroht Res{dence avt Time

of Interview . . L

‘Capital city area (1)
~ Provincial clty area (2)
Rural place, village, town (3)‘ 20 ml - - 87
Not ascertained (0) ) : ; - - g
Total . zgé 2§§ ; ; 4'&%
232 "PARTICIPANT quz_snouumb

Do You Have Frequent Contact
With HIm‘-(USOH Technlician)?

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE
How Much Contact With
Participant Since His
Return? )

Regularly (5)

Frequently (&)

Occasionally (3)

b fas af) 8 jba
-
| aja=dit 2|t @I
[
|kl R jsam
(=)
oy

Once or twice (2) - - - 2 3;
Never met (1) - - - - 2
Only Social (6) ; - - - _ - -
Don't know or don't remember (9) . - < - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - - - - - 1 1
Total I 1 Y N AR Y

2 1 1 - - 16 20




299 How " Important Was Your Program?

Suppose You Had Not Gone

On This Training Program,
What Kind of Job Do You Think
You Would Now Have?

About the same (1)
Better (2)
Not as good (3) wg - 28] -1} - 1zg
Don't know (9) 21] -| 18] -1 -] 42
1) - 2] -1 - 3
Not applicable - not employed at time 1" - 3] - - 14
ryiew (Y) | -1- 1
Not ascertained (0) 1 - -1 - 1
Total 298 4] 172) - - |.474
44 - 20 - 84
234 SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:

Did You Help In Planning (P.rtlclpnnt‘l)
Training Program?

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:
Did You Recommend That
(Participant) Be Sent On a
Training Program?

Yes (1) '11

No (2) 2 22 - - -1 24
- 2 - - - 2

Don't know or don't remember (9) - 1 - - - 1

Not ascertained (0) - - - - - -

Not applicable (Y) 5| 48 - 1 | 187 22;

Total 34 ] 103 1 1 ] 167 | 306
1 8 - - 11




235 SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: Has Any of The
information (Participant) Acquired on
His Program Been Conveyed to Others?

PART | CIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE: Have You
Been Able to Convey Any of What You
Learned in the Program to Other
People?

Yes (1)

No (2 B

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Total L 728 [ 70 - |06

236 SUPERVISOR QUEST IONNAIRE:
As A Qualification For His Present
Job, How Important Was (Partici-
pant's) Training Program?

PART IC IPANT QUESTIONNAIRE:
Suppose You Had Not Gone On
This Training Program,
What Kind Of Job Do You

Think You Would Have Now?

About the same (1)

Better (2)

Not as good (3)

Don't know (9)

Not applicable - not employed at time of
interview (Y :

Not ascertained (0)

Total = 7 74 1133} @3 | 27 2 306




287

TECHICIAN QUESTIONNATRE
Have Any OF Thase
Factors Interfered

Vith Your Sealng
Participants As Much

As Would B¢ Deslrable?

TECHMICIAN QUESTIONNAINL
Now Much Contact With Participant Since Kis Retura?

Attitude of supervisor, employer

(Cod. 24)

Cheched (1)

Moy cheched {0)

Uy
N
(%

B4 s

Politicel prodleay (Col. 25)
Choched {1)

heghe
Language luri" Tcol. 287

W4

Chegied (1)

Vork toad, nusber of participants 4] 6] 1 1 1
(oot 20 ecteg (1) 71 501 - 13
31149{28]| 37 -
T : Il:\ thulh:d (Q% = - 2] 2 3 1
seatlon of participint ] 14[12] 73| 1 1
Cheghed (1) 1] - - 5
Mot cheched (0) ‘ 4a 2§ 3} Lﬁ
Participant's tack of initlative £ 31 - 1 -
(¢ot. 22) - 1l - - 1
Checheg {1) 335712 3

Moy gheched (0} " g g ?i 13
Participant hes no Lime (Cal, 23} - - 1 -
Chached (1) j- 5 ‘- j- L)
Not_gheched (0} 3 g % 28

1

1

4

Not_checked {0}

Uy
[y |
(7

N

o
w3 Oomtt

Participant s personality (Cot. 27)

U
T Nt IS I ST (N FE R Ry T
N
=008 L0 1S 1Dt

Mot cheched  (0)

Cheched (1) 3 v " .

" FIRCT e R I I Y

Uther  (Col. zli‘! 1 1 el «] = }
Comment_in ‘Other* ypage (1) sfml_=

ra: ZB138 = = | 13

.____mnu:ufagu%_iﬂ =] =119

i i fared (Col. - - -

Nothing ::c:;i:;.(ll ot. 29, 4 3 21 3 = oy E
YA rA 5 | =]

TOTAL

238

PART I CIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE:
Suppose You Had Not Gone On This Training
Program, What Kind of Job Do You Think

You Would Now Have?

lhlv-tl—-lh-lkjll\lllNllll’\llll\.l shregraliegr aleede 0o poft o

ot
B 4
nd
wa
wea

13
147
31
129

154

159

159
159
157

159
26
134
102
58
160

TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: Contrlbution
of Training to Participant's Job
Performance

(-4

About the same (I) 51 [20 7 1 88
8 |9 1 - 19

Better (2) 1| - - - 2
Not as good (3) 31 |14 - - 11; - 5}
Don't know (9) 9 |6 - - 1 -] 18
Not applicable - not employed at time of 119- - - 2 - 3
interview (Y) - |- - - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - 1- - - - - -
T | 93 |40 ] 1 16 1 [160
ota 8|9 1 - 2 - 20

S



239 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: Contributlon
v of .Tralning to Participant's Job
Performance .

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE:
As a Qualification for His
Present Job, How !mportant
Was (Participant's) Training
Program?

Essential (1) 4 } 22,
Very important (2) 1; - 3%
Helpful but not very Important (3) ; ; 22
Not useful (&) 2 f : - 2
Better off without it (5) : : : - -
Don't know or don't remember (9) : ; ; ; 5
Not ascertained (0) : : : - ;
Total 69 23 5 [} 103

1 2 1 1 5




235 Have .You Used Any OF The Materlals Or

-7|deas .From The Seminar In Your Work?

Who Ran The Communlcatlons Seminar?

Michigan State Unlversity (1) f - - 1§
Department of Agriculture (2) 5 - - 1?
St. John's College (3) ‘ g - - g
Other (Sponsors not listed above) (8) . 43 ? - - 53
Oon't know or don't remember (9) E 1 1 - z
Not ascertained (0) 1 - - - 1
Not applicable (Y) - - - [sea |3
Total eg 2(1) 1 3 4 4&
226 Did You Recelve Any English Language

I f You Had Any Difficulty
With Your English During
Your' Program, What Was 1t?

Instruction In Preparation For
Your Program?

Wo difficaity at a1 (1)

Difficulty In belng understood (2)

Difficulty in understanding
——others (3)

Both (&)

Don't know or don't remember (9)

Not ascertained (0)

Not applicable - program did not
v

require English (

Total

N



227 Was the First Job You Had After You Returned
From the Training Program the Same as the
Job You Had Before You Left?

What Was the First Step . -
In That Training Program?

Made application (1) -
Sa'lected or invited by others (2) ?2; 81 1 Sgg
Donit know or don't remember (9) ' 3 - - 3
UN - - - -
Not ascertained (0) - e z z
Total 367 116 1 474
64 - - 64
228 : Is Your Present Position The Same As
The One You Had When You First Returned?
Was The First Job You Had After
‘You 'Returned From The Training Program
The Same As The Job You Had Before You
Left?
Same (1) 142 | 205 10| 367
42 21 1] 64
Different (2) . 33 80 3} 118
Don't know or don't remember (%) : : : :
Not ascertained (0) - - - -
Not applicable (Y) s . 1
Total 115 | 288 14| 474
.42 21 1] 64
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287

TECHNICEAN QUESTIONNAIRL
Have Any OF These
Factors interfered

With Tour Seeing
Participants As Much

As Vould Be Desiradle?

TECMIICIAN QUESTIONMAIRL

'b- Much Contact With Participant Since His Aetural

uzc‘:llo“ nusber of participants <~ 4] 6T 1 1 -] = 1l 13

Cheched (1) =1 5] 1] -] -] =113
2131]49{28] 37| -] - -{ 147

- ot ‘M“lg‘d o). = - =] 2] 2 3 -] = 1

oi;:l?ﬂl?) participant’s | - 14 12 3 1 - - l 31
Shaghod (1) -1 4] 1] - - =] = 5

r-'_lu—m'_":ﬁiﬂTunul Tatt 5 21k Zg 31 21—=]-18 129

orz‘:'?&;;,; sck of Inltiative : : :15 : 1T <« = I 6
Shaghed (1) AR T IR T AL 3' ol B 1
%91 cheghed (0) - ; g g g i - 13 54

Farticipant has no Lime (Col. 13 = =1=-1T- T = = = 1
Cheched (1) - - - - - - - -

baghes (0 HEIRIG IR (NI
Attitude of supervitor, employer ] «] = = 1} «| - - 1
{cot, 24)
Cheched (1) =l =l =] = 1 =] = -

Mot cheched (0} E 3? 5; Z? 32 = = 7A 159
Political peoblem (Cot. 25) -1 =1 -1~ I =T =~ - 1
Cheched (1) - - - - - - - P

chectes 21353 [ 311 =T -1 ,8]%59

T N ) T2 =TI =T =T 3
Cheched (1) el =] =1 - =] =] = <
op_chected (0) 21312 0e3 | 1L o] o[ H4]187

Participant’s personality (Col. 27) wl @ ) = -] = - 1
Checked (1) vA a2l »

e thasted (0) cP3P3 04| M ] -] ,4[159

Other (Col. 4 ZITPTI 1| 2T =f = )| 26
Sommeny In ‘Other" ypace {1} -i 2t - d- 3§ =] = 134
1Qther't spa 2 - - =,

Mothing |l||lf'lr|: é;_.“_’;l,‘_!m 1 3012 sq ) - 1-9- 102
Checked (1) - - =] w 7
R NI HEE -?
TOTAL £ ¥ oo 1

PART§CIPANT QUESTIONNAIRE:
Suppose You Had Not Gone On This Trulnlng

Program,

What Kind of Job Do You Thlnk

You Would Now Have?

- TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE:

Contribution

of Training to Participant's Job
Performance

About the same (1) 61 [20 7
8 19 1
Better (2) 1] - ~
Not as good (3) 31 {14 - - ? - 5}
Don't know (9) 9 (6 - - 1 - 1186
Not applicable -~ not employed at time of 1]~ - - 2 - 3|
interview (Y) - |- - ~ - - -
Not ascertained (0) - |- - - - - -
Total 93 140 [] 1] 16 T 1180
8|9 1 - 2 -~ | 20




239 TECHNICIAN QUESTIONNAIRE: Contribution
of Training to Participant's Job
Performance

SUPERVISOR QUESTIONNAIRE: . X4 )
* As a Qualification for His 20\ @/
Present Job, How Important : : -
. Was (Participant's) Tralning
Program?
Essential (1) 23 4 1 - 29 .
N - - 1 - 1
Very important (2) : 24 10 - - 38
. 1 0 - - 2
Helpful but not very important (3) 18 7 3 - 29
\ : - 2 - - 2
Not useful (4) ) - - - . - - 2
Better of f without it (5) - - - - - - -
Don't know or don't remember (9) © 2 2 1 - - - 5
Not ascertained (0) . - - - - - - -
Total 69 23 5 . - 6 - 103
| 2 1 .- 1 -




