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ABSTRACT

A FACTORIAL STUDY OF INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATION

AND PROFESSIONAL CONSEQUENCES REPORTED BY

FULBRIGHT AND SMITH-MUNDT GRANTEES,

1947-1957

by Jeanne E. Gullahorn

This analysis of survey data from over 5,300

Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees provides evidence con-

cerning the impact of overseas experiences on grantees'

roles as professionals and as cross-cultural communicators,

and also presents comparisons of different methods of

dimensionalizing the data and of assessing relations be-

tween background information and dependent dimensions.

Grantees selecting roles as Lecturers and Teachers

generally reported more extensive interaction and communi-

cation both abroad and after their return than did faculty

Research Scholars and graduate Students. Within the

different groups. grantees in natural sciences or humanities

reported less interaction than those in social science

and professional social ‘service. Furthermore, grantees

from small towns reported more enduring relationships

With individuals abroad; Whereas those from metropolitan

areas lasted more post-return public appearances concerning

their sojourn experiences.
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Jeanne E. Gullahorn.

While older. more established faculty members

enumerated more communication opportunities and maintained

nwre contacts with foreign colleagues. the younger less

“mlleknown academicians from institutions outside of high

prestige areas reported the greatest professional capital

accruing from their awards. Moreover, the relative

prestige of overseas experience varied with grantees'

field of work--the sojourns were viewed as beneficial to

those in humanities and arts. but as less relevant to

natural scientists. While Students' evaluations of pro—

fessional development were related to their reports of

scholarly achievements, among faculty members these aspectxs

of professional consequences were virtually unrelated—-

for them. professional productivity seemed to be a relatiAnely

routine aspect of role performance rather than an indicator-

of role fulfillment.

While appraisals concerning professional develop-

ment and prestige were closely related to faculty members'

and Teachers' assessments of personal development and over-

all satisfaction with their award experiences, for Students

these were alternative outcomes of study abroad. Among

Studentsé those reporting extensive interaction overseas

and greater satisfaction with their sojourns tended to be

less Settled in adult roles and less committed to academic

goals than were Students who indicated their professional

Careers had been furthered by their work abroad.
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Jeanne E. Gullahorn

The patternings of questionnaire items concerning

grantees' international communication experiences, the pro-

fessional consequences of their awards, and their personal

satisfaction with their sojourns were summarized in terms

of Guttman scales. rotated factors, and Tryon clusters. In

general, the three methods showed remarkable agreement in

identifying dependent dimensions. Reconciling divergences

between the Guttman and factoring approaches provided

additional insight into the organization of items defining

the dimensions. Instances of a lack of numerical invariance

made the Tryon clustering less satisfactory than the principal

components factor analysis: however. as a group of integrated

programmed procedures. the Tryon system appeared superior

to current factor analysis computer programs.

‘Assessments of relationships between grantees'

background characteristics and outcomes of their award

experiences included analyses of correlations between

factor scores from separate factorings of background and

dependent variables; cluster analyses of the two subsets

of variables together as though they formed a single

battery; a series of within- and across-group clusterings

of dimensions from previous analyses of subsets of variables;

and analyses of the canonical correlations between back—

ground data and dependent dimensions.

Of these methods. the cluster analysis of dimensions

contributed the most information concerning relationships



Jeanne E. Gullahorn

among variables within and across the different groups of

grantees. In examining associations between individual

characteristics and dependent dimensions, multiple regression

analyses and cluster analyses assessing the relative loadings

of background items on independently-defined outcome dimensions

were most useful.

Incorporating a methodological comparison in an

exploration of substantive relationships assisted in inter—

preting empirical findings by producing different organizations

of the data; furthermore, consistencies in the analytic

replications provided greater confidence in conclusions

concerning the structuring of relationships among variables.
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CHAPTER I

THE FOCUS AND METHODOLOGY OF THE INVESTIGATION

In the history of education large-scale travel abroad

in pursuit of learning dates back to the development of

universities in the twelfth century (Metraux, 1952).

Organized programs of international educational exchange

designed to advance intergovernmental objectives, however,

appear to be a social novelty. Since WOrld War II there

has been a vast expansion in such programs and in the

number of participants involved. In 1960 one publication

listed over 75,000 fellowships sponsored by government

agencies, private foundations. and educational institutions

available for study throughout the world (Study Abroad).

Excluding students in the Iron Curtain countries, for

whom reliable data are not available, about one—fourth

of the remaining individuals who study outside their

home countries come to the United States. As early as

1950 almost 30,000 foreign students annually attended

institutions of higher education in the United States, and

today the number has risen to approximately 60,000. As

to the migration of Americans, in 1962 official records

showed about 19,000 Americans enrolled as students

overseas (Open Doors. 1962).
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While the students account for most of the personnel

involved in educational exchange, the numbers of teachers

and college professors participating in cross-cultural

exchange are not trivial. One informed estimate is that

under current programs over 5,000 senior scholars enter

the United States and approximately 3,000 American senior

scholars venture abroad (Open Doors, 1962). These figures

do not include the yearly average of 7,000 foreign physicians

in American hospitals and certain other technical personnel.

Furthermore, the data do not include individuals carrying

out research or other educational activities on their own

funds, nor those whose stay in an alien culture is for a

period of less than six months.

American institutions sponsoring educational exchanges

cite as their objectives the promotion of "international

understanding": the development of friends and supporters

for the United States: assistance in economic, social,

or political development of other countries: and educational

development of outstanding individuals (The Goals of
 

Student Exchange, 1955).1 Partly as a reflection of these

goals and partly as a consequence of current interest among

social scientists in the influence process, much of the

 

1It is interesting to note that the goals of

individuals participating in educational exchange do not

appear to parallel those of the sponsoring agencies.

For example, interview and questionnaire data indicate that

educational and personal development are most salient among

the reasons for venturing abroad cited by American students

in France (Gullahorn and Gullahorn, 1956 and 1958a).



4.

0]) f i

“:1 '0‘

.

1
"in:
f..(l' O

o

1.440 I.

(0" (

C

,1... . o...

01:01.. _

n). )1.

fr.(..«.

1 I)...

n Eur...

'«I.)l.

[‘5'!“

 

1n11.

. rott.L

II)1’J

I

'I~I(D (

Q

1 a .

my.) . ._
Karl I,

:3,

_ 1.,rain 1



evaluational research in cross-cultural education has

focused--ethnocentrically--on whether foreign sojourners

do in fact develop more positive attitudes toward Americans

and the United States in general as a consequence of their

experiences here.

Aside from the practical interest in attempting to

give operational clarification to and an assessment of the

achievement of the goals of sponsoring agencies, social

scientists have been interested in the foreign scholar as

a natural object for investigations of international com-

munication, stereotype persistence and modification,

personality concomitants of the acculturation process, and

intergroup interaction. Situations of cross-cultural

contact offer unique opportunities to test the generality

and limitations of hypotheses developed in one cultural

context: furthermore, the research may contribute to the

discovery of hitherto unanticipated interactions among

variables (cf. Jacobson, et al., 1960). In the field of

intergroup relations, for example, most generalizations

have been developed from studies in one cultural setting

where a common language and an overall reference framework

of commonly acknowledged values and norms may be taken for

granted. Such assumed "constants" become variables whose

relative influence must be assessed when one shifts to

contact situations involving nationals from different

cultures. Thus, in the final study of the series sponsored

by the Social Science Research Council, attention focused





not only on the association between variables relating to

interaction between foreign students and Americans and to

the students' subsequent attitudes concerning the United

States, but also on the impact of the students' language

‘proficiency and other background characteristics on the

variables investigated (Selltiz, et al., 1963).

Focus of the Present Investigation

Similar variables concerning social interaction and

affective evaluations are involved in the present research

'which also explores background influences on these variables.

Instead of gathering data from foreign sojourners in the

United States, however, this investigation extends the

range of knowledge regarding educational contacts across

cultures by eliciting information from Americans who

sojourned in all areas of the world under sponsorship of

the International Educational Exchange Service of the

United States Department of State. A full description

of the study appears in Appendix I. The present report

concentrates on the questionnaire data gathered from

over 5,300 American Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees

whose awards toOk them abroad during the 1947-1957 period.

Illustrative material from interviews as well as comments

added on the questionnaires are also included.

The questionnaire respondents represent four types

of award holders under State Department sponsorship,

comprising 785 Lecturers, 744 Research Scholars, 1,082

Teachers, and 2,659 Students. The first two categories
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of ”senior? grantees include American college professors

whose awards affiliated them with universities abroad.

Typically the Lecturers focused on teaching in their host

institutions, whereas the Research Scholars conducted

research, often in collaboration with host colleagues.

The Teacher category is composed of American elementary

and secondary school teachers who frequently participated

in actual exchange relationships, wherein the Americans

_rep1aced counterparts from the host schools who in turn

taught in the United States. The Student category consists

of college graduates who pursued graduate studies in

universities overseas.

Specifically, the questionnaire information elicited

from these four groups of grantees concern the following

aspects of their award experiences:

1. Overseas interaction, focusing on the frequency,

range and depth of the grantees' interaction

with host nationals:

2. Continued foreign interaction, focusing on the

maintenance of contacts and continued collabor—

ation between grantees and host nationals;

3. Internationally-oriented communication with

Americans, focusing on efforts of former grantees

to disseminate information regarding their award

experiences and to assist fellow Americans in

cross-cultural educational activities:

4. Professional consequences, focusing on two related

aspects--the professional development of grantees,

including their acquisition of new skills or of

data for subsequent analysis: and the professional

prestige accruing to the grantees, including

recognition from administrators and colleagues,

promotions, fellowships, etc.;
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5. Personal satisfaction and development, focusing

on the grantees' assessments of the contributions

of the award experiences on their self-perceptions

and their general perspectives on their home and

host countries.

In the present report we shall discuss the behavior

jpatterns describing each of these outcome areas and explore

Ineans of dimensionalizing them such that we may rank-order

respondents in a meaningful manner with respect to each

dimension. In addition, we shall analyze the interrelation-

ships among these dimensions. To a limited extent this will

enable us to compare findings with available data from

other research and thus broaden our knowledge regarding

concomitants of cross-cultural educational exchange. For

example, other investigators studying foreign students on

American campuses have noted a positive association between

the extent of the students' participation in American life

and the quality of their academic adjustment as well as

the degree of favorableness of their attitudes regarding

their host country (Sewell and Davidsen, 1961). In terms

of related variables in the present investigation we may

ask whether overseas interaction is associated with one or

both aspects of professional consequences and with personal

satisfaction for the Students--and for the grantees in

the other award categories as well.

Besides describing and interrelating these five

general outcomes of the award experiences for each group

of grantees we shall examine the relationship between

these dimensions and available data concerning the grantees'
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background characteristics. Again, comparisons for the

Student group can be made with data from studies of foreign

students in the United States.

Strategy of Analysis

An overview of the principles guiding the construction

of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix I. Items

were selected such that the granteesf responses would

vary with respect to their positions on the set of award

outcomes just described. As inspection of the questionnaire

will verify (see Appendix II), the items have a manifest

rather than a latent relationship to the topics of interest.

The initial step in quantifying these data involves

a simple enumeration of the frequency functions of the

item categories. Since, as already indicated, we wish to

assess the covariation of the dimensions within the

questionnaire as well as the covariation between these

dimensions and certain external variables, it is obvious

that treating the items individually would be a laborious

and unparsimonious procedure. HOW then should we combine

itemsso that individuals may be assigned to numerical

positions representing distinctions in the degree of their

endorsement of each dimension? We shall go into some

detail in exploring alternative methods of analysis

inasmuch as this report is designed not only to describe

a set of outcomes of cross-cultural educational experiences

but also to assess the utility of different modes of

analysis for survey material of the type represented here.



Typically, two principal methods are employed to

accomplish the data reduction sought here--a subject—

centered mode of analysis involving constructing summated

indices, or a response-centered technique involving develop-

ing cumulative unidimensional scales. Factor analysis or

cluster analysis are other possible alternatives, although

for reasons to be discussed later these methods have been

applied less in survey data analysis than the two other

approaches. Let us now consider the general logic of each

of these alternatives as well as their relative merits.

Description of Alternative Medes

of Analysis

Summated Scaling

In its more popular form in survey analysis the

subject-centered approach involves some variation on the

Likert technique (1932). Actually, many items in the

present questionnaire were phrased in the recommended

format for such analysis. For example, the items dealing

with general evaluations of the award experiences were

selected to increase individual differences on a continuum

related to satisfaction. For each item four response

options ranging from FAgree Strongly? to FDisagree Strongly"

were available. The grantees' task was to respond to

each item on the basis of the extent to which they were

willing to endorse it.
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To score the items in the simplest manner, scores

ranging from 4 to 1 may be assigned to the response categories

of each item, with the 4 being assigned to the extreme

favorable position (either the Agree Strongly or Disagree

Strongly category, depending on the direction implied by

the wording of the item). An individual's score on the

set of items could then be calculated by summing the integers

into which his responses had thus been mapped. As Goode

and Hatt note, such a simple scoring technique is based on

two assumptions regarding the weighting of items and the

weighting of each response within an item (1952, ch. 17).

The items are treated as equivalent: therefore, differences

in extremes of favorableness may not be reflected by

assigning a score of 4 to strong endorsement of different

items. Would it be preferable to weight items differentially

rather than arbitrarily to class them as the same? NOt

only does equal weighting assume an equality between

similar responses to all items, but it also assumes that

the distance between ?Strongly Agree? and "Agree Somewhat"

equals one unit and therefore is the same as the distance

between ?Agree Somewhat? and ?Disagree Somewhat.?

Both items and responses may be weighted dif-

ferentially on the basis of intuitive criteria. A more

rigorous empirical approach involves using the standard

deviations of the distributions of the items. Actually,

however, research has indicated that the converted sigma

technique correlates about .99 with the arbitrary scoring
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of the simpler method (Murphy and Likert, 1938; Goode

and Hatt, 1952, pp. 273-274). Since before the advent

of electronic computers calculating sigma scores was more

laborious than assigning arbitrary weights, the evidence

just cited apparently has tended to promote reliance on

arbitrary scoring.

Perhaps the most cogent critic of the summated index

approach is Louis Guttman who claims that omitting a scale

analysis (as he defines the procedure) and developing a

single arbitrary index may completely obfuscate the purpose

of the research. A Guttman scale analysis will determine

whether a set of items ?comprises but a single factor in

the sense that from but a single set of scores (on this

factor) the responses to each of the items can be

reproduced? (Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 181). Since only

an intuitive assessment of unidimensionality is involved

in the summated scaling procedure, Guttman claims arbitrary

indices are subject to five basic defects (Stouffer, et al.,

1950, ch. 6).

1) Lack of descriptive meaning. The summated score

cannot reproduce a person’s responses to the items.

Different behaviors can yield the same score. Since

reproducibility is the foremost criterion in Guttman

scaling, his condemnation of this shortcoming in the

Likert approach is obvious. Defenders of the latter

approach have suggested, however, that the same behavior

may be determined by different patterns of antecedent
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conditions. From reactions to an apparently heterogeneous

collection of items one might develop an index of some

process reflecting a tendency to positive or negative

action: therefore, two persons agreeing with different

statements may in fact be comparable with respect to the

strength and direction of this tendency to act in a given

manner. ?We do not know as yet that independent measures

of the same unidimensional processes in different people

furnish the best means to the prediction of behavior"

(Peak, 1953, p. 260).

2) NO criterion for weights. Guttman notes that by

changing weights in the arbitrary indices persons who are

?equal" according to one set will probably not receive the

same scores according to another set. Persons with higher

scores than others according to one set of weights may be

lower on the other set. Decisions among sets of weights

might be made according to subjective or empirical criteria.

It is not unlikely that different sets of weights will be

selected in different replications: hence there are

serious problems of reliability.

3) Sampling of items and description. Guttman con—

tends that index scores can change if different items from

a ?nonscalable? area are used. According to him, if an

area forms a Guttman scale then any sample of items from

the area will yield essentially the same rank order for

the people as any other set of items. Actually, Guttman

has not presented evidence concerning this superiority
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of his method. Torgerson presents a detailed discussion

of the limitations in the statistical sampling analogy

Guttman presents regarding the ?universe of content" from

which the researcher ?samples" items--obviously in a non-

random manner (1958, ch. 12).

4) Improper weights forgprediction. Guttman claims

that an arbitrary index generally underestimates the

predictability of any criterion from the items. According

to him, the index can have practically a zero correlation

with a given criterion, whereas if an actual multiple

correlation of the items were determined, the items could

be found to correlate very highly with the criterion.

5) Sampling of items and prediction. Guttman's

comments on this apparent shortcoming develop some of the

points already mentioned. He notes,

If the area is scalable, then it is known that not

only the multiple correlation of the thing being

predicted with the set of items is essentially

the correlation of that thing with the scale

scores, but also it is known that adding more items

to the sample from the same scalable universe will

not increase the multiple correlation. That is

why relatively few items can be used from a scalable

area for prediction purposes, yet the predictive

power of the infinite number of items from which

this sample was drawn is being fully realized

(Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 179, italics in

original).

According to Guttman, the five defects just described

apply in particular to arbitrary summated indices developed

from items which do not scale according to his criteria.

Indeed, he concludes,
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It is true that if an area is scalable, then the

resulting scale scores will correlate very highly

with any index obtained by arbitrary weights,

provided the weights are in the right direction.

Scale theory proves that there is no harm in

obtaining an apparently arbitrary index from a

scalable area, either for descriptive or predictive

purposes (Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 175).

If one has gone to the trouble, however, of

ascertaining whether a set of items satisfies the criteria for

a Guttman scale, then selecting arbitrary index scores--

which actually carry less information than Guttman scale

scores-—seemsunsatisfactory. The reason the simple

scoring procedure is recommended (cf. Riley, et al., 1954,

ch. 12), however, is that generally tests for unidimension-

ality are done with only a sub-sample of respondents:

therefore, with a desk calculator or an IBM 101, ascertaining

Guttman scale scores for the total sample requires more

time and effort than does computing summated scores. It

is interesting to note that the development of computer

technology within the past five years has made this simple

scoring procedure for Guttman scales, as well as many of

the other recommendations included in the Rutgers volume

published just ten years ago, virtually obsolete.

In actual practice Guttman's recommendations appear

to be ignored. That is, arbitrary indices seem to be the

most popular means of dimensionalizing survey data, and

in the reports of such applications one generally will not

find evidence of the items' scalability (in the Guttman

sense). As noted previously, however, there is not

consensus among social scientists regarding the necessity
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of Guttman's criteria: furthermore, apparently many researchers

are satisfied with the pragmatic consequences of develop-

ing summated scales for the dimensions assessed in their

studies. Let us turn now to a more detailed consideration

of Guttman scaling.

Guttman Scaling

Like the summated scaling technique just considered,

Guttman's procedure adheres to the logical structure of

an ordinal scale--that is, it makes possible a ranking of

respondents in terms of the favorableness of their attitude

toward a given object, but it does not provide a basis for

saying how much more favorable one person is than another.

?The result of a Guttman analysis on data which satisfy

the necessary conditions is an ordinal scale with the

stimuli and the response patterns of the individuals

simply ordered? (Coombs, 1953, p. 526).

In a Guttman scale analysis the following questions

are explored: Do the set of items and the set of subjects

together form a scale? Can the subjects and/or the

items be ordered along a continuum such that responses of

subjects to items can be accounted for by this order? Can

responses to items be considered dependent on a single,

though perhaps complex, attribute? (cf. Torgerson, 1958,

pp. 301-302.)

If a set of dichotomous items forms a perfect scale,

then of the Zn possible response patterns, only n+1 of
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these non-overlapping patterns will occur. It is the

relative non-occurrence of the deviant patterns that

enables the Guttman scaling procedure to recover from the

observed data the order of the individuals and the category

boundaries of the underlying continuum.

For example, a perfect seven item Guttman scale

will have the following eight scale types associated with

 

it.

Item Number

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

o o o o o o o o

1 1 o o o o o o

2 1 1 o o o o 0

Scale 3 1 1 1 o o o 0

Type 4 1 1 1 1 o o o

5 1 1 1 1 1 o o

6 1 1 1 1 1 1 o

7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
The j-th scale type, therefore, is a set of dichotomized

scores such that the responses to the first j items in the

Guttman scale are all positive, and the responses to the

last n-j items are all negative.

Since scale analysis regards the score as a

representation of the items, each respondent can be assigned

a scale score corresponding to scale types 0 to n. A

score of j means the response pattern for a respondent is
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closest to the j—th scale type. In other words, the

ordering of the items in a Guttman scale is such that

individuals who respond positively to a given item have

higher rank scores than do those who respond negatively to

that item. Furthermore, if an individual responds positively

to an item of a certain rank, then he will respond positively

to all items of a lower rank. NOt only is there a perfect

positive correlation between the scale type and the number

of items responded to positively, but there is also a

perfect inverse correlation between the order of the items

and the item marginals (the positive frequency functions

for each item). I

So far our discussion has concentrated on the ideal

model of the perfect Guttman scale. Since Guttman's

deterministic approach makes no provision for error or

unsystematic variance, in principle one variant observation

is sufficient to reject the hypothesis that an area is

scalable. In practice the problem addressed in scaling

analysis is not that of testing whether a perfect scale

exists-~it usually does not—-but rather of checking

certain criteria to determine whether the observed approxi-

mation is close enough to treat the data as if they

constituted a perfect scale.

0f central importance in measuring the amount of

error in observed scale scores is the concept of reproduci-

bility. According to Guttman:
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Scale analysis tests the hypothesis that a group

of people can be arranged in an internally meaning-

ful rank order with respect to an area of qualitative

data. .A rank order of people is meaningful if, from

the person's rank order, one knows precisely his

responses to each of the questions or acts included

in the scale (Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 88).

An error thus is an error in reproducibility, occurring when

the response predicted from an individual's total score

does not agree with his actual answer to a given item.

The reproducibility for a given item, therefore, is the

proportion of responses to the item which can correctly be

reproduced. The over-all reproducibility of a Guttman

scale is the average of the item reproducibilities. That

is, if Ei represents the item error (taken over N respondents)

for the i-th interval of a Guttman scale of n items, the

reproducibility of the scale is defined as

m

2 E.
. 1

. . . _ i=1 0

Reproduc1b111ty — l -—ET§T——-x 100%

In early work on Guttman scaling a reproducibility

coefficient of .85 was considered adequate (Guttman, 1947);

later, however, a Reproducibility coefficient of .90 was

was recommended for judging a cumulative scale unidimensional

(Guttman, 1950, ch. 3). Thus, of all the responses of all

the surveyed sample to all of the items in a scale, no

more than 10% should correspond to errors of reproducibility.

Inasmuch as the reproducibility coefficient may be

inflated spuriously by extreme dichotomizations in the

item marginals, auxiliary criteria are necessary to assess

the unidimensionality of a set of items. For example, if a
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dichotomous item has 92%.of the respondents in one category

and 8% in the other, there cannot be less than 92%

reproducibility for that particular item, regardless of

its relationship to other items or to the total score.

Guttman therefore recommends that a wide range of marginal

distributions be represented by the items-—inc1uding items

with marginals around 50-50. The smaller the number of

items included in a scale the more the reproducibility is

affected by the item marginals; consequently, Guttman

recommends including ten items (Stouffer, et al., 1950,

chs. 3, 4, 5). As Stouffer and associates note, in

practice four or five item Guttman scales are developed

more frequently than the desirably longer scales (1962,

p. 276). Indeed, most of the scales reported by the

Rutgers researchers are composed of three or four items

(Riley, et al., 1954, p. 83).

Further criteria for judging the goodness of fit

between the observed scaling and the ideal model include

recommendations that no individual item have less than

85% reproducibility and that no item in the scale have

moreerror than non—error. Some methodologists have

objected to the relative subjectivity in the general rules

of thumb advanced to assist in judgment of unidimensionality

(cf. Peak, 1953). A more direct attack on the problem

of assessing the possible contamination of the reproduci-

bility coefficient is illustrated in the work of the

Rutgers researchers who determine for each scale a
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coefficient representing the reproducibility by chance,

calculated from the item marginals (Riley, et al., 1954).

In comparison with summated indexing, Guttman

scaling provides a less ambiguous approach to studying the

organization among items; furthermore, when items are shown

to scale a rational method of weighting items is provided.

Changing weights will not change the relative positions of

the scores if the weights assigned are equal or if they

increase or decrease consistently with the scale position

of the item.

Factor Analysis

The general purpose of scale analysis and factor

analysis are similar. Indeed, Guttman describes his

technique as ”a single-factor theory for qualitative data"

(Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 192). While scale analysis

deals directly with item marginals, however, factor

analysis begins with the matrix of item intercorrelations

and is designed to find the smallest set of dimensions

sufficient to account mathematically for the observed

correlations. The computations involved in factor

analysis involve an assumption of an interval scale level

of measurement: thus from this viewpoint it seems less

defensible than the more conservative ordinal level in-

volved in Guttman scale analysis--or in summated indexing.

HoWever, it should be noted that in practice, unless the

researcher relies solely on contingency table analyses
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in exploring relationships between his Guttman or summated

scales.and other variables, he does in fact treat the scale

scores as if they comprised an equal interval scale—-for

example in computations of correlations, multiple regressions,

etc. This does not, of course, answer the question concern-

ing the consequences of making strong assumptions regarding

measurement levels in the beginning of the data reduction

process. At present there seems to be much speculation

but a relative paucity of actual data concerning this issue.

As indicated previously, factor analysis has been

less popular in survey data analysis than the summated or

Guttman scaling techniques. Selvin's recent application of

the method in studying leadership climates is a noteworthy

exception (1960). As suggested above, in part the relative

neglect of factor analysis may stem from relative conser—

vatism regarding the measurement level assumptions of the

technique--an attitude that receives reinforcement from

Guttman's dictum:

From a scale analysis it can be known what a

factor analysis will show. The converse is not

true; from a factor analysis it will be difficult,

if not impossible, to know what a scale analysis

will show (Stouffer, et al., 1950, p. 192, italics

in original).

Another reason, of course, for the relatively in—

frequent application of factor analysis to survey data

involves the time and labor expended on matrix computations

with a desk calculator when questionnaires are composed of

large numbers of items. This practical limitation apparently

has also been a deterrent to the application of cluster
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analysis, a variant of factor analysis which we shall

now describe briefly.

Cluster Analysis

Like the other methods of analysis just considered,

the general objectives of cluster analysis are to search

out, conceptualize, and score general groups of variables

which are operationally alike in the sense that they order

individuals in the same general manner (cf. Tryon, 1958b).

The clustering technique, like factor analysis, focuses

on the intercorrelations of items in attempting to group

the total number of variables into a reduced number of

general dimensions that are most independent and that

best predict the scores of the respondents on the total

number of variables. Two principal criteria are involved

in the clustering procedure: maximal congruence of the

correlation profiles, and maximal independence from other

variables (Tryon, 1958a). Two variables are considered

congruent if their n-2 matched correlation coefficients

are proportional. The Index of Proportionality is defined

as follows:

2

(Zr .r .)
2 l1 2 .

P = 2 l 2 for 1 = (3' 4' 0 0 0 I n)

Zr . Zr .

11 21

The degree of independence of a variable is assessed in

terms of the variance of its n—l squared correlation

coefficients in the matrix (or2)2.
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In actual practice cluster analysis has received

even less attention in survey data processing than has

factor analysis. Indeed, only a small cluster of researchers

working with Tryon have been developing the technique, and

the method has been virtually neglected in mosttreatises on

factor analysis.

Choosing Among the Methods

In order to dramatize the impact of computer

technology on current decisions regarding approaches to data

analysis, let us describe what our decision dilemma would

have been only five years ago. At that time it would have

been necessary to choose among the four alternatives just

discussed, and our decision would have been heavily influenced

by practical considerations relating to the cost of analysis

and the time expenditure involved. In effect, we would

have constructed a payoff matrix in which we assigned

probabilities for success with each method of analysis on

the basis of available infonmation, intuitive hunches,

advice from colleagues, etc. Had our decision rules

involved minimaxing the regret function, we would have

selected the more conservative--but possibly less desirable—-

technique of summated scaling. Let us go into some detail

concerning our decision procedure.

In our previous discussion of the apparent short-

comings of summated indexing as contrasted to Guttman

scaling, we concluded that the Guttman method provides a

more systematic means of studying the organization among
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items. Factor analytic techniques also seem preferable

to summated scaling in terms of relative objectivity,

since the procedures operate on observed correlations

independently of the investigator's preconceptions. With

reference to the two types of factoring methods considered,

a principal components factor analysis seems preferable

because of the paucity of information currently available

regarding applications and critical evaluations of cluster

analysis.

Our decision space thus might be narrowed to two

preferred methods--Guttman scaling and factor analysis.

Unfortunately, information from comparative studies involving

the two techniques is not available to assist us in further

assessing their relative merits. One reason for this

deficiency is that in the past, when the principal tools

for data analysis consisted of the desk calculator and

the IBM 101, applying either Guttman scaling or factor

analysis required a considerable investment of time,

effort, and money; consequently, subjecting the same

data to both procedures was not practicable.1

 

1It is interesting to note that the amount of

tedious labor involved in these two techniques——along

with their methodological rigor--apparently has contri-

buted toward their relative prestige. Indeed, at times

the reinforcement accorded for ?doing? one of these

analyses seems to be granted in recognition of the labor

involved in applying the Vsophisticated? methods,without

reference to their appropriateness or relevance.
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-Inasmuch as empirical comparisons are not avail-

able to influence our choice between Guttman scaling and

factor analysis, let us turn to specific considerations

pertaining to our present data. As noted previously, the

survey questionnaire was designed to elicit information

concerning a number of consequences of Fulbright and

Smith-Mundt grantees' award experiences. Practical

limitations precluded our developing sets of pre-tested

cumulative scales for each dimension. Thus, while we would

expect the items pertaining to each subject area to

combine into meaningful complex dimensions, it does not

seem highly probable that they would in fact exhibit the

cumulative quality of the Guttman model. Given limited

funds and limited time, and a low probability of success

in applying the method, we would conclude that a Guttman

scalogram exploration of our data using a desk calculator

or an IBM 101 would not be worthwhile.

Would factor analysis then be selected by default?

Hopefully, our questionnaire measured what we proposed to

measure; therefore, the factoring process should retrieve

the dimensions of interest and thus enable us to score

respondents on these factors. Of course, we might feel

uneasy about the consequence of assuming interval level

measurement and applying factor analysis to qualitative

data-—Guttman's criticisms, even when supporting evidence

is absent, are not to be dismissed lightly. However, if

we put a risk component in our decision rules we might
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tentatively decide that factor analysis would be a potentially

worthwhile investment. That is, the probability of a meaning—

ful outcome from factor analysis seems reasOnably high;

whereas the probability of developing acceptable uni—

dimensional Guttman scales seems relatively lower.

But what about practical limitations involving the

nature of our data? In order to factor analyze the question—

naire items regarding the outcome experiences, a correlation

matrix of approximately the order 60 by 60 must be processed.

A principal components solution for a 20 variable problem is

in itself considered a tour de force on a desk calculator;

consequently, the labor involved in thus processing our

present problem would be prohibitive (cf. Harman, 1960,

ch. 9). It should be recalled that in this discussion of

our decision procedure we are referring in particular to

the situation we would have confronted five years ago.

At that time, of course, electronic digital computers were

available commercially, and programs to perform the matrix

calculations of factor analysis had been developed. Memory

storage capacities of most of the hardware available five

years ago were limited, however; consequently a principal

components analysis of a matrix of the order involved in

our present data generally would have been unfeasible.

Thus, as indicated at the beginning of this

discussion, considerations involving high costs and low

probability of success lead us to reject a Guttman explor-

ation of our data; and considerations concerning costs and
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practical limitations along with some questions regarding

the relative appropriateness of the procedure lead us to

reject the factor analytic method of dimensionalizing our

data. Given this structuring of the situation--as it was

five years ago--we conclude that the maximum regret from

our decision regarding data analysis will be minimized if

we choose summated scaling--an operation guaranteed to

provide numerical positions for our respondents on the

dimensions we select.

Perhaps the payoff matrices developed by other

researchers in making decisions regarding modes of analysis

are not too dissimilar from that just described. As noted

before, the most popular method of scaling data appears

to involve applications of arbitrary indices. For example,

summated scales are used in such exemplars of contemporary

research as the Lipset, Trow, and Coleman study of Enigg

Democracy (1956) and the Lazarsfeld and Thelens study of

The Academic Mind (1958). Of course, the relative popu-

larity of summated scaling may stem from actual preference

for the procedure based on researchers' satisfaction with

the pragmatic consequences of this approach, rather than

from a choice by default when applications of other more

desirable methods are impracticable or their outcomes are

unattainable (as in the Lazarsfeld and Thelens study where

summated scaling apparently was applied only after attempts

to develop cumulative unidimensional scales failed). But

whatever the reasons for the popularity of the summated
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scaling technique-—pragmatic Fsatisficing,? practical

limitations, or uncertain payoffsr-it is unfortunate that

virtually no comparative data are available concerning the

relative merits of the three other methods of analysis.

Having described the cognitive dissonance inherent

in the necessity of choosing what seems to be a less

desirable method of analysis because practical considerations

defining the situation five years ago precluded applying

the other approaches, let us turn now to the impact of

technological change on the decision situation one year ago.

By that time computer developments in two areas--in the

increased speed and memory capacities of the modern

hardware as well as in the development of accompanying

software, or libraries of programs—-meant that the methods

previously judged too slow and too expensive for the

expected payoff actually were faster and cheaper than

summated scaling on the IBM 101.

Thus, because we had access to a powerful computer

(the IBM 7090) and a well-developed library of programs at

the University of California Berkeley campus, our decision

regarding data analysis did not have to be determined

primarily by the practical limitations previously described.

A computer program was available for Guttman scale analysis

(Krasnow and Schutz, 1961), another was available for a

principal components factor analysis (Wilson, 1963), and a

set of programs was available for processing Tryon's system

of cluster analysis (Tryon, et al., 1963). Since it
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actually was practicable to choose any of the four methods

previously described,what should we do?

As suggested before, we might confine our decision

to choosing between Guttman scaling or the principal

components factor analysis. Since practical limitations

no longer are a deterrent to either procedure what consider-

ations should influence our decision? In the absence of

empirical comparisons of the two techniques, our decision

might reflect relative allegiances to certain reference

groups as well as relative systems of beliefs regarding

measurement theology. That is, there seem to be relatively

non-overlapping sociological groupings of researchers who

do Guttman analyses as opposed to those who perform factor

analyses. While Guttman, himself, has contributed to both

approaches, as noted previously, he considers factor

analysis inappropriate for qualitative data—-although he

does not present empirical evidence to support his viewpoint.

Since our reference groups are multiple and our

beliefs amenable to change, these considerations do not

produce a particularly strong preference. We might consider

the following decision tree: Try Guttman scaling; if

unidimensional scales are developed for areas of interest,

proceed to other processing involving badkground data; if

cumulative dimensions cannot be developed, proceed to

factor analysis: if the factors identified assist in

describing the dimensions of interest or lead to further

insights, proceed to other processing involving background
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data; if the factors seem uninterpretable, Tryon's system

probably would not help either, so return to the summated

scaling decision and hope the pragmatic consequences will

be satisfactory.

But while such a decision network might satisfy our

own interests in data analysis, what would it contribute

to other researchers? Hepefully, the research might

demonstrate the insights to be gained from application of

a procedure other than summated scaling and thus might

assist others in decisions regarding analyses of comparable

data. However, the procedure just outlined would not help

fill the hiatus in the research literature previously

described--it would not necessarily generate data from

comparative analyses. Actually, therefore, our purposes

in processing our own data would be served and a potential

contribution to the research literature would be forthcoming

if, instead of essentially choosing between Guttman scaling

and factor analysis, we applied both approaches. Indeed,

for a relatively small additional expenditure of time

and effort a three-way comparison could be undertaken in

order to gain information concerning Tryon's cluster

analysis--a relatively neglected procedure to date, but

one which soon will be in the public domain with the

publication of a manual and distribution of system tapes

for computer processing of Tryon's multidimensional

analysis.
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It is interesting to note that actually our initial

structuring of the decision situation such that we sought

to decide among the alternatives and virtually neglected

the possible decision of doing more than one analysis

(except in the case where a selected method failed) reflects

a decision necessity imposed by limitations of the past and

not by present contingencies. We are not here advocating

indiscriminate applications of different methods simply

because they are available. Hewever, when on the basis of

present knowledge different techniques appear to be

reasonable approaches to data analysis, it seems desirable

that researchers expend the extra time and effort to experi-

ment with different methods so that a body of actual empirical

comparisons will be developed to contribute to the field of

research methodology.

Let us now outline our strategy in analyzing the

survey material from our study of American grantees.

First we shall describe the analyses of the questionnaire

data regarding consequences of the grantees' award experiences:

then we shall describe the analyses used to relate these

outcomes to the available information concerning the

grantees? background characteristics.

Analyses of Outcomes of Award Experiences

1. Guttman Scaling. For each category of grantees--

Lecturers, Research Scholars, Teachers, and Studentsr-we

attempted to develop cumulative unidimensional scales for
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the following areas of interest: overseas interaction:

continued interaction with foreigners; internationally—

oriented communication with fellow Americans: professional

consequences of the awards; and overall evaluations or

satisfaction regarding the award experiences. Scales were

judged acceptable if the following criteria were met:

1. The reproducibility coefficient was .90 or more.

2. The reproducibility coefficient differed signifi-

cantly from chance.

3. No item had a reproducibility of less than .85.

4. No item had more error than non-error--that is,

the percentage error for a single item could

not exceed 1/2 of the percentage accepting the

item or 1/2 of the percentage rejecting the item,

whichever was smaller.

5. Item marginals were distributed over a wide range,

and the scale included items with marginals

around 50%.

6. At least six items--and preferably more-—were

included in the scale.

Chapters III through VI incorporate Guttman scale

data relating to the dimensions listed above. Details

regarding items, item errors and reproducibilities, and

scale reproducibilities are included.

 

1The computer program used did not calculate the

chance reproducibilities for the scales developed. Such

figures were computed on a desk calculator for a sample

of scales. Actually, with the large populations involved

in the present study, it was found that the other general

rules of thumb outlined above provided adequate guides

for developing scales with reproducibility coefficients

significantly different from chance expectations.
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2. Factor Analysis. For each category of grantees the

same 58 questionnaire items used for the Guttman scale

analysis were subjected to a principal components factor

analysis--a method preferred for its "elegance and precision

of mathematical form? in obtaining the initial factor

structure of a correlation matrix (Harman, 1960, p. 179).

Communalities were estimated by calculating the squared

multiple correlation of each variable with the remaining 57

variables, thus providing a measure of the proportion of

common variance in the given set of variables (cf. wrigley,

1957). Once the initial set of reference axes was determined,

two orthogonal rotational schemes were employed: Kaiser‘s

varimax rotation and the Neuhaus and Wrigley quartimax

rotation. we decided to use both rotations for the following

reason. While available evidence suggests that the varimax

rotation provides a better approximation to ?simple structure"

than does the quartimax method (Harman, 1960, ch. 14), one

of the so—called shortcomings of the quartimax solution--

a tendency toward a general factor--appeared to be an attraction

vis-a—vis the present data. That is, it seemed worthwhile

to explorethe data in such a manner that a possible general

factor of high interaction (be it overseas or subsequent

to the award experiences) might appear. Aside from this

consideration, performing the two rotations on the same

factor matrix provided additional comparative data con-

cerning the two methods. Factor loadings for the two

orthogonal rotations are presented in Chapters III through VI
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'where individual dimensions relating to award outcomes are

discussed.

In determining the number of common factors that were

necessary and meaningful in explaining the observed item

intercorrelations, we generally followed Kaiser's criterion

that the number of common factors should be equal to the

number of eigenvalues of the correlation matrix greater than

one (cited in Harman, 1960, ch. 17). It so happened that

in all but two instances this criterion led to an identifi-

cation of factors corresponding to the previously listed

dimensions that we sought to explore in our survey. One

factor regarding professional outcomes fell short of the

Kaiser criterion in the analyses for Teacher and Students.

As noted in Chapter V, we decided nevertheless to include

information concerning this dimension for those groups for

purposes of general comparisons among the four groups.

Factor scores on the dimensions thus identified in

the varimax rotation were computed by the ”complete

estimation method? (Harman, 1960, pp. 338-348), and were

used in some of the canonical correlation analyses discussed

in Chapter VII. An oblique solution was also obtained

for the factor matrix, and oblique factor scores were used

in conjunction with background data in the multiple

regression analyses discussed in Chapters III through VI.

Oblique factor scores were also used in exploring inter-

relations among the dimensions, discussed in Chapter VIII.
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3. Cluster Analysis. For each category of grantees the

same 58 questionnaire items used for the Guttman scaling and

factor analysis were input in a cumulative communality key

cluster analysis (Tryon, 1958a). An additional analysis

included 13 items enumerating the grantees' professional

achievements resulting from their award experiences along

with the 58 other outcome variables (see the publications

section of the questionnaire in Appendix II for the 13 items).

Communalities were estimated from the most collinear sub—

sets of variables, and clustering was terminated on the

dimension at which the sum of predetermined communalities

converged. As described previously, pivot variables for

each dimension were selected by the variance of the squared

correlation method, and up to three additional collinear

cluster variables were selected per dimension by application

of the index of proportionality. Once the subset of

variables defining the cluster dimensions had been obtained,

an oblique rotation was performed. Cluster loadings for

the initial clustering as well as the oblique rotation are

presented in discussions of the outcome dimensions in

Chapters III through VI. Data from the Oblique rotation

were used in further analyses discussed in Chapter VII.

4. Summated Scaling. Since we decided to focus the

analysis on the other three methods, arbitrary indexing was

Virtually neglected in this investigation. Before we had

access to a suitable computer and programs, however, we had

developed a summated index for the satisfaction outcome
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dimension; therefore, some comparisons of scores from the

index and comparable dimensions from the other analyses are

presented in Chapters VI and VIII. In order to get a

summary measure for the enumerations of the grantees'

professional publications and artistic accomplishments, we

also developed a summated index of professional achievements,

and data from this scale are included in Chapters V and VIII.

As noted previously, the professional achievement items were

also included in one of the cluster analyses discussed in

Chapter V.

Analyses Relating Background and

Outcome Variables

In seeking to interrelate available information re—

garding background characteristics of the grantees with the

dimensions pertaining to outcomes of the award experiences,

we decided to follow the same general strategy finally

advocated in the analysis of the outcome dimensions. That

is, rather than choose among a number of apparently

reasonable approaches we decided to subject the data to

several methods of analysis in order to gain comparative

data.

Since most of the baCkground information gathered

from the grantees concerned attributes rather than continuous

variables, for purposes of the analyses to be described

below it was necessary to transform many items into dummy

variables, scored either 1 or 0 according to the presence

or absence of a selected characteristic or combination of
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attributes. The coding applied to the background items

appears in Appendix III. The transformed variables were

used in the following analyses.

1. Factor and Cluster Analyses of Background Items.

Although the number of background items was small so that

the variables could be handled individually in procedures

associating them with the outcome dimensions, for some of the

analyses the additional data reduction provided by the factoring

process seemed desirable. Thus, the background items were

input in a rotated principal components factor analysis and

in a cumulative communality cluster analysis. The results

of these factorings are presented in Chapter II. In sub-

” sequent descriptions of analyses associating background

variables and outcome dimensions we shall specify whether

individual background items or the factor or cluster data

are involved.

2. Multiple Regression Analysis. In a series of

multiple regression analyses, scores on the different

Guttman scales as well as scores on comparable factors were

input as the dependent criterion measures to be predicted

separately from a set of individual background items.

These analyses provided an assessment of the relative

importance of different background characteristics in the

set available for predicting scores of grantees in each

category on the outcome dimensions. A program based on

Efroymson's stepwise procedure for multiple regression

analyses was used (1960). This procedure enters variables
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into the regression one at a time, using an analysis of

variance in selecting the order of variables,so that the I

variable chosen in a single iteration is the one which

produces the greatest reduction in the variance of the

dependent variable. At each step variables are evaluated

and may be removed from the equation if they are no longer

significant. Only significant independent variables, there-

fore, are included in the final regression equation computed.

In Chapters III through VI results of multiple

regression analyses are presented in discussions of the

relationship between the grantees' background characteristics

and their award outcomes. The tables summarizing the results

of the regression analyses for each group of grantees include

the following information:

(1) The first figure reported is the coefficient

of multiple determination, Rz,‘which provides a

measure of the proportion of the total variance

in the dependent variable that can be predicted

from the known variance in the background items.

(2) Along with R2 the probability value is reported

for the F ratio obtained in evaluating the

significance of R2.

(3) The standard error of the dependent variable, Y,

is presented next.

(4) Information for calculating a raw score regression

equation is included in the tables. Thus, the

intercept constant for such an equation is

presented.

(5) In the body of the tables the significant back-

ground variables in the regression equation are

identified in the first column where they are

rank—ordered in terms of the magnitude of their

Student tfs listed in the fourth column. The

final column in the tables presents the Beta

coefficients—-i.e., the weights for the variables
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in the normalized regression equations. Weights

for the raw score regression equations are also

presented in the second column labelled Fcoefficient,"

and a measure of the reliability of each of the weights

for raw scores appears in the third column labelled

Fstandard error of coefficient.”

3. Canonical Correlation Analysis. In the multiple

regression analyses just described we considered each out-

come dimension separately in its association with the set

of background items. In order to assess the maximum cor-

relation between the set of background variables and the

total set of outcome dimensions, we performed a canonical

correlation analysis. The general purpose of this procedure

seemed attractive—-instead of considering outcomes one at

a time we were enabled to evaluate the multiple composite

of outcome dimensions as well as the composite of background

variables.

Because of the complexity of the calculations in-

volved in the canonical correlation procedure, to date the

method has received relatively little application-—indeed,

as Kendall notes, Fthere is a shortage of good illustrations.

Theory, though far from complete has outrun practice"(l957,

p. 81). With the development of computer technology, how-

ever, programs now are available to perform canonical

analyses, and recent publications on computer applications

in behavioral science include discussions of the canonical

procedure (Cooley and Lohnes, 1962, ch. 3; Koons, 1962).

In the present investigation three separate canonical

correlations were computed for each group of grantees: one
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interrelating the background items with the Guttman scale

scores; another interrelating the background items with the

outcome factor scores: and finally one interrelating factor

scores from the analysis of the background items with the

factor scores from the analysis of the outcome items. Data

from these analyses appear in Chapter VII, along with further

details regarding the procedure.

4. Cluster Analyses Involvinquackground and Outcome

Variables. Two separate cluster analyses involving both

background and outcome items were performed. In both, the

items concerning background characteristics of the grantees

were input along with the items regarding outcomes (i.e., along

with the same items used in the cluster analysis of depen—

dent variables described previously). In one procedure all

of these items were cluster analyzed together in order to

ascertain whether both background items and outcome items

would cluster together on the same dimensions. Data from

this combined analysis appear in Chapter VII.

In the other procedure, while the background items

were input along with the dependent items in the initial

correlation matrix, an option in the Tryon system made it

possible temporarily to delete these variables from the

correlation matrix until the clustering of the dependent

items had been completed. Thus the suppressed background

Variables in no way influenced the clusterings for the

outcome dimensions. Once the intermediate cumulative

communality cluster analysis had been completed, however,
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factor coefficients were computed for these suppressed

variables. Thus we obtained an assessment of the relative

loadings of each background item on all of the dependent

dimensions. These data are incorporated in the discussions

of the individual outcome dimensions in Chapters III through

VI.

In order further to explore interrelations among

background and dependent dimensions, data from three separate

cluster analyses were used in two additional applications of

the cluster technique. First, for each group of grantees, a

within-groups type of analysis was performed by cluster

analyzing the oblique dimensions from the following previous

analyses: the cluster analysis of background items; the

cluster.analysis of outcome items; and the cluster analysis

of combined items (with none suppressed). We thus obtained

a clustering of oblique cluster dimensions with respect to

all (background and outcome) variables, providing additional

information regarding the structuring of the dimensions

within each group. These data are discussed in Chapter VII.

In addition to the within-groups analysis of

clusters, another exploration of the data focused on

variable classifications across subject groups in order

to compare the cluster domain structure of each group with

that of the other groups. One of these analyses involved

clustering the oblique dimensions obtained from the

Lecturers', Research Scholars', Teachers‘, and Students'

analyses of background items. Another across-groups analysis



fo

it

511

an

an

fi:



41

focused on the four groups' cluster analyses of the outcome

items; and still another concerned their cluster analyses

of combined background and dependent items (with none

suppressed). These data appear in Chapter VII.

As indicated in our description of the methods of

analysis employed in this investigation, comparative data

are incorporated in the discussions of the substantive

findings in Chapters II through VII. Chapter VIII presents

a general overview of the implicationsof the analyses.
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CHAPTER II

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GRANTEES

Americans of many types have represented the United

States abroad under sponsorship of educational awards adminis—

tered by the Department of State. The present chapter will

describe some of their background characteristics as these

were reported in the questionnaires.

Ninety-two per cent of the survey respondents were

abroad under Fulbright awards; 3% went under Smith-Mundt

sponsorship; and 5%»noted other types of supplementary

grants. The distribution of respondents among the four

major award categories exhibited the following pattern:

785 Lecturers, 744 Research Scholars, 1082 Teachers, and

2659 Students. Since the expectations for role performance

involved in the four status categories often result in

different experiences and opportunities, data generally will

be presented for each group separately.

.Sex. Table II-l presents the percentage distribution

tof men and women in the award categories, along with

<:omparable figures for the total American population during

'the 1954 and 1955 academic years—-a midpoint in terms of

'the time span in period of awards covered by this study. In

comparison with the resident instructional staff for

42
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degree-credit courses in American colleges and universities,

women are underrepresented among the Lecturers and parti-

cularly among the Research Scholars included in this study.

Our data do not include information to indicate whether

this discrepancy reflects a lack of motivation for overseas

experience among women faculty members or a relative lack

of opportunity.

Table II-l. Percentage distribution of men and women.

 

 

 

Men Women

Lecturers 85%. 15%

Research Scholars 90 10

Teachers 37 63

Students 66 34

Faculty in American Colleges & Universitiesl 77 23

Teachers in Public Elementary & Secondary

Schoolsl 24 76

Graduating College Seniors1 64 36

Recipients of Master's Degrees2 67 33

 

1These data are for the midpoint (1954 and 1955) in

terms of the period covered by this study and were compiled

from the U.S. Office of Education Digest of Educational

Statistics, 1962.

2These data are from the WOrld Almanac, 1958.

Among the Teachers the same situation prevails——men

are overrepresented in terms of the distribution of the sexes

in public elementary and secondary schools. Students, on the

other hand, resemble both the graduating college seniors,

among whom the distribution is 64%.ma1e and 36%.fema1e, as
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well as the recipients of second level (master's)degrees,

among whom the breakdown is 67% male and 33% female.

The highest proportions of male grantees occurred

among those in agriculture (93%), technical and professional

fields (90%), and the natural sciences and mathematics (83%).

The highest proportions of women were in languages other

than English (50%), professional social service (60%), and

English or American studies (39%). These figures seem to

reflect American cultural definitions of what subject matter

is appropriate for members of each sex.

With reference to grantees' host countries, the

highest representation of women was among grantees to

Nbrthwestern Europe (37%), and this group included over

half the women grantees. Women were most underrepresented

in Latin America and the Near and Middle East, with each

having 21%.

.Agg. Awards under the educational exchange

program provide opportunities for Americans in all age

groups subsequent to graduation from college, and the

distribution of grantees according to age at the time they

received their awards indicates that members of all

eligible age groups do participate (Table II-2). Twenty

Students were in the precocious group who received grants

when under 20 years of age; 250 members of the other three

categories were past 55 years of age, with the largest

proportion among Lecturers.
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Table II-2. Percentage age distribution.

 

 

Research

 

 

Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

25 and under 1% 4% 6% 58%

26 to 30 3 8 14 27

31 to 35 8 17 14 ll

36 to 40 14 21 15 3

41 to 45 19 18 19

46 to 50 22 l3 l8 --

51 to 55 16 10 9 -—

Over 55 17 9 5 --

Median Age 42.2 36.1 36.1 24.3

 

In terms of geographic distribution, the younger

grantees were most likely to be assigned to Europe or to

Oceania. All regions other than these had a larger proportion

than average of grantees 51 years of age and older--ranging

from 19% for South America and 22%.for Central America to

31% for the Near and Middle East. This compares with the

11% of grantees who were within these age brackets.

Heme State at Time of Award. All 50 states were

represented by the grantees sojourning overseas under State

Department auspices. Table II—3 presents the percentage

distribution of grantees from the different census regions

and also gives comparable data in parentheses indicating the

percentages of members of the same category in the American

population (college faculty members, instructional staff of

public elementary and secondary schools, and degree-credit
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college students). Since the table is rather complex, the

figures are underlined where there is a difference of 4%

or larger between the proportion of grantees and of all

Americans who would fall within their same occupational

categories.

Table II-3. Distribution of grantees among census divisions

at award time.

 

 

 

 

 

Lecturers 32:81::2 Teachers Students

New England 9% ( 8%) 11% ( 8%) 10% ( 6% 11% ( 7%)

Nfiddle Atlantic 19 (20) 20 (20) 18 (17) 26 (19)

East North Central 19 (19) 21 (19) 20 (19) 16 (20)  

west Nerth Central 14 (10) 15 (10) 14 (ll) 15 ( 9)
 

 

 

 

 

   
 

South Atlantic 10 (13) 7 (13) . 9 (15) 10 (12)

East South Central 3 ( 6) 2 ( 6) T 3 (,8) 4 ( 5)

west South Central 3 (18) 4 ( 8) g 5 (10) 6 (10)

Mountain 5 ( 4) 3 ( 4) 3 4 ( 4) 3 ( 4)

% 17 (10) 8 (14)Pacific 16 (12) i 16 (12)
  A;

 

1Data in parentheses represent the 1954 figures for

resident degree-credit faculty of American colleges and

universities, instructional staff of public elementary and

secondary schools, and degree—credit student enrollment in

American institutions of higher education (see the U.S.

Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United

States, 1959).

New Englanders are slightly more represented among

grantees than in the total population of teachers and students

in the United States. The Middle Atlantic region has 26%

of the Student grantees but only 18% of total college

enrollment in the country. The west Nbrth Central region

is somewhat overrepresented among grantees in all categories.
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On the other hand the South Atlantic region contains a

larger proportion of members for each category than it has of

grantees, and the same trend appears for both South Central

regions. The Pacific region has a larger proportion of

award holders than of college faculty members and teachers,

but it is underrepresented among Student grantees.

Present Hgme State and Post—Award Geographic Mobility.

Since their awards some grantees, particularly Students, have

changed their places of residence. In general, the shifts

to and from various census regions left the proportions

about the same in each. Two regions, however, had note-

worthy changes. The West North Central region lost 4%,

moving from 15%.to 11% of the total; and the Pacific region

gained 3%, moving from 12% to 15%. In both instances the

loss and gain held for all categories of grantees. One

other change in region of residence appeared of interest.

Despite the fact that a follow—up was not made for grantees

who were known to be overseas during the study, about four

and a half times as many respondents were then overseas or

in the territories as was true at the time they received

awards. The strongest influences accounting for this

change appear to be the number of grantees who have gone

into foreign service, either for the government or for

business as a result of their award experiences; the number

of Students who have remained abroad to complete work on a

higher degree, and the Students who have been inducted into

military service upon completion of their awards.
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As Table II-4 indicates, about one-third of the

respondents have moved from the home state in which they

resided when they received their awards. In general

Lecturers and Teachers seem to be the most established

group, and Students the most mobile. Another interesting

fact is demonstrated in this table. Academic people seem

to follow different patterns of migration from those

characteristic of other Americans. In a classic paper

Samuel Stouffer pointed out that Americans migrate in

accordance with certain principles, and he named his obser-

vation the theory of intervening opportunities (1962, ch. 4).

That is, people move to new communities in a pattern which

maximizes opportunities and minimizes distance--they may

reject a better opportunity at a great distance in order

to take advantage of a lesser one nearer home. For

academic people, however, the terminal point for those

who move seems to be determined by the opportunity available

rather than the distance, for when they move at all they

are almost five times as likely to move to a new census

region as to move to another state within the same census

region.

Table II-4. Post-award mobility.

 

 

Present Home State

 

Same as Same Census Different

Before Award Division Census Division

Lecturers 87% 2% l1%

Research Scholars 80 4 16

Teachers 85 5 10

Students 53 8 38
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Population of Home City. While the greatest dif-

ference between grantees and the population at large would

undoubtedly lie within the areas of level of education and

occupation being pursued, another striking variation occurs

in the strong overrepresentation of large urban centers as

well as of cities between 10,000 and 49,999 in population.

Table II-5 shows the distribution of grantees among

urban and rural centers at the time they received their

awards. In general there have been no major changes when

one compares the size of city where grantees live now.

In both instances 23% of all grantees live in cities of one

million or over; 19% in the next largest group; 20% in those

from 50,000 to 249,999; and 5% in communities under 2,500.

Cities between 10,000 and 49,999 have gained from 22% to

23%; and those between 2,500 and 9,999 have lost from 10%

to 9%.

Both Research Scholars and Students cluster most

highly in the large metropolitan areas. Lecturers, too,

are well represented in these urban centers. Teachers,

on the other hand, tend to come from communities between

10,000 and 49,999. In general both creative artists

and non-academic technical and professional practitioners

are highly represented in cities of one million or over--

with 37%)and 33%»respectively.
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Reason for Applicatign. Former award holders were

aSked to respond to a questionnaire item, “What led you to

apply for an award as a government—sponsored grantee?9

The pattern of their replies to the response options is

shown in Table II-6. Lecturers have the largest number who

were requested either by an American agency administering

the program or by a university or agency overseas. Students,

with 34%, make up the majority of the group who applied at

the instigation or encouragement of professors or others

in their home universities.

Table II-6. Reasons for award application.

 

 

Research

 

Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

I initiated the

application

independently 52% 75% 76%» 64%

Colleagues,

professors, etc.

suggested it 5 10 13 34

Requested by an

American agency 12 2 4 -—

Requested by an over-

seas university,

school, or agency 28 12 5 1

Other reason 3 1 2 1

 

Comments from two individuals who were requested for

service abroad illustrate some of the consequences of the

contacts as well as their great number:
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I received a Fulbright grant for a visiting professor-

ship in Torino. . . . This was the result of a formal

invitation from the University of Torino Medical

School, to hold there a post-graduate course on the

Surgical Pathology of neoplastic diseases. I held

that course--I believe 18 lectures--apparently with

success, since it was attended by large numbers of

local surgeons, specialists and pathologists; and

then I repeated some of these lectures in the

Universities of Milano, Parma, and Bari, upon their

invitation. No publications of any kind have re-

sulted from that project, but I have reason to think

that my course, as well as frequent consultations

held with Italian colleagues during my stay in Italy,

have resulted in a definite modernization of their

?Surgical Pathology? services.

When Dr. ----- . . . went to India in 1949 to serve

on the University Commission, he felt India needed

small shops and industries in which the villagers

could learn modern techniques as well as how to

produce useful articles. The fact that I had done

similar work for UN in China helped influence his

decision to send me to India. . . . My task was

to build and put into operation . . . a small

machine shop, foundry, tin shop, and carpenter shop.

Tooling was set up to make pressure cookers (to

save fuel). I introduced the centrifugal spinning

of castings to India. . . . The school shop still

operates for both production and education.

Period of Award and Host Country. Table II-7

presents the percentage distribution of grantees according

to the period of their awards. As the data indicate, a

larger proportion of the respondents sojourned overseas

after 1953. During the 1947-1957 period covered by the

present study Americans participated in educational

activities under government auspices in nearly all parts

of the world. One grantee even wrote of accompanying a

group from his host country on an IGY expedition to the

South Polar region. Table II-8 presents the distribution

of geographic regions for each category of award holders.
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Table II—7. Period of award.

 

 

1947- 1949- 1951- 1953- 1955-

1949 1951 1953 1955 1957

 

Lecturers 1% 8% 21% 30% 40%

‘Research Scholars -- 17 21 29 33

Teachers 2 15 24 28 31

Students —- 13 21 32 34

 

Table II—8. Distribution by geographic region of host

 

 

 

country.

Research

Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

Far East 24% 11% 8% 3%

Near and Middle

East 11 l 5 1

Northwestern

Europe 45 60 74 80

Other Europe 9 15 6 10

South America

Central America 3 2 l 1

Africa (without

Egypt) 1 2 1 --

Oceania 5 8 4 4
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Within the Far East, Lecturers were most likely to

sojourn in India, Japan, the Philippines, or Pakistan. The

few Research Scholars in that region were concentrated in

Japan and India. In Northwestern Europe the three countries

with the largest proportions of Lecturers and Research

Scholars were the British Isles, France, and Germany. For

Teachers the third most popular country was the Netherlands,

followed by Germany. Among the Students the rank-ordering

placed France first, followed by the British Isles and

Germany. Of the other European countries Italy had the

highest proportion of Lecturers, Research Scholars, and

Students. Withreference to the Teachers, however, Greece

had over three times as many grantees as did Italy.

The geographic regions where award holders in

various fields of work sojourned varied considerably. In

the Far East there was a relative concentration of social

scientists, professional social service workers, and natural

scientists. In Oceania there were large proportions of

natural scientists, social scientists, and professional

social service personnel as well as agriculturists.

Creative artists, on the other hand, tended to cluster in

Europe more than any other group except the students of

foreign languages. Over 92% from these two groups spent

their award years in Europe.

Field of WOrk. Almost every aspect of educational

activity common to our country is represented by the

grantees in this study. As Table II—9 indicates, two-thirds
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of the Teachers were included in Professional Social

Service (a category incorporating elementary or secondary

teaching if no particular field was emphasized) and English

or American Studies. Among Lecturers, Research Scholars,

and Students, Social and Political Sciences ranked first.

Only a one per cent difference occurred, however, between

this field and Natural Sciences or Mathematics for Research

Scholars and between the first—ranked field and foreign

languages for Students. Among the humanists in the Lecturer

category those specializing in English or American studies

showed the highest representation.

Table II—9. Distribution by field of work abroad.

 

 

 

Research

Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

Natural Science or

Mathematics 15%. 24% 7% 12%

Social or Political

Science 22 25 8 20

Foreign Languages 3 7 9 19

English or American

Studies 17 5 33 6

Other Humanities 4 l4 1 13

Creative Arts 7 6 2 13

Agriculture 2 3 l 1

Professional Social

Service 17 6 36 3

Other Technical or

Professional 12 8 1

Other 4 2 2 2
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On the whole, grantees reported relatively few

changes between the fields of work they pursued overseas

and those in which they were currently engaged at home.

'There was a slight shift away from English and American

Studies, but this might have been anticipated since

Americans specializing in other related areas at home

occasionally are requested to meet a need for American

Studies on an overseas assignment. This shift was parti-

cularly marked among Teachers, where the percentage concen-

trating in the field decreased from 33% to 18%. Along with

this change, specialization in Foreign Languages gained from

9% to 13%.

Among Student grantees, Creative Arts held first

place in post-award fields with 17% reporting current con-

centration in that area. Professional Social Service

increased from 3% to 9% in the Student reports, reflecting

the large number who have entered elementary and secondary

teaching as well as those who have gone into civil service

positions. The fields of Social and Political Science as

well as of Foreign Languages both lost 6%: so that currently

14% and 13% of the Students grantees are specializing in

these areas.

Occupatignal Orientation of Grantees. Although the

majority of grantees were recruited from the ranks of

college faculty members and students as well as elementary

and secondary school teachers, still a number of individuals

outside of traditional academic disciplines were included.
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For example, respondents included 118 professional or

technical practitioners such as physicians or engineers;

21 agricultural specialists not connected with universities:

53 civil servants, public health workers, and others in

various areas of social service; 82 educational adminis—

trators; and 117 creative artists. Table II-10 summarizes

the distribution of grantees among different occupational

statuses at the time of their awards. Table II-ll presents

comparable data concerning the grantees' current occupations.

Table II-10. Grantees' occupations at time of award.

 

Lecturers Research Teachers Students

Scholars

Teacher or researcher

in college or

university 84% 80% 17% 9%

Teacher in elementary

or secondary school 1 l 73 6

Student 1 5 y 5 72

Professional or

technical practi-

tioner 3 3 1 3

Agricultural

specialist -- 2 -- —-

Social service

practitioner l l l 2

Educational adminis-

trator 6 2 2 --

Actor, artist, musician,

writer, etc. 1 1 --

Other 3 5 l
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Table II—ll. Grantees' post—award occupations.

 

 

 

Research

Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

Teacher or researcher

in college or

university 79% 76% 20% 33%

Teacher in elementary

or secondary school 1 l 64 9

Student -- 1 l 19

Professional or

technical

practitioner 3 4 1 9

Agricultural

specialist -— 2 —— 1

Social Service

practitioner 2 2 l 4

Businessman -- l —- 2

Educational adminis-

trator 7 3 7 1

Actor, artist, musician,

writer, etc. 1 2 -- 7

Housewife -- -- 2 5

Other 5 7 3 9

Not employed 1 l l l

 

As might be expected, the greatest difference between

pre- and post-award statuses occurs for those listing their

occupations as students. Where have the students turned

professionally? A glance at the fourth column of Table II-ll

indicates that one third are now faculty members5in colleges

or universities--the single occupation experiencing the

greatest gain. Almost one in ten students can be found in

each of two fields--elementary and secondary school teaching

or in professional or technical practice. One fifth of the
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students are still pursuing graduate studies.

For the senior grantees relatively few changes in

status have occurred since their sojourn overseas. The

one field showing noteworthy gain for Teachers in particular

is that of educational administration. The category Other

for occupations in Tables II-lO and II-ll includes a

number of positions grantees did not wish to place under

the titles provided--e.g., librarian, officer in the armed

forces, newspaper reporter, industrial researcher or private

researcher, administrator with an international health

organization, museum director, freelance cartographer,

foundation executive, editor and translator, secretary in

a foundation engaged in international philanthropic activities.

Highest Earned Degree. By its very nature the

educational exchange program deals with a highly select

population. For most aspects of the program it is assumed

that the applicant will have graduated from college, and

for senior awards it is expected that in most academic

disciplines the applicant will hold a doctoral degree.

Of course, there are exceptions; for example, in certain

areas of the fine arts, graduate degrees are less of a

prerequisite. As the data regarding the increase in the

number of Teachers now teaching in universities as well as

the number of Students now engaged in professional teaching

and university roles indicate (Table II-ll), a number of

grantees in these two categories have earned higher degrees

subsequent to their awards. Indeed, as Table II-12
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demonstrates, 13% of the Teachers and 42%.of the Students

have earned further degrees since their work overseas.

Among the Teachers 10% have earned master's degrees, 2% have

gone from master's to doctor's degrees, and 1% have made

the hurdle from bachelor‘s to doctor's degrees. Among the

Students, 21%.have earned master's level degrees, 14% have

proceeded from masterfs to doctorates, and 6% have gone from

bachelor's to doctor's degrees.

Table II-12. Teachers' and Students' highest earned degrees.

 

 

 

Pre-award Post-award Teachers Students

Bachelor's Bachelor's 20%. 27%

Master's Master‘s 56 25

Doctor's Doctor's 10

Other Other 1 2

Bachelor‘s Master's 10 19

Bachelor's Other ' -- 2

Master's Other —- l

Master's Doctor's 2 l4

Bachelor‘s Doctor‘s l 6

 

.Language Competence. According to many of the

grantees interviewed in this study, one of the most important

background variables for anyone sojourning in non-English

speaking areas is the level of the individualfs competence

in his host country's language. Indeed, the questionnaire

item pertaining to a self—evaluation of language proficiency
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drew forth more comments from respondents than did any other

single statement included in the survey. Representative of

these comments were the following:

I cannot overemphasize the great need for more

language Skills on the part of U.S. grantees. It

is the grossest kind of exaggeration that foreigners

(or foreign scholars) generally speak English. They

generally do not, and, in any event, expect educated

Americans to speak if not some non-major or esoteric

language, at least one of the "normal? languages of

international communications. In Italy, for example,

if an American scholar does not speak Italian, he

should be able to handle French or Spanish. All too

often we appear to be illiterate and inarticulate

when this is not necessarily the case.

As a teacher of languages with some years' experience,

I feel the following to be extremely important. There

is, in this country at least, a prevalent and wide-

spread belief that the panacea for language learning

is to throw a person into the foreign country and

that by being there he will be automatically trans-

formed into a good speaker of that language. This

is not the case. After Observing the progress of

dozens of fellow Americans abroad it is evident to

me that only the person with a solid foundation in

the language can benefit from contact with native

speakers. From the group of students sent over

with only the usual inadequate college language

preparation, I do not know of one in my experience

who did not finally become frustrated and isolated

from non-English speaking foreigners. . . . How—

ever, I think it pointless to stiffen the language

requirements for the awards. Rather a solution

will be achieved when language training in this

country rises to that achieved in European schools.

In response to the language question (Item 70), 64%

of the grantees evaluated their competence in the language

of their host countries as Fadequate to permit ease in

social interaction"; 63% considered it adequate to

facilitate achieving the professional purpose of their

awards; 14% considered their language proficiency inadequate

for ease in social interaction; and 6% evaluated it as
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inadequate to facilitate achieving the professional pugppse

of their awards. Since grantees were asked to check all

response options which applied to them, the percentages just

listed exceed a total of 100%. The figures as given are

somewhat difficult to interpret since a large proportion of

grantees sojourned in English-speaking countries. Approxi—

mately one fifth of the grantees to other lands, however,

admitted to inadequacies in their command of the language

of their host countries. Table II-13 summarizes the self-

reports of the grantees according to the geographic region

of their host countries. Data for the British Isles are

not included with the tabulation for Europe; similarly, data

concerning Oceania are omitted.

Students, with 92%, and Research Scholars, with 88%

in the two high score categories evaluated their proficiency

higher than did the Teachers, with 80%, and the Lecturers,

with 79% in the high score range. Like all self-assessments,

these data are subject to individual response idiosyncrasies.

It may be that on the whole Students and Research Scholars

were more realistically prepared in language Skills for their

roles abroad; furthermore, those pursuing rather isolated

library research might have experienced fewer confrontations

that would lead them to question their overall proficiency.

Lecturers and Teachers, on the other hand, generally are

involved in situations of higher interaction potential and

might therefore have their inadequacies highlighted.
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One further limitation of these data should be

mentioned. While the language question specifically referred

to the language of the grantees' host countries, it may be

that some sojourners in India and parts of Africa considered

English language proficiency sufficient. The problem is not

confined to former colonies: indeed, there is controversy

among sojourners in Scandinavian countries and in the

Netherlands regarding the necessity for competence in the

particular countries' languages. As one former award holder

commented,

As a Fulbright in Denmark, I found that some grantees

did not bother to learn the language, "since almost

all Danes speak English.9 That may be true, but

language is more than a means of communicating

thoughts. It sums up the whole culture of a

country, the attitudes of its people, the character

of its institutions. I met a lot of older Danes

who couldn't speak English; so my fluency in

Danish helped there. But more important, I

cannot conceive my really knowing Denmark and its

people--and becoming a part of it—-without knowing

the language. The Danes are different people when

they express themselves in English. Their national

characteristics, such as their own kind of humor,

do not come through clearly. Living in Denmark

without knowing Danish means that you see the

country through cloudy glasses--you see most of

it, but something always eludes you.

In discussing the grantees' overseas interaction in

the next chapter and in Chapter VIII, we shall present

suggestions for research concerning the influence of dif-

ferent levels of language competence.



 

O
]

a]



66

Interrelations Among Background Variables

Having described the characteristics of questionnaire

respondents in terms of the individual items relating to

background information, let us turn now to a more systematic

analysis of the relations among the background variables

themselves. Tables II—14 and II-15 present the results

of a factor analysis and a cluster analysis of the background

items. In general, much the same information is produced by

either factoring technique. That is, both methods agree

in the item composition of four dimensions for the same

groups--the dimension relating to home state and language

competence; that concerning essentially the combination of being

a male and taking one's family abroad; the clustering of

items regarding degree change and mobility for Students;

and the dimension relating to degrees and present occupation

for Teachers (though the items in one analysis are the

reflection of those in the other). In two situations--the

doublet of items on city size and the combination of items

on relative youth and mobility--the two methods of analysis

agree in the identification of the dimensions, but the

cluster analysis does not isolate these for as many groups

as does the factor analysis.

A greater discrepancy in the outputs of the two

factoring techniques occurs in two situations where a

separate dimension identified by the factor analysis does

not appear in the cluster analysis. In one case, the

factor for Students relating to relative maturity and a
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higher academic degree at award time (factor number II for

Students in Table II-l4) appears in the cluster analysis as

part of the dimension concerning taking the family and being

a male (cluster number II in Table II-lS). In the other

situation the factor for Lecturers and Research Scholars

relating to host country, reason for application, and field

of work abroad does not appear in the cluster analysis either

separately or as a part of the principal definition of another

dimension. These items do, however, load highly on the

cluster concerning home state and language. Since an oblique

rotation was not performed for the background factor analysis

data, we ladk information concerning the correlations among

the background factors. On the basis of the information

from the cluster analysis, however, we would expect the

following relationships to appear in an oblique rotation of

the factor matrix: factor number II for Students would be

highly associated with factor number IV for that group:

factor numbers IV and I would be positively correlated for

Lecturers; and factor numbers V and I would be highly related

for Research Scholars (see Table II-l4).

As indicated in Table II-15, an oblique rotation was

obtained for the cluster data. The correlations among the

cluster dimensions for each group of grantees are presented in

Table II-l6. It is interesting to note that for Lecturers

and Research Scholars the dimension concerning relative

youth and mobility correlates negatively with that relating

to taking the family and being a male. The association
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Table II-16. Correlations among oblique clusters.

.4. -

__ -

 

 

Lecturers

Home state, Todk family, Age,

Cluster description: language male mobility

Home state, language -- .15 .02

Todk family, male -— -.10

Age, post—award mobility __

‘-—_—--~“fl‘fl~-~-*----“--_-*-~fl—-—"-"‘__—-fl---’fl‘u‘n-_"~“--

Research Scholars

 

 

. . . State, City Family, Age,

Cluster description. language size male mobility

Home state, language -— -.04 .12 .04

City size then and now -- .14 .01

TOOk family, male —- —.26

Age, post-award mobility --

Teachers

Home state, Todk family, Teacher,

 

 

Cluster description: language male degree

Home state, language -- -.01 .48

Todk family, male -- -.46

Teacher, degree . -—

Students

Home Family, City Language,

Cluster description: state degree then size degree now

Home state then and now -- —.06 -.19 .50

Todk family, degree then -- .13 -.09

City size then and now -- .06

Language, degree now --

 

1A more detailed description of the oblique clusters

appearsin.Table II—15.
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seems reasonable since on the whole the older senior

scholars with family responsibilities are likely to be

more settled in their home environments.

For the Teachers the cluster relating to present

occupation along with relatively low level academic degrees

(with no subsequent change in degrees) correlates positively

with the dimension concerning home state and negatively

with that relating to taking the family and being a male.

The negative relationship is consonant with other data we

shall discuss in Chapter V. That is, among Teachers being

a male and achieving a higher academic degree are associated

with not being a school teacher now in the multiple regres-

sion prediction of professional prestige emanating from

the awards.

For the Students the highest correlation occurs be—

tween the dimension on home state and that concerning

degree change and language competence. On the latter

dimension relating to degree change (cluster number IV,

Table II-15), a high loading item concerns post-award

mobility. Thus, the negative correlation between this

cluster (IV) and that concerning taking the family, being

a male, and being older (cluster number II, Table II-lS)

agrees with the patterning of attributes previously ob-

served for Lecturers and Research Scholars.

As we shall see in subsequent chapters, the factor-

ings of the data concerning outcomes of the grantees'

award experiences produced more information than was
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obtained in the present instance involving the background

items. With so few background items to begin with, some

of the data reduction produced rather trivial doublets-v

for example, in the combination of being a male and taking

onefs family abroad. Similarly, the doublet regarding city

size before and after the award period is readily obvious

since the majority of grantees have not moved. The same is

true for the clustering of the items concerning census

division of home state before and after the awards; however,

in this instance the association of these items with high

scores on language proficiency suggests that grantees from

states including many of the more prestigeful universities

(see combination of census attributes in Appendix III)

apparently have received what they consider more adequate

language preparation.

Among the other dimensions, that combining relative

youth and post-award mobility seems relatively obvious for

college faculty members, as noted previously; however, it

is interesting to nOte that for Teachers the main component

of this factor involves earning a higher academic degree.

Similarly, on a related dimension for Students (factor

number I or cluster number IV) a meaningful syndrome appears

from the combination of earning a higher degree, becoming

a college professor, and moving to a new locale. Since

graduate work generally is a lengthy process it is reason-

able that period of award loads negatively on this dimension.
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With reference to the factor for Lecturers and

Research Scholars pertaining to host country, reason for

application, and field of work, interesting differences

appear in the direction of the correlations between the items

and the factor for each group. That is, while in both in—

stances having one's application requested loaded positively,

the groups differed with respect to host country and field,

with the Lecturers included in the Europe and Oceania group

of professors in the Humanities and Arts, and the Research

Scholars including those sojourning in other areas and

representing other academic disciplines.

Data from the factor and cluster analyses of back—

ground items just described are incorporated in other analyses

to be discussed in Chapter VII. In Chapters III through VI

analyses interrelating dimensions concerning outcomes of

the awards and background characteristics of the grantees

involve the individual background items.



CHAPTER III

OVERSEAS EXPERIENCES OF GRANTEES

Interviews conducted with Fulbright and Smith-Mundt

grantees in nine Midwestern states indicated that the grantees'

feelings about the personal relationships they established

abroad very much colored their formal and informal dis-

cussions of their host countries. Furthermore, the tenor

of these overseas experiences influenced the grantees’

continued professional and personal contacts with foreign

nationals. This chapter, therefore, will review the award

holders' assessments of the number and quality of friend-

ships formed abroad as well as their reports of other

opportunities to communicate with nationals of their

host countries.

At first glance, some of the figures to be reported

below seem to be gross exaggerations. However, it should

be noted that some grantees were in situations of unusual

interaction potential--and since, from all appearances,

many were gregarious and energetic individuals, their rate

of interpersonal communication was high. For example,

in commenting on her reactions to some of the questionnaire

items to be considered in this chapter, one grantee noted,
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It is difficult for me even to estimate numbers

in I-19 to I—27. . . . it was arranged that every one

of the 300 students enrolled be in my classes. I

supervised all student teachers and was expected

to lecture or give a demonstration class to every

one of their classes and to all other teachers in

the school. Many of my students, all of the other

college teachers, and the . . . head masters and

mistresses invited me to tea. Every educational

organization, many service clubs, USIS, etc.

invited me to lecture. . . . I organized the first

workshops. I was in ten centers, lived in village

homes, taught, and talked constantly. Since my

return, I receive an average of ten friendly letters

from teachers, pupils, and acquaintances every week.

I am notified of and send gifts to their weddings,

births of babies, etc., etc. We discuss friendly,

family matters and professional problems.

Our inquiry concerning experiences abroad focused

on three correlated aspects of interaction: the frequency

of the grantees' interaction with their hosts: the range

of their contacts with various kinds of people overseas:

and the depth of friendship in their associations (cf.

HOmans, 1950). Before considering the summary scaling

and factoring of these items let us examine response

distributions to certain individual items as well as

representative comments from grantees clarifying the personal

significance of their answers.

Friendships Abroag. Table 111-1 summarizes the

percentage distribution of responses to the question,

?While you were abroad, with how many foreign citizens

did you establish friendships you expect to be lasting??

(Item I-l9, Appendix II). The figures are impressive in

indicating the extent of relatively close personal relation-

ships established between grantees and their hosts. Of



78

Table III-1. Number of friendships established abroad.

 

 

 

One to Six to Over Row

None Five Ten Ten Frequency

Lecturers 2% 19% 37% 42% 785

Research Scholars l 19 37 42 744

Teachers 1 17 39 42 1082

Students 4 36 36 24 2659

Othersl 4 4o 16 38 57

Total %) 3 28 36 32 5327

Column Frequency 140 1484 1926 1734 52842

Total Friendships3 -- 4452 15,408 33,747 53,607

 

1The FOthersF category includes grantees abroad

under special State Department grants. Because of the

small number this group was not included in the Guttman,

Factor, and Cluster analyses.

2The row frequency does not equal the total number

because 43 grantees did not respond to this questionnaire

item.

3The figures representing total friendships

established abroad were computed by multiplying the total

frequency of responses for each column by the median of the

number of friends indicated by that column. For example,

1,484 grantees checked the response ?one to five." Multi—

plying l,484 by 3 (the median) gives 4,452. The figure

33,747 for the rover ten? column was calculated by adding

the numbers which the grantees checking this category wrote

in on their questionnaires. Space was provided after this

and also after other questions for such write-ins (see

questionnaire in Appendix II).



79

course, these data reflect only the grantees' perceptions.

Our research design precluded investigating their hosts'

attitudes. However, as we shall indicate in subsequent

chapters, we do have some evidence supporting the belief

that host nationals as well as grantees value the relation-

ships established. In general we may assume that relation-

ships which are trivial or unrewarding will be terminated

when it becomes convenient to do so, or when the cost of

continuing them increases. Yet grantees maintain relation-

ships after their return home--and this implies cooperation

of the host nationals in at least responding to communi-

cations, and in some instances in assuming the more active

role in maintaining contact.

Perhaps we should note one further qualification

regarding the figures reported in Table 111-1. Even within

our relatively homogeneous grouping of American award holders

we may expect divergences in definitions of ?lasting"

friendships. Some grantees might consider annual exchange

of Christmas notes a sufficient index of an enduring relation—

ship. Others, however, delineate further criteria:

I consider a lasting friendship . . . someone with

whom I would stay in Europe, or who would stay

with me if visiting America, and with whom I

correspond more than once a year.

we have some Norwegian guests every year here in

New Ybrk. I have more first-name friends in

Oslo, NOrway, than in New York City!

Grantees‘ reports of close friendships are influenced

not only by their individual expectations but also by the
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particular cultural definitions of friendship relationships

they encountered abroad. Across cultures there is consider-

able variance in the length of acquaintance preceding the

establishment of first-name relationships as well as in the

introduction of a stranger into one’s home; furthermore,

there are differences in the degree of intimacy of friend-

ship implied by such behavior (cf. Lewin, 1948, ch. 1).

In many of the countries where the grantees sojourned,

invitations into homes are accorded to outsiders only when

they are considered close friends of the family. Thus it is

not surprising to find that responses to a questionnaire

item aSking the number of homes grantees were entertained

in closely parallel answers to the friendship question.l

Only 1%.reported no such experiences; 24% had visited one

to five foreign homes; 32% had been received in six to ten

homes abroad; and 42%)had been entertained in over ten homes

of foreign citizens during their sdjourns. In all, grantees

were entertained in approximately 61,200 homes overseas.

On the average, therefore, each grantee established close

friendships with 10 foreign nationals and was entertained

by his hosts in an average of 12 homes abroad.

Some indication of the personal significance of

these figures is given by the following comments from

grantees:

 

1The correlation between these items (I-19 and I-20)

was .47 for Lecturers, .54 for Research Scholars, .49 for

Teachers, and .52 for Students--all significant 5's.
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I lived with a wonderful French family and spent

many, many hours each week with . . . my landlady,

and with her friends who included me in all their

activities-—a vernissage; chasse a courre; an after-

noon at the Tribunal. . .; tea for an artist, the

nephew of Monet: a French wedding and later reception

in the groom's home; Concours Hippique National . . .;

the International Electrical Engineers' Convention

at Paris--activities arranged for the women guests

or couples; trips; concerts: lectures; plays; and

so forth. The French pastor and his family, and

four or five other French families also ”adopted"

me. One may well imagine that the day I left to

come home was one of the saddest days in my life.

I told them at the end that I did not want them to

spend any money having elaborate farewell dinners

for me . . . but they went right ahead and did so.

I remember it was very hard for them to get out to

the airport . . . but nevertheless, those teachers

got out there. . . . They were all there and

they gave me . . . their famous gold embroidery,

and they presented me with this flag, which is

perhaps the most touching thing. On one side is

embroidered the Turkish flag and on the other side

is the American flag. This, they said, symbolized

the close friendship that we had; and it certainly

did. To me, this was one of the most touching

moments. I still keep in contact with these people.

They write me about their problems and ask for

advice, and they keep me informed about what they

are doing in their schools. I have some very, very

close friends in Turkey, and I certainly cherish

them.

Professional Contacts. A large percentage of the

personal friendships grantees established abroad were with

professional colleagues.l Approximately 83,300 foreign

professionals were in frequent, face-to-face contact with

 

lAgain, responses on the friendship item (I-l9)

correlated significantly with those on the inquiry regarding

the number of frequent, face-to—face contacts with foreign

professionals (I-21). The observed E's were .33 for

Lecturers, .48 for Research Scholars, .35 for Teachers,

and .35 for Students.
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grantees represented in this survey. On the average, there-

fore, each grantee interacted frequently with about 16

professional colleagues during his stay overseas. Many

of these contacts involved actual collaboration on research;

indeed 38% of the Lecturers, 61% of the Research Scholars,

11% of the Teachers, and 29%.of the Students reported such

joint endeavors with foreign colleagues or students. Some

of the far—reaching consequences for the advancement of

knowledge emanating from such collaboration are indicated

by the following reports from grantees:

During my stay at the Institute of Theoretical

Physics, . . . I developed a Nuclear Chemistry

laboratory. . . . In addition, the newly formed

Danish Atomic Energy Commission asked me to train

their nuclear chemists. . . . The contribution

of the Nuclear Chemistry group to experimental

research at the Institute occurs in several realms.

The preparation of radio-active sources and the

study of radioactive decay schemes, the preparation

of Van de Graaf targets, the preparation of chemicals

for the isotope separator, and the preparation of

targets and chemical separations necessary for the

cyclotron group are all regions in which the newly

formed Chemistry group works. Therefore, in spite

of the great professional gain to me, I feel that

my Fulbright Awards and my experience in Europe

have been of a considerable benefit to Denmark. . . .

I was able to get a Nuclear Chemistry group function-

ing which is destined to continue to make a

research contribution.

I would like to add here that my second year abroad

. . . permitted me to make a modest contribution to

the development of the social sciences in Italy.

For example, I helped to organize both a national

and regional Social Science Association. I

participated in the first professional meetings

of these groups. I persuaded l4 scholars to

collaborate in the conduct of empirical research

in connection with elections, etc.



83

Classroom Contacts. Over 217,300 foreign students

were in classes conducted by American grantees included

in this study. On the average, therefore, each grantee

who taught abroad had a total of slightly over 100 foreign

students. The diversity of teaching experiences ranging

from institutionalized seminars to informal classes is

represented by the following reports from grantees:

I was so impressed with the superior quality of my

students at Marburg that I published the following

work: Studies in Walt Whitman's "Leaves of Grass,”

written by students at Philipps-Universitat, Marburg/

Lahn, Western Germany, Winter Semester, 1953-1954.

Gainesville, Florida: Scholars' Facsimiles and

Reprints, 1954.

-The institution with which I was affiliated had not

yet set up administrative organization, nor had

they received the anticipated funds necessary for

establishing a course in Rehabilitation Therapies,

in which I was to teach. Instead, another Fulbright

grantee and I expanded the out-patient treatment

center for cerebral palsied children and also did much

informal clinical teaching and demonstration, trans-

lated medical record forms into Italian, had special

therapy equipment made, and taught parents of the

children to carry on a home exercise program as

a supplement to clinic treatment. In general, we

aided in laying the ground-work for the university

of Rome's course in Rehabilitation, which is now

proceeding successfully—-and to which grantees are

still being sent.

Two other Fulbright grantees and I conducted bi-

weekly English conversation classes at the . . .

USIS library. Our groups included people from all

walks of life, eager for this contact since the

host city . . . was without other formal English-

speaking representation. . . . our meetings were

devoted to discussion of every aspect of American

culture, from the arts to farming and the use

of umbrellas.
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Z

Other Contacts Overseas. In addition to classroom

and research contacts, most of the award holders met fre—

quently with foreign students on an informal basis. Indeed,

grantees reported frequent, extracurricular contact with

over 78,300 foreign students, making an average of approxi-

mately 15 informal student contacts per grantee.

So far we have considered only relatively close

relationships between grantees and their hosts. With

reference to more casual contacts, grantees reported

interacting informally with over 103,600 foreign acquaintances--

an average of about 20 per grantee. While many of these

contacts were characterized by relatively frequent inter-

action--e.g., with shopkeepers—-in general the depth was

such that only casual conversations regarding local customs,

American life, etc., ensued.

Public Appearances Abroad. With the possible

exception of classroom contacts, the relationships discussed

thus far have been of a person-to-person nature. wa

data will be presented concerning the appearances of grantees

before audiences of foreign nationals. Grantees in this

survey presented almost 30,000 professional lectures,

concerts, art exhibits, etc., to foreign audiences total-

ing over 1,400,000 foreign nationals. On the average ten

presentations were made by each award holder reporting

such appearances; the average attendance per grantee

participating in these functions was slightly over 500;
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and the average number of foreign guests at each function

was approximately 50.

With reference to other talks of a less professional

nature--e.g., on general topics about American culture--it

is interesting to note that grantees made approximately the

same number of presentations. Approximately 30,000 talks

on general topics about American culture were presented to

foreign audiences-—an average of about eleven appearances

per award holder reporting such presentations. As compared

with the numbers attending professional presentations of

the award holders, smaller gatherings appeared at each

function. Total attendance was approximately 775,500,

making an average of 26 foreign nationals per talk.

Analyses Dimensionalizing Overseas Interaction

Having presented a summary enumeration of responses

to items concerning the grantees' overseas interaction with

foreign nationals as well as some explanation of the personal

significance of these experiences, let us now consider

whether grantees can be arranged in an internally meaning-

ful rank order with respect to interaction abroad. First

we shall present results from a Guttman scaling of these

data. Then we shall consider comparable factor and cluster

dimensions.
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Guttman Scale Analysis

For the Guttman scale analysis, items concerning the

size of classes taught by the grantees and the size of audiences

attending their public appearances were not included. While

these data were of importance for the research, in terms of

the dimension relating to the grantees' overseas interaction,

these items seemed more dependent on fortuitous circumstances

than were the others.

Table III—2 presents the best scales for each group.

For Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Teachers, seven-item

cumulative scales were developed; for Students, only six

of the items satisfied the criteria for unidimensionality

listed in Chapter I. As these data illustrate, unidimen—

sionality reflects the patterning of experiences in a given

group of individuals and is not a property of the measuring

instrument, per se (cf. Selltiz, et al., 1962, ch. 10).

Variations in the experiences of the four groups of grantees

resulted in different patternings of the items. For

example, Item 22 concerning collaboration with foreign

researchers scaled reliably only for Research Scholars.

While the patterning of items in the four scales

is unique for each group, some trends across groups may be

noted. For all groups Item 19 occurs after Item 20--that

is, grantees who reported establishing close friendships

with a number of foreign citizens also indicated they had

been entertained in at least the same number of homes over-

seas. Thus interaction within the more intimate setting
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of a foreign citizen's home appears to be an important

condition for the establishment of a close and meaningful

friendship. It is interesting to note, furthermore, that

in three scales (Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Students)

Item 20 at cutoff level 3 is the first item. That is, in

terms of the scalings for the given set of items, the

minimum interaction experience reported by these groups

involved being entertained in at least six homes of foreign

citizens during their sojourns.

In the Teachers' scale, this group's institutional

relationships are reflected in the patterning of the first

two items: the minimum interaction involved frequent

extracurricular contact with foreign students (Item 24):

the next level concerned frequent contact with at least

sixteen foreign professional colleagues (Item 21). For

all groups, presenting a number of professional lectures,

concerts, or art exhibits (Item 26) represented the maximum

point on the scales. Grantees reporting a relatively large

number of such appearances also tended to report all the

other interaction experiences included in the dimension.

If we examine the distribution of respondents within

each group among the scale types, some interesting

differences appear (Table III-3). Interaction rates were

higher for those grantees whose roles overseas focused on

teaching. Thus if we divide the Guttman scales at the

midpoint (combining scores 0, l, 2, and 3 asopposed to

scores 4, 5, 6, and 7 for the three professional groups





T
a
b
l
e

I
I
I
-
3
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d
:

d
i
s
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

o
f

r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s

a
m
o
n
g

t
h
e

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

s
c
a
l
e

t
y
p
e
s
.

  

L
e
c
t
u
r
e
r
s

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s

1
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

 
 

 

S
c
o
r
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

2
2
:
;

S
c
o
r
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

2
2
:
;

S
c
o
r
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

2
2
:
;

S
c
o
r
e

F
r
e
q
u
e
n
c
y

2
2
:
;

 

0
8
5

1
1
%

0
9
3

1
2
%

0
1
1
3

1
0
%

0
7
0
7

2
7
%

 
1

5
6

7
1

7
2

1
0

l
1
6
6

1
5

1
3
9
9

1
5

N

2
1
3
5

1
7

2
1
1
4

1
5

3
2

1
4
6

1
4

6
3
9

2
4

3
1
1
6

1
5

3
1
7
0

2
3

E
3

1
2
9

1
2

3
3
8

1
3

8
6

1
1

4
1
2
1

1
6

1
0
3

1
0

2
2
5

8

 
1
1
6

1
5

5
5
7

8
1
3
5

1
2

2
4
0

9

     

m<rmro

fi‘l-Oko

wmxo

1
2
7

1
6

6
7
3

1
0

1
7
2

1
6

5
1
1
1

4

7
6
4

8
E

7
4
4

6
7

1
1
8

l
l

90



91

and combining scores 0, l, and 2 as opposed to scores 3, 4,

5, and 6 for the Students), we find approximately 50%950%

split for the Lecturers and Teachers as contrasted to a

60%r40%.difference between low and high scores for the

Research Scholars and a 66%P34%»difference for the Students.

The differential rates of interaction among the four groups

make sense in terms of the different expectations involved

in their statuses. For example, as the following comment

indicates, Lecturers often were asked to teach only one

course at their foreign uniVersities:

When I got to the Netherlands they refused to give

me two courses; they said I could teach only one

course. This meant that I gave only one lecture a

week. I did my best to try to get a second course,

but they refused. One reason was that they had no

course under the title I suggested, and it's almost

impossible to introduce a new course in The Netherlands.

But the thing that was finally deciding--they said,

”Why no, we can't give it to you at the hour it was

planned because we have another course being offered

at that hour, and there are no free hours left.” I

was incredulous about this. I said, ”Do you mean

to tell me that you don't offer two courses at the

same time?” They replied, ”No, not within the same

faculty.”

Obviously, for those faculty members who had not planned

to do extensive research during the tenure of their

lectureships, official teaching requirements often left

much time for interaction with colleagues and others

overseas. Possibly this factor also made the Lecturers more

available for public appearances.

Even more than the Lecturers, the Teachers appeared

to be in situations of high interaction potential, surrounded
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by large numbers of colleagues and frequently being invited

to address local groups.' Through interaction with their

students they were enabled to become acquainted with the

pupils' families and other townspeople during their

sojourns.

For Research Scholars, on the other hand, the focus

of their energies abroad often led to solitary pursuits or

to intensive interaction with small numbers of foreign

colleagues and students. Particularly for those in the

Humanities, the opportunity to gain access to rare manu-

scripts or other artifacts available only in the host

country meant that the grantees spent relatively little time

in more casual interaction with foreign citizens or in

presenting non-professional talks to foreign audiences.

Among the four groups, the Students apparently were

in situations involving the lowest degree of interaction

potential. For one thing, ”foreign students” are not a

novelty in most of the countries where large numbers of

American students sojourn (England, France, Germany, Italy).

Particularly in the large metropolitan centers, American

students are not likely to be called upon for talks con—

cerning American culture; indeed, only those well advanced

in their graduate research or those in the arts are likely

to have opportunity for public appearances. For those who

are particularly goal-oriented—-e.g., students in the

Humanities gathering dissertation data from libraries, or

students in the Arts, endeavoring to perfect Skills under
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the direction of foreign masters--extracurricular interaction

may be relatively slight. Furthermore, as we shall note

in relating the interaction dimension to background factors,

the Students‘ language competence also has a significant

effect on the extent of their interaction with their hosts.

Factor Analysis

As noted in Chapter I, the same items used in the

various Guttman scaling procedures were factor analyzed in

an effort to see whether the observed relationships among

variables could be accounted for by a more fundamental set

of dimensions and to ascertain whether such dimensions would

correspond to those hypothesized in the initial attempts at

scaling the data. In the factoring procedure a factor

corresponding to our dimension concerning overseas inter-

action was extracted. As indicated previously, two ortho-

gonal rotations were performed on the factor matrix. Since

the quartimax method simplifies the description of each row

in the factor matrix, we used information from this rotation

to identify the factor on which a variable made its maximum

contribution. Table III-4 summarizes the loadings of items

on the interaction abroad factor for both the varimax and

the quartimax rotations. .Data are presented only for the

items making their maximum contribution to this factor,

according to the quartimax solution.

As in the Guttman scaling, differences across groups

may be observed in the compositions of the factors and in
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the compositions of the factors and in the relative loadings.

Again, collaboration with foreigners on research conducted

overseas is involved in the definition of this dimension

only for Research Scholars. It is interesting to note that

some items relating to continued interaction with foreigners

also load on this factor, particularly for Lecturers and

Research Scholars. In terms of their factor coefficients,

however, these items are relatively less important than the

items regarding overseas experiences in determining scores

on the factor.

Cluster Analysis

For purposes of further comparison let us turn to

the output of a cumulative communality cluster analysis of

the same items. Again, a cluster corresponding to our

dimension concerning overseas interaction was extracted.

Table III-5 presents the cluster coefficients (analogous to

factor loadings) for items included in the identification

of this dimension in the initial clustering (where four

collinear items per dimension are the maximum) and in the

oblique rotation of the cluster matrix.

As inspection of the tables will verify, for this

dimension concerning overseas interaction the results of

the cluster analysis show close agreement with those of

the factor analysis. In both of these factorings the

highest loading items generally pertain to person-to-person
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contacts. Indeed, in the Tryon analysis it is these items

which are included in the initial clusterings for all groups.

This finding concerning the relative importance of the

person-to-person contacts in describing the behaviors

involved in the overseas interaction dimension is consonant

with the Guttman scaling data where we observed that such

items were in the more popular scale categories, appearing

as the minimum levels of interaction reported by relatively

large numbers in each group, in contrast to the items

relating to public appearances which generally represented

the maximum points on the scales.

For purposes of further comparison of the factoring

techniques we selected items which loaded on the inter-

action abroad dimension in both of the orthogonal rotations

of the factor matrix as well as in the oblique rotation

of the cluster matrix. The selected items then were rank-

ordered for each of the three rotations in terms of the

magnitude of their factor or cluster coefficients. The

overall association-among the three representations of the

correlation structure of the items appeared quite strong.

As one might expect, the rank orderings of item load-

ings for the varimax and quartimax rotations of the factor

matrix generally correlated higher than did those for one

of the orthogonal factor rotations and the oblique rotation

of the cluster matrix. In one exception, the Spearman

rank correlation between the varimax and quartimax loadings
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for Lecturers was qu = .68; whereas the rank correlation

between the quartimax loadings and the oblique clustering

was ch = .71. The rank correlation between the Lecturers'

varimax and cluster loadings was lower, however, (RvC = .60).

For Research Scholars the three rank correlation coefficients

were the same (qu = RVc = ch = .82). In the data for

Teachers and Students the association between the two ortho—

gonal rotations was almost perfect; correspondingly, the

rank correlations involving each orthogonal rotation and

the oblique cluster rotation were equal. That is, for

Teachers qu = .94, and Rye = .83. For Students qu = .98,

and Rye = ch = .88.

As indicated in Chapter I, one reason for performing

two orthogonal rotations of the factor matrix was to observe

their correspondence and to see whether a general factor

would occur in the quartimax solution. As it turned out,

no general factor was developed by the quartimax analysis.

In fact, as we shall see in the next three chapters--and

as the data just cited indicate-—the correspondence between

the two orthogonal rotations of the factor matrix was quite

close.

Relation of Overseas Interaction to

Background Variables

In describing the samples of grantees included in

the present study, we presented data in Chapter II concerning

a variety of background variables. we shall now explore the
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relationship between these background characteristics of

grantees and the extent of their interaction abroad. First

we shall present data from a multiple regression analysis

assessing the relative importance of background items

antecedent to the overseas experiences in predicting scores

on the interaction abroad factor. Then we shall consider

the relative loadings of these same background items on the

cluster dimension relating to overseas interaction.

Finally, in discussing the observed relationships we shall

present additional data from cross-tabulations involving

individual background items and scores from the Guttman

interaction abroad scale.

In computing the multiple regression of background

variables on the dependent factor scores for overseas inter-

action, we selected background items pertaining to character—

istics and experiences of grantees antecedent to their

sojourns abroad. That is, information regarding post-

award changes in residence, in academic degrees, etc. were

not included. There were slight differences in the items

included in this analysis for each group. Information con-

cerning highest academic degree at award time was omitted

for senior scholars (almost all had doctorates), but it was

included for Teachers and Students. For Teachers the three

dummy variables relating to field of work overseas were not

included (see item 66 in Appendix III), since a ”professional

social service” classification of their roles abroad generally

seemed more appropriate. For Students information concerning
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geographic region of host country was not included since

almost all had sojourned in Europe.

Thus, of the sixteen variables described in

Appendix III, twelve were input in the analysis for Lecturers

and Research Scholars (items 63, 69, 72, and 72 x 73 were

omitted). Ten independent variables were included in the

Teachers' analysis (items 63, 69, 72 x 73, and the three

representations of item 66 were omitted). For Students

twelve baCkground items were input (items 55, 63, 69, and

72 x 73 were omitted).

Table III-6 summarizes the results of the multiple

regression analyses, presenting the best least squares values

for the weighting coefficients for variables making signifi-

cant contributions in the regression equations (see Chapter I

for further details concerning the tabular data).

Before discussing the multiple regressions let us

also present data concerning the relative loadings of the

same background items on each group's cluster dimension

relating to interaction abroad (Table III-7). As noted in

Chapter I, in cluster analyzing the outcome variables it

was possible to assess the relative contributions of back-

ground variables on the dependent dimensions without the

background itemsl influencing the actual clustering process.

As inspection of Tables III—6 and III-7 will verify,

there is relatively good agreement between the two analyses

in identification of important background characteristics

vis-a-vis the factor and cluster representations of the
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Table III—6. Interaction abroad: multiple regression analysis.

 

 

Lecturers

Coefficient of Multiple Determination = .04, p_< .0005

Standard Error of Dependent Interaction Abroad Factor,

Y = 9.84

Intercept Constant = 46.27

 

Standard

Error of

Co- Co- Student Beta

Variable efficient efficient .3 Coefficient

Language competence 1.39 .38 3.62 .13

Todk family abroad -2.29 .82 -2.78 —.10

Natural Sciences -2.51 .99 -2.55 -.09

Europe + Oceania —l.57 .73 -2.14 —.08

Age .45 .21 2.13 .08

Research Scholars

Coefficient of Multiple Determination = .08, p_< .0005

Standard Error of Dependent Interation Abroad Factor,

Y = 9.66

Intercept Constant = 46.66

 

Standard

Error of

Co- Co- Student Beta

variable efficient efficient up Coefficient

Humanities + Arts -3.91 .79 -4.92 -.18

Age .58 .20 2.92 .10

Application requested 3.18 1-14’ 2.80 .10

Male -2.94 1.22 -2.41 -.09

Europe + Oceania -1.84 .97 -l.90 -.07

Teachers

Coefficient of MMltiple Determination = .04, p_< .0005

Standard Error of Dependent Interaction Abroad Factor,

Y = 9.85

Intercept Constant = 46.35

 

Standard

Error of

Co- Co- Student Beta

Variable efficient efficient .E Coefficient

Age .74 .17 4.39 .14

British Isles 1.62 .78 2.07 .08

Home state then -l.35 .66 -2.03 -.06
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Table III-6.--Continued

 

 

Students

Coefficient of Multiple Determination = .04, p_< .0005

Standard Error Dependent Interaction Abroad Factor,

Y = 9.83

Intercept Constant = 50.96

 

Standard

Error of

Co- Co- Student Beta

Variable efficient efficient .3 Coefficient

Humanities + Arts -4.09 .54 -7.54 -.20

Language competence 1.57 .24 6.41 .13

Natural Sciences -2.95 .73 -4.04 -.09

Period of award - .33 .09 -3.63 -.07

Social Sciences -2.05 .63 -3.24 -.08

Home state then —1.35 .42 -3.20 -.07

Degree then - .73 .36 -2.05 -.04

 

Table III-7. Loadings of background variables on the

interaction abroad cluster dimension.

 

 

 

1 Research

Background Items: Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

55. Host country -.03 -.09 .08 ---

58. Sex: male -.07 -.12 -.08 .003

59. Age at award time .04 .09 .13 -.09

60. Period of award -.03 -.04 -.06 -.06

61. Home state at

award time —.03 .000 -.06 -.06

64. Size of home city

then .04 -.001 .04 .01

66. Natural Sciences -.06 .01 --- -.01

66. Social Sciences .04 .02 --- .05

66. Humanities + Arts -.04 —.16 --- -.12

70. Language competence .12 .02 .04 .08

71. Reason for appli—

‘cation .03 .ll .06 -.05

72. Highest degree then --- —-- -.04 -.10

II—44. Took family

abroad -.09 -.02 .03 -.06

 

1
See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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overseas interaction dimension. As we shall see in subse-

quent tables, these findings generally are consonant with

data from cross-tabulations involving background items and

Guttman interaction abroad scale scores. In some instances,

however, it appears that in the multiple regression and cluster

loading analyses involving combined attributes in some of the

dummy variables--e.g., in the combined fields of Humanities

with the Creative Arts--the combined variables actually

masked interesting differences uncovered by the straight-

forward cross-tabulations which did not combine attributes

of background items.

In the multiple regression analysis, age appears

as a significant predictor of overseas interaction for the

three professional groups. The relative magnitudes of the

cluster coefficients also suggest the importance of the

age variable for these groups: furthermore, the relatively

high negative loading for this characteristic on the Student

dimension indicates that for this group relative youth rather

than increasing age contributes to more extensive interaction

abroad. These findings are further illustrated in Table III-8

which summarizes cross tabulations involving the age variable

and high and low levels of Guttman interaction abroad scale

1
scores.

 

lPerhaps had the age discrimination categories been

finer the relationship between age and extent of interaction

among Students would have been clearer. The general trend in

these data is consonant with Sewell and Davidsen's report that

younger Scandinavian students on an American campus scored

higher in the extent of their participation in American life

(1961).
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Table III—8. Relation of age to Guttman interaction abroad

scale scores.

 

Lecturers

 

Interaction Scale Scores Age

Under 30 31-40 41-50 Over 51 Row %

 

Low (0, l, 2, 3) 52% 53% 49% 49% 50%

High (4,5,6,7) 48 47 51 51 50

Column Frequencies 31 174 317 259 781

Research Scholars

Under 30 31—40 41-50 Over 51 Row %

 

Low (0,1,2,3) 73% 63% 59% 50% 60%

High (4,5,6,7) 27 37 41 50 40

Column Frequencies 95 274 228 141 738

Teachers
 

Under 30 31-40 41—50 Over 51 Row %

 

Low (0, 1, 2, 3) 60% 51% 49% 45% 51%

High (4,5,6,7) 40 49 51 55 49

Column Frequencies 220 317 390 150 1077

Students
 

Under 25 26—30 Over 30 Row %

 

Low (0,1,2) 65% 67% 67% 66%

High (3,4,5,6) 35 33 33 34

Column Frequencies 1532 716 405 2653

 

In the multiple regression analysis, field of work

abroad also contributes significantly to scores on the

interaction abroad factor for Lecturers, Research Scholars,

and Students. As noted earlier, the three dummy variables

representing the general areas of Natural Sciences, Social

Sciences, and Humanities + Arts were not included in the

analysis for Teachers. In general the multiple regression
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assessments agree with the cluster coefficient data, where

Natural Sciences has a relatively high negative loading for

Lecturers and where Humanities + Arts have relatively high

negative loadings for Research Scholars and Students.

These findings also are supported by the data in Table III—9,

summarizing the relationship between high and low scores on

the Guttman interaction abroad scale and field of work over-

seas for the relevant groups.

In the cross-tabular data (Table III-9), however, it

is interesting to note that while Lecturers in Languages,

English or American Studies tend to be low on the extent of

their interaction abroad, those in the Arts score appreciably

higher. Thus in this instance the combined dummy variable

used in the other analyses apparently cancels out interesting

differences for the Lecturers. While the Research Scholars

in the Arts tend to score higher on the Guttman scale than

their peers in the various combined fields of the Humanities,

their interaction scores are not higher than the average

for their group as a whole; therefore, the combined Humanities

+ Arts attribute does not seem to mask important differences

for Research Scholars in the multiple regression or cluster

loading analyses.

With reference to the Students' regression analysis,

all three attributes relating to field of work abroad have

negative weightings in relation to interaction factor scores.

In the cluster coefficient data, however, Social Sciences

has a low positive loading, a finding closer to the Guttman
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data summarized in Table III-9. As the Guttman data indicate,

however, vis-a-vis Students in Agriculture, Professional

Social Service, and other fields, those in the more traditional

academic disciplines tend to score lower. It is interesting

to relate these data to those from the study of foreign

students in America conducted by Selltiz, and associates

(1963). These researchers found that European students

engaged in more extensive social relations with Americans

than did Asians. Among the background factors confounded

with cultural background, however, was one relating to field

of work. European students tended to be majoring in social

sciences or humanities in contrast to the Asians who were

more likely to concentrate in natural sciences (Selltiz,

et al., 1963, ch. 4). In our study, also, Students in Natural

Sciences tend to exhibit low interaction with their hosts,

whereas those in the Social Sciences appear relatively more

gregarious. Because of the variance across the sub-fields,

however, it is not possible to characterize Students in the

Humanities as generally high or low—-rather, they are

”variable” in the extent of their interaction overseas.

According to the regression analyses and the direction

of the relative loadings on the cluster dimensions, Lecturers

and Research Scholars sojourning in Europe and Oceania tend

to exhibit less extensive interaction with their hosts than

do their peers in other areas: however, Teachers in the

British Isles seem to be the high scorers for their group.
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Table III-10 gives further data in terms of the relationship

between geographic region of host country and Guttman inter-

action abroad scale scores.

As the data in Table III—10 suggest, the conclusion

from the multiple regression and cluster analyses concerning

the association between host country and interaction applies

more appropriately to Europe than to a combination of Europe

and Oceania. That is, grantees in Oceania actually seem to

have more extensive interaction with their hosts than is

generally true for those in Europe—-a relationship which

is especially marked for Research Scholars. Thus the decision

to combine Europe and Oceania--based on general cultural

similarities, especially between England and Oceania as well

as on interview data--apparent1y was unwise.

One might conclude that English language facility is

the relevant correlated characteristic accounting for the

apparent supremacy in interaction of the grantees to Oceania

vis-a-vis those to Europe as a whole. Indeed, as Table III-11

indicates, Lecturers in the British Isles exhibit the same

interaction scores as their colleagues in Oceania. This

pattern, however, is not characteristic of the other groups.

Research Scholars in the British Isles actually do not

score appreciably higher than their peers in other European

countries. While Teachers and Students in the British Isles

exhibit relatively higher interaction scores than their

counterparts in other European countries, the difference is

not so great as that between the interaction scores for
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Europe as a whole and for Oceania, where the Teachers and

Students are markedly above the averages for their groups.

Thus language alone does not account for the observed dif—

ferences. we might speculate that Americans generally are

more of a novelty in Oceania than in Europe and therefore

might be sought out more. Furthermore, since Oceania

resembles the United States in its historical status as a

frontier region, there may be greater rapport between grantees

sojourning there and their hosts than is true generally in

Europe. These post hoc suggestions do not, however, account

for the deviance of the Lecturers from the other grantees.

More careful research focusing on grantees within specific

countries will be necessary to clarify the significant factors

contributing to the Observed differences.

Before going on to a more detailed consideration of

the relationship between language competence and extent of

interaction, let us call attention to the relatively high

interaction scores exhibited by Lecturers in the Far East

(Table III—10). This pattern is most marked for those in

India (Table III-ll); however, Lecturers in associated areas

also show high interaction scores: 68%.of the Lecturers in

Pakistan, 62%.of those in Ceylon, 55% of those in Thailand,

and 55% of those in the Philippines are in the high inter—

action category. Part of the reason for the higher inter—

action rates of Lecturers in the Far East as contrasted to

those in Europe may reside in cultural differences regarding

expectations for role relationships. That is, in terms of
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one of Parson's pattern variables, role relationships in the

countries of the Far East generally are characterized by

particularistic rather than universalistic criteria (1951,

Part 2, ch. 1). Particularistic criteria are dominant, for

example, when primary consideration in selecting a person

for a given position within a social system is given to

cathectic standards--that is, to kinship or friendship

relationships between the chosen incumbent and the selector.

Universalistic normative patterns, on the other hand, imply

the primacy of cognitive standards. That is, universalistic

selection criteria involve the application of generalized

evaluative measures rather than consideration of particular

relationships between the aspirant and relevant power

figures. The dilemma involved in trying to balance particu-

laristic expectations of a host culture with the universal-

istic patterns prevalent in American society is well described

in the following commentary on his ”popularity” by a social

scientist:

I was sought out most of the time I was in India and

have been since my return by people who want to come

to the U.S. to study. Of course, I'd like to help,

but they are unaware of the difficulties involved

in securing fellowships. . . . They believe that a

personal contact here is the primary means of secur-

ing an appointment. They feel that because I am a

member of an American university faculty a mere

letter from me to any department—-say, geology or

biology—-will get a fellowship or an assistantship

for them. It was embarrassing in India when

children of my friends would come and talk with me

about coming here. . . . NOthing that I could say

or do would convince them that a letter from me

would not automatically win them a scholarship.

Let us turn now to a consideration of the influence

of language competence on interaction overseas—-an important
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background variable for Lecturers and Students in terms of

relative weightings in the regression prediction of factor

scores and relative loadings on the cluster dimension

(Tables III-6 and III-7). Since for some grantees there are

interesting differences in interaction rates among those

sojourning in the Far East as opposed to Europe, the data in

Table III—12 have incorporated geographic area in an

additional cross-tabulation. That is, separate tabulations

of high and low Guttman interaction scores appear for

European as opposed to Far Eastern sojourners exhibiting high

and low scores in their self-reports of language competence

(see Appendix III for language scoring). It should further

be noted that the data for Europe in Table III—l2 do not

include those for the British Isles.

For Lecturers and Students a positive relationship

between level of language competence and extent of inter-

action occurs for both the European and the Far Eastern

sojourners. The importance of the geographic region on

the Lecturers' interaction rate is even more apparent in

these data. That is, Far Eastern Lecturers reporting

relatively high competence in their host countries! languages

exhibit the highest interaction scores among the whole

group. Furthermore, even the less fluent Far Eastern Lecturers

score notably higher on the interaction Scale than the high

proficiency group of European Lecturers.

The data regarding the positive association between

language proficiency and extent of interaction for Students
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Table III-12. Relation of language competence to Guttman

interaction abroad scale scores.

 

 

Lecturers
 

Europe (Without

British Isles) Far East

Language Competence Language Competence

 

Low High Low High

(Scores (Scores (Scores (Scores

1:2), 3.4) 1.2) 3.4)

Low Interaction:

(Scores 0,1,2,3) 64% 56% 39% 24%

High Interaction:

(Scores 4,5,6,7) 36 44 61 76

Cblumn Frequencies 46 248 39 125

Research Scholars

Low Interaction:

 

 

(Scores 0,1,2,3) 68%. 62% 48%. 64%

High Interaction:

(Scores 4,5,6,7) 32 38 52 36

Column Frequencies 26 328 13 58

Teachers

Low Interaction:

(Scores 0,1,2,3) 59% 62%. 47% 44%

High Interaction: .

(Scores 4,5,6,7) 41 38 53 56

Column Frequencies 51 254 19 50

Students

Low Interaction:

(Scores 0,1,2) 76% 70% 79% 66%

High Interaction:

(Scores 3,4,5,6) 24 30 21 34

Column Frequencies 124 1460 14 61
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are consistent with findings from several studies of foreign

students in the United States. Among Scandinavian students

at a midwestern university (Sewell and Davidsen, 1961) as

well as among foreign students at UCLA (Morris, 1960),

those rated higher in English language facility by inter-

viewers also scored higher on measuresof participation in

American life than did those considered less fluent. In

another investigation, Goldsen found that foreign students

at Cornell who scored high on measures of association with

Americans also tended to report no difficulty in understanding

American English and to rate themselves as fluent in the

host language (unpublished data cited in Selltiz, et al.,

1963). A more extensive recent study of foreign students

in the United States also reports a positive relationship

between interviewers' ratings of the students' English

language skill and the extent of their social relations

with Americans (Selltiz, et al., 1963).

In Table III-12 certain discrepancies appear in the

patterns exhibited by Teachers and by Research Scholars--

and these may clarify why language does not appear as an

important background variable in the regression and cluster

loading analyses for these two groups. Like the Lecturers,

both Teachers and Research Scholars in the Far East

exhibit generally higher interaction scores than do their

colleagues sojourning in Europe. For Teachers in the Far

East, the relationship between language skill and extent of

interaction is positive; for Research Scholars, however,
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the relationship is reversed. Conversely, with reference

to the European sojourners, the relationship between language

competence and extent of interaction is positive for Research

Scholars but reversed for Teachers. Accounting for the

deviant cases is difficult. Of course, the size of the

deviant groups is relatively small--especially in the case

of the less fluent Far Eastern Research Scholars--therefore,

the findings may represent sampling idiosyncrasies. Such a

conclusion seems gratuitous, however. Let us consider some

alternative post hoc suggestions.

For Teachers the absolute percentage differences

between low and high language proficiency groups are smaller

(only 3%) than those observed in any other group. It may

be that the conditions surrounding the status of exchange

teacher--relatively high environmental interaction potential

coupled with relatively low pressures for research and

writing--afford this group of grantees more free time to

develop language skills. A type of compensatory mechanism

may operate--that is, those assessing their fluency as

low may seek out host nationals in an effort to improve

their conversational skills. Why would this mechanism

operate noticeably more in Europe than in the Far East?

Perhaps teachers in Europe feel freer (because of relative

cultural familiarity) to initiate and maintain contacts

designed to provide language practice. The overall high

rate of interaction characteristic of Teachers in the Far

East would seem to refute this supposition--unless we make
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the additional hypothesis that the high interaction in the

Far East generally is initiated and maintained more by host

nationals: hence grantees with greater language skills are

more likely to be sought out. Further sojourn research

within different cultural areas would illuminate the hypo-

thesized processes. In particular, it seems important to

obtain data regarding the reciprocities in the interaction

between grantees and their hosts and to assess the relative

frequencies with which each initiates contacts and follows-up

on interactions.

With reference to the Research Scholars it is note—

worthy that the Far Eastern group reporting low language

Skill exhibits the highest interaction scores among all the

subsamples of Research Scholars considered. Accounting

for this markedly deviant group is difficult. As suggested

previously, because of the focus of their roles overseas

Research Scholars seem to be less visible and less avail-

able generally than their colleagues in lectureship status,

a difference reflected in the differential patterning of

interaction scores in the two groups. Thus, among the

Research Scholars in Europe an increase in language skill

level is not associated with as much of an increase in inter-

action scores as is true for the Lecturers. It may be that

because of the possibly greater information available con-

cerning resources, etc. in Europe, as well as the possibly

more stringent selection reviews, grantees sojourning on

the continent may have a more realistic assessment of what
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they can accomplish given their level of language proficiency.

Research in some fields such as mathematics, creative arts,

or natural sciences may actually not require high level

proficiency. In the Far East, on the other hand, where

institutional norms may be relatively more difficult for

grantees to comprehend, lack of language skill may impede

the Research Scholars from securing necessary data or gaining

access to necessary materials. In such a situation the

grantees may develop alternative goals--including increasing

their language competence and gaining greater familiarity

with their host culture; consequently, they would exhibit more

extensive interaction than is generally characteristic for

Research Scholars.

Another possible interpretation of the observed

discrepancy involves consideration of the fact that relative

to Europe many Far Eastern countries are ”hardship" areas:

thus competition for grants may not be so keen as is

characteristic for European awards: hence standards in

evaluating research proposals may be more lenient. If this

were the case, then perhaps the small group under consideration

represents a more dilettantish segment of the population of

grantees--a group motivated more by desires for adventure

and general cross-cultural living experience than by serious

research commitments. Of course, the validity of these

post hoc suggestions remains to be tested.

In Chapter VIII we shall present further suggestions

regarding research concerning the influence of language



120

proficiency on interaction. Let us turn now to a discussion

of other background variables significantly associated with

interaction factor scores (Table III-6). The negative

weighting for the attribute involving the Lecturers' taking

their families abroad was unexpected from interview data

and is difficult to explain. In all, 75% of the Lecturers

were accompanied by their families overseas. Interview and

questionnaire comments from representativesof this group

generally were favorable concerning the roles of their

families in establishing rapport with host nationals

(Gullahorn and Gullahorn, 1960b, ch. 4). Apparently, how—

ever, the unencumbered Lecturers were freer to establish

relationships with a variety of host nationals and to travel

more to make public appearances. To a lesser extent the

same appears to be true of Research Scholars and Students,

as indicated by the negative loadings for the family variable

on their cluster dimensions (Table III-7). Then, too,

experiences such as the following from a disgruntled grantee

would tend to lower the scores for the married group as a

whole:

I cannot too strongly recommend that any adults

accompanying overseas grantees bend every effort,

both before and during the stay abroad, to learn

the language of the country, expecially if those

adults are generally very dependent upon the

grantee. Ideally, the grantee's life abroad

should revolve around his work and his contacts

with citizens of the country he is visiting. If

his relatives, however, are rendered incapable by

their ignorance of the language, of taking care of

or amusing themselves, then he must devote a dis-

proportionate amount of time to being with them

and taking care of the affairs of day-to—day living
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which, with a working knowledge of the language,

other members of the family could see to themselves.

Quite frankly, I found that I had to spend more time

at home than I would have liked because my wife

could not make satisfactory social contacts for

herself and hence needed me for company. Further-

more, our social contacts would have been more

extensive and more rewarding had she been able

to participate more fully in them. Social life

is so organized that it is difficult enough to

make family—to-family contacts without having

the difficulties compounded by one member of the

American family's not being at home in the language.

For Research Scholars the attribute sex is signifi—

cant as a predictor of interaction factor scores (Table III—6):

furthermore, the attribute has the second highest absolute

loading among background characteristics on that groups

interaction cluster dimension (Table III-7). (In the Guttman

scaling only 38% of the male Research Scholars are in the

high score range in contrast to 51%)of the females.

Though differences in factor scores between the sexes are

not significant for the other groups, it is interesting to

note that among Lecturers and Teachers as well, males score

lower than females (cf. the negative loadings of the sex

variable on these groups' clusters in Table III-7). For

Lecturers the high Guttman scale scorers include 49% of the

males as opposed to 55%)of the females. For Teachers the

distribution of high scorers comprises 46%.of the males in

contrast to 50% of the females. Among the Students the

sex attribute seems unimportant vis-a-vis interaction

overseas (cf. Table III-7): indeed, in the Guttman data

only a 1%.difference appears between the sexes-~34% of the

males as opposed to 35% of the females are in the high
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Guttman score range.

Another significant predictor of interaction factor

scores for Research Scholars involves the reason for their

seeking a government grant (Table III-6). For the senior

scholars this dummy variable is represented by a combination

of two possible responses--having one'sepplication requested

by an American agency administering the program or having

it requested by a university or agency abroad. The multiple

regression finding for Research Scholars is confirmed by the

high loading of this dummy variable on the group's interaction

cluster dimension (Table III-7), as well as by the Guttman

data where 50% of those whose applications were requested

by either an American or a foreign agency are in the high

interaction score range, in contrast to 37%.of those stating

they initiated the application independently and 31% report-

ing they applied as a result of recommendations and encourage-

ment from colleagues or administrators.

As indicated in Appendix III, the reason for appli—

cation variable for Teachers and Students is represented by

a different response option from those involved in the senior

scholars' coding. That is, for Teachers and Students initiat-

ing the application for their awards independently is the

relevant defining attribute. In terms of the interaction

abroad cluster dimension, it is interesting to note that

this dummy variable has a negative loading for Students

(Table III-7). The Guttman scale data indicate that only

31%.of the Students who initiated their applications independently
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were in the high interaction category, in contrast to 37%

of those who applied because of recommendations from

professors and 52% of the small group who indicated their

applications were requested by a university or agency over—

seas. The last group probably includes participants in

exchange relationships with host institutions--a group

likely to receive more attention and have more interaction

opportunities than is generally characteristic for students

abroad.

For Teachers and Students the census division of their

home states has predictive significance vis-a-vis interaction

factor scores; furthermore, this attribute is identified

as a relatively important background item on the interaction

cluster dimension (Tables III-6 and III-7). The negative

regression weightings and the negative loadings suggest that

Teachers and Students from the states selected for the dummy

variable because they included many of the outstanding

American universities tend‘to exhibit less extensive inter-

action abroad than is characteristic of their peers from

other states. The distribution of Guttman interaction

scores according to this background variable reveals that

Teachers from two areas score higher than the group average:

60% of those from West South Central states and 71% of the

Teachers from the Mountain states are in the high score

range. The Mountain states are represented by high scorers

among the Students as well, with 44% in the high category.

One other region differs markedly from the group average in
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Guttman interaction scores for Students: 42%.of those from

the East South Central states are in the high score range.

Another background variable significantly associated

with interaction factor scores for Students concerns the

highest earned degree at award time (Table III-6). As the

negative regression weighting and the high negative loading

for this item on the Students' interaction cluster dimension

suggest (Table III-7), Students with bachelor's degrees

tend to interact more with their hosts than do those with

higher degrees. Indeed, high scorers on the Guttman

interaction abroad scale include 36%.of those with bachelor's

degrees in contrast to 30%.of those with master's degrees

and 31%}of those with doctorates. It seems likely that the

more advanced students concentrate more seriously on

specific professional pursuits. Among Teachers the distribution

of high Guttman interaction scale scores comprises 50% of

those with bachelor's degrees, 49% of those with master's

degrees, and only 40%.of those with doctorates.

Period of award is another significant predictor of

Students' overseas interaction factor scores (Table III-6).

In fact, as suggested by the negative loadings for this

background variable on all of the groups' cluster dimensions

(Table III-7), and as indicated by the data in Table III-l3

relating to Guttman scale scores, the pre-1950 sojourners

in all award categories tended to interact more extensively

with their hosts than did grantees venturing abroad in

subsequent years. Our interview data suggest that those
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sojourning during this immediate post-war period were more

popular and sought after by host nationals than was character-

istic for grantees in subsequent years.

Table III—l3. Relation of award period to Guttman interaction

abroad scale scores.

 

 

Lecturers

Award Period

1947-1950 1950-1954 1954—1957 Row %

 

Low Interaction 46% 52% 49% 50%

High Interaction 54 48 51 50

Column Frequencies 28 316 438 782

Research Scholars

Low Interaction 57% 62% 60%» 60%

High Interaction 43 38 40 40

Column Frequencies 51 331 358 740

Teachers

Low Interaction 42%1 52% 52% 51%

High Interaction 58 48 48 49

Column Frequencies 92 503 482 1077

Students

Low Interaction 57% 67% 65% 66%

High Interaction 43 33 35 34

Column Frequencies 166 1135 l34l 2642

 

Actually, the data in Table III-l3 give some evidence

of a curvilinear trend in interaction. Our interview data

had led us to expect such a relationship; in fact the cutting

points for combining categories for this item were selected

to probe expected differences. The middle category in

Table III-13 represents the era when MCCarthyism reached its

peak (1950-1954), with overseas inspections of libraries
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added to extensive investigations of alleged subversives in

the United States. As other researchers have noted, a sojourner's

national status becomes a salient aspect of his self-definition

in an alien culture (Lambert and Bressler, 1956; Morris,

1960; Selltiz, et al., 1963). Events such as those occurring

during the McCarthy era thus may have notable repercussions

for Americans overseas. Among our interview respondents who

had been abroad during this period, many indicated that they

had experienced feelings akin to those reported by foreigners

in this country who believe their hosts harbor a negative

image of their homelands--an image which accords their

homelands lower status than the sojourners consider warranted.

Thus, constraints were introduced in the interactions

between some Americans and their hosts during the McCarthy

period. Some felt excluded; others wished to be in order to

avoid the necessity bf Pexplaining? this example of American

democracy. Of course, more detailed interviews with grantees

sojourning abroad in each of the periods considered here as

well as interviews with their hosts overseas would be

necessary for more conclusive determination of the impact of

McCarthyism on granteesf interactions abroad. Nevertheless,

the available data lend some support to the expectation that

an event which lowers the status of American democracy in the

perceptions of foreigners will adversely affect the relations

between representatives of the United States sojourning

overseas and host nationals.
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This concludes our exploration of the relationship

between background variables and interaction overseas. Since

interaction abroad is a variable occurring prior to the

dependent variables to be considered in Chapters IV, V, and

VI, the relative importance of overseas interaction scores

on subsequent international communication, professional

consequences, and evaluations of the award experiences will

be assessed along with data concerning other background

variables.



CHAPTER IV

SUBSEQUENT INTERNATIONAL COMMUNICATION

Having noted the efforts of Fulbright and Smith-

Mundt grantees to interact with individuals overseas, we

shall now consider the grantees' post-award experiences

in maintaining relationships established abroad and in

communicating with fellow Americans about their host

countries. First let us present comments from grantees

concerning the personal significance of the experiences

summarized in the Guttman scales, rotated factors, and

clusters to be discussed later.

Continued Interaction with Host Nationals

Over 93%.of the questionnaire respondents stated

that they had maintained contact with individuals abroad

on an informal or personal basis. The warmth of some of

these enduring relationships is indicated by the following

remarks:

I maintain personal contact with my former

French students. In 1957 on the occasion of

the graduation of five of my students from

l'Ecole des Artes Decoratifs in Strasbourg

I sent each one personal congratulations in

the form of an art text-book. Periodically I

receive letters from all students. This brings

a special pleasure to me because I have valued

my personal contacts with the students as highly

128
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as our work together in the classroom.

I returned to England to the town where I taught,

this summer . . . I was received most cordially

and entertained by many of the families of my

students. I visited with all the members of

our staff. . . . I felt as though I had never

left the town and was greeted by tradespeople and

churchgoers most cordially. I‘d love to go back

and spend another year in the Same place. I was

so pleased to see my former students had grown

into lovely young teenagers and proud that so

many of them had been admitted into the

English Grammar Schools.

In continuing professional relationships established

overseas, grantees have not only maintained contact person—

ally, but three-fourths of the Lecturers and Research Scholars

and approximately half of the Teachers and Students have

consulted with host nationals concerning educational oppor—

tunities in the United States. Almost half of the

Lecturers and two-fifths of the Research Scholars have

actually made arrangements with American institutions for

students and colleagues from abroad to come to the

United States:

The director of the English Seminar at the

University of Hamburg and I have made arrange-

ments to exchange graduate assistants on a

university-sponsored basis.

As a result of the friendships that were

established, at least three of the people

whom I knew in Holland have come to this

country-—two for study and one for research

and lecturing. And some day I hope to bring

the man who was my superior because he can

make a great contribution to us. . . .

Aside from assistance in direct contacts, former

award holders have arranged other means of communication
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between individuals abroad and Americans.‘ Teachers have

been particularly active in introducing pen—pals among

their pupils. The correspondence relationships fostered

by over half of the senior grantees, however, have obvious

implications for the development of continued professional

communication across national boundaries and the dissemin—

ation of knowledge.

I have put some of my colleagues in touch with

a French professor who has done some unusually

perceptive work on Melville, and I think all

have profited from their exchange of ideas.

One professional pleasure resulting from my

foreign grant is the fact that I have been able

to offer assistance of various sorts to scholars

in my host university. I arranged for a French

member of the Section d'Anglais to contribute

regularly to an American scholarly bibliography,

and I had the pleasure of finding an American

reviewer for the recently published doctoral

thesis (Sorbonne) for another colleague.

Further, I have been able to arrange a lecture

at my present college by a French poet now

visiting this country.

Some-of the continued professional relationships

between American grantees and their hosts have contributed

directly to educational institutions and libraries overseas

as well as to the individuals and disciplines involved:

As a result of my trip to India, I was invited to

Nepal to become educational advisor to His

Majesty's Government. . . . Specifically, I have

helped: (a) the National Education Planning

Commission produce its report, Education in Nepal;

(b) establish a teacher training system including

ten normal schools, a degree college, a $100,000

printing press, a demonstration school, etc.;

(c) organize and develop a national university:

(d) train 37 participants in the U.S.
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The Fulbright request was for one year . . .

after which the Egyptian Government requested

my University . . . to allow me to stay in

Egypt as advisor to the Egyptian Government.

Request was granted; thereupon I became a member

of the Egyptian Council on Health and Social

Welfare Services in charge of Dentistry in

Education, Public Health, and Public Schools.

Result: Dental education is set up along

American lines, a new school will be completed

in September, 1959, and at the present time

there are eight Egyptians doing graduate work

in the U.S.A. with the purpose of becoming

teachers in the new school.

I have been working on a project dealing with

an exchange of library resources. . . . When

I got back I went through the History Department

and gathered all the old volumes on American

history that were not of much use to us but would

be extremely helpful there. I got the old files

of journals, sent all of my own copies of old

journals--I had complete files of at least three

journals going back for about twenty years. I

sent all this to Amsterdam, and it helped fill

in many spots on their shelves. It was parti-

cularly important since they would have to buy

these works with dollars, and they simply cannot

find the dollars to pay for them. . . . I might

add that in return for this we have received

numerous publications from the Netherlands.

These data attest to the personal and international

significance of some of the relationships maintained by

grantees and their hosts. Furthermore, the efforts exerted

by former award holders in assisting their host institutions,

colleagues, students, and other friends abroad give some

indication of the commitment of many grantees to the

goahaof international exchange-—and in particular to the

advancement of knowledge.
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Sharing Overseas Experiences with Fellow Americans

Let us turn now to the post-award experiences of

grantees in disseminating information regarding their over-

seas experiences to fellow Americans. During the course

of interviews conducted in the nine-state survey (see

Appendix I), many former award holders and educational

administrators commented on the impact of the grantees on

their home and university communities. A majority felt

that the grantees and their families had accomplished a

great deal in creating greater international awareness——

and possibly even understanding-—among students, colleagues,

and others in their communities. As one university

administrator commented,

I think the main thing we can say about the

impact of the Fulbright and Smith-Mundt

programs . . . is that it has turned this

small midwestern city into one of the most

internationally—minded communities that I

know about. For example, we encourage foreign

students to come here and have established

exchange scholarships to insure our having

foreign students on campus. We also invite

visiting professors from other countries who

are at nearby universities to come here to give

talks, to meet with small groups. and to

discuss their countries in any other way

possible to help us acquire a deeper under-

standing. All this was stimulated in part by

our former grantees who have brought us aware-

ness of things that are going on all over the

world.

Of course, communications between grantees and their

fellows at home are not always smooth. Those experiencing

relatively severe reacculturation shock often cannot help

implying to their peers that overseas practices are
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superior (cf. Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963b):

During my stay in a European university I came

to appreciate the amount of time given to faculty

members just for reflection. Instead of being

harassed by all sorts of committee duties, I

was able to concentrate on my research. I think

that as a result my work abroad was one of the

most significant contributions I have been able

to make to my profession. During the first

months after my return I wanted very badly to

devote myself to more writing concerning my

overseas work. But soon all the annoying

committee obligations cropped up again. I

really resented these intrusions on the

little free time I have, and I'm afraid that

in that frame of mind I wasn't the most

cooperative committee member on campus.

Apparently, however, the resistance to resocializa-

tion is a transitional state, as suggested by the fact that

three-fifths of the questionnaire respondents indicate they

have engaged in extensive informal communication with

friends concerning their overseas experiences. With

reference to formal presentations,75% of the former award

holders have given approximately 65,000 talks of a some—

what popular appeal—-making an average of 16 speeches

per grantee reporting such presentations. In coping

with problems stemming from a lack of a common reference

framework between them and their audiences, some grantees

have relied extensively on visual aids for communication,

whereas others have sought to highlight personal

analogies in their discussions of life overseas:

I have found one approach which is extremely help-

ful and, I think, quite meaningful to many people.

In discussing Germany, I use my landlord as a sort

of Pcase.? I trace his family from, oh, 1896. . . .

Of course, one can't generalize too much, but I
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think that in his life one can find reflected much

of the life of Germany. . . . He has been in the

past war and was now back in the army as a major.

One could see in his life--in the life of the

German family of today--the same tensions that

are reflected on the broader social and political

scene. That is, they are outwardly prosperous,

endeavoring to regain their economic position:

however, inwardly they are extremely insecure.

And I think Americans can understand this sort

of presentationr-I think it has been quite

meaningful to the unsophisticated audiences. Of

course, with academicians, one has to use a

different approach. One can't indulge in such

generalities and generalizations.

Audiences in attendance at formal presentations by

grantees total over 2,700,000. On the average, therefore,

grantees giving such talks have spoken to groups totalling

almost 700, with each affair averaging about 40 persons

in attendance.

Aside from appearances at various gatherings of

clubs, church and civic groups, approximately one—fifth of

the Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Teachers have made

radio and TV appearances related to their overseas

experiences. Newspaper articles have been another avenue

of communication for a majority of former award holders.

In addition to sharing details of their experiences

and observations on life abroad in informal ways with

friends, in public appearances, and through various mass

media, over 90%.of the grantees in all categories have

used their knowledge in advising others about opportunities

for study and research abroad. Furthermore, about four—

fifths of the senior grantees and over three-fifths of
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the Teachers and Students have devoted extra time in

helping Americans complete their applications for overseas

grants. While most of the assistance former grantees pro-

vide to students and colleagues applying for overseas awards

is done on a relatively informal basis, 16% of the Lecturers

and 13% of the Research Scholars have served in an official

capacity as Fulbright Advisers in their colleges or

universities.

Having presented an overview of the data concerning

grantees' post-award international communication experiences,

let us now consider findings from the Guttman, factor, and

cluster analyses.

Analyses Dimensionalizing Subsequent

International Communication

Guttman Scaling

Continued Interaction with Host Nationals. Table IV—l

presents the Guttman scale patterns for each group of grantees

with reference to questionnaire items pertaining to con-

tinued foreign interaction. As in the Interaction Abroad

Guttman scale, different patterningsof items appear for the

various groups: furthermore, in the present instance the

four groups differ with respect to the number of items

included in their scales—-seven items scale for Lecturers,

eight for Research Scholars, and six for both Teachers and

Students.
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For all groups, the minimum level of continued

communication with host nationals involves encouraging further

interaction between fellow Americans going abroad and indi—

viduals overseas (Item 12). For three of the groups,

reciprocating the hospitality enjoyed abroad scales as the

second item (Item 22), followed by consulting with host

nationals regarding educational opportunities available in

the United States (Item 18). In general, therefore, person—

to-person types of contacts characterize the minimum levels

of the Guttman scales. In general, the maximum interaction

levels involve relations with social institutions, sometimes

on behalf of individuals. That is, among the Lecturers and

Research Scholars, those who have maintained contact with

overseas professional societies or other organizations

(Item 27) tend to report all the other continued inter-

action experiences included in their scales. For Teachers

and Students, the maximum level of continued interaction

with foreigners involvesmaking direct arrangements with

schools, universities, or other agencies for host nationals

to sojourn in the United States (Item 19).

Table IV>2 summarizes the distribution of respondents

among the scale types within each group. For purposes of

comparison, let us consider the percentages of grantees in

each category with scale scores of 4 or higher. In

contrast to the distribution of respondents in the Interaction

Abroad Guttman scale, Lecturers and Research Scholars are
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both characterized by a two-thirds majority in the high

score range of the Continued Foreign Interaction dimension.

Thus, while the particular focus of their roles overseas

tends to differentiate Lecturers and Research Scholars

in terms of the extent of their interaction with host nationals,

the overall similarity of their statuses as professors in

American colleges and universities does not appear to exert

differential pressures that would be reflected in mainte-

nance of established relationships.

In comparison with their distribution on the Inter—

action Abroad Guttman scale, the Teachers have a slightly

lower percentage--45%—-in the high score range of the

continued foreign interaction dimension. Students, too,

show a decrease in comparison with the previous scale--only

27% have scores of 4 or higher in the present instance.

The concentration of Student grantees in the lower scale

categories is not surprising since relatively few graduate

students or fledgling Ph.D.'s have opportunity to influence

organizational decisions about foreign candidates. Correspond-

ing with friends abroad regarding educational opportunities,

however, appears to be a frequent mode of continued contact

and service, as is the arranging of introductions between

subsequent grantees and friends overseas.

Sharing Overseas Experiences with Fellow Americans.

Data concerning another aspect of the grantees' subsequent

international communication are summarized in the Guttman
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scales concerning Internationally-Oriented Communication with

Americans in Table IV—3. The number of items scaling for

this dimension is the same for all groups; furthermore,

there is rather close correspondence in the patterning of

items in the scales for the Lecturers, Research Scholars,

and Students.

As was the case with the scale concerning continued

foreign interaction, the minimum interaction level for all

groups in the present scale involves encouraging further

interaction between Americans venturing abroad and host

nationals (Item 12). For three groups the second scale

level item involves possibly more active interpersonal

assistance in international communication in the form of

helping fellow Americans complete applications for overseas

grants (Item 14). The maximum interaction represented on

the scales for three of the groups involves presenting

talks to American audiences concerning sojourn experiences

or observations regarding overseas affairs (Item 7). It

is interesting to note that the cutoff poinbson this item

are highest for the teaching grantees, suggesting a possibly

greater personal interest in mass communication among those

who select roles focusing on interaction with groups of

students. Thus, as the Guttman scale data indicate,

Teachers who have made over 50 presentations and Lecturers

who have made over 25 such public appearances tend to report

all the other interaction experiences included in the

scales. For Research Scholars, on the other hand, the
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cutoff point for this maximum interaction item occurs at

the level of 15 public presentations. Among the Students

thisjtem at the cutoff level representing over five American

public appearances is second highest on their scale. Their

maximum American interaction experience among the scaled

items involves radio or TV appearances related to their

sojourns abroad. I

Table IV-4 presents the distribution of respondents

among the scale types within each group. As was the case

in the overseas interaction Guttman scale, Lecturers tend

to have a higher percentage of respondents in the high

score range (4 and above) than do Research Scholars.

Vis-a-vis continued foreign interaction, however, the two

faculty groups had much the same distribution of respondents

among the scale types. These group differences in distri-

butions on the scales may be accounted for in terms of the

focus of the items concerning interaction experiences.

That is, items on the continued foreign interaction scale

mainly concern interpersonal interaction, including efforts

to continue established work relationships. Both the

overseas interaction and the American interaction scales, on

the other hand, include items relating to public appearances.

As noted previously, the item regarding non-

professional talks to foreign audiences scaled for Lecturers

but not for Research Scholars on the interaction abroad

dimension. Furthermore, on the American interaction scale
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the cutoff level for the maximum interaction was considerably

higher for Lecturers than for Research Scholars—~involving

over 25 talks to American audiences as opposed to 15 or

more. Thus it appears that Lecturers tend to be called

upon--or tend to accept or even solicit--such public appearances

more than Research Scholars. It seemed plausible to explain

group differences in overseas interaction in terms of

differential pressures and expectations in the two statuses.

We could similarly suggest that following their award

experiences Research Scholars tend to devote their free time

to further data analysis or publication of results emanating

from their work abroad; hence they are not so readily

available for talks to university, community, and other

groups as are their colleagues among the Lecturers. More-

over, to the extent that Research Scholars focused their

overseas studies on relatively esoteric topics, they might

have less to report to community audiences than would the

Lecturers who spent more time observing their host

communities. Vis-a-vis general talks to professional

societies, as well, the Lecturers who spent more time inter—

acting with a range of professionals overseas would have

more to report concerning current developments in their

disciplines abroad than would Research Scholars who had

focused on rather restricted topics.

Aside from these considerations, a further possi—

bility suggested by the data concerning group experience in
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different interaction behaviors is that on the whole

Lecturers and Research Scholars are recruited from dif—

ferent types of academicians, with those seeking or

accepting lectureship opportunities oriented more toward

mass communication in contrast to the possibly more data-

oriented researchers. In future studies it would be

interesting to explore whether the two groups do actually

differ in occupational orientation and commitment.

On all the dimensions considered thus far, Teachers

exhibit a fairly even distribution between low and high

scorers--indeed, in the present case involving internationally-

oriented communication with fellow Americans there is a

50%w50% split. While Students still tend to be low on this

dimension, with only 39% in the high score range of 4 or

above, this percentage is higher than those observed in the

other two scales. It is not surprising that on the whole

the Students' home environments offer more opportunities

for public talks--or even radio or TV appearances—-before

community or university groups and provide newspaper

publicity concerning their sojourn experiences.

Factor Analysis

In the exploration of the grantees' overseas experiences

we found that the Guttman scale and the factor dimension

relating to interaction experiences showed a reasonably

close correspondence in terms of item content. In the

present instance regarding subsequent international communi-

cation, interesting differences in emphases appear in the
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factor dimensions. Tables IV—5 and IV—6 present the

orthogonal loadings on the two relevant factors.

In testing items for Guttman scalability we made

a logical distinction between statements referring to post—

award interaction with foreigners as contrasted with

internationally-oriented interaction with fellow Americans.

As Tables IV-5 and IV—6 indicate, a different configuration

appears in the factor analysis. On one factor high loading

items pertain to interpersonal international communication

with both foreigners and Americans (Table IV;5). In con-

trast to this factor involving personal assistance to

individuals interested in cross-cultural educational exchange,

the other factor involving post-award communication has

more of a mass public relations focus, with high loading

items relating to appearances before different types of

audiences as well as publicity emanating from other

communication media (Table IV—6). Perhaps the differences

in orientation in these two dimensions may best be

illustrated by comments from two grantees. One Teacher

thus summarized the assistance she had given foreign and

American colleagues.

Since my Fulbright Teacher's grant . . . I have:

Helped guide the in-coming group around New

York three different years:

Served on the interviewing committee to

appraise American teacher applicants one year;

Helped three American teachers and two

English teachers obtain Fulbright or British

grants Since;

Had reunions with Dr. Edith Ford (British Isles

Fulbright administrator) on four different visits to

Washington and New York:
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Entertained personally in my home for several days

each, at least six incoming English teachers and five

American teachers going to Britain to teach:

Established more than five hundred pen friend

contacts between English and American school children:

in fact, I am still arranging at least 30 at the

present time;

Entertained three times this year an English

exchange teacher of art. . . .

An educational administrator, on the other hand,

gave this description of his post-award communication

experiences:

While I was in Turkey I took many photographs. In-

deed, I had more than 6,000 Kodachrome slides. I

felt that I owed a great debt to the Fulbright

people and to the teaching profession and to

the people of Turkey and indeed to the world, and

that I was under obligation to share my trip with

others. Out of personal funds I purchased a fine

projector and two screens—-good visual equipment--

and during the twelve months that followed my

return I addressed more than ninety meetings or

groups. Seventy-five of these I addressed at my

own expense, paying my own transportation,

providing my own equipment, etc. . . . Where

real distance was involved I accepted a

fee. . . . I deliberately, systematically put in

a rugged, strenuous year, sharing my fine experience

with interested people. The brother of one of

the teachers I knew in Turkey is now studying

here. . . I've taken him around to many of the

meetings at which I've spoken,and at the end of my

talks I've always asked him, VHave I presented

your country correctly?§ And he would always

agree that I had done a very sympathetic job

.in this. As a result of my taking him around,

people began asking him to talk, and he often

asked me to go along to his talks to make sure

that he had represented his views of American

life or his interpretations of it correctly.

we developed a very close friendship, and I think a

lot of people were influenced by our talks.

The results of the analyses presented thus far

seem to undermine Guttman's contention that from a scale

analysis it can be known what a factor analysis will show.
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Clearly, no one-to-one correspondence appears between the

unidimensional Guttman scales and the orthogonal factors.

Logical considerations guiding the choice of items to

input into the Guttman model produced one type of

cumulative principle for classifying items and grantees

in terms of their post-award interaction with foreigners

on the one hand, and with Americans on the other. The

mathematical factor analysis model, operating on the observed

intercorrelations of the items rather than on the investi-

gator's preconceptions, revealed a different summary principle

for classifying the measures and respondents. In terms of

the present research, both analyses produced meaningful

dimensions--and rather than suggest that one analysis is

'better? than the other, we would contend that doing both

types of analyses is worthwhile. This is not saying that

the analyses should be relied on to salvage the results

of poorly conceptualized research. In such instances

cumulative scales will probably not be found, and the out-

put of the factor analysis may fresemble sausage meat that

has failed to pass the pure food and health inspectionV--a

not uncommon outcome of indiscriminate application of

factor analysis (Allport, 1958, p. 251).

Let us turn to a more detailed comparison of the

dimensions revealed by the two types of analyses. As

noted previously, the Guttman Continued Foreign Interaction

Scales consist primarily of items relating to interpersonal
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assistance to friends and colleagues abroad. Thus it is

not surprising that correlations between scores on this

dimension and those on the factor relating to interpersonal

international communication range from r = .72 for

Lecturers and Teachers to r = .86 for Students. These

figures contrast with the correlations between scores on

the Guttman Continued Foreign Interaction Scales and

those on the International Public Relations factor, which

average around r = .27.

The Guttman Internationally-Oriented Communication

with Americans dimension includes items concerning inter—

personal assistance to Americans interested in cross—

cultural educational exchange as well as items relating to

mass communication. However, it is interesting to note

that these two types of items are not intermingled--the

assistance items cluster at the bottom of the scales followed

by the mass communication items (Table IV43). Thus the

Guttman patterning gives us an insight into the data not

provided by the factor analysis. Individuals who make

public appearances and use mass media to communicate with

fellow Americans also tend to offer individual assistance.

The converse, however, is not true--on1y a small proportion

of those engaging in interpersonal interaction regarding

international exchange report the mass communication activity.

While the correlations between scores on this Guttman

dimension and those on the factor concerning international

public relations are higher, averaging around r = .72,
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there is still a non—trivial association between the scale

and the factor relating to interpersonal international

communication, with correlations averaging around r = .45.

As to the interrelationships of the dimensions

within each mode of analysis, correlations between scores

on the Guttman Continued Foreign Interaction and the

American Interaction scales range from r = .32 for Lecturers

to r = .39 for Teachers. On the two related factors, the

correlation (from scores computed for an oblique solution)

between the Interpersonal International Communication and

the Public Relations factors range from r = .24 for

Lecturers to r = .38 for Teachers.

Cluster Analysis

As Table IV—7 indicates, there is a close

correspondence between the cluster relating to international

public relations and the comparable factor. In both

analyses the high loading items pertain to formal talks

to a variety of groups as well as to other communication

media. The mass communication emphasis of this dimension

is further underscored in the oblique cluster for Research

Scholars, where an item relating to non-professional talks

overseas is also included in the cluster space.

In this Tryon Cluster Analysis involving dependent

items, a dimension comparable to the interpersonal inter-

national communication factor appears only for the Students.

The rank ordering of loadings on the cluster items is
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similar to that for the related factor. It is not obvious

why the cluster analysis did not include this dimension

for the other three groups. The summary of cluster loadings

indicates that for these groups the items pertaining to

interpersonal international communication have their highest

loadings on the overseas interaction cluster. As we

shall note in Chapter VIII, in another cluster analysis

involving the full matrix of background and dependent items,

the interpersonal international communication cluster is

isolated in the Research Scholars' analysis, as well as in

the Students' clustering; furthermore, this dimension appears

as part of a composite cluster extracted in the Teachers'

analysis. For Lecturers, however, the dimension does

not appear as a separate cluster in any analysis.

Relation of Background Variables to

P0st-award Communication Dimensions

In exploring the relationship between certain

characteristics of grantees and their subsequent inter—

national communication experiences, we shall consider data

from three sources: multiple regression analyses involving

background items and the two Guttman scales as well as the

two factors just discussed; analyses concerning the relative

loadings of background items on dependent cluster dimensions:

and cross-tabular analyses involving background items

and scores on the Guttman scales.
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The multiple regression analyses concerning post-

award experiences include items regarding subsequent changes

in residence and in academic degrees, in addition to the

information regarding characteristics of grantees antecedent

to their sojourns abroad. As in the analysis concerning

overseas interaction, information regarding academic degrees

is omitted for the senior scholars (inasmuch as the item

concerning degree change is essentially a zero-variance

variable for Lecturers and Research Scholars); however,

the item concerning post-award changes in academic degree

is included in the Teachers' and Students' analyses.

Similarly, information regarding present occupation is

absent in the senior scholars' analyses (since most were

college faculty members), but it appears for Teachers and

Students. As in the case of the multiple regression

analysis of overseas interaction, the three dummy variables

concerning field of work abroad are not included in the

Teachers' analysis, and the item regarding geographic

region of host country is omitted in the Students' analysis.

Since the overseas interaction dimension is ante-

cedent to the post-award dimensions, the multiple

regression analyses of subsequent communication experiences

include scores from the interaction abroad factor along

with other items concerning antecedent or concurrent

characteristics of grantees. Thus, in addition to the

overseas interaction scores, thirteen of the sixteen variables
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described in Appendix III were input in the analysis for

Lecturers and Research Scholars (items 69, 72, and 72 x 73

were omitted); twelve independent variables were included

in the Teachers' analysis (item 72 and the three represen—

tations of item 66 were omitted); and fourteen were involved

in the Students' analysis (items 55 and 72 were excluded).

Tables IV—8 through IV-ll summarize the results of

the multiple regression analyses involving the background

items just described and each of the four dimensions per—

taining to the grantees' post-award communication experiences.

As indicated in Chapter I, the tables present the best

least squares values for the weighting coefficients for

variables making significant contributions in the regression

equations.

For all categories of award holders, scores on the

Interaction Abroad factor dimension are significantly

associated with scores on all four of the subsequent inter-

action indices. Before considering other associations

among independent variables and dependent dimensions, let

us also present data concerning the relative loadings of

the same background items on the cluster relating to

interpersonal international communication (Table IV—lZ)

as well as on the cluster pertaining to international

public relations (Table IV413). As we shall note in the

following discussion of some of the major findings of these

analyses, there is relatively close agreement among the

multiple regression, cluster loading, and Guttman cross-

tabular data in the identification of associations among
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Loadings of background variables on the

interpersonal international communication

cluster dimension.

 

 

 

 

Research

Scholars Teachers1 Students

Background Item:2

55. Hust country .09 —.57 ---

58. Sex: male .07 .28 .01

59. Age at award time -.01 .30 .09

60. Period of award -.13 -.05 -.18

61. Home state at award time .01 -.03 .06

63. Post-award mobility -.10 .13 .02

64. Size of home city then -.02 -.12 -.08

66. Natural Sciences -.08 --- -.04

66. Social Sciences .08 --— .04

66. Humanities + Arts -.05 -—- -.06

69. Present occupation --- —.38 .03

70. Language competence .03 -.31 .13

71. Reason for application .05 —.20 -.05

72 x 73. Degree change --- -.01 .08

II—44. Took family abroad .10 .21 .05

 

1The loadings for Research Scholars and Teachers are

from the cluster analysis of the full set of background and

dependent items (see Chapter VII), inasmuch as this dimension

appears only for Students in the cluster analysis of dependent

variables. The dimension was not isolated in any of the

analyses for Lecturers.

2See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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Table IV#13. Loadings of background variables on the

international public relations cluster

dimension.

 

 

1 Research

Background Items: Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

 

55. HOst country -.43 -.24 -.15 —--

59. Age at award time .09 .16 .25 .19

60. Period of award -.01 .01 -.06 —.09

61. Home state at

award time -.10 .06 .16 -.04

63. Post—award

64. Size of home

city then .15 .08 .13 .15

66. Natural Sciences -.13 -.06 --- -.08

66. Social Sciences .04 .08 --- .02

66. Humanities + Arts -.16 —.05 —-— -.02

69. Present occupation --- --- .09 .06

70. Language competence -.08 .07 .23 .08

71. Reason for appli—

cation -.18 .04 -.03 -.12

72 x 73. Degree change -—- —-- —.04 .05

II-44. Todk family

abroad -.10 .10 -.01 .03

 

1See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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background variables and dependent communication dimensions.

With reference to the grantees' host countries,

interesting differences appear in relation to the post-

award interaction indices. While Lecturers who sojourned

in Europe and Oceania tend to be the high scorers for their

group on the Guttman continued foreign interaction scale

and on the interpersonal international communication factor

(see the multiple regression data in Tables IVA8 and IvelO),

the converse is true on the Guttman American interaction

dimension and on the factor as well as the cluster dimensions

concerning international public relations (Tables IV49,

IV—ll, and Ivel3). Indeed, cross-tabulations involving the

host country item and Guttman scale data indicate that among

the Lecturers, approximately four-fifths of these sojourning

in Europe or in Oceania scored high on the continued foreign

interaction dimension, in contrast to 57% who scored high

on the Guttman American interaction index. On the latter

dimension, 73% of the Lecturers who sojourned in the Far

East and in the Near and Middle East were among the high

scorers.

Much the samepattern appears for Research Scholars.

As the multiple regression and cluster loading data indicate,

host country makes an important difference in post-award

communication with fellow Americans (Tables IV-9, IVell, and

IV—l3). According to cross—tabulations involving host country

and the Guttman American interaction scale, Research Scholars

who sojourned in Europe and Oceania have fewer high scorers
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than do those whose awards took them to the Far East (50%

vs. 60%). Withreference to continued foreign interaction

and interpersonal international communication, the differences

between Research Scholars who sojourned in Europe or Oceania

and those in other regions is not identified as significant

in the multiple regression analyses; however, the positive

loading for host country on the interpersonal international

communication cluster (Table IV—12) suggests the same trend

in relationship as observed for the Lecturers. This general

trend is also supported by the cross-tabular data, which

indicates that Research Scholars sojourning in Europeand

Oceania score slightly higher on the Guttman continued foreign

interaction scale than do their colleagues in the Far East

(75%.vs. 71%»among the high scorers).

As was true of the senior scholars, Teachers sojourn-

ing in Far Eastern countries also tend to have more high

scorers on the Guttman American interaction scale than do

those in Europe and Oceania (61% vs. 55%). This relative

concentration of Far Eastern grantees among the high

scorers on the American interaction scale probably reflects

a greater interest by American audiences in learning more

about less familiar countries.

For Teachers and Students a consistent linear

relationship appears between age and scores on all four

communication dimensions. The findings of the multiple

regression and cluster loading analyses (Tables IVeB through

IV413) are confirmed by the cross-tabular data which indicate
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that high scorers on the Guttman continued foreign interaction

scale include 61% of the Teachers over 51 but only 28% of

those under 30, and high scorers on the Guttman American

interaction scale comprise 56% of the Teachers over 51 in

contrast to 40% of those under 30. Similarly for Students,

the Guttman continued foreign interaction scale includes

46% of those over 30 and 41% of those under 25 in the high

score range, and high scorers on the Students' Guttman American

interaction scale comprise 51% of those over 30 as opposed

to 37%10f those under 25.

Irregularities appear in the relationship between

age and subsequent interaction for Lecturers and Research

Scholars. For these groups a middle age category tends to

have higher scores, particularly with reference to the

dimensions concerning communication with fellow Americans.

That is, on the Guttman American interaction scale a

higher proportion of Lecturers and Research Scholars in the

40 to 50 age range are among the high scorers (60% and 56%,

respectively) than is true of their peers under 30 (48%

and 37%, respectively, among the high scorers) or of their

colleagues over 51 (55% and 48%, respectively, in the high

range).

With reference to the sex attribute, interesting

differences appear in the grantees' post-award communication

patterns. While the attribute "male" is identified as

significant only for Research Scholars in the multiple

regression analysis concerning interpersonal international
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communhzations (Table IV410), the cluster loading data suggest

a similar association for Teachers (Table IV-12), and high

scorers on the Students' Guttman continued foreign inter-

action scale also include slightly more males than females

(44% vs. 40%). The pattern is reversed on the Guttman

continued foreign interaction scale for Lecturers, however,

with 76% of the females as contrasted to 66%>of the males

among the high scorers.

As to the dimensions concerning internationally-

oriented communication with fellow Americans, females tend

to be the high scorers among all categories of grantees.

While this relationship is identified as significant in

multiple regression analyses only for Teachers (Table Ivell)

and Students (Tables IV-9 and IV—ll), the negative loadings

of the sex attribute on the public relations cluster suggest

a similar trend for Lecturers and Research Scholars, as well

(Table IV;13). These findings are confirmed in the distri—

butions of respondents on the Guttman American interaction

scales, where females consistently have higher proportions

among the high scorers--64%»vs. 54%1for Lecturers; 57%»vs.

48% for Research Scholars; 54% vs. 44%.for Teachers: and

44%.vs. 37% for Students.

Another background variable showing significant

association with some of the subsequent communication indices

concerns the reason for the grantees' applications (Tables

IV-8 through IVell). Among Lecturers, Research Scholars,

and Teachers high scorers on the dimensions concerning
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continued foreign interaction and interpersonal international

communication tend to come from those whose applications were

requested--and in particular requested by an overseas

university, school, or agency (see also the cluster loading

data in Table IV—12). On the Guttman continued foreign

interaction scale, high scorers include 70%»of the Lecturers,

88% of the Research Scholars, and 78% of the Teachers whose

applications were requested by institutions abroad. Since

this subsample of grantees presumably was selected to consult

or collaborate on relatively specific topics of importance

to their host institutions, it is not surprising that the

'consultancy and collaboration has continued even after the

grantees' return.

According to the cluster loading data (Table IV-l3)

and to the multiple regression analysis for Research Scholars

(Table Ivell), post-award mobility tends to have a negative

effect on internationally-oriented public relations. In

general, grantees who have moved to a different census

region since their sojourns report fewer communication

experiences-—probab1y because they are less well known

in their new environments and possibly less available for

public appearances because of other pressures involved in

resettling. On the Guttman American interaction scales the

following differences appear in the distribution of high

scorers among those residing in the same state as they had

before their awards as contrasted to those who have moved to

a new census division: 58% vs. 48% for Lecturers; 51% vs.
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48% for Lecturers; 51% vs. 39% for Research Scholars; 57%

vs. 45%.for Teachers; and 40% vs. 36%.for Students.

Another post-award variable affecting the opportunities

for Students to share their experiences with fellow Americans

involves their subsequent occupational choices (see Tables

IV;9 and IV-13). In general, those who are currently involved

in educational roles report more communication experiences

than do their peers following other pursuits.. On the

Guttman American interaction scale, for example, high

scorers include 43%.of the Students who are now college

professors, 56% who are now Teachers, and 72%.who are

educational administrators, in contrast to 35% of the group

now in business, and 28% of the professional practitioners

(physicians, engineers, architects, etc.).

Much of the post-award internationally—related

interaction considered in this chapter has involved communi-

cation relevant to the grantees' professional roles. In

the next chapter we shall concentrate specifically on the

impact of the sojourn experiences on the grantees' profession-

al development and advancement.



CHAPTER V

PROFESSIONAL CONSEQUENCES

Among the most significant outcomes of international

educational exchange of persons are those related to the

grantees' professional contributions. While few former award

holders have dramatic discoveries to report, still the

cumulative amassing of new knowledge and the insights shared

with colleagues and students both at home and overseas are

of tremendous significance. Indication of the impact of

some of the research collaboration made possible by the

exchange program for the betterment of human welfare is given

by the following observations from one researcher:

I feel that the Fulbright Commission, the

American Cancer Society, the cause of cancer

research, and I myself have been more than

adequately served by my years abroad. There is

no way to measure its value, but I feel that this

grant may materially shorten the world's wait for

cancer control. It has given me a perspective

which, through journals I write for and personal

contacts with many hundreds of scientists, I

have been able to pass along.

In this chapter we shall consider the grantees' reports

concerning the contributions of their award experiences to

their professional development, advancement, and achievements.
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Analyses Dimensionalizing Professional Consequences

Guttman Scaling

Almost all of the respondents concurred that a new

perspective on their work was one of the major professional

benefits derived from their overseas experiences. As the

Guttman scales summarized in Table V—l indicate, items

pertaining to new insights and materials for courses and

related professional work appear in the most popular score

categories for all groups. Among those commenting on the

significance of such professional assets were the following:

If it had not been for the Fulbright award about

one-fifth of my volumes would not be here. Many

of them are rare books that I could have found no-

where except in Italy: they are not available even

in good American libraries. Then these file drawers

contain original manuscripts and notes on Florentine

art, plus the hundreds of photographs of original

paintings that the grant made it possible for me to

take. These data are absolutely essential for the

monographs I am preparing, but it will take several

years. Of equal importance are the new ideas and

insights that come from intensive study of the

original works in their settings: nothing can replace

that.

Learning to apply our advanced knowledge and skills

in a culture where modern equipment and drugs are

not available has given me deeper insight into the

essential aspects of therapy. This sort of pers-

pective is necessary for training general practitioners

for rural areas in our country, and it is certainly

a prerequisite for providing adequate training for

students from underdeveloped countries who will

return to practice medicine in their homelands. When

we train people in our schools, we should have men

on the faculty who have had actual experience in the

countries from which the students come. Otherwise

we will train them in skills that will be impossible

for them to apply when they go home.
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As this comment indicates, many former award holders

are strongly committed to using their new insights in serving

their professions and advancing knowledge both at home and

overseas. In the previous chapter we discussed some aspects

of the continued interaction between American grantees and

host nationals. The following description from a natural

scientist provides further evidence of the extensive

communication networks sometimes developed to continue

collaboration on research initiated during a grantee's

sojourn:

The programs of study of "fundamental particles"

utilizing photographic emulsion techniques

which were undertaken at Padova, Italy have

continued since my departure. There has been

a close collaboration between the emulsion groups

at Wisconsin and Padova for the past one and a

half years. Photographic emulsions have been

exposed to the atomic accelerator . . . at

Berkeley, processed at Wisconsin, and one half

of the processed stock has always been sent to

Padova. The results have been combined with

those from Wisconsin and published together.

The collaboration has been a very successful one

in terms of results and new ideas. It has been

particularly helpful for Padova since the only

large accelerator that is accessible (there is one

in Russia) is the accelerator at Berkeley. If

eXposures were not made by someone in the United

States, the group at Padova could not work on

these problems. . . . It is expected that the

collaboration with Padova will continue. . . .

In addition to acquiring knowledge and skills con-

tributing to their professional development-—and to their

professions, as well--some grantees report actual professional

advancement accruing from their overseas experiences and

subsequent publications. Indeed, items pertaining to

professional prestige and tangible evidence of recognition
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such as promotions, new opportunities, etc. scale at the

maximum end of the Guttman dimensions for all groups. Thus,

respondents reporting such recognition also indicate that

the awards contributed to their professional development.

One Teacher enumerated some of the benefits included in this

dimension as follows:

Professional advantages and contributions resulting

from the award: (1) An understanding and appreciation

of the methods of teaching a foreign language in the

French schools reSulting in a desire to improve our

foreign language teaching in the United States, in

particular in my community where I had been teaching:

(2) Recognition on the part of school administrators

of the value of my experience and a chance provided

to introduce a French program in the elementary

schools; (3) Development of a FLES program, grades

3-12, in our community under my direction . . .:

(4) Offer to be an instructor in charge of a summer

session workshop on the teaching of foreign languages

in elementary schools at a state university--position

gladly accepted!; (5) Numerous appointments on

professional committees as a result of the above

work which grew largely out of my experience and

knowledge gained as an exchange teacher.

While invitations to give professional papers and

serve on certain types of committees provide former grantees

with some criteria by which to judge the possible increment

in professional prestige resulting from their work abroad,

assessing reactions from administrators often proves more

difficult. It is interesting to note that the item per-

taining to administrative recognition scales only for

Lecturers and Teachers. Interviews with educational adminis—

trators indicate that while the awards have a secondary

reinforcement value for some faculty members, inasmuch as

the grants provide an outside source of confirmation
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regarding the competence of the personnel the administrators

selected, in general the main effect of the awards is to make

the grantees more visible in their home settings so that

evaluations of their subsequent publications become more

salient——a factor having obvious implications for professional

advancement.

Table V—2 presents the distribution of grantees among

the Guttman scale types for the professional consequences

dimension. As might be expected, Research Scholars have the

highest proportions in the high score categories, with 68%

scoring 4 or above. Lecturers are not far behind, with 63%

in this range; Teachers, however, are again close to an

even split among low and high scorers. In contrast to the

distribution of respondents on the interaction and communi—

cation dimensions, Students have a larger proportion in the

high range of the Guttman professional consequences scale,

with 58% scoring 5 or higher.

Factor Analysis

As already indicated, the Guttman professional

consequencesscales include items concerning two related

aspects of professional outcomes of the awards--the contri-

butions to the grantees' insight into their field, as well as

the recognition accorded them as a result of their work

abroad. In the factor analysis of dependent variables,

however, items pertaining to each of these two consequences

load on separate factors (Tables V43 and V-4). As in the
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divergence between the Guttman scaling and the factor dimensions

concerning subsequent international communication, the dif-

ferences observed here are rather easily reconciled.

Inspection of the patterning of items in the Guttman scales

in Table V-l reveals that on the whole the Guttman scaling

preserves the integrity of the item clusters. As indicated

earlier, items concerning professional development occur

at the low end of the scales, followed by those pertaining

to prestige and recognition. For Students, however, the

pattern is not so clear as it is for the other grantees

since only one item pertaining directly to professional

advancement (item 32) appears in their dimension, followed

by the maximum item on their scale--concerning provision of

dissertation material (item 41).

According to the factor analysis, the professional

development factor is not an important contributor in

accounting for the Teachers' and Students' dependent item

intercorrelations. That is, for these two groups the

eigenvalues for the professional development factors (the

seventh factor in each analysis in terms of the rank ordering

for the total variance accounted for by the factors) fall

below the Kaiser criterion described in Chapter I. That

is, the seventh eigenvalue is .79 for Teachers and .74 for

Students. Indeed, for Teachers only five factors meet the

Kaiser criterion, since the sixth eigenvalue is only .88.

The sixth factor for Teachers consists of a triplet of items
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involving a denial of negative assessments concerning the

professional value of experience abroad (items I-52, I-53,

and II-4l in the questionnaire in Appendix II).

For the Students, however, six factors meet the

Kaiser criterion. We have already discussed four of these

factors, and another will be described in the next chapter

concerning general evaluations of the award experiences.

The remaining dimension is a unique one to the Student

group, so far as the factor analyses are concerned. This

factor is highly loaded with items concerning professional

relations Students established overseas and have maintained

since their return (Table V-5). The instrumental, task-

orientation involved in this factor is suggested by the items

concerning collaborating with host nationals on research

abroad, collecting data for subsequent professional work

and for dissertations in particular, and even presenting

professional lectures or exhibits while overseas. This

professional goal emphasis is further underlined by the

lack of relationship between the factor and the item

concerning the number of foreign students contacted on an

extracurricular basis overseas (Item I—24, loading —.06).

Cluster Analysis

As Tables V46 and V47 indicate, the cluster analysis

of dependent variables agrees with the factor analysis in

extracting essentially the same groupings of items relating
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loadings.

Enduring professional relations: factor

 

 

Students

General Content of Items1

Varimax Quartimax

Rotation Rotation

 

Factor-Number: III I

I—22. Collaboration with foreigners on

research abroad. .37 .39

I-26. # of professional lectures,

concerts, exhibits presented

overseas. .28 .29

I-38. Experience made possible new

professional relationships

abroad. .60 .68

I-39. It made possible new professional

relationships in the US. .34 .41

I-41. Furnished material for a thesis. .17 .28

I—42. Furnished data or ideas used in

subsequent work since return. .31 .43

II—24. Have maintained contact with host

institution abroad. .34 .36

II-25. Have maintained contact with

professionals overseas. .61 .67

 

1For full wording of items see the

Appendix II.

questionnaire in
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to professional development and prestige. In addition, in

the Students' analysis one of the clusters isolated corresponds

to the enduring professional relations dimension in terms of

item content. It is interesting to note that the cluster

analysis for Lecturers also identifies a dimension per-

taining to maintained professional relations. This cluster

consists of a doublet of items concerning establishment of

professional relationships abroad and maintenance of these

contacts (items I-38 and II-25, Appendix II). In the

factor analysis these particular items load as part of

the interpersonal international communication dimension for

Lecturers-—a dimension absent in the cluster analyses for

this group (see Chapter IV). In terms of relative loadings,

these two items concerning professional relationships are

not the most important definers of the interpersonal

international communication factor: therefore, we cannot

consider this doublet a representation of that dimension-—

in fact, loadings of other items differ on the two clusters.

Actually, in terms of relative rankings of cluster coefficients,

the Lecturers' doublet concerning maintained professional

relations comes closest to the Students' enduring professional

relations cluster--although for the senior group the item

concerning material for a thesis is not relevant and

receives an essentially zero loading.

Table V48 summarizes data pertaining to the

professional relations clusters for Students and Lecturers,
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along with other clusters relating to professional outcomes.

Among the dimensions extracted in the cluster analysis of

dependent items, a doublet involving denial of low professional

evaluations of overseas experience appears for all groups.

Another doublet defined in the Student clustering concerns

a denial of career interference resulting from the sojourn.

For Teachers two items relating to prestige effects of the

awards (securing a new position, promotion, or salary

increase) are isolated in a separate cluster. In the

analysis of dependent variables including the frequency data

from the bibliographic data sheet concerning professional

accomplishments grantees attribute to their award experiences,

several dimensions concerning publications, artistic achieve-

ments, new courses, and theses also are extracted from the

correlation matrix. Data from these clusters are included

Summated Achievement Scale

In addition to the cluster analyses incorporating

information regarding the grantees' professional achievements,

an index was developed to provide a summary measure for the

enumerations of publications and other accomplishments

compiled in five volumes of bibliographic data (Gullahorn

and Gullahorn, 1958b and 1960b). Later in this chapter we

shall present additional information concerning these data.

Further discussion of the grantees' professional achievements

in relation to the other dimensions regarding professional
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outcomes of the sojourn experiences appear in Chapters VII

and VIII. Let us now consider the relationship between

background variables and the professional achievement index

as well as the other major dimensions concerning professional

consequences of the grantees' award experiences.

Relation of Background Variables to

Professional Outcome Dimensions

As in the analyses of associations between grantees'

characteristics and the communication dimensions, our discussion

here will include data from multiple regression analyses,

analyses concerning the relative loadings of background

items on dependent clusters, and cross-tabular information

involving Guttman scale scores. The same background items

used in the multiple regression analyses involving post—

award international communication (see Chapter IV) were

input in the present analyses. That is, the multiple

regression analyses pertaining to dependent professional

outcome dimensions include the interaction abroad factor

along with thirteen of the sixteen independent variables

listed in Appendix III for Lecturers and Research

Scholars (items 69, 72, and 72 x 73 were omitted); twelve

additional items for Teachers (item 72 and the three repre-

sentations of item 66 were excluded); and fourteen other

independent variables for Students (items 55 and 72 were

omitted).

Tables V-9 through V412 summarize the results of the

multiple regression analyses for all groups with reference to
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the Guttman professional consequences scales, the profes-

sional development and professional prestige factors, and

the professional achievement summated index. Table V-13

presents the multiple regression of background items on the

Students' factor concerning enduring professional relations.

As indicated in Chapter I, the tables present the best

least squares values for the weighting coefficients for

variables making significant contributions in the regression

equations.

In all but one of the analyses (Professional

Achievement for Research Scholars, Table V-12), scores on

the overseas interaction factor are significantly associated

with professional outcomes of the grantees' award experiences.

For Students this finding is consonant with Sewell and

Davidsen's investigation of related variables, in which

they noted a significant correlation between the extent

of Scandinavian students' participation in American life

and their academic adjustment at a midwestern university

(1961).

Before considering other associations among

independent variables and dependent dimensions, let us

also present data concerning the relative loadings of the

same background items on the clusters relation to profession—

al development (Table V-l4) and professional prestige

(Table V;15), as well as on the other professional outcome

dimensions extracted in the cluster analysis (Table V—l6).
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Table V-l4. Loadings of background variables on the

professional development cluster dimensions.

 

 

1 Research

Background Items: Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

 

 

55. Hust country .02 .09 .14 --

58. Sex: male .04 -.01 .001 .07

59. Age at award time —.18 .01 .02 .26

60. Period of award ‘ .04 .04 .08 -.04

61. Home state at

63. Post-award

64. Size of home city

then -003 .03 .03 -.04

66. Natural Sciences —.17 -.21 -- -.20

66. Social Sciences .13 .08 -- -.04

66. Humanities + Arts .04 .07 —- .17

69. Present occupation —- —- .17 .30

70. Language competence .02 -.03 .03 .002

71. Reason for appli—

72 x 73. Degree

change -- —- .05 .13

II-44. Took family

1
See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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Table V-15. Loadings of background variables on the

professional prestige cluster dimensions.

 

 

1 Research

Background Items: Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

 

 

55. Hbst country —.03 .03 -.06 --

58. Sex: male -.04 -.04 .05 .10

59. Age at award time -.l9 -.17 -.05 .09

61. Home state at

award time -.08 -.10 -.03 —.09

63. Post—award

64. Size of home city

then .07 -.01 .03 -.01

66. Natural Sciences —.09 -.06 00 -.05

66. Social Sciences .06 -.02 -- -.01

66. Humanities + Arts .03 .05 -— -.001

69. Present occupation -— -— -.09 .21

70. Language competence—.06 .06 —.02 -.01

71. Reason for

application -.05 -.14 -.04 —.06

72 x 73. Degree

change -- —- .08 .13

II-44. ToOk family

abroad .01 -.03 .04 .10

1
See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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As we shall note in the following discussion of some of the

major findings of these analyses. there is relatively close

agreement among the multiple regression, cluster loading,

and Guttman cross-tabular data in identification of

associations among background variables and dependent

professional outcome dimensions.

As might be expected, the award experiences generally

are perceived as more beneficial professionally by faculty

members and teachers in the earlier states of their careers.

The multiple regression analyses identify the age variable

(weighted negatively) as a significant predictor of all

four dimensions for Lecturers, and of the Guttman and pro-

fessional prestige dimensions for Research Scholars and

Teachers. These findings agree with the negative loading

of the age variable for Lecturers on the professional develop—

ment cluster (Table V—l4), and for all three professional

groups on the professional prestige cluster (Table V—15).

In addition, age is loaded negatively on the Lecturers'

cluster relating to new courses and on the Teachers‘ cluster

concerning new job opportunities (Table V-l6). On the

Guttman professional consequences scales, over 70% of the

Lecturers and Research Scholars in the 30-40 age group are

in the high score range. in contrast to around 55%»among

the high scorers from the senior grantees over 50 years of

age. Similarly. younger Teachers also are overrepresented



211

among-the high scorers on the Guttman scale, with 59% of

those under 30 in the high range as opposed to 49% of those

over 50. According to the multiple regression data (Table

V—lZ), unlike the Lecturers, older Teachers tend to report

more publications and other achievements resulting from

their overseas experiences, a result suggested also by the

positive loading of the age variable on the Teachers'

cluster concerning professional publications (Table V-16).

In contrast to the professional groups, the Students'

multiple regression analyses disclose a consistent signifi—

cant relationship between relative maturity and all five

of this group's major professional outcome dimensions

(Tables V>9 through V-l9). These findings agree with the

positive loadings for the age variable on clusters concern—

ing professional development and prestige (Tables V—l4 and

V—lS) as well as on the clusters pertaining to enduring

professional relations, professional publications, new

courses, and theses (Table V-16). With reference to the

apparent discrepancy between Students and the professional

groups, it should be noted that "relative maturity" for

Students generally involves being in the 26-35 age range.

Thus, the age differentiation in the Students' analyses

probably reflects a difference in professional goal

orientation among the older graduate students asopposed

to the group who have just completed Bachelor's degrees.
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Except for the significant association between the

attribute, ?male.? and the professional development factor

for Lecturers (Table VelO), for senior scholars the sex

attribute does not seem to be an important or consistent

predictor of professional outcomes. Among Teachers and

Students, however, there is a tendency for men to score

higher on a number of dimensions. The multiple regression

analyses identify sex as a significant predictor of scores

on the Guttman professional consequences scale for

Teachers and Students (Table Ve9), on the professional

development factor for Teachers (Table VelO), and on the

professional prestige factor for Students (Table V411).

Among Teachers, the cluster loading data indicate that men

also tend to report more professional publications and new

job opportunities (Table Vel6).

For Students the patterning of associations between

the sex attribute and the professional outcome dimensions

suggests that in general male students are more seriously

professionally goal-oriented than are females. We have

already noted the differences on the Guttman professional

consequences scale--a finding illustrated by the fact that

64% of the male Students in contraSt to only 48% of the

females score in the high range of the Guttman scale.

The multiple regression data concerning the association

between sex and professional prestige is confirmed by the

Students' cluster loading data concerning prestige (Table VelS).
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In addition, male Students score higher than females on the

professional achievement index (Table V;12), on the enduring

professional relations factor and cluster (Table V-l3 and

V—l6), as well as on clusters relating to professional

publications, new courses and theses (Table V416). Female

Students, however, are more likely to deny that the sojourn

interfered with their careers (Table V—16). It is interest-

ing to note, however, that this particular dimension does

not appear to relate to Students engaged in professional

pursuits. That is, items concerning present occupation as

a professor and post-award change in academic degree receive

zero loadings on this career-interference cluster. These

data, in addition to those concerning fields of work abroad

(with Natural Sciences loaded negatively and Humanities and

Arts positively) suggest that this dimension refers in

particular to general cultural development resulting from

the sojourn experience rather than to specific professional

preparation.

Another background characteristic showing variable

association with the outcome indices concerns the census

division of the grantees' home states. The multiple regres-

sion analyses identify this attribute (weighted negatively)

as a significant predictor of scores on the Guttman

professional consequences scales for Lecturers, Research

Scholars, and Students (Table Ve9), as well as of factor

scores relating to professional development and prestige

for Research Scholars (Tables VelO and Vell and also cluster
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loading data in Tables Vel4 and VAlS). High scorers on

the Guttman professional consequences scales include

proportionately more Lecturers and Research Scholars from

the south central and mountain regions and Students from

the west north central division. It is interesting to note,

however, that for all four groups of grantees, the home

state dummy variable is weighted positively as a significant

predictor of scores on the professional achievement summated

index (Table V—12). The census divisions included in the

home state dummy variable were selected because they

included more of the high-prestige universities than did

the others; thus it is interesting that this rather crude

variable does in fact have predictive value with reference

to professional productivity.

According to the multiple regression data, grantees

in the Natural Sciences tend to score lower than those in

other fields on the Guttman professional consequences

scales and on the factors related to professional develop-

ment and prestige (Tables V-9 through Vell). These

findings are confirmed by the cluster loading data in

Tables Vel4 and V—l5. On the Guttman professional conse-

quences scales Lecturers and Research SchOlars in social

science, creative arts, and professional social service

have much higher proportions (around 70%) among high scorers

than ($1 their peers in the natural sciences. In general

the senior award holders in various fields of Humanities

also score higher than their colleagues in natural science.
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Much the same pattern appears also for Students, with creative

artists and those in philosophy having about a 70%»repre-

sentation among the top scorers of the Guttman scale--a

result confirmed by the significant association between the

combined variable of HDmanities and Arts and the professional

development factor and cluster (Tables V—lO and V—l4) as

well as the professional achievement index (Table VelZ).

In contrast to these findings, the dimensions pertaining

to maintained professional relations for Students and

Lecturers indicate that natural scientists score higher

than their peers in other disciplines (Tables V-l3 and

Vel6). Thus, while natural scientists do not perceive

their awards to be so professionally gratifying in terms

of development and prestige as do their colleagues in other

fields, it appears that after their return they do maintain

contact and, in some cases, continue collaborating with

colleagues overseas.

In concluding our discussion of associations between

background characteristics and professional outcomes, let

us concentrate in particular on the Students' dimensions.

For this group, a rather consistent relationship appears

between the professional outcome dimensions--i.e., between

the Guttman professional consequences scale, the factors

and clusters pertaining to professional development and

prestige as well as enduring professional relations, the

professional achievement index, and the clusters concerning

professional publications, new courses, and theses--and the
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following independent variables: male, age, language

competence, took family abroad, present occupation as a

professor, and post-award degree change. In addition,

scores on the overseas interaction factor are significantly

associated with a number of the outcome dimensions. Thus

among Students, older men with family responsibilities, who

had sufficient language proficiency to be active in inter-

acting with their hosts overseas, possibly collaborating on

research, and who earned higher degrees upon their return

and are now professors or researchers in American colleges

and universities comprise the group evidencing the greatest

gains in terms of professional development, advancement,

and productivity.

Professional Achievements

In closing our discussion of professional outcomes

of the grantees' award experiences, let us give more con-

sideration tothe achievements comprising the summated index

as well as some of the clusters pertaining to professional

productivity. In contrast to most of the information

summarized in the Guttman scales as well as in the factors

and clusters relating to professional consequences of the

awards, the publications, art works, and other accomplish-

ments resulting from the grantees‘ overseas work provide

relatively tangible evidence of the benefits accruing to

individuals, educational institutions, and various fields

of learning. Five volumes totalling l,186 pages were
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necessary to list the achievements grantees attributed to

their sojourn experiences. Following is a brief summary

enumerating the publications and other accomplishments

which have professional relevance:

I.

II.

III.

IV.

VI.

470 grantees reported the titles of 750 books or

monographs which they have published as a

result of their award experiences. Adding the

63 books and one documentary film reported in

the pilot survey brings the total toEfl4 major

publications.

1,207 grantees submitted the titles of 3,300

articles and book reviews emanating from the work

abroad and already published or accepted for

publication. The 593 such published works

plus the four filmstrips reported in the nine—

state study brings the total for these shorter

publications to 1,804.

214 grantees gave the names or descriptions of 831

paintings, sculptures, musical compositions, or

other completed works of art which were influenced

by their award experiences. Adding the 243 such

art works reported in the initial survey brings

the total for major artistic creations to 1,074.

Actual titles of theses completed for academic

degrees were submitted by 506 grantees. Of

these 25 gathered materials or completed research

during their award years which enabled them to

write theses for two academic degrees. Including

the 89 theses and dissertations reported in the

first survey brings the thesis total to 595.

350 grantees sent the names of 478 academic courses

(introduced at levels ranging from elementary school

through graduate programs in universities) which

they were able to introduce as a result of knowledge

gained during their sojourns overseas. With the

54 new courses listed in the nine-state survey

the total for new courses is 404.

951 grantees presented 2,181 papers to professional

societies as a consequence of their work abroad.

Including the 437 professional papers reported

in the initial survey brings the total for

professional papers to 2,618.
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VII. 424 grantees reported writing 673 newspaper articles

concerning their experiences abroad. The total

for this type of communication, including the 155

news articles listed by grantees in the earlier

study, is 828.

VIII. Information was furnished by 337 grantees describing

1,161 concerts, recitals, or exhibits they have

participated in since their return and which they

feel were significantly influenced by their award

experiences. Including the 441 such performances

listed by respondents in the nine-state survey

brings the total for such artistic performances

to 1. 602 0

IX. In addition to the completed items just listed

grantees reported the following works in process:

846 books and monographs: 841 articles and book

reviews; 256 works of art; 404 theses or dissertations

for academic degrees. All of these were considered

to have been influenced by the educational experiences

abroad.

Such an impressive amount of scholarly or artistic

achievement emanating in some way from the Fulbright and

Smith-Mundt awards gives some indication of the significance

of educational exchange for scholarship in America--and,

indeed, the world. Reference to some of the major works

named in the appendices listing these accomplishments

(see Gullahorn and Gullahorn, 1958b and 1960b) will

establish that in quality as well as in quantity some of

the achievements are so great as to be difficult to evaluate.

In view of the apparently high productivity reported

by the grantees, the question remains as to whether the

listings exaggerate the impact of the award experiences.

Have returned grantees included every publication, for

instance, even if there is no relationship between some

articles and what happened to them under the grant? In
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some instances this may be the case. However, it is un-

likely that many academicians would voluntarily include

for publication information their colleagues would perceive

as inaccurate. For example, one grantee who listed six

short stories and poems on the bibliographic data sheet

added this observation:

I am a novelist first and a general man of letters

second, i.e., poet, essayist, reviewer. All of the

work I have done since returning from Wales five

years ago was influenced to a more or less extent

by my studies there and notions of literature

which I acquired there. This influence, then, is

reflected in one novel, a critical anthology of

essays, some fifty reviews, a dozen poems, several

short stories, and several hundred lectures on

prose to students from the freshman to graduate

level. There is no point in setting down here

titles which apparently do not pertain to Wales.

However, I would like it plain that my work in

general was influenced by Wales, and that I have

made this influence apparent to those interested in

my work.

Many respondents wrote comparable statements,

suggesting that the achievements listed are, in some cases

at least, conservative estimates of the professional impact

of the award experiences. As might be expected, creative

artists reported more difficulty in assessing what works

were related directly to a given experience, yet most who

commented attested to the importance of their work abroad

for their creative development. Representative of their

responses was the following:

In architectural practice, it is difficult to

trace specific influences. Rather, one's study

and experience of foreign buildings and cities

become part of the total resources upon which one
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draws while designing. Nevertheless, foreign

study is unquestionably of great value to the

architect for, more than any other form of

creative activity, architecture must be

experienced to be understood.

Having considered some of the consequences of the

award experiences for the grantees' professional roles--

and for their disciplines as well--in the next chapter we

shall discuss the influence of the award year on the

grantees' personal development and their overall evaluations

of their sojourns abroad.



CHAPTER VI

OTHER EVALUATIONS OF THE AWARD EXPERIENCES

Evaluating the overall personal significance of

overseas experiences is a formidable task. As one grantee

commented, ”If you attempt to compile a list of things one

gains through having a scholarship abroad, you will miss

the essential thing--. wa can you classify 'l'esprit'?"

Fortunately, members of our sample were particularly respon-

sive in adding comments to clarify the personal meaning of

their answers to questions regarding general assessments

of their award experiences. The following summary statement

by a professor of philosophy is representative of the feelings

of many former grantees:

I doubt that any other experience of my life has

had so much effect on my work, but this influence

has been of a general rather than of a specific nature.

For me the value of the trip was quite different

from what I had expected. I had expected to gather

material in European libraries and to profit from

discussions with European experts in my field,

I did this, but I feel that the real value of the

year abroad lies in what it did to me §§.§ person.

It illuminated history for me, gave me the ability

to think in another language, gave me perspective on

the customs of the society in which I live, and gave

me a number of interesting friends I would not other—

wise have had. I have no doubt that my professional

work will be better as a result.

Further comments illustrating the personal significance

of their award experiences will be included in the following

221
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discussion of dimensions summarizing grantees' reports

concerning personal development and satisfaction.

Analyses Dimensionalizing Personal

Development and Satisfaction

Guttman Scaling

In evaluating the overall impact of their sojourn

experiences, approximately three-fourths of the senior

scholars and over four-fifths of the Teachers and Students

strongly agreed that their stay abroad "was one of the most

valuable experiences" in their lives. As the data summarized

in Table VI-l indicate, this item (II-33) scored in the

more popular scale categories in the Guttman satisfaction

dimension for all groups. Included among the grantees'

explanations of their responses was the following affirmation

from a senior scholar:

I am a professor at Harvard and retire in two years.

I think the Fulbright award was a highlight in my

professional career.

In summarizing her appraisal of the value of exchange

teaching, one Teacher commented:

As I wrote in the English teachers! national magazine--

"To one who has studied and taught England's liter-

ature and history for years, a year spent in England

is like a dream come true."

One Student grantee now engaged in his life work added the

following remark to his questionnaire:

Although my Fulbright year was not productive in terms

of research, publications, etc. it was perhaps the

most valuable one in my entire life—-even my academic

life. Perhaps it is precisely because I had a number
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foreign friendships which were fruitful . . . in

ideas, new outloOks, greater understanding, etc.,

and because I genuinely tried to live a French

life. . . . All this is equally true of my

wife, now teaching French also. We feel that our

year has paid off (in the altruistic sense) in what

our American students get from us in class.

Another questionnaire item pertaining to general

personal development stimulated by the sojourn experiences

(Item II—3l) drew strong agreement from two-thirds of the

senior scholars and about four-fifths of the TeaChers and

Students. This item specifying the "maturing" effect of

"living as a foreigner? scaled reliably only for Teachers

and Students, however. Perhaps the wording of the item

was such as to deter strong affirmation from some of the

more sophisticated senior scholars. Then, too, their higher

median age might have made some hesitant about such an

evaluation. As one Lecturer nearing retirement remarked,

“It may be presumptuous to feel that one has ever reached

complete maturity; however, if this has not occurred by the

age at which I held my grant, then it probably never will."

Among the specific effects of their sojourn experiences

over two-thirds of the grantees reported an increased

interest in international affairs, an item which scaled

for Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Students (Item II-30).

A related item, which appears in the Guttman dimensions for

all groups, concerns an increase in sympathy for their host

countries (II-37). While most of the grantees who commented

on their responses indicated a greater appreciation of their
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host countries based on an already favorable predisposition,

for some the overseas experience provided a marked reorienta-

tion in attitudes:

very frankly and simply, before I went to Egypt I

thought the Middle East was pestiferous, decadent,

and very much of an international nuisance. I certain-

ly changed my mind as a result of the reading I did

in its history, cultures, problems, and importance

in preparation for my assignment, before I went to

Egypt. The additional briefing and instruction we

got as Fulbrighters in Egypt before assuming our tasks

further enlightened me. Contact with the native

professional people I met, with the students I

lectured to, with the generous and hospitable people

in city, village, and countryside completed my

education and brought about a new and appreciative

understanding of Egypt and the Middle East. I am

forever indebted to the Fulbright assignment and its

opportunity for this complete re-orientation of my

understanding and appreciation of Egypt and the

Middle East.

Unfortunately our questionnaire data do not include infor—

mation which would enable us to differentiate among grantees

with different degrees of favorable preconceptions regarding

their host countries.

Another aspect of the increased international awareness

reported by many grantees pertains to the perspective on

the United States provided by the sojourn overseas, an item

which appears on the Guttman scales for all groups (II-36).

As the response marginals indicate, Teachers and Students

tended to agree with this item more strongly than did the

senior scholars (Table VI-l). Some of the comments grantees

added concerning this effect of their awards expressed

rather chauvinistic platitudes;
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. . . this experience made me a much more loyal and

satisfied American citizen. I have tried to stress

in talks and conversations what a wonderful standard

of living we have merely because our country is bigger

and has more resources than the European nations. We

should realize how fortunate we are, be grateful, and

do whatever we can to preserve our way of life.

Others, however, presented more thoughtful evaluations:

The greatest benefit I received from my experience

overseas was a fuller realization that people are

basically alike the world over--without doubt school

children are. A public school system must of

necessity be an outgrowth of the total culture and

history of a people. A system which is best for

one country is not necessarily best for another:

however, we could learn much from one another. A

year spent abroad helps one to view his own school

system. Some of the methods which he accepted as

more or less infallible before, he now questions.

He learns that there is more than one way to

achieve the same goal.

In developing greater perspective regarding their

homelands and host countries, some grantees also sought to

correct erroneous stereotypes concerning the United States.

While most stressed the importance of their daily behavior

in showing their hosts "what Americans are really like,"

as indicated in Chapter III, many presented lectures

to large audiences and engaged in extensive informal dis-

cussions concerning American life with neighbors and

others whom they met in the course of daily living. Among

the questionnaire respondents, about half of the senior

scholars and Students and three—fifths of the Teachers

reported that they had been able to correct some erroneous

stereotypes held by foreign citizens regarding American

culture (Item II-34). As the data in Table VI-l indicate,
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this item scaled reliably for only three of the groups and

was not included in the Guttman satisfaction dimension for

Research Scholars. Again, this divergence probably reflects

differences in the focus of the Research Scholars’roles—-

their primary purpose was to conduct research rather than

communicate with others, particularly with an intent to

modify their attitudes. As indicated in Chapter III, fewer

Research Scholars than Lecturers presented general talks

concerning American culture to foreign audiences: furthermore,

the questionnaire item pertaining to such public appearances

did not scale in the Research Scholars' overseas interaction

Guttman dimension.

As the data summarized in Table VI—l indicate,

the item concerning correcting stereotypes scales near‘the

maximum end of the Guttman dimensions for the relevant

groups. For all categories of grantees, the maximum level

of overall satisfaction with the results of their sojourn

experiences involves a strong denial that their home

universities or present employers are not taking advantage

of potential contributions resulting from their work abroad

(Item II—4l). Thus, those who are able to integrate their

overseas experiences in their current roles tend to have

the most favorable perceptions of the overall personal

development stimulated by their sojourns abroad.

On the whole, the statements concerning general

evaluations of the award experiences elicited more con-

sistently favorable responses than any others included in
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the survey questionnaire. Indeed, according to the distri-

bution of respondents among the Guttman scale types, about

two—thirds of the grantees in all categories score in the

high range of the satisfaction dimensions (i.e., score 4

or above, Table VI—2).

Factor Analysis

As was true with reference to the dimensions con-

cerning overseas interaction, there is relatively close

agreement in the item descriptions of the Guttman and factor

representations of the satisfaction dimension (Table VI—3).

On both orthogonally rotated factors, high loading items

pertain to personal development and perspective regarding

the grantees’ host countries and homeland. It is interesting

to note that communicating informally with fellow Americans

concerning the sojourn experiences is also associated with

the satisfaction dimension for Students. Among Teachers

items involving a denial of negative evaluations of the

award benefits also load on the satisfaction factor. We

shall discuss these items further in the next section con-

cerning the cluster representation of the personal development

and satisfaction dimension.

Cluster Analysis

Like the dimensions extracted in the factor analysis,

the clustenspertaining to satisfaction for all groups of

grantees are heavily loaded with items concerning personal
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development and international perspective (Table VI-4).

In addition to the personal satisfaction cluster, two other

dimensions composed of items denying negative evaluations of

the award experiences were isolated in the clustering of

dependent variables for certain groups (Table VI-5). These

clusters are highly interrelated (r = .38 for Lecturers and

r = .33 for Students); however, they are differentially

related to the personal development and satisfaction cluster.

That is, while the dimension involving denial of other

negative evaluations is substantially correlated with the

satisfaction cluster (r - .26 in the analyses for both

Lecturers and Students), the other cluster concerning denial

of a lack of institutional support is more highly associated

with the overseas interaction cluster (correlations average

r = .30 for senior scholars and r = .20 for Students) than

it is with the satisfaction dimension (correlations average

.16 for all relevant groups).

Actually, the factor analysis also identified the

dimension concerning denial of a lack of institutional support

for all groups ofgrantees. In addition, the dimension per—

taining to denial of other negative evaluations was extracted

for Lecturers. (For Students the items defining this

cluster loaded on the institutional support factor.) These

factors, however, account for a negligible amount of variance,

and the eigenvalues for these factors fall considerably

below the Kaiser criterion (see Chapter I). We shall,

however, include some further information regarding the

cluster representations of these dimensions.
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Table VI—5. Other general evaluation clusters:

loadings from oblique rotation.

 

 

1 Research

General Content of Items Lecturers scholars Students

 

Denial of lack of institutional support:

II-32. Host institution

uncooperative .69 .74 .82

II-40. Hosts did not

utilize abilities

fully. .67 .54 .97

II-4l. Home university or

employer not maxi—

mizing potential

contribution. .32 -- .81

Denial of other negative evaluations:

II-35. Low standard of

 

- living unpleasant. .47 .42

II-38. Yr. in U.S. university

preferable. .48 --

II-39. Economic hardship of

award. .58 .52

1
For full wording ot items see the questionnaire

in Appendix II. Responses to all of these items have been

reflected; therefore, a positive loading indicates a denial

of the statement.

Summated Scaling

As noted in Chapter I, before we had access to an

appropriate computer and library of programs for Guttman

scaling and factor analysis, we developed a summated scale

for the satisfaction dimension. This index comprises

questionnaire items II-30 through II-42 (see Appendix II).

All items were weighted equally, and response options within

items were scored from one through four. In Chapter VIII we
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shall present additional data comparing scores on this sum-

mated index with those on the Guttman satisfaction scale

and the satisfaction factor. For the present let us note

that the summated index is highly correlated with both of

the other types of dimensions, with Pearson 5's ranging

from .59 to .66

Relation of Background Variables to

Satisfaction Dimensions

As in the analyses of associations between grantees'

characteristics and the communication and professional

outcome dimensions, our discussion of the satisfaction

dimensions will include data from multiple regression

analyses, analyses concerning the relative loadings of

background items on dependent clusters, and cross-tabular

information involving Guttman scalesnores. The same

background items used in the multiple regression analyses

discussed in Chapters IV and V were input in the present

analyses. That is, the multiple regression analyses per-

taining to the dependent satisfaction dimensions include the

interaction abroad factor along with thirteen of the

sixteen_independent variables listed in Appendix III for

the senior scholars (items 69, 72, and 72 x 73 were omitted):

twelve additional items for Teachers (item 72 and the three

representations of item 66 were excluded): and fourteen

other independent variables for Students (items 55 and 72

were omitted).
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Tables VI—6 and VI-7 summarize data concerning the

multiple regression of independent variables on the dependent

Guttman satisfaction scale scores and on the dependent

satisfaction factor scores for all groups of grantees. As

indicated in Chapter I, the tables present the best least

square values for the weighting coefficients for variables

making significant contributions in the regression equations.

For all groups, scores on the overseas interaction

factor are significantly related to scores on the Guttman

and factor representations of the satisfaction dimension.

For Students this finding agrees with data from Morris'

investigation of related variables, in which he found that

the volume, range, and depth of contact between foreign

students at UCLA and Americans was significantly correlated

with the students‘ satisfaction with their stay in the

United States (1960). Similarly, Sewell and Davidsen noted

a significant correlation between the extent of Scandinavian

students’ participation in American life and their satis—

faction with their sojourns (1961).

Before considering other associations among in-

dependent variables and the satisfaction dimensions, let us

also present data concerning the relative loadings of the

same background items on the cluster relating to personal

development and satisfaction (Table VI-8) as well as on the

clusters concerning other general evaluations of the award

experiences (Table VI-9). As we shall note in the following





T
a
b
l
e

V
I
—
6
.

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

s
c
a
l
e
s
:

m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

r
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

a
n
a
l
y
s
e
s
.

 

 

L
e
c
t
u
r
e
r
s

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

=
.
0
6
,

p
,
<

.
0
0
0
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

S
c
a
l
e
,

y
=

2
.
3
5

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
2
.
9
6

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
0
5

.
0
1

5
.
7
9

.
2
0

M
a
l
e

-
0
6
3

0
2
4

“
-
2
0
6
1

“
‘
0
0
9

A
g
e

-
0
1
2

0
0
5

-
2
0
4
2

-
0
0
8

E
u
r
o
p
e

+
O
c
e
a
n
i
a

-
.
4
1

.
1
7

-
2
.
3
7

-
.
0
8

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

=
.
0
5
,

p
_
<

.
0
0
0
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

S
c
a
l
e
,

y
=

2
.
3
4

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
7
.
7
7

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
0
4

.
0
1

4
.
0
9

.
1
5

A
g
e

-
0
1
6

0
0
5

-
3
0
2
4

-
0
1
2

H
u
m
a
n
i
t
i
e
s

+
A
r
t
s

.
5
8

.
1
9

3
.
0
2

.
1
1

M
a
l
e

-
.
6
5

.
3
0

-
2
.
2
0

—
.
0
8



T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

=
.
0
9
,

p
_
<

.
0
0
0
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

S
c
a
l
e
,

y
=

1
.
9
2

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
2
.
0
2

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
0
5

.
0
1

8
.
1
6

.
2
4

M
a
l
e

-
.
4
7

.
1
5

,
-
3
.
0
1

-
.
1
1

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

-
.
3
3

.
1
2

.
-
2
.
6
3

-
.
0
8

B
r
i
t
i
s
h

I
s
l
e
s

.
3
2

.
1
2

2
.
5
4

.
0
8

T
o
d
k

f
a
m
i
l
y

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
3
2

.
1
6

1
.
9
9

.
0
7

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

=
.
0
6
,

p
_
<

.
0
0
0
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

G
u
t
t
m
a
n

S
c
a
l
e
,

y
=

2
.
4
3

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
2
.
3
1

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
0
5

.
0
1

9
.
8
8

.
1
9

S
o
c
i
a
l

S
c
i
e
n
c
e
s

-
.
4
4

.
1
2

-
3
.
7
5

-
.
0
7

M
a
l
e

—
.
3
6

.
1
0

-
3
.
5
4

-
.
0
7

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
o
r

n
o
w

.
3
4

.
1
0

3
.
2
9

.
0
6

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
e
d

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

-
.
2
9

.
1
0

-
2
.
8
1

-
.
0
5

C
i
t
y

s
i
z
e

t
h
e
n

.
0
8

.
0
3

2
.
6
0

.
0
5

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

-
.
2
2

.
1
0

-
2
.
2
8

-
.
0
4

A
g
e

-
.
1
3

.
0
6

-
2
.
0
1

-
.
0
4

 

238



T
a
b
l
e

V
I
-
7
.

P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

d
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

a
n
d

s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

f
a
c
t
o
r
s
:

m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

r
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n

a
n
a
l
y
s
e
s
.

  

L
e
c
t
u
r
e
r
s

.
1
5
,

E
,
<

.
0
0
0
5

9
.
1
7

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f
D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
,

y

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
4
8
.
2
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
2
5

.
0
3

7
.
6
7

.
2
6

E
u
r
o
p
e

+
O
c
e
a
n
i
a

-
3
.
3
1

.
6
8

-
4
.
8
4

-
.
1
6

A
g
e

-
.
6
7

.
2
0

-
3
.
4
4

-
.
1
2

M
a
l
e

-
3
2
2
7

.
9
6

-
3
.
4
1

-
.
1
2

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

-
l
.
7
l

.
7
0

-
2
.
4
5

-
.
0
8

S
o
c
i
a
l

S
c
i
e
n
c
e
s

-
l
.
6
2

.
8
0

-
2
.
0
3

-
.
0
7

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

=
.
1
2
,

p
.
<

.
0
0
0
5

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
,

y
=

9
.
4
1

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
3
1
.
8
3

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
 

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
1
9

.
0
4

5
.
5
0

.
1
9

A
g
e

—
.
7
3

.
1
9

-
3
.
7
8

-
.
1
3

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

-
2
.
8
1

.
7
9

-
3
.
5
4

-
.
1
3

M
a
l
e

-
3
.
9
2

1
.
2
0

-
3
.
2
7

-
.
1
2

S
o
c
i
a
l

S
c
i
e
n
c
e
s

—
2
.
5
4

.
8
0

-
3
.
1
7

-
.
1
1

L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e

c
o
m
p
e
t
e
n
c
e

-
l
.
0
8

.
4
4

-
2
.
4
5

-
.
0
9

P
e
r
i
o
d

o
f

a
w
a
r
d

3
.
8
6

.
1
6

2
.
4
4

.
0
9

E
u
r
o
p
e

+
O
c
e
a
n
i
a
’

2
.
2
3

.
9
7

2
.
3
0

.
0
8

239



T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

.
0
8
,
E
<

.
0
0
0
5

9
.
1
2

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
,

y

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
3
9
.
1
8

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
2
0

.
0
3

7
.
2
5

.
2
2

M
a
l
e

-
2
.
5
9

.
7
6

-
3
.
4
2

-
.
1
3

T
e
a
c
h
e
r

n
o
w

1
.
5
9

.
6
4

2
.
4
6

.
0
8

T
o
o
k

f
a
m
i
l
y

a
b
r
o
a
d

1
.
8
4

.
7
7

2
.
4
0

.
0
8

I
n
i
t
i
a
t
e
d

a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

1
.
3
9

.
7
1

1
.
9
5

.
0
6

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

.
1
0
,

p
_
<

.
0
0
0
5

9
.
4
5

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

o
f
M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

D
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r

o
f

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

F
a
c
t
o
r
,

y

I
n
t
e
r
c
e
p
t

C
o
n
s
t
a
n
t

=
3
9
.
6
3

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

e
r
r
o
r

o
f

V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

t
B
e
t
a

c
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t

 

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

a
b
r
o
a
d

.
2
5

.
0
2

1
3
.
6
3

.
2
5

M
a
l
e

-
2
.
6
7

.
3
9

-
6
.
8
2

-
.
1
3

A
g
e

-
.
8
7

.
2
5

-
3
.
5
0

-
.
0
6

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

-
l
.
3
2

.
3
8

-
3
.
4
8

-
.
0
6

H
u
m
a
n
i
t
i
e
s

+
A
r
t
s

1
.
3
0

.
4
4

2
.
9
7

.
0
6

C
i
t
y

s
i
z
e

t
h
e
n

.
3
2

.
1
2

2
.
6
3

.
0
5

S
o
c
i
a
l

S
c
i
e
n
c
e
s

-
l
.
0
9

.
5
3

-
2
.
0
5

-
.
0
4

240

 



241

Table VI—8. Loadings of background variables on the

personal development and satisfaction cluster

dimensions.

 

 

1 Research

Background Items: Lecturers Scholars Teachers Students

 

 

58. Sex: male -.17 -.12 -.10 -.14

59. Age at award time —.09 -.ll .05 -.10

60. Period of award -.01 .03 -.04 -.02

61. Home state at

award time -.13 -.19 -.10 —.08

63. Post-award

64. Size of home

66. Natural Sciences -.03 .02 --- -.01

66. Social Sciences -.09 -.12 --- -.O9

66. Humanities + Arts -.06 -.001 -—- .06

69. Present occupation --- --- .06 -.08

70. Language competence—.13 -.15 -.07 -.03

71. Reason for appli-

72 x 73. Degree

change -—- -—- -.02 -.07

II-44. Todk family

1
See Appendix III for coding of background items.
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discussion of some of the major findings of finese analyses,

there is relatively close agreement among the results of

the different analyses.

{According to the multiple regression analyses,

females in all groups tend to score higher than males on

both the Guttman and factor representations of the satis-

faction dimension (Tables VI-6 and VI-7). These findings

agree with the negative loadings for the sex attribute on the

satisfaction cluster dimension (Table VI-8). High scorers

on the Guttman satisfaction scale show the following con-

centrations among males and females: 61%.vs. 78%>for

Lecturers: 63% vs. 77% for Research Scholars: 69% vs. 75%

for Teachers: and 62% vs. 68% for Students. In addition

to this sex difference on the satisfaction dimension,

females tend to score higher than males on the cluster con-

cerning denial of other negative evaluations regarding

their award experiences (Table VI—9).

Another background variable showing rather a con-

sistent relationship with the Guttman and factor satisfaction

dimensions for three of the groups concerns the grantees'

age at award time. According to the multiple regression

and cluster loading data, younger Lecturers, Research

Scholars, and Students tend to report greater overall

satisfaction with their sojourn experiences (Tables VI—6

through VI—8). This finding is further illustrated by

cross-tabular data which show over 70% of the senior scholars

under 30 years of age in the high score range of the Guttman
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satisfaction scale, in contrast to around 60%»of those over

50 years of age. High scorers on this dimension for Students

include 67% of those under 25 as opposed to around 60% of

those 26 and older. In contrast to the other groups,

Teachers in the 40-50 age range tend to score higher than

their younger or older colleagues.

As the multiple regression and cluster loading data

indicate (Tables VI—6 through VI-8), the geographic region

of their host countries has a differential impact on the

satisfaction dimensions for Lecturers as opposed to Research

Scholars. These differences are further illustrated by

the cross-tabular data involving the Guttman satisfaction

scales, which show over 70%.of the Lecturers sojourning in

the Far East and the Near and Middle East in the high score

range, in contrast to approximately 60% of those whose awards

todk them to Europe and 50%iof those stourning in Oceania.

For Research Scholars this pattern is reversed, with only

54% of those sojourning in the Far East scoring in the high

range, as opposed to 70% of the researchers in Europe as

well as in Oceania. In Chapter VIII we shall present some

tentative suggestions regarding these differences.

Another sojourn variable associated with the grantees'

general evaluations of their award experiences involves their

fields of work overseas. According to the multiple regres-

sion and cluster loading data, senior scholars and Students

in the social sciences tend to score lower on the factor

and cluster representations of the satisfaction dimension
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than do their peers in other fields (Table VI-6 and VI-8).

The Guttman satisfaction scale also indicates that relative

to their colleagues in the arts, professional social service,

agriculture, and other technical or professional specialties,

the social scientists among the senior scholars and Students

have smaller representations among the high scorers. Only

for Students, however, was this Guttman scale difference

identified as significant in the multiple regression analysis

(Table VI-7). These data suggest that grantees in the arts

or in roles involving service to host nationals feel

greater gratification with reference to the personal develop-

ment accruing to them as a consequence of their sojourn

experiences. It is also possible that the more sophisticated

grantees in the social sciences are more reluctant to indi-

cate strong agreement with some of the questionnaire state-

ments included in the satisfaction dimensions.

As the relatively high position loadings for the

Natural Sciences item suggest, field of work abroad is also

associated with the cluster concerning denial of a lack of

institutional support (Table VI-9). This finding, in con—

junction with the data concerning the loadings of other

background items on this dimension, provides some insight

into the different emphasis of this cluster as contrasted

with the satisfaction dimension. We have already noted the

relatively low association between these clusters. Let us

now summarize the patterning of loadings on the two dimensions.

In general, high scorers on the satisfaction dimension are

typically younger single females, who come from states not
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included in the category comprising the high prestige univer-

sities, whose applications for awards are initiated indepen—

dently or upon the encouragement of colleagues, whose

language proficiency is not fluent, and whose fields of

work generally involve concentration in the arts or profes—

sional social service (Table VI-8). There is a suggestion

in this patterning that sojourning abroad has a greater impact

on grantees with relatively lower background status character—

istics. In contras: to this patterning, the loadings on the

cluster concerning denial of a lack of institutional support

indicate that the older faculty members in the natural

sciences, who are sufficiently established in their fields

that their applications are requested by American or foreign

institutions, and who have good command of their host

countries‘ languages seem to be more easily integrated

into professional roles at their host institutions (Table

VI-9).

Further discussion of the patterning of associations

among background characteristics of grantees and outcomes

of their sojourn experiences will be included in the follow-

ing two chapters.



CHAPTER,VII

RELATIONS AMONG BACKGROUND VARIABLES AND

OUTCOME DIMENSIONS

In Chapters III through VI we explored the relation—

ship between grantees‘ background characteristics (described

in Chapter II) and certain outcomes of their award experiences

by means of three types of analyses. In a series of multiple

regression analyses we assessed the relative importance of

background items in predicting scores on outcome dimensions

represented by rotated factors and Guttman scales. We

also considered the relative loadings of these same ante—

cedent characteristics of grantees on comparable outcome

cluster dimensions. Finally, we presented data from cross-

tabulations involving individual background items and Guttman

scale scores. The next chapter will include a comparison of

these methods of analysis. For the present let us turn

to still other methods of relating background variables

and outcome dimensions. First we shall discuss some results

from a series of canonical correlation analyses. Then we

shall consider data from a series of cluster analyses in-

volving both background and outcome variables.
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Canonical Correlation of Antecedents and Outcomes

As noted above, thus far in our exploration of the

relationship between the grantees‘ background characteristics

and the outcomes of their award experiences, we have con-

sidered each outcome dimension separately in its association

with the set of background items. In effect, therefore,

while our analyses of the separate sets of antecedent and

outcome variables have been multivariate, our treatment

of the relations among the antecedents and outcomes has been

only partially multivariate since we have considered the

combination of multiple measures only for the background

items and have treated each outcome dimension individually,

in a univariate manner so far as the multiple regressions

are concerned. Let us now consider the results of analyzing

the total set of background variables in relation to the

total set of outcome dimensions by means of canonical cor-

relation.

Tables VII-l through VII-4 present three separate

canonical correlations for each group of grantees: one

relating the background items with the Guttman scale scores

as well as the summated professional achievement index

scores: another relating the background items with the

dependent factor scores: and finally one relating the

factor scores from the analysis of the background items with

the factor scores from the analysis of the outcome items.

In each instance vectors from only the first canonical

variates are presented. The figures listed in the canonical
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vectors give the weightings for each background and each

outcome variable which produce the maximum correlation be-

tween th—z two sets.

In the course of computing a canonical correlation,

the elements in each set are transformed to new variables

which are mutually orthogonal. Then the correlations be-

tween certain members of the two sets are maximized while

others are reduced to near zero (cf. Kendall, 1957, ch. 5).

For example, the canonical correlation analysis of back-

ground factor scores and dependent factor scores for

Lecturers (Table VII-l) essentially concerns an association

between the most highly weighted background factor pairing

items regarding relative youth and post-award mobility and

the most highly weighted dependent factor concerning pro—

fessional prestige derived from the award experiences.

Relatively less weighting is given the other factors in each

set. It is interesting to note that the weightings and

directions of the associations in this example agree with

the findings from the multiple regression analysis and the

relative loadings of background items on the dependent cluster

concerning professional prestige (Chapter V). Interpreting

the negative weighting for the professional development

factor on the dependent vector poses some problems,

however, and we shall return to this analysis later.

Another example of the canonical procedure's maximi-

zation of certain associations among the two sets of variables
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(in general agreement with the multiple regression and

cluster loading data) along with the reduction of other

associations (sometimes producing divergences from earlier

findings) is provided in the analysis of background items

and factor scores for Students (Table VII-4). Let us

consider the most highly weighted variables in each vector.

In general the weightings and their directions agree with

data presented in Chapter V where we noted that high scorers

on the Enduring Professional Relations factor tended to be

older male Students in natural sciences or in disciplines

other than the social sciences or humanities and arts.

Furthermore, in conjunction with the data on the back-

ground vectors, the negative weighting for the Satisfaction

_factor on the canonical outcome vector agrees with the

previous finding that younger females scored higher, but it

diverges from the previous indication that Students in

disciplines other than social science scored higher (Chapter

VI). .The sign of the weighting for city size on the canonical

background vector disagrees with the multiple regression

and cluster loading findings for both the Enduring Professional

Relations and the Satisfaction dependent factors.

The example just discussed illustratesthe point

that considering the dependent factor or scale scores

separately--as in a series of multiple regression analyses--

produces different information from that obtained in treating

these dependent scores as a set--as in canonical correlation.
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The obvious primary reason for divergences, of course, lies

in the fact that the canonical correlation procedure weights

the whole battery of dependent elements in addition to weight-

ing the predictors, as is done in multiple regression

analysis. Furthermore, as noted previously, the elements

in each set of data are transformed into mutually independent

(orthogonal) variables in the canonical correlation procedure:

therefore, while the final weightings tend to maximize

certain associations between the sets of transformed

elements they are not affected by within set correlations

of variables, as are the Beta weights in the multiple

regression analysis. With reference to this last point,

we should again note that in the multiple regressions for

the outcomes occurring subsequent to the grantees' overseas

experiences, scores on the interaction abroad factor were

considered along with the other antecedents: therefore, the

Beta weightings from the post—award multiple regressions

were affected by correlations of background items with the

overseas interaction factor as well as by the correlations

of each antecedent with the particular outcome being analyzed.

Let us turn now to some problems of interpreting

the canonical correlation data. In discussing the analysis

of background factor scores and dependent factor scores

for Lecturers (Table VII-l), we noted previously that while

the highest positive weighting was given to scores on the

professional prestige factor, a relatively high negative
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weighting was given to those on the professional development

factor. Such differential weightings——in addition to those

for the other dependent factors--resulted in a maximal

correlation with the composite of weighted background factors.

But is this mathematical representation of these sets of

data reasonable or helpful?

From other information we have regarding the

association between professional prestige and professional

development, an outcome in which prestige is weighted

positively and development negatively seems relatively im-

probable. As we shall see in the next chapter the two

factors are highly positively correlated. Furthermore,.in

Chapter V we noted that items from both factors combined

in the Guttman Professional Consequences Scale in such a

manner that the items regarding prestige were at the

maximum end of the scale, indicating that grantees who

answered affirmatively to the prestige items also agreed

with the professional development statements. Thus the

canonical analysis seems to be isolating an outcome contrary

to the earlier findings--an outcome wherein a grantee

experiences the prestige effects without reporting the

professional development.

An apparent resolution of this dilemma may be

accomplished by reflecting the signs of the weightings in

both of the canonical vectors--a trivial operation which

does not affect the canonical correlation coefficient.



261

Then the predicted outcome is composed of a high negative

weighting on prestige and a positive weighting on develop-

ment. While this pattern appears to be in a less dissonant

relationship with our Guttman information it still seems

substantively unsatisfactory. That is, in this situation

we might have two individuals with the same professional

development experiences but who differed with respect to

prestige contributions--one reporting such benefits and

the other not. The weightings then would penalize the

individual who had received recognition for his development

and would give a higher score to the grantee who reported

the same amount of development without the prestige effects.

It appears that the most predictable composite criterion

in this instance is not particularly meaningful--it penalizes

for high scores on the prestige factor but assigns some

importance to scores on the development, public relations,

and satisfaction factors. What seems to be implied is

that in this composite new perspectives and personal

development are important for the grantee as is his

communicating these to others in his home environment-—

provided he does not receive professional recognition for

his development. Overseas interaction experiences and

subsequent follow-ups on relationships established abroad

are neglected in this particular composite.

Let us take another example—-again from the analysis

for Lecturers in Table VII-l—-to illustrate problems of

interpreting the canonical correlation data. The maximum
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correlation--.39-—between the background items and a set of

outcomes comprised of the Guttman scales and the summated

professional achievement index is produced primarily by a

combination of background characteristics involving not

being a natural scientist, coming from the states with many

of the more productive universities, and going abroad early

in the 1947-1957 period in conjunction with a combination of

outcomes involving scoring high on the Guttman scale relating

to internationally-oriented communication with fellow

Americans, scoring low on the continued foreign interaction

dimension, scoring high on the summated achievement

index, and scoring high on the Guttman interaction abroad

scale.

Is this a meaningful representation of the data?

Again our problems of interpretation center on the composite

outcome vector. For attribute data of the type included

in the antecedent vector different combinations of weightings

and signs generally do not pose serious problems of inter-

pretation. But the patternings of the behaviors involved

in the scores on the outcome dimensions connote more meaning,

and in this instance an overall outcome of the awards in-

volving low scores on continued interaction with foreigners

coupled with high scores on interaction overseas and high

scores on internationally-oriented communication with

fellow Americans does not seem to be a reasonable--or

desirable--syndrome. Empirically, such a patterning of
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outcomes does not seem highly probable since, as we shall

see in the next chapter, among the other Guttman scales the

continued foreign interaction dimension has its highest

positive correlation with the interaction abroad scale and

its second highest positive correlation with the American

interaction scale. Of course, as noted before, these within

set correlations do not affect the canonical correlation.

What the present canonical correlation suggests is

that the best linear association between the given antecedents

and outcomes occurs when we weight the variables ad indicated

so that the important behaviors in the composite award out-

come involve a large amount of communication between grantees

and significant others in their immediate environment--be

it overseas, as reflected in the interaction abroad scale,

or at home, as manifested in the American interaction scale--

along with relatively little follow-up vis-a—vis the relation-

ships established (as evidenced by the negative weighting

for the continued foreign interaction scale). While some

critics of the "superficiality" of American friendship

patterns might claim that such a syndrome is typical of

gregarious Americans who interact a great deal but do not

form many deep and enduring relations, the pattern hardly

seems to be the type of composite outcome an administrator

of exchange programs would wish to foster.

In our examples of problems involved in interpreting

the canonical correlation data we have been addressing ourselves
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to questions raised by Kendall who notes that theory has

outrun practice with this technique: therefore, it is not

yet clear for what types of problems the canonical cor-

relation model is most appropriate. As he so cogently

concludes, after using this technique we have to face

the question "whether our new variables have any obvious

interpretation and can be identified with something 'real,‘

or whether they are to remain artefacts brought out by the

mathematics" (1957, p. 81). Our general conclusion is

that vis-a—vis the present data the latter is the situation.

In the next chapter we shall develop this discussion further.

Cluster Analyses Involving

Background and Outcome Variables

Combined Variable Cluster Analyses. In discussing

the individual outcome dimensions in Chapters III through VI,

we incorporated findings from one cluster analysis involving

the background as well as the dependent variables. In that

particular analysis, however, the background items were

temporarily deleted from the correlation matrix during the

clustering process so that the dimensions evolved actually

accounted for the correlation structure of the dependent

items alone. Once the dependent clusters were extracted,

then the relative loadings of the background items on these

dimensions were calculated.
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Let us now consider another application of cluster

analysis to the entire matrix of background and dependent

items--with no variables suppressed during the clustering

process. This analysis includes the thirteen items pertaining

to professional achievements along with the other information

concerning outcomes of the award experiences. A summary

description of the clusters extracted in the combined

variable analysis for each group of grantees appears in

Table VII-5. In terms of item content and relative loadings,

most of the clusters identified in the combined analysis

correspond to those extracted in the analyses of separate

subsets of badkground or outcome variables (see the

clusters designated by "XX"). In only one instance is there

a definitely composite cluster, combining a background and

an outcome dimension (see the two clusters identified by

"C" in Table VII-5).

In a number of cases in the present analysis, how-

ever, clusters similar to those extracted in previous

analyses of subsets of items include variables from the

previously excluded set (see the clusters identified by a

"+" in Table VII-5). For example, in the combined variable

analysis for Research Scholars, the dependent item concerning

the attainment of a new position loads positively as part

of the background cluster relating to age and post-award

mobility. In the identification of the major dependent

clusters in the combined analysis, the background item
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concerning host country loads negatively as part of the

Lecturers‘ International Public Relations dimension: and the

items pertaining to age at award time and to present occupation

as a professor load positively as elements in the Students'

Professional Development cluster. In both instances these

findings agree with results from the multiple regression

analyses as well as with data concerning the relative

loadings of background items on dependent clusters (see

Chapters IV and V).

Among the other dependent clusters which include

background items in the dimensions extracted from the com-

bined variable analysis are the following: In the Research

Scholars' and Students' cluster concerning artistic accomplish-

ments, the field of work dummy variable for Humanities and

Arts loads positively. In the Students' professional publi—

cations cluster the item pertaining to change in academic

degree loads positively, as it does in their cluster

concerning theses, which also includes the item concerning

present occupation as professor. For Teachers the previous

doublet of items concerning the attainment of a new position

and a promotion is expanded in the present analysis by

inclusion of the age variable, loaded negatively. As

expected, these data also agree with information from the

previous analyses regarding relative loadings of background

items on clusters extracted from the matrix of outcome

variables alone. These particular dimensions were not used

in multiple regression analyses.
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As the data in Table VII-5 indicate, in some

instances—-e.g., the age, mobility background cluster for

Lecturers--a cluster identified in a previous analysis does

not appear in the combined variable analysis (see the

clusters designated by "0"). In the Students' analysis this

discrepancy might result from the fact that 15 clusters

represent the maximum cutoff in the Tryon program. Thus,

since 4 clusters had been extracted in the clustering of

the subsets of background variables and 15 had been isolated

in the analysis of dependent variables, then--given the cut-

off rule--all of the former clusters could not appear in the

present clustering of the full set of items.

The converse situation also occurs in the present

analysis. That is, in some instances such as the background

cluster concerning city size for Lecturers and Teachers,

clusters which were not isolatedfor particular groups in

previous analyses appear in the combined variable analysis

(see the clusters designated by "X" in Table VII-5). It

is particularly interesting to note that in the combined

variable analysis the dimension concerning Interpersonal

International Communication appears as part of the cluster

domain structure for Research Scholars, but it is still

absent in the Lecturers' cluster structure.

A cluster including the Interpersonal International

Communication dimension also appears for the first time in

the combined analysis for Teachers. This cluster represents

the single occurrence of a definitely combined dimension,
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composed of a previously extracted background dimension

(concerning present occupation and academic degree) as well

as the currently isolated dependent dimension concerning

interpersonal international communication. In this

composite cluster the items in the background dimension are

reflected so that negative loadings on present occupation

as a teacher and on host country and language Skill as well

as positive loadings on academic degree combine with

positive loadings on the dependent items concerning inter—

personal international communication. This composite

agrees with the multiple regression data discussed in

Chapter IV, and suggests that relatively high academic

status (as indicated by academic degree) and an administra-

tive position (suggested by the fact that these grantees are

not currently teaching in elementary or secondary schools)

facilitate interpersonal international communication. The

negative loadings on items concerning host country and

language skill suggest the following possibilities.

With reference to internationally-related interaction with

fellow Americans, the Teachers who have sojourned in

countries on the Continent or in other areas of the world

may be sought out in particular by prospective grantees

needing information concerning institutional practices,

local conditions, etc. Vis-a-vis continued relationships

with host nationals, it may be that Teachers scoring high

on the composite dimension receive most communications

from foreigners who are competent in English and who hope
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these Teachers can exert influence to make possible the

foreigners? engaging in educational pursuits in the

United States.

With the one exception of the composite dimension

just discussed, in general the combined variable cluster

analysis does not provide much additional information

vis-a-vis the present data. Most of the clusters extracted

in the present analysis were identified in previous cluster—

ings of subsets of the variables. Furthermore, data con-

cerning the inclusion of variables from one subset of items

along with those defining a dimension composed primarily

of items from a different subset agree with findings

reported previously from multiple regression analyses and

analyses of the relative loadings of background items on

clusters extracted from the matrix of outcome variables

alone. In a few instances the combined variable analysis

detects clusters not isolated previously for certain

groups; however, the converse situation also occurs--indeed,

the fifteen cluster cutoff in the Tryon program seems to

impose an arbitrary restriction on the amount of information

elicited.. Further discussion of the combined variable

analysis is included in the report of findings from

additional cluster analyses which we shall now discuss.

Within—Groups Cluster Structure Analysis. In further

exploring relations among background and outcome dimensions

for each group of grantees, we performed a cluster analysis
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of the oblique dimensions extracted from three separate

analyses--the cluster analysis of the subset of back-

ground items: the cluster analysis of the subset of outcome

items: and the analysis just discussed of the full set of

items (with none suppressed during the clustering).

Tables VII—6 through VII-9 summarize the loadings of the

dimensions from previous analyses on the clusters extracted

in this analysis for each group of grantees. The tables

also present correlation matrices summarizing the associations

among the rotated oblique clusters identified for each

group in the present analysis.

While some of the clusters extracted in the present

analysis merely involve doublets consisting of a dimension

identified in an analysis of a subset of items as well as

the analogous dimension isolated in the combined variable

analysis, other clusters provide more information concerning

relationships among several dimensions. Let us consider

the cluster structure suggested by the present analysis for

each group.

For the Lecturers the Interaction Abroad dimension

appears in combination with the dimension consisting of a

doublet involving new professional relations established

overseas and maintenance of these professional contacts

(Cluster Number 7, Table VII-6). The Professional

Development dimension combines with other dependent dimensions

concerning tangible consequences of the grantees' development
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in terms of publications and introduction of new courses

(Cluster Number 3). Another consequence of professional

activity--recognition from colleagues and administrators--

is not included in this professional development and out-

put cluster but instead loads as part of another cluster

concerning the Lecturers' relative satisfaction and perceptions

of personal growth resulting from their award experiences,

as well as their efforts to disseminate information

regarding their overseas experiences to fellow Americans

(Cluster Number 5).

This separate cluster involving satisfaction,

public relations, and prestige suggests a possible causal

linkage. That is, those Lecturers who feel relatively

gratified by their experiences overseas may be more

inclined to communicate with students, colleagues, and social

groups in their universities as well as with groups in

their home communities regarding their experiences abroad.

This communication, in turn, may tend to increase their

visibility at home and thus might result in more recognition

from significant others—-such as administrators-- particularly

if the grantees present other evidence of professional

growth, such as publications and plans for new courses,

resulting from their experiences. A spiralling effect

then might ensue. That is, the prestige accruing to

Lecturers may in turn serve to reinforce their feelings of

satisfaction with their overseas experiences as well as
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their willingness to engage in further communications con—-

cerning their experiences abroad. This reinforcement

might also stimulate further professional productivity.

Thus it is not surprising to find that the cluster relating

to satisfaction, internationally-related public relations,

and professional prestige is correlated--r = .27-—with that

concerning professional development and productivity. We

shall discuss the relations among these dimensions further

after we have described the cluster structures for all groups.

According to the matrix of correlations in Table

VII-6, while the professional development and productivity

cluster is associated with that concerning satisfaction,

public relations, and prestige, its strongest relationship

is with the cluster concerning interaction abroad and

maintenance of professional relations--r = .48. we might

interpret this high association between professional out-

comes, and overseas interaction as follows. In previous

discussions we noted that official teaching requirements

at host institutions often provide Lecturers with much free

time for other pursuits. Since these grantees are visitors

and not actual participants in the host universities'

social systems, this free time is not expended on the

group maintenance tasks which impinge on faculty members

in their home universities: consequently, these grantees

may devote their energies to writing and serious thinking

about professional endeavors (cf. Gullahorn & Gullahorn,

1960a.) Since such professional pursuits might nOt be so
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focused as is the case for Research Scholars who generally

go abroad with specific tasks to accomplish, the Lecturers

may use their free time to explore a broader range of pos-

sibilities in their new environments. Thus they might

collect data for future research and publication as well

as for course materials. In addition, the free time

facilitates the Lecturers' associating with some regularity

with a greater range of colleagues abroad. Accepting

invitations to speak at meetings of professional societies

abroad also provides opportunity for more contacts. These

new professional relations can provide meaningful and con-

tinuing stimulation to the Lecturers in their professional

endeavors involving subsequent writings and development

of new courses.

Aside from its relationship with the professional

development and productivity cluster, the Lecturers' cluster

concerning interaction abroad and maintenance of professional

relations is also positively correlated with their dimension

involving a denial of lack of institutional support over-

seas (r = .35) as well as with their satisfaction, public

relations, and professional prestige composite cluster

(r = .23).

Among the other clusters extracted in the present

analysis, it is interesting to note that the Lecturers'

background dimension concerning taking the family and being

a male is essentially unrelated to their professional

outcomes cluster (r = —.01) and is negatively related to
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their satisfaction. public relations, and prestige cluster

(r = -.24) as well as to their cluster concerning denial of

negative evaluations of the award experiences (r =-.22). This

suggests that family responsibilities may expose grantees

to greater deprivations in terms of the economic costs of

sojourning and living overseas as well as to greater frustra-

tion in living arrangements (finding suitable quarters for

a family, evaluating local schools, assisting with foreign

language problems, etc.). Such experiences may lead some

grantees to question how worthwhile the overseas experience

actually was to them, personally.

Let us now consider the cluster structure evolved

in the present analysis for Research Scholars (Table VII—7).

While conclusions from the data concerning associations

among clusters for this group are in general accord with

those just discussed for Lecturers, there are interesting

differences in the patterning of dimensions in the clusters

for Research Scholars. For this group of grantees, a general

cluster concerning interaction appears in the combination

of the interaction abroad, international public relations,

and interpersonal international communication dimensions

(Cluster Number 2, Table VII-7). Professional development

is combined with professional prestige in another cluster

(Cluster Number 9), and the satisfaction dimension appears

as a separate cluster (Cluster Number 8).
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With reference to the associations among the dimensions,

the general interaction cluster is positively correlated

with the professional development and prestige cluster (r = .35),

and with the dimension concerning denial of a lack of insti-

tutional support (r = .34), as well as with the satisfaction

cluster (r = .31). The relationship between the general

interaction cluster and the professional consequences cluster

is consonant with the findings for Lecturers concerning

the association between the overseas interaction and main—

tained professional relations cluster and the professional

development and productivity dimension. While this cor-

relation represents the strongest relationship for each of

the clusters involved for the Lecturers, the same is not

true for Research Scholars. For this group, while the inter-

action cluster is most strongly associated with the pro-

fessional consequences cluster: the professional consequences

cluster is most highly correlated with the satisfaction

cluster (r = .40), and its association with the interaction

cluster (r = .35) ranks second. we shall return to this

relationship between satisfaction and professional conse—

quences in a later discussion.

Among the other clusters identified in the present

analysis for Research Scholars is a composite involving the

background dimension concerning relative youth and post-

award mobility along with the background dimension concerning

taking the family abroad and being a male, loaded negatively



286

(Cluster Number 5, Table VII—7). This cluster has its highest

association with the satisfaction dimension (r = .17), a

result in agreement with previous findings concerning the

relationship between relative youth and satisfaction (Chapter

VI), as well as with the data for Lecturers in which a

positive representation of the dimension concerning taking=

the family correlated negatively with the satisfaction

cluster. This composite background cluster is negatively

correlated with the Research Scholars' general interaction

dimension (r = -.12), a result consonant with the previous

findings of a positive relation between age and extent of

interaction abroad and a negative association between mobility

and internationally-oriented communication with fellow

Americans.

As in the analysis for Research Scholars, the cluster

structure evolved for Teachers also isolates a general

cluster relating to interaction experiences, composed of

the following dimensions: interaction abroad, public relations,

mass communication, and the combined dimension concerning

interpersonal international communication and not being a

school teacher currently (Cluster Number 2, Table VII-8).

Professional development appears as a separate cluster for

this group (Cluster Number 6), as does the satisfaction

dimension (Cluster Number 9). The prestige dimension is

associated with a doublet concerning the attainment of a

new position and promotion (Cluster Number 1). As indicated

previously, for Lecturers and Research Scholars the
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interaction clusters are most strongly associated with clusters

pertaining to professional consequences of the award

experiences. For Teachers, however, the interaction cluster

is most highly correlated with the satisfaction dimension

(r = .44). Apparently, therefore, the interaction experiences

of Teachers are related more to their sense of personal

development and satisfaction than to their professional

identities. Of course, the interaction cluster is associated

with those concerning professional development (r = .22) and

professional prestige (r = .17): however, these relationships

are not so strong. Similarly, the satisfaction cluster is

positively correlated with professional development (r = .35)

and professional prestige (r = .23), but the strongest

association is with the interaction cluster.

With reference to the dimensions concerning pro-

fessional consequences, the Teachers' professional develop-

ment cluster is most highly related to their prestige cluster

(r = .36), and this correlation ranks second among the associa-

tions of the prestige cluster with other dimensions, with

the correlation between prestige and denial of low evaluations

of overseas experience ranking first (r = .47). As is true

for the senior scholars, the Teachers' dimension concerning

taking the family abroad and being a male correlates

negatively with the satisfaction cluster (r = -.06).

Among the cluster structure analyses for the four

groups of grantees, the greatest data reduction occurs in
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the clustering of dimensions for Students, where the relations

among 34 dimensions are summarized in terms of six clusters.l

Again in the Students' analysis, a general cluster appears

concerning interaction experiences. This cluster combines

dimensions pertaining to interpersonal international com-

munication, overseas interaction, international public

relations, and enduring professional relations (Cluster

Number 1, Table VII—9). Another large composite cluster

relates to professional development, professional advancement

and prestige, and professional productivity (Cluster Number 5).

The satisfaction dimension appears as a separate cluster

(Cluster Number 6). As was true for the senior scholars--

but not for Teachers--the Students‘ interaction cluster

is most highly associated with their professional conse-

quences cluster (r = .38). This relationship is not

surprising inasmuch as a strong component in the dimensions

combined in the interaction cluster pertain to the establish-

ment and maintenance of professional relationships with host

nationals. The Students' interaction cluster also is sub-

stantially correlated with their satisfaction dimension

(r = .34). It is interesting to note, however, that the

Students' professional consequences cluster is virtually

unrelated to their satisfaction dimension (r = .01), a

 

lln the Lecturers' analysis, relations among 28

dimensions are accounted for by 8 clusters: for Research

Scholars, correlations among 27 dimensions are interpreted

in terms of 9 clusters: and for Teachers associations among

28 dimensions are accounted for by 8 clusters.
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result contrary to the findings for the other three groups

of grantees. Let us consider the relationship between

professional consequences and satisfaction in more detail.

For Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Teachers

substantial correlations appear between clusters pertaining

to professional consequences and those involving personal

satisfaction. By the very nature of the variables involved

in the two dimensions we would expect such a relationship.

That is, professional identity is likely to be an important

component of the self-definitions of individuals with high

investments in their professional statuses: consequently,

positive assessments concerning professional development

are likely to be reflected also in judgments regarding

personal growth and satisfaction. Thus, a professionally

beneficial experience is likely to be highly valued, parti-

cularly if the self-perceptions of professional and personal

development are validated by recognition from significant

others. This suggested relationship seems particularly

clearcut for Research Scholars, the only group for whom

the dimensions under consideration are in a reciprocal

relationship, in the sense that this group‘s professional

consequences cluster--which combines professional develop-

ment and prestige--has its highest correlation with their

satisfaction cluster, which in turn has its highest associa-

tion with the professional consequences cluster (r = .40).

As noted previously, the Lecturers' cluster con-

cerning professional development and productivity is most
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highly correlated with the dimension involving overseas inter-

action and continued contact with professionals abroad

(r = .48). Nevertheless, a composite cluster involving

the satisfaction as well as the professional prestige

dimensions ranks second in relation to the professional

development and productivity cluster (r = .27). What these

relationships suggest is that since Lecturers generally do

not venture abroad with specific research projects to accom—

plish during their sojourns, their evaluations of professional

gain as well as their subsequent productivity are substantially

influenced by stimulation from the range of professional

contacts facilitated by their statuses abroad. To the

extent that the Lecturers become more established in inter-

national professional communication networks--through pre-

sentation of professional papers during their sojourns

and after their return, as well as through their publications--

the more probable it is that their increased visibility

results in even more professional communication opportunities,

which enhance their prestige and, presumably, their self-

evaluations as professionals.

Among Teachers, as well, the professional develop-

ment dimension is substantially related to their cluster

involving evaluations of personal growth as well as satis—

faction with the sojourn experiences (r = .35). The

focus of the Teadhers' professional roles, however, emphasizes

interpersonal relationships rather than professional develop-

ment, per se: therefore, rewarding interaction experiences
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with colleagues, students, the pupils' families, and the

school community are likely to contribute to the Teachers'

sense of personal fulfillment and satisfaction with their

professional identities. Thus we find that the correlation

between the Teachers' satisfaction dimension and that

concerning professional development ranks second, with the

highest association for the satisfaction dimension involving

the relationship with the cluster pertaining to interaction

experiences (r = .44). Again, the relationship among

these dimensions is probably of a spiraling nature. That

is, while meaningful interaction experiences overseas are

likely to contribute to the Teachers' satisfaction with the

sojourn, the subsequent opportunity for further communication

with significant others in their home communities regarding

interpretations and new perspectives developed abroad pro-

bably reinforces the Teachers' evaluation of the sojourn‘s

contribution to their personal development as citizens of

the world and as Teachers and communicators.

We come now to the almost orthogonal relation be-

tween the Students' cluster relating to professional out-

comes and their dimension concerning satisfaction. In terms

of our previous discussion, it appears that in contrast to

the professional groups, the Students generally have fewer

investments in a professional status--in fact, over half

of this group had just completed their bachelor's degrees.

Thus for the Students as a group, professional identity is
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probably not an important component of their self-definitions.

Interview data from research concerning American

students in France as well as from the nine-state study of

former grantees suggest that while Students cite educational

and professional advancement as a prime reason for their

venturing overseas, in many cases study abroad is not directly

related to goals concerning the Students? life work (Gullahorn

& Gullahorn, 1956, 1958a, 1958b). To the contrary, many

regard the opportunity to remain in the student status as

a sort of moratorium vis-a-vis important career and life

commitments--a year in which to consider alternative decisions

regarding the future and gain greater perspective as a

result of living in a foreign culture. Thus, while a

sample of American students in France cited such general

objectives as availing themselves of educational opportunities,

gaining further understanding of French culture, and develop-

ing French language proficiency as their three primary

reasons for study abroad, only 19% of the questionnaire

respondents were sufficiently advanced in their fields and

sufficiently goal-oriented that their major purpose in

coming to France was to study with particular professors

or other experts in their fields, and only 9% considered

as a major incentive the opportunity to use libraries and

consult source materials not available in the United States

(Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1956, 1958a).
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It is possible, therefore, that a majority of the

Students did not consider the sojourn experience an integral

component of their vocational development: instead, they

regarded the overseas experience as a means of developing

personal maturity and perspective—-a step toward resolving

uncertainty and conflict concerning their identity. Inso-

far as the sojourn experiences did contribute to the Students'

personal sense of maturity and provide the perspective they

sought, such evaluations would be reflected in their satis-

faction dimension: however, these judgments might be--as

the data suggest--quite independent of their assessments

regarding professional achievement. For those who have not

pursued careers in academic life or in the professions, the

lack of relationship between evaluations of personal growth

and appraisals of professional development and productivity

is obvious.

While the data at hand preclude adequate testing of

this possibility, interview data as well as comments Students

added to their questionnaires suggest that a sort of

defensive or compensatory reaction may be involved in the

relatively high judgments of satisfaction with the award

experience (e.g., the distribution of Student respondents

on the Guttman satisfaction scale includes a higher

proportion among the high scorers than does any other dimension

considered in this study). That is, since a relatively large

section of the survey questionnaire focused on professional
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consequences of the awards, those Students who were not

motivated primarily by professional goals and who did not

have such achievements to report might feel it necessary to

justify their time abroad in other terms. One Student,

for example, added the following observations regarding the

contributions of overseas experiences:

The true value of the Fulbright grant is not to be

found in the degree earned, nor in the professional

advancement--it is to be found in the maturity of the

individual. He is, I think, a more thoughtful person,

more tolerant, he knows the value of a fluent foreign

language, wishes he knew more so that he could con-

verse with other nationalities. He has been able to

study the culture of other countries: he has learned

to understand and accept national traits which former—

ly seemed peculiar and unreasonable. Most of all,

he has spoken to--and known-~people of other nations.

It might have come as a shock to learn that we are

all very much alike in our ambitions and desires,

but it is, after all, a wonderful and welcome

knowledge, which can be only beneficial to the

individual, to his country, and to the world. Here,

in the individual and in his relationships is found

the great worth of the Fulbright experience.

Actually, it should be noted that the essentially

orthogonal relationship between the cluster concerning

interaction experiences and that pertaining to professional

development, productivity, and prestige reflects the almost

zero-correlation between the satisfaction dimension and the

high loading dimensions on the professional consequences

cluster--i.e., the dimensions concerning publications,

theses, and new courses. In terms of associations of indi-

vidual dimensions, in the combined variable analysis the

Students’ satisfaction dimension has a low correlation

with the other professional outcome dimensions: r = .19
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with the professional prestige dimension, and r = .14 with

the professional development cluster. These correlations,

however, are much lower than those observed for the pro-

fessional groups.

We have already suggested that professional identity

does not appear to be a salient component of the self-

definitions of Students as a group: consequently, their

evaluations of personal growth may be relatively independent

of academic achievement. There is also the possibility

that even for the goal-oriented Students who are more ad-

vanced in their fields and whose studies abroad have direct

relevance to their careers, the sojourn experience still

may not be so integrated in their lives as is characteristic

for the professional groups. Insofar as the Students have

not yet achieved a professional identity (a fifth of the

group was still in the Student status at the time of the

survey), their appraisal of the academic consequences of the

sojourn may be more restricted-—their immediate focus is

more instrumental and goal-directed. Furthermore, the

Students who spent most of their waking hours gathering

dissertation material overseas probably had relatively little

opportunity to attend to the incidental learning involved

in coping with an alien social system. Consequently, while

the experience may have been professionally gratifying,

such satisfaction may be more isolated than is typical for

senior scholars, who generally work under different pressures

and whose professional statuses provide greater entree‘
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into academic and social life abroad so that different facets

of the sojourn experience can be integrated in the patterns

of their professional and personal lives. The difference

between the Students and the other groups with reference to

the association among dimensions pertaining to satisfaction

and professional consequences is further exemplified in

clusterings described in the following section.

Across-Groups Cluster Classifications. Let us now

consider other data regarding the classification of clusters

withreference to all four groups of grantees. Table VII-10

presents the cluster structure of the oblique dimensions

obtained in the previous analyses of background items for

Lecturers, Research Scholars, Teachers, and Students.

These data indicate that the same overall cluster space is

occupied by the dimensions composed of similar background

items extracted in the previous analyses for each of the

four groups of grantees. Furthermore, the correlations

among the clusters defined in the present analysis agree

with findings presented in Chapter II.

Table VII-ll summarizes the clustering of oblique

dimensions isolated in the four analyses of outcome items,

and Table VII-12 presents comparable data from the four

cluster analyses of combined background and dependent variables.

As the data in Tables VII-ll and VII-12 indicate, there is

relatively close correspondence in the two analyses with

respect to clusterings of dependent dimensions for the four
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Across-groups cluster analysis of background

dimensions.

 

 

Loadings on Rotated

Oblique Clusters

 

 

.10

Dimensionsl Cluster Number: 1 2 4

R. Home state then and now .88

L. Home state then and now .84

S. Home state then and now .78

T. Home state then and now .76

L. ToOk family abroad, male .86

R. ToOk family abroad, male .84

T. Took family abroad, male .61

S. Took family, degree then, prof. now .55

S. Home city then and now

R. Home city then and now

R. Age, post-award mobility .78

L. Age, post-award mobility .76

S. Language, degree change .39

Cluster Number: 1 2 3 4

l "'—"' 009 -016 017

2 --- .13 -.44

3 ___ _

4

 

1

described in Chapter II.

These background dimensions

Research Scholars (R), Teachers (T),

for Lecturers (L),

and Students (S) are



T
a
b
l
e

V
I
I
-
l
l
.

A
c
r
o
s
s
-
g
r
o
u
p
s

c
l
u
s
t
e
r

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

d
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s
.

  

L
o
a
d
i
n
g
s

o
n

R
o
t
a
t
e
d

O
b
l
i
q
u
e

C
l
u
s
t
e
r
s

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s
1

C
l
u
s
t
e
r

N
u
m
b
e
r
:

1
2

3
4

5

 

S
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

(
I
I
I
)

.
8
9

T
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

(
I
I
I
)

.
8
7

R
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

(
I
I
I
)

.
8
6

L
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

(
I
I
I
)

.
8
4

S
.

I
n
t
e
r
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
l
.

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

(
I
V
)

.
6
9

L
.

N
e
w

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
)

.
5
7

S
.

E
n
d
u
r
i
n
g

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
)

.
5
4

T
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
I
V
)

.
4
7

S
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
I
V
)

.
4
2

R
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
I
V
)

.
4
1

S
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

(
V
)

.
8
5

R
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

(
V
)

.
8
4

L
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

(
V
)

.
8
1

T
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

(
V
)

.
7
8

T
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

(
V
)

.
4
4

S
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

(
V
)

.
3
4

S
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

(
V
I
)

.
8
6

R
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

(
V
I
)

.
8
4

L
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

(
V
I
)

.
8
4

T
.

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

(
V
I
)

.
8
4

L
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
I
V
)

.
5
1

L
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

(
V
)

.
4
6

L
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
V
)

.
4
6

R
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
V
)

.
4
5

R
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

(
V
)

.
4
3

T
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
V
)

.
4
1

298



S
.

T
h
e
s
e
s

(
V
)

.
8
0

8
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
)

.
7
8

L
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
)

.
7
7

S
.

N
e
w

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

(
V
)

.
7
1

T
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
)

.
6
0

L
.

N
e
w
C
o
u
r
s
e
s

.
4
9

S
.

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

(
V
)

.
3
5

R
.

A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s

(
V
)

.
7
7

S
.

A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s

(
V
)

.
7
5

T
.

A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s

(
V
)

.
7
1

L
.

D
e
n
y

l
a
c
k

o
f

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

(
V
I
)

.
8
3

R
.

D
e
n
y

l
a
c
k

o
f

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

(
V
I
)

.
7
7

S
.

D
e
n
y

l
a
c
k

o
f

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l

s
u
p
p
o
r
t

(
V
I
)

.
6
3

L
.

D
e
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
I
)

.
4
2

S
.

D
e
n
y

o
t
h
e
r

n
e
g
a
t
i
v
e

e
v
a
l
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

(
V
I
)

.
3
9

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n

b
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
l
u
s
t
e
r
s

1
2

3
4

5
6

-
—

.
0
9

.
4
0

.
3
3

.
1
2

.
3
9

-
-

.
2
3

.
1
1

.
0
9

.
2
7

-
-

.
1
3

.
1
2

.
3
1

.
2
1

.
1
6

-
-

"
.
0
3

C
l
u
s
t
e
r

N
u
m
b
e
r
:

 

I

I

l

HNMfi‘LfiKO

 

l
T
h
e

n
u
m
e
r
a
l
s

i
n
p
a
r
e
n
t
h
e
s
e
s

f
o
l
l
o
w
i
n
g

e
a
c
h

c
l
u
s
t
e
r

i
d
e
n
t
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

r
e
f
e
r

t
o

t
h
e

c
h
a
p
t
e
r
w
h
e
r
e

t
h
e

c
l
u
s
t
e
r

i
s

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d

v
i
s
-
a
-
v
i
s

L
e
c
t
u
r
e
r
s

(
L
)
,

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s

(
R
)
,

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

(
T
)
,

a
n
d

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

(
S
)
.

299



T
a
b
l
e

V
I
I
—
1
2
.

A
c
r
o
s
s
-
g
r
o
u
p
s

c
l
u
s
t
e
r

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

o
f

d
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s

f
r
o
m

c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d

b
a
c
k
g
r
o
u
n
d

a
n
d

d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

a
n
a
l
y
s
e
s
.

  

L
o
a
d
i
n
g
s

o
n

R
o
t
a
t
e
d

O
b
l
i
q
u
e

C
l
u
s
t
e
r
s

D
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s
l

C
l
u
s
t
e
r

N
u
m
b
e
r
:

1
2

3
4

5
6

 

8
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

.
8
7

L
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

.
8
5

T
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

.
8
4

R
.

I
n
t
e
r
a
c
t
i
o
n

A
b
r
o
a
d

.
8
2

S
.

I
n
t
e
r
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

.
7
0

R
.

I
n
t
e
r
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

.
6
3

S
.

E
n
d
u
r
i
n
g

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

.
5
9

L
.

N
e
w
p
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

.
5
7

T
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

.
5
3

R
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

.
4
6

S
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s

.
4
3

L
.

I
n
t
e
r
n
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

P
u
b
l
i
c

R
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

h
o
s
t

c
t
.

.
4
1

L
.

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
8

R
.

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
1

T
.

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
0

S
.

H
o
m
e

s
t
a
t
e

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
0

S
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

.
8
4

R
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

.
8
3

L
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

.
8
0

T
.

D
e
n
y

l
o
w

p
r
o
f
.

v
a
l
u
e

o
f

e
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

.
7
4

T
-

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

.
4
6

T
.

H
o
m
e

c
i
t
y

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
4

L
.

H
o
m
e

c
i
t
y

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
3

R
.

H
o
m
e

c
i
t
y

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
8
0

S
.

H
o
m
e

c
i
t
y

t
h
e
n

a
n
d

n
o
w

.
7
7

300



S
.

L
.

R
.

S
.

S
.

L
.

S
.

S
.

T
.

R
.

S
.

T
.

L
.

L
.

R
.

R
.

T
.

S
.

R
.

T
.

N
e
w

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

N
e
w

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

N
e
w

c
o
u
r
s
e
s

T
h
e
s
e
s
,

d
e
g
r
e
e

c
h
a
n
g
e
,

p
r
o
f
e
s
s
o
r

n
o
w

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

d
e
g
r
e
e

c
h
a
n
g
e

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
a
p
e
r
s

p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d
,

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
_

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
,

p
u
b
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
s

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

P
r
e
s
t
i
g
e

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t

a
g
e
,

p
r
o
f
.

n
o
w

n
e
w
s

a
r
t
i
c
l
e
s

A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s
,

H
u
m
a
n
i
t
i
e
s

+
A
r
t
s

~
A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s
,

A
r
t
i
s
t
i
c

a
c
c
o
m
p
l
i
s
h
m
e
n
t
s

H
u
m
a
n
i
t
i
e
s

+
A
r
t
s

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
l
u
s
t
e
r
s

C
l
u
s
t
e
r

N
u
m
b
e
r
:

1
2

3
4

5
6

.
8
6

.
8
2

.
7
6

.
6
0

.
6
0

.
5
8

.
4
7

.
4
6

.
4
6

.
4
3

7
 

-
-

-
.
0
3

.
1
1

-
-

.
0
2

I-INMQ‘LOKOP

.
0
3

-
0
1
6

.
0
4

.
3
6

.
0
9

.
2
0

.
0
0

.
3
9

-
.
1
9

.
2
3

.
1
0

.
2
0

.
1
5

.
1
1

.
0
9

—
.
0
8

.
2
4

.
1
1

.
8
4

.
8
3

.
8
3

.
8
2

.
4
6

.
4
3

.
4
2

.
4
1

.
3
9

.
7
6

.
7
5

.
7
2

 

S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s

(
R
)
,

1

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

(
T
)
,

T
h
e

d
i
m
e
n
s
i
o
n
s

f
r
o
m

t
h
e

c
o
m
b
i
n
e
d

v
a
r
i
a
b
l
e

a
n
a
l
y
s
i
s

a
n
d

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

(
S
)
,

a
r
e

d
i
s
c
u
s
s
e
d

f
o
r
L
e
c
t
u
r
e
r
s

(
L
)
,

i
n

t
h
e

p
r
e
s
e
n
t

c
h
a
p
t
e
r
.

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

301



302

groups of grantees. These analyses provide further

illustration of the difference between the Students and

the three professional groups with reference to the relation-

ship between the satisfaction and the professional consequences

dimensions.

In the analysis involving dimensions from the four

clusterings of dependent items as well as in that pertaining

to clusters from the four previous analyses of combined

variables, one of the clusters extracted consists of the

satisfaction dimension for all four groups along with the

professional development dimension for the three professional

groups and the professional prestige dimension for Lecturers

and Research Scholars (Cluster Number 3, Table VII-ll and

Cluster Number 6, Table VII-12). Professional outcome

dimensions for Students are not included in this particular

composite of satiSfaCtion and professional consequences:

instead, in both analyses the Students‘ professional

development dimension loads as part of a cluster concerning

professional productivity (Cluster Number 4, Table VII-ll

and Cluster Number 5, Table VII—l2). In the analysis of

clusters from the four combined variable analyses, the

Students' professional prestige dimension is also included

in the professional productivity cluster: however, in the

analysis of dimensions from the four dependent variable

cluster analyses, professional prestige loads as part of

another cluster pertaining to denial of negative evaluations
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of the professional value of overseas experience (Cluster

Number 2, Table VII-ll).

These findings lend further support to our previous

suggestion that for individuals with high investments in

professional statuses evaluations of professional develop-

ment are likely to be important components of judgments

concerning personal fulfillment. While the Students'

self-appraisals concerning personal growth and satisfaction

with the sojourn experiences apparently have a similar

structure to those reported by the professional groups

(that is, the satisfaction dimensions of all four groups

load together in one cluster), their assessments are not

bound up with self-ratings concerning professional develop—

ment as is the case for the other three groups. Indeed,

in each analysis the composite satisfaction and professional

consequences cluster is not highly correlated with the pro-

fessional productivity cluster, which is composed mainly

of dimensions from the Student analyses.

With reference to the composite cluster concerning

satisfaction and professional consequences for the three

professional groups, it is interesting to note that in

both analyses this cluster is in a reciprocal relationship

with the composite general interaction cluster (Cluster

Number 1 in both Table VII-ll and VII-12). That is, these

two dimensions have their highest correlation with each other

(r = .40 in the clustering of dimensions from the analyses
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of dependent items, and r = .39 in the comparable clustering

of dimensions extracted in the four analyses of combined

variables). In both analyses the association between the

general interaction cluster and that pertaining to profes-

sional productivity ranks second, whereas this correlation

ranks first among the cluster associations of the profes-

sional productivity dimension (r = .39 in the clustering of

dimensions from the analysis of dependent variables. and

r = .36 in the clustering of dimensions isolated in the

four analyses of combined items). These relations suggest

that interaction experiences are substantially related to

evaluations of personal development and satisfaction for

all groups as well as to appraisals of professional develop-

ment and productivity. In the next chapter we shall con—

sider the components of these associations in more detail,

in terms of correlations between interaction and satisfaction

dimensions as well as the associations between interaction

and professional consequences clusters. Indeed, in

Chapter VIII further discussion of all the analyses described

in the present chapter will be incorporated in comparisons

of methods of analysis and conclusions regarding the

dimensions assessed in this study.



CHAPTER VIII

SUBSTANTIVE AND METHODOLOGICAL CONCLUSIONS

In Chapters III through VI we examined individually

the major dimensions explored in this research relating to

Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees' interactions with their

hosts, both abroad and subsequent to their return to the

United States; their internationally-oriented communication

with fellow Americans: their professional development,

achievement, and advancement resulting from award experiences:

and their personal satisfaction with their sojourns. We

described the patterning of acts defining each dimension in

terms of Guttman scales, rotated factors, and Tryon clusters.

In relating the Guttman and factor dimensions to background

information concerning the grantees (summarized in Chapter II),

we used multiple regression analyses (Chapters III-VI) and

canonical correlation analyses (Chapter VII). Withreference

to the Tryon data, we computed the relative loadings of the

background variables on each of the independently-defined

outcome cluster dimensions (Chapters III—VI). Relations

among background and dependent dimensions were further

assessed in cluster analyses involving the full matrix of

background and dependent variables, as well as in a series

of cluster analyses following the logic of a within-groups
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and across-groups investigation of dimensions extracted in

previous clusterings of different sets of questionnaire

variables (Chapter VII).

In comparing results from the different modes of

analysis, in this chapter we shall explore further the

relationships between the dependent dimensions and grantees'

background characteristics as well as the associations among

various representations of the outcome dimensions. Finally,

we shall present an overview of the major findings of the

present investigation-—both with respect to the substantive

information regarding Fulbright and Smith-Mundt Lecturers,

Research Scholars, Teachers, and Students, and also with

reference to the methodological comparison of different

modes of analyzing survey data of the type considered here.

Comparisons of Results of Different

Modes of Analysis

With reference to each of the major areas explored

in this research, we shall compare the different represen-

tations of the dimensions concerning interaction and communi-

cation experiences, professional outcomes, and satisfaction

with the sojourn experiences. Direct comparisons of

methods of dimensionalizing these data will involve cor-

relations among Guttman scale scores and oblique factor

scores on all of the major dimensions, as well as summated

index scores on two dimensions. Since cluster scores

were not included in the output of the Tryon analyses, a
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direct comparison with the other methods is not possible

at present: however, through examination of analogous associa—

tions we shall make indirect comparisons between the cluster

and factor data.

In examining the relationship between grantees'

background characteristics and these outcome dimensions, we

shall summarize the data from the multiple regression and

cluster loading analyses and also present correlations among

factor scores from the separate analyses of badkground and

dependent variables. Information from other cluster analyses

will also be included.

Further comparisons of the different representations

of the major dependent dimensions will involve associations

between the communication measures and both the professional

outcome and the satisfaction dimensions, as well as

correlations between the professional outcome and satis—

faction dimensions.

Description of Dimensions and Associations

with Background Data

(1) Interaction Abroad and Post-Award Communication:

Interrelatipns Among Interaction andpgpmmunication

Measures. Table VIII-1 summarizes the correlations among

the overseas interaction and post—award international com-

munication dimensions. 'As the data indicate, there is very

high agreement between the Guttman and the factor represen—

tations of the dimensions dealing with grantees' experiences
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in establishing friendships abroad and interacting with host

nationals (see Chapter III).

Relations between the Guttman and factor dimensions

dealing with post-award communication experiences are also

high, although there are differences in emphasis in the two

representations. That is, in developing the Guttman

scales we made a logical distinction between grantees' con-

tinued interaction with foreign nationals as contrasted to

their internationally-oriented communication with fellow

Americans (see Chapter IV). The factor analysis, however

made a different distinction in accounting for observed

correlations. One of the factors extracted concerned

grantees' efforts to assist foreigners as well as Americans

interested in international communication: the other

dimension emphasized grantees' use of mass communication

to disseminate information to Americans regarding their

sojourn experiences. As the data in Table VIII—l indicate,

the Guttman continued foreign interaction scale, which deals

with interpersonal assistance to foreign citizens, is most

highly related to the interpersonal international communi-

cation factor: whereas the Guttman American interaction

scale, pertaining both to assistance given fellow Americans

interested in overseas opportunities and also to mass com—

munication, is related to both factors. Since high ranking

items on the Guttman American interaction scale deal with

the mass communication experiences, however, the scale is





311

more highly correlated with the international public relations

factor.

While the different representations of the overseas

interaction measures are associated with all of the post-

award communication dimensions, in general the data in

Table VIII-l indicate that interaction abroad measures are

more highly correlated with those relating to continued

foreign interaction or interpersonal international communi-

cation than they are with the American interaction scales

or the public relations dimensions.

Associations with Background Characteristics. Having

briefly considered the general content of the communication

measures as well as the interrelations among them, let us now

describe the characteristics of grantees who tend to score

high on these dimensions. Table VIII-2 summarizes the

patterning of associations between grantees' background

characteristics and their communication experiences. The

data include the direction of relationships for variables

which the multiple regression analyses identified as signi-

ficant predictors of the dependent criteria (indicated by a

-M or M in the table): as well as for variables with relatively

high loadings on clusters comparable to the factor dimensions

(indicated by a —C or C). With respect to the communication

dimensions, in no cases do the multiple regression and the

cluster loading data differ in direction of association for

variables identified as important in either analysis (thus

a -MC or MC indicates the sign applies to both).
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Further information concerning the relationship

between measures of background characteristics and of com-

munication experiences appear in Table VIII-3, which

summarizes the correlations between background factor scores

and communication factor scores. As inspection of Tables

VIII-2 and VIII-3 will verify, in general there is relatively

close agreement among the multiple regression, cluster

loading, and factor score correlation analyses in the identi—

fication of relationships. As the data in Table VIII—2

indicate, the multiple regression and cluster loading data

suggest that being a male, having family responsibilities

during one's sojourn, and being relatively young are

characteristics that are negatively associated with overseas

interaction. These findings are confirmed by data in

Table VIII-3 which indicate that background factors composed

of these items have relatively high negative associations

with the overseas interaction dimension.

Details concerning the content of relationships

between background measures and interaction and communication

dimensions appear in Chapters III and IV. Let us therefore

merely summarize the general patterning of associations.

Among Lecturers and Research Scholars, high scorers

on the different communication dimensions tend to be faculty

members with some stature in their professions--as indicated

by their relative maturity and by the fact that their

applications were requested by American agencies or foreign

institutions. For Teachers, too, relative maturity appears
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important with reference to their communication opportunities

both overseas and at home: for Students, however, relative

youth and freedom from academic requirements such as those

involved in advanced dissertation research facilitate

extensive interaction abroad.

While senior scholars who venture to the Far East

generally have more interaction opportunities than their

colleagues sojourning in Europe, the latter group tends

to continue relationships with host nationals more than the

grantees in Far Eastern countries. In addition, in all

groups grantees from relatively small towns appear to

establish the kind of relationships which prove more

enduring than those established by the urban dwellers.

This apparent difference in style of interpersonal relation—

ships is further indicated by the fact that the grantees in

large urban centers tend to receive (or accept) more

invitations for public appearances related to their over-

seas experiences.

This difference in interaction patterns of urbanites

as opposed to small town dwellers further suggests the

operation of a sort of Gresham‘s law concerning social

interaction. That is, just as programmed activity tends to

drive out unscheduled policy decision making in large

organizations (Simon, 1960), so in the lives of the former

grantees, the immediate pressures involved in assisting

fellow colleagues and in disseminating information concerning
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overseas experiences may tend to drive out the less immediate

and unscheduled pressures for maintaining relationships

with individuals abroad. Expectations for communicating

with fellow countrymen may place greater pressure on faculty

members in large metropolitan universities than on those in

small town, liberal arts teaching colleges. Unfortunately

we do not have information concerning the relative size and

source of support of the senior Scholars' home universities,

but it is possible that the urban vs. small town differences

observed in our data are crude reflections of differences

we might expect among grantees in different types of insti-

tutional settings. Thus, in terms of HOmans' social economizs

(1961), we would expect that as the relative cost of assist-

ing host nationals increases--vis-a-vis the immediate potential

profit from interacting with fellow countrymen--then the

frequency of correspondence with foreign nationals is

likely to decrease. Of course, as we shall note further,

recruitment to different types of institutional settings

and choice of general living environments, which would tend

to affect the relative costs of continued interaction, may

be a function of individual differences in preferred modes

of social interaction. Perhaps those predisposed to more

superficial, immediate, and extensive contacts involving

relatively low costs in emotional involvement prefer large

metropolitan institutional settings.

With specific reference to the dimensions involving

extensive interaction and mass communication (the overseas
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interaction measures, the Guttman American interaction

scale, and the public relations dimensions), high scorers

in all groups tend to be represented by females, by grantees

who are unencumbered by family responsibilities, and by

individuals whose occupational choices suggest they are

favorably predisposed toward social communication. That

is,Lecturers and Teachers tend to have more high scorers

than Research Scholars on the overseas interaction dimension——

and to some extent on the American interaction scale as

well. In addition, within the different groups those who

have selected fields involving social interaction--such as

professional social service or some areas of the social

sciences--generally engage in more extensive interaction

than do their peers who have selected fields involving

more solitary research pursuits--such as is characteristic

in the humanities or natural sciences.

This suggested predisposition toward social com-

munication among certain grantees has implications with

reference to the data regarding the positive association

between grantees? subjective estimates of language competence

and the extensiveness of their interaction. Let us examine

this relationship in some detail.

In accord with the general terminology for regression

analysis we have tended to refer to background factors as

predictors of the dependent variables. In terms of most

of the background attributes--age, sex, field of work,
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highest earned degree at award time, etc.--this interpre-

tation does not seem unreasonable since these qualities

were antecedent to the grantees‘ overseas interaction

experiences. In the case of the language report, however,

it is important to note that the subjective estimates were

made at the same time as the grantees' reports of their

interaction experiences--at some time following their

sojourns. we cannot conclude, therefore, that the observed

correlation implies a causal relationship in which language

skill leads to increased interaction. Plausible as this

conclusion is, our data nevertheless could be interpreted

to imply a different causal relationship in which higher

interaction with nationals of a host country leads to

increased language proficiency.

These possibilities are not, of course, mutually

exclusive. Indeed, they may be reciprocal in the sense

that individuals with a passable level of proficiency may

be able to communicate with some effectiveness with host

nationals, and over time such interaction experiences lead

to greater fluency. Possibly this reciprocal relationship

occurs, however, because both the language measure and the

interaction dimension are related to grantees? predispositions

regarding social communication. That is, we have suggested

that the patterning of associations between background and

communication measures reflects personal life style pre—

ferences for social response among those who engage in

extensive interaction. Expending more effort in developing
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language skill might also reflect a greater interest in

communicating with others. In line with this suggestion

let us note that the language variable also tends to

be related to dimensions concerning public relations

and American interaction (Table VIII-2). Apparently grantees

whose language Skills were sufficient to facilitate extensive

interaction abroad have more to report to American audiences.

Our interpretation of these data, however, goes beyond this——

we suggest that the observed relationships between language

proficiency and interaction both overseas and at home occurs

because all of these measures are associated with more general

predispositions toward and higher evaluations of social

communication. Unfortunately we lack data to test this

interpretation.

Some indirect support of our general interpretation,

however, appears in findings reported by Selltiz and associates

who suggest that social relations between foreign students

and Americans are influenced more by the students' confidence

in their language ability than by their actual proficiency,

as judged by an American interviewer (1963). Actually, our

subjective measure of language competence would seem to

embody this selfjconfidence component. Moreover, on the

basis of our previous discussion, we suggest that confidence

in language ability may be a special instance of a more

general confidence in one's ability to interact with others

in a rewarding manner.
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In certain cultural contexts--such as the United

States--we would expect this general predisposition toward

social response and confidence in communication ability

to set in motion the spiraling association suggested previously

between interaction and fluency, even when the initial level

of language proficiency is relatively low. That is, relative

to a country like France, foreign students in the United

States are more likely to find a permissive and encouraging

audience who will in general reinforce their attempts to

speak the host country's language. Therefore, in the United

States it seems more probable that high confidence in language

ability will be confirmed and low confidence bolstered.

In France, however, the opposite situation may be encountered.

According to American students interviewed abroad (Gullahorn &

Gullahorn, 1956), the French are relatively intolerant of

misuse of their language, regarding mispronunciation and

improper usage as an affront to their cultural grandeur.

Since some of the j.n.d.'s in proper pronunciation appear

subliminal to many Americans, one might conclude that non-

veridical perceptions of language competence will not

be rewarded in France. Thus, in such a cultural context,

an individual who is predisposed toward interacting with

‘ others may encounter considerable frustration if his

minimum level of language proficiency is unacceptable to

his hosts.

Research evidence concerning the interpretations

suggested here would require a panel study involving
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pre-departure measures of interaction propensities and confi-

dence in language skill, objective assessments of language

proficiency, as well as subsequent follow-ups investigating

social interaction with host nationals and levels of

language skill during the sojourn period, and post—return

measures of communication with fellow countrymen. we have

suggested that the cultural context of the foreign inter-

action may have an important influence on the observed

relationships: it should also be noted that the general

receptivity of fellow countrymen at home is also important

(cf. Beals & Humphrey, 1957; Bennett, et. al., 1958;

Scott, 1956, Useem & Useem, 1955, and Watson & Lippitt, 1955).

According to our data, in general returned grantees find

their fellow Americans interested in their sojourn experiences:

therefore, those who are predisposed toward extensive com-

munication are likely to be gratified by many invitations

for public appearances.

(2) Professional Outcomes of the Award Experiences:

Interrelations Among Professional Outcome Measures.

,Table VIII-4 summarizes the correlations among dimensions

pertaining to the impact of the grantees‘ award experiences

on their professional roles. As noted in Chapter V, the

Guttman scales dimensionalizing professional consequences

include grantees' appraisals of the contributions of their

sojourn experiences to their professional development, as

well as their estimates of the prestige accruing to them as
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a result of their awards. These two types of consequences

appear as distinct dimensions in the factor and cluster

analyses, and as the data in Table VIII—4 indicate, both

factors are related to the Guttman scale. However, since

the prestige items are ranked at the maximum end of the

Guttman scales for the three professional groups, the scales

for Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Teachers are more

highly associated with these groups' professional prestige

factors than with their professional development dimensions.

As we shall note in later discussions, these relationships

between the Guttman and factor dimensions appear consistently

in associations with measures concerning other aspects

of the grantees' award experiences.

With reference to more tangible professional achieve-

ments resulting from the sojourn experiences, the data in

Table VIII-4 indicate that in general correlations are

relatively low between the summated index and the other

dimensions as well as between the professional publications

cluster and the clusters pertaining to development and

prestige. In describing characteristics of grantees who

score high on these dimensions we shall discuss possible

interpretations of these findings.

Associations with Background Characteristics.

Table VIII-5 presents the patterning of associations between

grantees' background characteristics and the measures

relating to professional outcomes of their award experiences.
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The data include the direction of relationships for variables

which the multiple regression analyses identified as signifi-

cant predictors of the dependent criteria (indicated by a

—M or M in the table), as well as for variables with rela-

tively high loadings on the professional publications

cluster and other clusters comparable to the factor dimensions

(identified by a -C or C). Except in the two instances

underlined in Table VIII-5, the direction of association

is the same for variables identified as important in either

the multiple regression or the cluster loading analyses

(therefore a -MC or MC indicates the sign applies to both).

Additional information regarding relationships

between measures of background characteristics and of

professional outcomes appears in Table VIII-6, which

summarizes the correlations between background factor

scores and the dependent professional outcome factor scores.

As inspection of Tables VIII—5 and VIII-6 will verify, in

general the multiple regression, cluster loading, and

factor score correlation analyses show relatively close

agreement in the identification of relationships.

In a few instances, however, the composition of the

background factors could be misleading in terms of

identification of associations between individual character-

istics and outcome dimensions. For example, the multiple

regression and cluster loading analyses indicate that

for Teachers the occupation variable involving not being
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currently employed as an elementary or secondary school

teacher is highly associated with professional prestige

(Table VIII-5). Contrary to this finding, the data in

Table VIII—6 indicate that the background factor which

involves a negative loading of the Teachers' occupation

attribute correlates negatively with the professional

prestige factor. True, the correlation is of very small

magnitude; however, were we to base our conclusions about

associations between background and dependent variables on

these data alone, we would miss an apparently important

relationship. Thus, while the factor score correlation

data may be useful in initial identification of relation-

ships, with data of the type presented here—-where corre-

lations among background variables are generally not of

great magnitude--it appears that more information is gained

from the analyses involving the original background items

.instead of those using the reduced factor data for the

background items.

Details concerning the associations between grantees'

background characteristics and the impact of their award

experiences on their professional roles appear in Chapter V:

therefore we shall merely summarize the overall patterning

of relationships.

While the older, more established senior scholars

tend to receive greater communication opportunities over-

seas, the younger, less well-known faculty members (whose

applications were not requested by American or foreign

agencies) tend to experience greater gains in terms of

* 
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professional development and prestige. Furthermore, the

professional capital of the award experiences appeansto be

greater for those senior scholars whose home states are

not among those included in the grouping representing areas

with the more prestigeful universities. It may

be that the effects of inflation resulting from the expansion

of overseas educational opportunities are greatest in the

more prestigeful institutions, where securing a grant is

not a mark of particular prestige-—rather, not having such

experience may make one professionally suspect. The same

type of relative evaluation may apply to a faculty member's

field of specialization as well as to his home institutional

setting. That is, the professional capital of overseas

experience is relatively high for American grantees in the

humanities, arts, and social sciences; however, it is low

for the natural scientists. This finding is consonant

also with the general image of the superiority of American

science and technology held by foreign scholars. That

is, according to data from investigations regarding those

who have sojourned in the United States, study in America

is highly valued for those in the natural sciences and

technology as well as in certain areas of social science:

however, it is not generally considered worthwhile in the

humanities, where European experience seems most highly

prized (cf. Beals & Humprhey, 1957: Lambert & Bressler,

1956: Scott, 1956).

o

_L
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It is interesting to note that high scorers on the

professional publications cluster differ with respect to

the last two background characteristics. That is, it is the

senior scholars from states with the higher—ranking uni-

versities and those in the natural sciences who exhibit

greater productivity in terms of professional publications

(Table VIII-5). These findings suggest that the relatively

low correlations between the productivity dimension and those

relating to other professional consequences may occur

because high productivity may be a pattern of life for grantees

in the sciences as well as for those in more competitive

universities: therefore while their sojourn experiences

apparently provide material for professional publication,

the overseas experiences are not unique in stimulating

professional development. As one natural scientist observed,

From the professional point of view, I should

emphasize that theoretical physics is enough of

a unity that an experience in Japan or Russia or

wherever is professionally much the same as it

would be in California or New York. One would

expect it not to interrupt a productive life, but

on the other hand to provide no more new insights

or skills than any stay with a new set of colleagues

might lead to. Thus my feeling is that my visit

was highly successful in that I interacted in a

mutually useful way with my Japanese colleagues,

but nonetheless this was not a unique result.

As the data in Table VIII-5 indicate, while

grantees from states with the more prestigeful educational

institutions also tend to score higher on the summated

professional achievement index, it is the senior scholars
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in fields other than the natural sciences who score high on

this dimension. This result probably reflects the fact

that grantees in social sciences or humanities are more

likely to be able to introduce new courses as a result

of their sojourn experiences-—a rare type of event in

the relatively more restricted curricula of the natural

sciences: furthermore, other types of achievements included

in the bibliographic compilation on which the summated index

is based pertain in particular to grantees in the humanities

and arts (see Chapter V, Table V-16). This finding illustrates

some of the difficulties involved in using an arbitrary,

non-unidimensional summated index--the assemblage of items

may be such as to obscure or even cancel out relationships

with other variables: furthermore, interpretations of

observed associations may be more equivocal.

As in the professional outcome dimensions for the

senior scholars, there are marked differences between the

subgroup of Teachers exhibiting high productivity and those

reporting the professional development and prestige effects.

Indeed, there is an almost orthogonal relationship between

the professional publications cluster and the other two

professional clusters for Teachers: furthermore, correlations

between their summated achievement index and the other

dimensions are relatively low (Table VIII-4). Like the

faculty group, the highly productive Teachers tend to come

from states where the more prestigeful educational insti-

tutions are concentrated. In addition, these Teachers are
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older men who are not currently employed as elementary

or secondary school teachers--thus they probably are

educational administrators or faculty members in colleges

of education (Table VIII-5).

In contrast to the Teachers reporting numerous pro-

fessional achievements, those reporting less tangible

professional development stimulated by their award experiences

tend to be men from states outside the areas including the

higher ranking universities. While these Teachers have

given evidence of professional achievement by earning

higher degrees subsequent to their sojourns, they have not

relocated geographically: furthermore, while they possibly

have advanced in their particular school systems, they still

list their occupations as school teachers. In contrast

to this patterning of characteristics, the Teachers

reporting greater recognition resulting from their award

experiences tend to be young men who have earned higher

degrees and have relocated both geographically and profes-

sionally, and are not currently employed as elementary or

secondary school teachers.

As was true for the senior scholars, the overall

professional capital of overseas experience appears greater

for Students in the humanities, arts, and some areas of

social science than it is for those in natural science

(Table VIII-5). It is interesting to note, however, that

Students in the natural sciences are more likely to

establish and maintain collaborative work relationships
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with foreign researchers--as indicated by the data con—

cerning the enduring professional relations dimension.

Some differences appear in the characteristics of

Studentsscoring high on the dimensions pertaining to pro-

ductivity as opposed to those relating to more general

professional consequences--for example, like the grantees

in the three professional groups, Students from the area

including the high prestige universities report greater

productivity, whereas those outside these states receive

more recognition. In general, however, there is close

agreement in the patterning of characteristics of high

scorers on all of the Student professional outcome dimensions.

Typically, study abroad seems to have the greatest academic

impact on the older,married male Students who are already

advanced in their graduate studies and who have relatively

high proficiency in their host countries' languages,

and who apprently incorporate data gathered abroad in

dissertations for more advanced degrees which enable them

to move into positions as college or university faculty

members (see summary of associations in Table VIII-6).

(3) Personal Development and Satisfaction with the

Sojourn Experiences:

Relations Among Satisfaction Measures: Table VIII-7

presents the correlations among Guttman scale scores, factor

scores, and summated index scores summarizing grantees'

evaluations of the personal development resulting from their
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sojourns. While there are some differences in the composition

and weighting of items in the three representations of this

dimension (see Chapter VI), the data indicate they are all

highly associated. The summated satisfaction index, comprising

all evaluation items on the questionnaire, was devised

according to the equal-weighting procedure outlined in

Chapter I. In the Guttman satisfaction scales, the

minimum levels for all groups concern personal development

and overall satisfaction with the sojourn experiences,

whereas higher-ranked items involve various facets of

international perspective. For all groups, the maximum item

on the Guttman satisfaction scales suggests organizational

facilitation of the grantees? efforts to integrate their

overseas learning in their current roles. While this

particular item is not an important contributor to the satis—

faction dimensions developed in the factor analyses, in

general the high loading items also relate to personal

development and international perspective.

Table VIII-7. Correlations among satisfaction dimensions.

 

 

Lec- Research Tea- Stu-

turers Scholars chers dents
 

Guttman Satisfaction Scale

x Personal Development and

Satisfaction Factor ' .74 .69 .64 .67

x Summated Satisfaction Index.6l .65 .59 .64

Personal Development anfl

Satisfaction Factor

x Summated Satisfaction

Index .63 .66 .62 .61
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Associations with_§ackground Characteristics.

Table VIII—8 summarizes relationships between grantees'

background characteristics and the Guttman and factor repre-

sentations of their evaluations of personal development and

satisfaction with their sojourns. The direction of associa-

tions is given for variables which the multiple regression

analyses identified as significant predictors of the dependent

criteria (indicated by a -M or.M in the table), as well

as for variables with relatively high loadings on the

satisfaction cluster comparable to the factor dimension

(identified by a -C or C). In all instances in the present

analyses, the direction of association is the same for

variables identified as important by either the multiple

regression or the cluster loading data (therefore a

-MC or MC indicates the sign applies to both).

Data regarding relations between grantees' background

characteristics and the summated satisfaction index are not

presently available: however, since the summated index in

this instance involves items from a unidimensional, scalable

area, on the basis of Guttman's conclusions and procedural

recommendations of Riley and associates (see Chapter I), we

would expect the two scale representations to be highly

correlated (cf. Table VIII-7) and to exhibit the same

patterning of associations with other variables.

Further data concerning relationships between measures

of grantees' background characteristics and of their satisfaction
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with their sojourns appear in Table VIII-9, which presents

the correlations between background factor scores and the

dependent professional outcome factor scores. With respect

to these data, the same general identification of relation-

ships appearsin.the multiple regression, cluster loading,

and factor score correlation analyses summarized in Tables

VIII-8 and VIII-9. There is, however, one discrepancy in

the multiple regression data involving the Students' Guttman

scale. According to this analysis, present occupation as

a professor is positively associated with the Guttman

dimensions. While the occupation item was not a signifi-

cant predictor of the Students' satisfaction factor, the

cluster loading data indicate a negative association (Table

VIII-8): furthermore, there is a negative correlation be—

tween the satisfaction factor and the background factor in

which the occupation item is positively loaded (Table VIII-9).

Perhaps the discrepancy with relation to the Guttman scale

occurs because the maximum level of the scale, described

previously, applies more appropriately to grantees in academic

roles.

With this one exception, the different analyses

suggest the same general patterning of characteristics for

high scorers on the satisfaction dimensions of all groups.

Typically, the high scorers are represented by younger

grantees within each group, by females, by those without

family responsibilities during their sojourns, by those

from states outside the areas comprising the high prestige
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universities, by those admitting deficiencies in their

foreign language skills, by those whose applications were

notrequested by American or foreign agencies, and by grantees

specializing in the arts or in professional social service.

As noted in Chapter VI, this patterning suggests that so-

journing abroad has a greater impact on grantees with rela-

tively lower background status characteristics.

With reference to this suggestion, let us note in

particular the differences in the reports of males and

females. As just noted, female grantees tend to score

higher than males on measures pertaining to satisfaction

with their award experiences. In terms of Homans‘ social

economics (1961), sex may be considered an investment in a

social status. Within American culture the female sex has

a lower value and hence represents a lower investment in

a professional status. Consequently, for females the social

profit of obtaining a government grant is greater with

respect to this investment than it is for males: thus we

would expect the finding observed in our data indicating

that female grantees experience greater relative gratification

than do their male colleagues.

Let us extend our interpretation by considering the

dimensions pertaining to extensive interaction and mass

communication-~on which females also tend to score higher

than males (Table VIII-2). As we shall note in a sub-

sequent discussion, these communication dimensions are
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substantially related to the satisfaction measures. If

female grantees--particularly those in faculty status positions—-

feel greater relative gratification as a consequence of

receiving their awards, they might express such satisfaction

in greater receptivity to host nationals. Such an out-

come might be reinforced by still another aspect of the

social economics of this situation. As the late Samuel

Stouffer noted in unpublished Harvard lectures on social

institutions, a sort of Gresham's law seems to apply to

social statuses. Allowing incumbents to be recruited from

those possessing lower status attributes (females, Negroes,

etc.)—-or in Homans' terms, from those making lower invest-

mentS——eventually tends to lower the prestige of the status

position so that the accrued social profit will be commen-

surate with the general investment level. To prevent this

devaluation, those representing "the establishment" in

various occupations are likely to resist the lowering of

recruitment standards. _At the Same time many of this group

may consider the social and professional profits accruing

to female grantees to be excessive in terms of their

investments-—a violation of the norms of distributive

justice (Homans, 1961). under such conditions, female pro-

fessionals are likely to feel less secure in their formal

statuses than do their male colleagues. Therefore, as a

means of reducing tension and dissonance, they may seek inter—

action opportunities in order to gain confirmation of their

professional and/or interpersonal competence. To the extent
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that engaging in interaction and mass communication does

in fact prove ego enhancing, we would expect such reinforce-

ment to result in still further interaction behavior as well

as in positive appraisals concerning the personal value of

the overseas experiences. The validity of these interpre-

tations, of course, awaits research evidence.

Associations Among Major Dependent

Dimensions

In summarizing the grantees' communication experiences,

professional outcomes, and overall evaluations of their‘

sojourns, we have described these three major classes of

dependent dimensions in terms of the general content

of measures relating to each class, in terms of inter-

relations between similar dimensions from different analyses

within each class, and in terms of the patterning of character-

istics of high scorers on dimensions within each major area

‘investigated. Now, in continuing our comparison of results

from the different modes of analysis as well as our explor-

ation of the substantive relationships disclosed, we shall

consider associations among the classes of dependent dimensions—-

that is, between representations of the communication and

professional outcome dimensions: between the communication

and satisfaction measures: and finally between the profes-

sional outcome and satisfaction dimensions.

Relations Between Communicationpand Professional

Outcome Dimensions. According to the cluster data presented
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in Chapter VII, grantees' interaction and communication

experiences are highly associated with their assessments

concerning professional outcomes. Indeed, in the Lecturers'

and Students' within-groups analyses, these relations are

reciprocal, in the sense that for both groups the association

between their composite communication clusters and their

composite professional outcome clusters isthe highest for

each of these clusters. While the Research Scholars'

general interaction cluster is also most highly related to

their cluster combining the professional development and

prestige dimensions, the latter professional composite is

more highly associated with this group's satisfaction

cluster. The Teachers' within-groups cluster analysis also

reveals substantial correlations between interaction ex-

periences and professional outcomes.

Further evidence of the high association between

grantees‘ communication experiences and their subsequent

professional development and prestige appears in the across-

groups analyses of dependent as well as of combined di—

mensions, where composite clusters involving each class of

dimensions exhibit reciprocally high correlations (Chapter

VII, Tables VII—ll and VII-12). The components of the

relationships summarized in the various clusterings of

dimensions appear in Table VIII-10, which presents correla-

tions between different representations of the communication

dimensions and the measures pertaining to professional out-

comes .
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In general there is close agreement concerning

associations among analogous dimensions identified in the

different analyses. For example, relations summarized in

Table VIII-10 indicate that for all groups correlations

between the communication dimensions and the professional

prestige factor are highest for the Guttman American inter—

action scale and the comparable public relations factor.

A similar trend appears for the three professional groups

with reference to associations between communication dimen—

sions and their Guttman professional consequences scales

(which, according to Table VIII-4, are highly related to

their professional prestige factors). This patterning is

further confirmed in the cluster data, where, among the

communication dimensions for all groups, the public relations

cluster shows the highest correlation with the professional

prestige cluster. These recurrent findings seem reasonable

inasmuch as invitations to make public presentations re-

garding sojourn experiences give former award holders some

indication of others' recognition of their potential

contributions: moreover, to the extent that such appearances

and publicity increase the grantees' visibility, further

communication opportunities and possibly increased prestige

are likely to ensue.

As the data in Table VIII-10 indicate, consistent

within-groups correlations appear also between various

representations of the communication dimensions and other

professional outcome measures. There are interesting
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differences across groups, however. For example, with

reference to the summated professional achievement index,

the professional publications cluster, and the professional

development factor and cluster dimensions, Lecturers differ

from all other groups in terms of the relatively consistent

correlations between these measures and all of the communi-

cation dimensions. As noted previously, these relationships

appear also in the Lecturers' within-groups cluster analysis,

where a reciprocally high correlation appears between a

composite interaction cluster and a composite cluster in-

volving the professional development dimension as well as

other clusters pertaining to professional productivity

(Chapter VII, Table VII-6).

For Research Scholars, on the other hand, the data

in Table VIII-10 indicate that overseas interaction is

unrelated to this group's achievement index--a finding

also demonstrated in the multiple regressionof background.

variables on the achievement index, where interaction abroad

factor scores were not among the significant predictors

for this group (Chapter V, Table V—12). In addition,

there is relatively low association between the Research

Scholars? overseas interaction measures and their professional

publications cluster as well as the factor and cluster

representations of their professional development dimension.

These findings again underscore differencesin the

rolesof the two faculty groups abroad--and also possibly
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differences in personal work patterns. In Chapter VII

we discussed the apparent importance of overseas inter—

action and maintained professional contacts as contributors

to the Lecturers' evaluations of professional development

- and their subsequent productivity. While Lecturers appear

to seek extensive interaction with a range of colleagues

as stimulation for their professional endeavors, such inter-

action experiences appear less relevant for Research Scholars.

Instead, this group seems to be more influenced by continued

professional communication with a more restricted number

of host colleagues as well as by other post—award communi-

cation opportunities. Indeed, the data pertaining to

Research Scholars' professional outcome dimensions suggest

that extensive interaction abroad tends to interfere with

their role performance. For this group, subsequent pro-

fessional productivity is associated in particular with the

experience of organizing research materials gathered

abroad for presentation at professional meetings.

According to the data in Table VIII-10, Students

resemble Research Scholars in the sense that their post—

award communication experiences are more highly associated

with their evaluatiOns of professional development and

their subsequent achievements than are the measures of their

overseas interaction. Withreference to the factor and cluster

representations of the Students' enduring professional

relations dimension, which pertains specifically to the
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professional relations established abroad and maintained

after the Students' return, it is interesting to note that

this dimension correlates more highly with measures con-

cerning overseas interaction andinterpersonal international

communication (or continued foreign interaction) than it

does with the other professional outcome dimensions. This

finding is demonstrated also in the cluster analyses dis-

cussed in Chapter VII, where the Students' enduring

professional relations cluster appears in composites with

communication dimensions rather than with the other pro-

fessional outcome dimensions.

Relations Between Communication and Satisfaction

Dimensions. According to the cluster data discussed in

Chapter VII, communication measures for all groups are

substantially correlated with the grantees' evaluations of

personal development and satisfaction with their award

experiences--although, with one exception which we shall

consider later, these associations are not so high as those

just discussed between composite interaction clusters and

dimensions pertaining to professional outcomes.

Table VIII—ll summarizes individual correlations

between various representations of the communication and

satisfaction dimensions. Here again, the outputs of the

different analyses are in relatively good agreement con-

cerning the structure of associations among dimensions--

indeed, for the senior scholars the same rank—ordering of
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satisfaction dimensions.

Correlations between communication and

 

 

 

Lec- Research Tea- Stu-

turers Scholars chers dents

Summated Satisfaction Index

x Guttman Interaction

Abroad Scale .27 .23 .24 .20

x Guttman Continued Foreign

Interaction Scale .20 .16 .22 .14

x Guttman American Inter-

action Scale .21 .16 .23 .16

x Interaction Abroad Factor .22 .19 .21 .15

x Interpersonal Internatl.

Communication Factor .20 .17 .13 .14

x International Public

Relations Factor .20 .14 .19 .19

Guttman Satisfaction Scale

x Guttman Interaction Abroad

Scale .19 .ll .22 .14

x Guttman Continued Foreign

Interaction Scale .15 .10 .10 .17

x Guttman American Inter-

action Scale .24 .22 .21 .25

x Interaction Abroad Factor .21 .12 .26 .18

x Interpersonal Internatl.

Communication Factor .19 .08 .21 .16

x International Public

Relations Factor .28 .24 .24 .21

Satisfaction Factor

x Guttman Interaction Abroad

Scale .24 .16 .17 .21

x Guttman Continued Foreign

Interaction Scale .18 .ll .12 .18

x Guttman American Inter-

action Scale .29 .21 .22 .28

x Interaction Abroad Factor .26 .18 .23 .24

x Interpersonal Internatl. .

Communication Factor .16 .10 .21 .19

x International Public

Relations Factor .35 .24 .24 .22

Satisfaction Cluster

x Interaction Abroad Cluster .24 .17 .28 .27

x Interpersonal Internatl.

Communication Cluster -- .12 -— .23

x International Public

Relations Cluster .38 .24 .39 .20
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correlations between communication and satisfaction measures

appears in the Guttman, factor, and cluster data. For these

groups the Guttman American interaction scales and the

comparable public relations factors and clusters are most

highly associated with the Guttman, factor, and cluster

representations of the satisfaction dimension: and measures

of overseas interaction rank second. In relation to the

summated satisfaction scale, however, the order of cor—

relations is reversed, and the Guttman and factor measures

of interaction abroad are first for all groups.1 On all

representations of the satisfaction dimensions for all groups,

the lowest relationships appear in associations with the

Guttman continued foreign interaction scales and with the

comparable interpersonal international communication

factors and clusters.

While the same patterning of relations appears for

Lecturers and Research Scholars, the level of correlations

tends to be higherfor Lecturers. Indeed, as the data in

Table VIII—ll indicate, the magnitude of associations be-

tween communication and satisfaction dimensions tends to

 

lThis reversal is probably due to differences in

item composition. As noted previously, the summated satis-

faction index involved all evaluation items, including a set

of items identified in the factor and cluster analyses as a

separate dimension pertaining to a denial of lack of

institutional support. As noted in Chapter VI, this di-

mension is more highly correlated with the overseas inter-

action measure than it is with the satisfaction dimension.
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be higher for both Lecturers and Teachers-—the grantees who

have selected roles typically involving extensive interaction

and mass communication. In contrast to the Lecturers, how-

ever, overseas interaction experiences appear to be about

as important as post-award American interaction or public

relations endeavors in contributing toward Teachers' evalu-

ations of personal development and satisfaction with their

sojourns. As suggested in Chapter VII, the focus of the

Teachers' roles emphasizes interpersonal relationships

rather than professional development, per se: consequently,

rewarding interaction experiences with colleagues, pupils,

and the school community--both overseas and at home--are

likely to contribute to the Teachers' sense of personal

fulfillment and satisfaction. The importance of the relation-

ship between communication experiences and satisfaction for

Teachers is demonstrated in their within-groups cluster

analysis where--in contrast to the findings for other

grantees--the correlation between the Teachers' inter-

action and satisfaction clusters is the highest for each

of these clusters.

As in the data for Teachers, some variability appears

in the Students' rank-ordering of the overseas interaction

and public relations or American interaction dimensions in

relation to the different satisfaction measures (Table

VIII-ll). For Students also, overseas interaction

experiences appear to be important contributors to their
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sense of personal growth and their development of inter—

national perspective. According to the within-groups cluster

data discussed in Chapter VII, while the Students' composite

interaction cluster is most highly associated with their

cluster pertaining to professional outcomes, its second

highest correlation is with the satisfaction dimension:

furthermore, this correlation is the highest for the satis-

faction dimension.

The general patterning of associations between

communication measures and evaluations of satisfaction just

described for all groups suggests the following type of

spiraling association among variables. Apparently, inter—

acting with foreigners provides grantees with new perspectives.

Particularly for the younger, less experienced sojourners,

living in a foreign culture and developing new reference

groups may lead to relatively profound changes in outlodk

and identifications. To the extent that the interpersonal

contacts with host nationals have rewarding effects and to

the extent that the public appearances some grantees

make abroad prove ego enhancing, then we would generally

expect such reinforcement to lead to grantees' engaging in

even further interaction and mass communication both abroad

and subsequent to their returns. Interpreting their

experiences to fellow Americans may make grantees more

aware of the impact of their sojourns on their general

orientations. Indeed, in terms of research evidence



352

suggesting that persuasive communications are most persuasive

to the communicator (cf. Hovland, et al., 1953), we would

expect grantees to be possibly even more appreciative of

the value of their sojourns after they had returned for a

time and had opportunity to integrate their overseas learning

in current roles and to organize their interpretations of

their sojourn experiences for communication to others (and

themselves). A systematic longitudinal study involving

measures of different aspects of grantees' evaluations of

their sojourn experiences prior to their return and at

different points thereafter, as well as measures of their

propensities for social interaction and their actual com-

munication experiences would clarify the suggested relations

among variables.

Relations gptween Professional Outcome and

“gapisfaction Dimensions. Having considered associations

between measures of communication and professional outcomes

as well as between communication and satisfaction dimensions,

we shall now conclude our discussion of relations among the

major classes of dependent measures by considering cor-

relations between different representations of the pro-

fessional outcome and the satisfaction dimensions.

According to the cluster data reported in Chapter VII,

measures of general professional consequences are substantially

related to the three professional groups' overall satisfaction
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with their sojourn experiences. Indeed, in the across-

groups analysis of dependent as well as of combined dimensions

(Tables VII-ll and VII-12), the satisfaction dimension for

Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Teachers loads in one

composite cluster along with the professional development

dimensions for all three professional groups as well as the

prestige dimensions for Lecturers and Research Scholars.

With reference to the individual components of these

associations, the data in Table VIII-12 suggest that for

senior scholars the prestige factors and clusters as well

as the comparable professional consequences scales are

more highly related to all of the representations of the

satisfaction dimension than are the measures of professional

development. This relationship appears reasonable in terms

of the information already discussed concerning the pro-

fessional dimensions. That is, among the senior scholars

the same general patterning of characteristics is associated

with high scorers on both the development and prestige

dimensions. Furthermore, the Guttman professional conse-

quences scales for senior scholars provide the information

that those who report prestige effects of their awards also

indicate that the experience contributed to their professional

development. Thus, among faculty members with similar

background characteristics, we would expect those who have

benefited professionally and who have had this increment in

professional development recognized by significant others
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Table VIII-12. Correlations between professional outcome

and satisfaction dimensions.

 

 

Lec- Research Tea- Stu—

turers Scholars chers dents

 

Summated Satisfaction Index

x Summated Professional

Achievement Index .06 -.03 .02 .03

x Guttman Professional

Consequences Scale .25 .22 .22 .16

x Professional Development

Factor .19 .19 .16 .20

x Professional Prestige

Factor .25 .26 .24 .20

x Enduring Professional

Relations Factor -—- --- --- .13

Guttman Satisfaction Scale

x Summated Professional ~

Achievement Index .08 .Ol .04 .01

x Guttman Professional

Consequences Scale .33 .28 .19 .17

x Professional Development

Factor .29 .23 .24 .20

x Professional Prestige Fac-

tor .30 .30 .20 .25

x Enduring Professional

Relations Factor --- --- --- .ll

Satisfaction Factor

x Summated Professional

Achievement Index .06 —.05 .02 -.02

x Guttman Professional

Consequences Scale .35 .32 .18 .11

x Professional Development

Factor .26 .27 .24 .14

x Professional Prestige

Factor .35 .34 .19 .18

x Enduring Professional

Relations Factor --- --- --- .08

Satisfaction Cluster

x Professional Publications

Cluster .03 .01 -.02 -.05

x Professional Development

Cluster - .34 .31 .35 .14

x Professional Prestige

Cluster .40 .37 .26 .19

x Enduring Professional

Relations Cluster --— --— --- .10
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to be even more satisfied with the overall effects of their

sojourn experiences than would the grantees who also reported

professional development but had not been reinforced by

increased recognition.

In contrast to the data for senior scholars, the

factor and cluster representations of the Teachers' pro-

fessional development dimension is more highly related

to their Guttman, factor, and cluster measures of satis-

faction than are their professional prestige and Guttman

professional cOnsequences dimensions. This result seems at

variance with conclusions just suggested for senior scholars

with reference to the rank-ordering of items on the

Guttman scale--since for Teachers, too, the prestige items

scale at higher levels than do those pertaining to pro—

fessional development. However, among Teachers there is

not the same degree of overlap in characteristics of high

scorers on the two components of the Guttman scale as is

true for the senior scholars. That is, while high scorers

on both the development and prestige components of the

Teachers' scale tend to be males who have earned higher

degrees subsequent to their awards (Table VIII-5), there

are certain differences between the high scorers on each

dimension which might account for the observed rank-

ordering of associations with the satisfaction measures.

In general, the patterning of characteristics for

Teachers scoring high on the professional development

dimension suggests that these individuals are relatively
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committed to their teaching roles. That is, though they

have earned higher degrees, they apparently have not left

their school systems, and they still list their occupation

as elementary or secondary school teachers (Table VIII-5).

Thus these individuals seem oriented toward development

within their chosen roles: consequently, the new facet

of role performance involved in teaching abroad would be

likely to contribute to this group's professional as well

as personal development.

In contrast to this suggested patterning, it appears

that the Teachers reporting the prestige effects are less

committed to their teaching roles—-at least at the level

they taught before and during their awards. Perhaps this

group of Teachers may have been somewhat alienated from

their roles at home and from their school systems: conse—

quently, they may have sought overseas experience as a

means of getting away. This possibility is suggested by

the fact that this group has tended to relocate geographi-

cally after their awards and to accept positions which do

not involve teaching at the elementary or secondary school

levels (Table VIII—5). For this group, therefore, the

overall consequences of their teaching roles abroad may have

proved less gratifying. That these upwardly mobile indi-

viduals may have been engaging in anticipatory socialization

to other positions even during their sojourns is suggested

by the finding that the overseas interaction measures show

relatively less association with the professional prestige
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dimension than they do with the professional development

factor and cluster (Table VIII-10).

As the data in Table VIII-12 indicate, the magnitude

of associations among professional outcome and satisfaction

measures tends to be lower for Students than for the other

groups. In Chapter VII we suggested that professional role

commitment probably is not an important component of the

self definitions of many members of the Student group-—

indeed, personal development, per se, rather than academic

achievement may be the goal of many students sojourning in

alien cultures. The information summarized in this chapter

concerning the characteristics of high scorers on the major

dependent dimensions lends further support to the conclusion

that personal development and professional development may

be alternative goals for grantees at the student level.

As noted previously, Students whose academic develop-

ment and achievement are furthered by their sojourn experiences

tend to be those who appear committed to professional goals.

That is, they are the older men, those who are already

more settled in their adult life patterns—-i.e., they are

married and have family responsibilities, and they are more

advanced in their graduate studies—-they are relatively

proficient in their host countries' languages, and some

establish collaborative working relationships with host

nationals and maintain these contacts after their return

home, where they complete dissertations enabling them to
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move into faculty positions in American colleges and

universities (Tables VIII-5 and VIII-6).

In contrast to this characterization, the Students

who report greater personal development and overall satis-

faction with their sojourn experiences tend to be less

settled in adult roles and less committed to academic goals.

That is, this group is represented by females. and by younger

unmarried students who have just completed their bachelor's

degrees and who do not earn higher degrees subsequent to

their sojourns abroad (Tables VIII-8 and VIII—9).

In concluding our discussion of relations among

measures concerning professional outcomes of award experiences

and those pertaining to assessments of personal development

and satisfaction, let us briefly consider the data con-

cerning grantees' professional productivity. As the

correlations reported in Table VIII-12 indicate, for all

groups the summated professional achievement index and the

professional publications cluster are virtually unrelated

to the various measures of personal development and

satisfaction. As we noted in discussing the relatively

low association between the professional productivity

and the more general professional outcome dimensions (Table

VIII-4), it appears that, especially among the faculty

groups, the highly productive grantees include those with

appointments in more competitive universities (Table VIII-5):

thus for those individuals productivity may be part of a
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life pattern and not a unique consequence of overseas

experience: hence their overall satisfaction with their

awards may not be particularly related to this ongoing

professional activity. The relatively low associations

between the overseas interaction and productivity measures,

especially for Research Scholars (Table VIII-10), further

suggests that grantees who focus more on research objectives

abroad probably are less exposed to the incidental learning

which would provide the personal broadening and international

perspective reflected in the satisfaction dimensions.

Summary of Substantive Findings

Concerning Fulbright and

Smith-Mundt Grantees

In this study we have explored the impact of over-

seas experiences on Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees' roles

as professionals and as cross-cultural communicators. In

describing reports of their interaction experiences both

overseas and subsequent to their returns, as well as their

assessments of the influence of their sojourns on their

professional and personal development, we have quantified

grantees' questionnaire responses in order to compare dif—

ferent sets of award outcomes and to examine relations among

them in a relatively precise way. Not only were we interested

in ascertaining the pattern of behaviors describing each

class of award experiences for different groups of grantees

and the relationships among the different dependent dimensions,
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but we also wished to explore the influence of individual

background characteristics on these summaries of award

outcomes. Because of the absence of comparative data, it

was not obvious which types of analyses would prove most

fruitful in realizing our objectives. Therefore, as part

of our investigation of the survey responses, we undertook

a comparison of different methods of analyzing these data.

We have already presented a systematic review of results

from several approaches in providing a detailed description

of the dimensions and their relationships. In the next

section of this chapter we shall summarize our conclusions

regarding the different methods. For the present let us

briefly review some substantive findings concerning the

patterning of grantees' experiences.

In describing grantees‘ overseas experiences we noted

that individuals in all award categories apparently established

meaningful personal as well as professional relationships

with host nationals. In general, the older, more established

faculty members and teachers reported more extensive com-

munication with professionals and others overseas. In

addition, those reporting extensive communication experiences

abroad tended to be individuals whose background character-

istics suggested they found social communication an

especially rewarding activity. That is, among the grantees

in the different award categories, those selecting roles as

Lecturers and Teachers generally engaged in more extensive

communication and made more public appearances both abroad
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and after their return than did the Research Scholars and

Students. Furthermore, within the different groups of

grantees, those who selected fields of work involving more

isolated research pursuits, such as the natural sciences or

humanities, reported less extensive association with

host nationals and less group communication at home than did

individuals in fields involving more interpersonal contacts,

such as professional social service and certain areas of

the social sciences. Relative predispositions toward social

communication were also suggested by the finding that

grantees who had developed high language proficiency for

communication in their host countries tended to engage in

more mass communication both overseas and upon their return.

With reference to the three professional groups, we further

noted that females and grantees without family responsi-

bilities seemed more oriented toward the social response

emanating from public appearances.

The personal and professional relations grantees

established abroad were maintained after their returns.

In general the more established faculty members whose

applications were requested by overseas institutions tended

to report more continued contact and collaboration with

host nationals. This finding suggests the importance of

the structuring of the overseas situation for effective

communication between the grantee and his hosts. Some

indication of the possibly greater integration of the
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grantee in European as opposed to Far Eastern educational

institutions was provided by the finding that those who

sojourned in Europe reported more continued collaboration.

Aside from these relationships, grantees from small towns

were more likely to establish enduring relations with host

nationals then were urban dwellers. Further evidence of

possible differences in styles of interpersonal association

Ibetween those residing in small towns vs. metropolitan centers

was furnished by the finding that the urbanites reported

more appearances before American audiences in disseminating

information regarding their sojourn experiences.

While the older, more established faculty members

tended to receive greater communication opportunities both

overseas and at home, it was the younger, less well-known

academicians and teachers who reported the greatest

professional impact of their awards in terms of professional

development and increased recognition. With reference to

the professional capital accruing from the awards, the so—

journ experiences seemed particularly helpful to faculty

members in institutions outside of the high prestige areas

where such opportunities are more a matter of course.

Furthermore, for both professors and students, the relative

prestige of overseas experience varied with their field of

work. In the Humanities and Arts, where Europe is generally

acknowledged as superior, study and research on the Continent

seemed to enhance grantees' professional careers: in the

natural sciences, on the other hand, such experiences
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appeared less relevant.

Among the male Teachers who had developed profes-

sionally and earned advanced degrees, those who had remained

in teaching positions in their home school system did not

report greater recognition from colleagues and administra—

tive superiors as a result of their award experiences,

whereas those who had relocated geographically and profes-

sionally tended to report prestige effects of their awards.

With reference to the professional achievements

facilitated by grantees' sojourn experiences, for the faculty

groups such productivity appeared to be part of a life pattern

rather than a unique consequence of the awards: furthermore,

the productivity did not appear to be particularly related

to these senior scholars' evaluations concerning personal

development or satisfaction with their overseas experiences.

Rather, at this level, the productivity seemed to be a

relatively routine aspect of role performance instead of a

contributor toward role fulfillment. For the Students,

however, there was more relationship between their evalua-

tions regarding professional development and prestige and

their reports of scholarly achievements.

While evaluations of professional development and

prestige were closely related to the Lecturers', Research

Scholars', and Teachers' appraisals of personal development

and overall satisfaction with their award experiences,

for Students it appeared that these were alternative out-

comes of study abroad. That is, the Students who engaged
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in more extensive interaction with host nationals during

their sojourns and who reported greater personal develop-

ment and overall satisfaction with their experiences abroad

tended to be those who were less settled in adult roles and

less committed to academic goals. As a group they seemed

to be in search of adventure and of identity. They were

represented in particular by females, by younger unmarried

students who had just completed their bachelor's degrees, and

by those who did not earn higher degrees subsequent to their

studies overseas. In contrast to this group, the goal-

directed Students who indicated that their professional

development and advancement were furthered by study abroad

tended to be more settled in their adult life patterns.

They were relatively older, married, more advanced in their

graduate studies, relatively proficient in their host

countries‘ languages: yet in general they did not interact

extensively with foreign students abroad: however, some

established collaborative working relationships with host

nationals and maintained these contacts after their return

home, where they completed dissertations and moved into

faculty positions in American colleges and universities.

Having presented an overview of the types of award

experiences explored in this investigation as well as the

characteristics of grantees tending to report these outcomes,

let us conclude our general summary by considering further

the patterning of these experiences. In discussing the

relationships between grantees' communication experiences
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and their overall satisfaction with their sojourns, we

noted a spiraling relationship among variables. To some

extent, living abroad and interacting with individuals

adhering to different cultural orientations provided grantees

with increased perspective regarding their own values and

their homelands. As we have noted, certain background

characteristics predisposed some groups of grantees and some

individuals within each group toward more extensive inter-

action and exposure to such influences.

In particular, the relative costs of the inter—

action in terms of the value of forgone alternative activi-

ties seems to have had an important effect on the overall

interaction frequency as well as on the relative value

grantees attributed to such experiences. With reference to

the faculty groups, it appears that Lecturers were more

oriented toward extensive communication--as indicated in

part by their very choice of roles. Not only did extensive

interaction seem personally rewarding to them, they also

appeared to derive professional stimulation from testing

out ideas with others rather than from engaging in more

solitary ruminations. In terms of their formal roles over-

seas, the cost of pursuing this apparently rewarding inter-

action activity was relatively low for this group. Their

teaching requirements were minimal: therefore, notnuch time

was necessary for class preparations and actual lecturing:

they were visitors in their host institutions and hence not

swamped with committee duties: furthermore, their roles did
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not involve research obligations. As a group, Research

Scholars, on the other hand, tended to be younger faculty

members who were less established in their fields--a

smaller percentage had their applications requested by

American or foreign agencies: thus in general, they seemed

more oriented toward professional development and advancement.

While engaging in interaction with foreign colleagues was

likely to be stimulating for these individuals as well, the

cost of doing so was much higher than it was for Lecturers.

That is, engaging in professional bull sessions might have

interfered with their gathering necessary data to fulfill

their research objectives.

Like the Lecturers, Teachers were in situations

involving relatively little time pressure: hence the cost

of engaging in extensive interaction was relatively low

for them. Furthermore, in terms of their role expectations,

we would expect those committed to their roles to find

such interpersonal interaction personally rewarding.

Among Students, the cost of interaction varied

according to their motivations in seeking the opportunity

for study abroad. For the younger sojourners who were less

firmly anchored in adult roles and more oriented toward

adventure and personal fulfillment, interacting with

foreigners was an important means of achieving self—

definition and international perspective. Since academic

goals were less relevant, and since the organization of

foreign universities is such that official requirements
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concerning class attendance, recitation, and even appearance

at examinations are minimal, the consequences of neglecting

studies were not serious. As was true for the Research

Scholars, however, the cost of communication was much

greater for the goal-oriented students who were studying

with particular foreign experts in their fields or who

were gathering dissertation material from sources they would

not have access to in the United States. Hence, as a group,

these students interacted less extensively with foreign

nationals and generally did not expose themselves to

the types of experiences which would have broadened their

personal and international perspectives.

While the frequency of interaction with host nationals

varied, almost all grantees reported establishing close

friendships abroad, and almost all had maintained personal

and professional relations since their return. To the degree,

however, that the bonds established were rewarding almost

solely because of the warmth of immediate personal inter—

action, then the frequency of communication with host

nationals has tended to decrease--and perhaps eventually

to diminish to the point of annual exchange of Christmas

messages. Insofar as the interpersonal relations had

relevance to ongoing professional pursuits, however, then

the additional rewards from maintaining the relationship

and sharing professional insights and data offset the

costs of such communication. Thus we noted that the

faculty groups and the Students who established close working
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relationships abroad were more likely to maintain contacts

than were the Teachers and the Students who were not in-

volved in collaborative research pursuits.

With reference to post-award communication with

fellow Americans, again it appears that the extensiveness

of such interaction is a function of personal perdispositions—-

reflected also in the grantees' role involvements which

affected the relative cost of such communication. Again,

Lecturers tended to engage in such activities more than did

Research Scholars. Apparently for all grantees, interpreting

their experiences to fellow Americans made them more aware

of the personal as well as professional impact of their

sojourns. Integrating their overseas learning in current

roles and organizing their interpretations of their sojourn

experiences for communication to others—-and themselves-—

seemed to make them more appreciative of the value of their

time abroad.

Conclusions Regarding Different

Methods of Analysis

In completing our comparison of the different methods

of data analysis employed in the present investigation, we

shall first summarize our conclusions regarding the relative

merits of the different methods of dimensionalizing the

questionnaire information: then we shall focus on the

different methods applied in relating these dimensions to

variables concerning respondents' background characteristics.
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Analyses of the Organization of

Dependent Dimensions

As indicated in Chapter I, our initial decision space

regarding methods of dimensionalizing questionnaire data

involved four approaches: summated indexing, Guttman scaling,

factor analysis, and Tryon cluster analysis. While this

investigation focused on a comparison of the last three

methods, we have limited information regarding the

summated approach. We shall summarize our tentative con-

clusions regarding this technique first and then proceed

to the other approaches.

Summated Indexing. In order to obtain a summary

measure of the professional accomplishments grantees attri-

buted to their award experiences, we developed a summated

professional achievement index. This index obviously was

not unidimensional--indeed, a cluster analysis involving

these items isolated several different dimensions pertaining

to publications, artistic accomplishments, new courses,

etc. (See Chapter V.) As a crude overall index, the scale

provided some information of interest: however, because of

its multidimensionality, conclusions regarding the meaning

of associations between the index and other measures sometimes

proved equivocal.

A The other summated dimension developed in this study

differed from the achievement index in that it more closely

approximated a unidimensional scale (Table VIII-7).. However,
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the summated satisfaction index did include some items

which did not scale reliably in the Guttman procedure and

which loaded on a separate dimension in the factor and

cluster analyses. Therefore, while the summated, Guttman,

factor, and cluster representations of the satisfaction

dimension generally agreed in rank-ordering relationships

with other dimensions, still there were some discrepancies in

the findings involving the summated index which might be

attributed to the relative contamination of this measure.

Thus even our limited application of summated scaling in the

present investigation demonstrates the ambiguities arising

in the interpretation of observed relationships.

Guttman Scaling and Factoring Methods. In comparison

with the measurement by definition involved in constructing

summated indices, perhaps the major relative merit of the

other methods employed in this investigation is that they

produce greater information concerning the organization of

items in the dimensions and provide built-in means of

weighting items which are not dependent on subjective criteria.

In terms of the present findings, it is difficult to

decide between the Guttman and the factoring procedures.

Each has somewhat different merits, and our experience indi—

cates that a combination of the two approaches can prove

fruitful in clarifying the structure of relationships in

one's data.

In two instances in our investigation, the Guttman

dimensions differed from the outputs of the factoring
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procedures. With reference to grantees‘ post-award inter-

national communication experiences, items pertaining to

their personal assistance to others interested in cross-

cultural education and items relating to their mass

communication regarding overseas experiences loaded on

separate factors (Chapter IV). These two types of communi-

cation experiences, however, appeared on one Guttman scale.

Similarly, with reference to professional consequences of

the grantees' award experiences, items pertaining to pro-

fessional development and those relating to professional

prestige loaded on separate factors; however, both types

of items appeared in a single Guttman scale.

Reconciling these differences brought about a fuller

realization of the implications of the organization of items

in the Guttman data. That is, the unique merit of the

Guttman scale lies in the reproducibility criterion. From

a scale score we know the patterning of acts performed or

not performed-—in this sense, the Guttman scale gives mean-

ing as well as a numerical rating. While the factor data

also provide us with insight into the structure of relations,

the procedure is aimed at the reproduction of observed

correlation coefficients between the variables, and not

at the reproduction of individual item responses themselves.

Despite these different emphases and the apparent discrepancies

in outputs, actually the two approaches to a parsimonious

conceptualization of classes of behavior are not incompatible.
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In further examining our Guttman scales we noted

that the integrity of the separate clusters of items identi-

fied by the factoring procedures was preserved in the

Guttman dimensions. For example, on the Guttman American

interaction scale the items pertaining to interpersonal

assistance appeared together at the lower levels followed

by items concerning mass communication. Thus, the Guttman

scale provided the additional information that the behaviors

involved in one factor dimension actually also imply the

behaviors involved in another factor dimension. Had our

findings been limited to the factor analysis, we would have

missed this additional insight into the structuring of

relations.

The same conclusion applies with reference to the

professional consequences data. The Guttman scale again

preserved the integrity of the separate factor dimensions--

the items pertaining to professional development appeared

together at the lower scale levels, followed by those relating

to prestige effects. With reference to these data, however,

we found that different levels of an apparently unidimensional

scale may have different associations with other variables.

That is, in the Teachers‘ professional consequences data, the

factor and cluster dimension describing professional develop—

ment was associated with a somewhat different syndrome of

background characteristics from that associated with the

professional prestige dimension. It appeared that these
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differences were not merely differences of degree but

actually of kind. Had we used only the Guttman scale scores

in our relational analyses we would have missed this finding.

Factor Analysis Vs. Cluster Analysis. Having sug—

gested the utility of applying both Guttman scaling and a

factoring procedure for data analysis, we shall focus now

on the two factoring methods employed in this study. First,

however, let us mention an incidental finding from the factor

analyses relating to a comparison between varimax and quarti-

max rotations. Contrary to reports that the quartimax

solution is more likely to extract a large general factor

(see Chapter I), we found remarkable agreement in the

structuring of dimensions from each orthogonal rotation in

terms of item composition and relative magnitudes of loadings.

With reference to a comparison of a rotated principal-

components factor analysis and a Tryon cumulative communality

cluster analysis, our data indicate that in general there is

close agreement between the two methods in terms of composi-

tion and relative loadings of items on dimensions extracted

from the correlation matrix. However, there appear to be

some shortcomings in the Tryon system which make it some-

what less satisfactory than the more conventional factor

analysis. In a few instances dimensions isolated in the

factor analysis were not identified in the clustering pro—

cedures involving the same matrix of items. Furthermore, our

data suggest a lack of numerical invariance in some of the
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cluster outputs. For example, the dependent cluster per-

taining to interpersonal international relations did not

appear in the analysis of dependent items for Research

Scholars, but it did appear in the clustering of the full

matrix of background and dependent items (although no back—

ground items were involved in the cluster definition).

Conversely, a cluster pertaining to professional publications

was extracted in the analysis of dependent items for Research

Scholars but did not appear in the clustering of combined

badkground and dependent variables (see Chapter VII, Table

VII-5 for further examples). In some instances this last

type of discrepancy occurred as a result of an arbitrary

fifteen-culster cutoff in the Tryon program.

In spite of these shortcomings, however, the Tryon

system of programs offers many very attractive options for

analysis of the structure of dimensions extracted. The

system of routines in the Tryon system is so integrated as

to facilitate the type of within-groups and across—groups

comparisons of dimensions described in Chapter VII. These

analyses provided additional information regarding the

combination of dimensions into composites and the relation-

ships among these composites. Thus the different cluster

outputs allow us to shift levels in analyzing our data and

to proceed back and forth in considering information re-

garding the item composition of clusters and the relations

among these dimensions as well as data concerning the
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dimensional composition of the macro-clusters and the

relations among these composites both within separate groups

and across the group categories.

Another particularly useful feature of the Tryon

system involves the ease with which we can assess the

relative loadings of items on dimensions defined by dif—

ferent sets of variables. We shall discuss these features

of the Tryon system further in a later section.

In concluding our present discussion of the factor-

ing procedures, we would recommend that a factor analysis

system be programmed following the design of the Tryon

system--a system actually intended to provide the tools

for enacting the decision procedure of a sophisticated

factor analyst. Of course, to the extent that the apparent

shortcomings of the Tryon system are corrected as the

clustering procedure is further refined, this recommendation

may prove unnecessary, and satisfactory results will be

forthcoming from application of this variant of the factor-

ing procedure.

Our general conclusion regarding methods of dimension-

alizing data of the type represented in our survey is that

applying both a Guttman scaling procedure and a factor

analysis to the same variables and going through the intel-

lectual exercise of reconciling divergent findings is a

worthwhile means of gaining further insight into one's

data. If the outcomes of the two analyses are relatively

congruent-~as in the case of the overseas interaction and the
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satisfaction dimensions developed in the present investiga-

tion--still, the sheer redundancy effects of seeing the

data organized according to two different methods may

prove beneficial. Furthermore, applying both techniques

provides an analytical replication which might lend further

confidence in conclusions regarding the structuring of

relations in the data.

Analyses Relating Background Data

and Dependent Dimensions

In exploring associations between grantees' back—

ground characteristics and different outcomes of their

award experiences, we employed a number of different approaches.

First we shall discuss the methods of analysis dealing with

the total sets of baCkground and dependent data: then we

shall consider the methods assessing relations between the

set of background items and each individual dependent

dimension.

[Analyses Involvinngotal Sets of DEEQ- In examining

relations between the total sets of background and dependent

variables we followed four different approaches: we factor

analyzed each set of data independently and then determined

the correlations between factors from each separate analysis:

we cluster analyzed the two sets of variables together as

though they formed a single battery: we cluster analyzed

the cluster dimensions from the separate analyses as though

they formed a single battery: and finally we calculated the
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canonical correlation between the two sets of variables.

Let us consider the relative merits of each of these approaches

in terms of our present investigation.

(1) Correlation of Factors from Separate Analyses. In

contrast to the information obtained in the factoring of

dependent items, the data reduction achieved by the factor

or cluster analyses of the background items generally

involved rather trivial associations among variables: further—

more, the item composition of the background factors did

not appear to have a particularly coherent structure

(see Chapter II). Thus, while the data regarding correlations

between background factor scores and dependent factor scores

seemed useful in initial identification of gross relation-

ships between the two sets, there were occasions when the

item loadings in the background factors could be misleading

with reference to associations between individual character-

istics and outcome dimensions. Thus, in terms of our present

data and our interest in specifying more precisely the

relations between background characteristics and dependent

dimensions, this analysis does not seem worthwhile.

(2) Cluster Analyses of_Cpmbined Items. In general,

the analysis of the total matrix of background and dependent

items produced essentially the same information as that

obtained in the separate analyses involving the subsets of

background or of dependent variables. In only one instance

did a truly composite cluster composed of a separate background
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and a separate dependent dimension appear. Some additional

information wasprovided in the combined analysis by the

findings regarding inclusion of variables from one subset

of items along with those defining a dimension composed

primarily of items from a different subset: however, in

general this information could be obtained from the "sleeper"

cluster analysis which we shall discuss later. With data

of the type represented here, where the background information

concerns general attributes of the respondents and does not

involve tests designed to predict the dependent dimensions,

one might expect the findings observed in the combined

variable analysis, indicating that the background and

dependent variables do not cohere closely in the same cor-

relation space. In terms of these data, therefore, the

combined variable analysis probably is not worthwhile.

(3) Cluster Analyses of_ggmbined Dimensions. In a

series of cluster analyses of dimensions extracted in pre—

vious clusterings we examined the structuring of dimensions

within each group of grantees as well as the variable classi-

fications across subject groups. In each of the four

within-groups analyses we cluster analyzed the oblique

dimensions extracted in three previous clusterings involving

the subset of background items, the subset of dependent items,

and the total set of background and dependent items.

In one across-groups analysis we cluster analyzed the oblique

dimensions extracted in the four previous clusterings for
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each group involving the subset of background items; in

another across-groups analysis we used the oblique dimensions

from the four clusterings of the subset of dependent items:

and finally, another across-groups analysis involved dimensions

from the four separate analyses of combined background and

dependent items.

We have already noted that the background dimensions

from the factor and cluster analyses of these data produced

relatively meagre information. Thus, while these cluster

analyses of dimensions proved particularly useful in describ—

ing the structuring of dependent dimensions for each group

of grantees and in facilitating comparisons of dependent

dimensions across groups, information concerning relation-

ships between background and dependent dimensions was more

limited. From our experience, however, we would recommend

this clustering procedure involving background and dependent

dimensions in data analyses where richer background infor-

mation (e.g., concerning respondents' personality character-

istics) is available.

(4) ggnonical_Correlation Analysis. In assessing the

maximum correlation between background information and

dependent dimensions, we performed three separate canonical

correlation analyses: one involving background items and

the Guttman scale scores: one involving the same background

items and the dependent factor scores: andfinally one in-

volving background factor scores and dependent factor scores.
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The present report has presented only a limited portion of

the data from these analyses. That is, in Chapter VII we

reported data from only the first canonical variates in each

analysis and did not present information regarding the full

sets of variates. With reference to each canonical variate

the maximized correlations between transformed background

and dependent variables tend to agree with the main findings

of the multiple regression procedure, which we shall discuss

later—-indeed, the sum of the squared canonical correlation

coefficients should equal the sum of the squared multiple

regression coefficients.

As indicated in Chapter VII, interpreting the meaning

of the weightings in the vectors often proved difficult.

Perhaps this difficulty is an instance of negative transfer--

processing information involving two vectors of weightings

seems more difficult than interpreting the multiple regres-

sion findings where only one set of data is differentially

weighted in relation to a single dependent criterion. But

the problem does not seem to be just a function of relative

information overload. The within-groups and across-groups

clusterings of dimensions just discussed involved sets of

background and dependent dimensions, yet interpreting the

structuring of the composite clusters and the associations

among them did not seem particularly difficult. The infor-

mation gained at this more macro level of data reduction

seemed consonant with other empirical findings-~as noted in
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this chapter, it was closer to the basic correlational

structure of the data: thus it provided additional insights,

particularly with reference to the dependent dimensions.

Thus the difficulty in interpreting the canonical

vectors is not simply a matter of the difficulty of proces-

sing a greater amount of information. Perhaps the crux of

the relative lack of correspondence between the mathematical

model and the empirical correlational structure resides in

thenaximization procedure of the canonical analysis which

sometimes suppresses certain variables while maximizing

others in such a way that the weightings do not seem empiri-

cally reasonable. For example, we encountered the situation

where two variables were highly related (e.g., the profession-

al development and prestige dimensions for senior scholars)

(and both were substantially associated with certain back-

ground characteristics (e.g., relative youth and post-award

mobility). In the canonical correlation, however, one

variate occurred in which the background dimension received

a relatively high positive weighting as did one of the

correlated dependent dimensions, but the other dependent

dimension was negatively weighted. The lack of correspon-

dence between the vector weightings and the overall corre-

lational structure of the data was also illustrated by

the fact that the directions of relatively high weighted

dimensions within a vector did not agree with information

regarding combinations of clusters in composite dimensions.
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Thus in our data it appears that the mathematical model

producing the maximum correlation between sets of trans-

formed variables does not agree with the empirical cor-

relational referents.

In concluding our discussion of the canonical pro—

cedure, let us present some additional suggestions regarding

the apparent inappropriateness of the technique vis-a-vis

our data as well as some tentative conclusions regarding

types of analyses where the procedure might prove more

meaningful. With data of the type involved in our investi-

gation, where our background data consisted mainly of demo-

graphic characteristics and were not predictive tests of

the dependent data, the canonical procedure does not appear

fruitful in assisting us in exploring relations. But perhaps

it is not only the nature of the background data which lessens

the technique's effectiveness in this investigation. In

our dependent dimensions we sought to assess different types

of consequences of overseas experience. We wished to gain

insight into the organization of the behaviors comprising

these dimensions; furthermore, we wished to ascertain the

relations among them for different groups as well as their

association with available background data. It does not

seem very meaningful, however, to consider these dimensions

as part of a coherent whole. That is, the combination of

dimensions describes a patterning of experiences, but we

do not consider them to comprise an additive combination

which might denote "success" as a grantee. Thus our data
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do not seem amenable to the same sort of interpretive frame—

work which might be appropriate if we had a combination of

criterion measures concerning a complex aptitude such as

"success" as a pilot (cf. Wrigley, 1952). Therefore, vis—a-

vis background and dependent data like ours, a model which

involves relating linear combinations of sets of variables

appears inappropriate.

Thus, perhaps the canonical procedure is better

suited to more traditional psychometric analyses involving

reliability studies where one wishes to weight different

batteries of tests so that they will be maximally related

(cf. Thomson, 1947), or in validity studies where the

independent variables are tests designed to predict a

criterion behavior which can meaningfully be represented by

a vector composed of an additive combination of separate

elements (cf. Burt, 1948). Of course, further investigations

are necessary to ascertain whether in such situations the

problems noted before concerning the suppressive weighting

of the maximization procedure will interfere with interpre—

tations.

Analyses,Involvingpgagkground_ltems and Individual

.Qimensions. In comparison with the analyses just described

involving the total set of background datafflong with the

total set of dependent dimensions, the two analyses of

relations between background items and individual dimensions

produced a better specification of relationships. In one
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of these analyses we computed the multiple regression of a

set of background items on each of the individual dependent

Guttman and factor dimensions and obtained an identification

of significant background predictors of the dependent scores.

In the other analysis, a "sleeper" routine in the Tryon

cluster system enabled us to input the background items

along with the dependent items in the initial correlation

matrix but to delete these background items temporarily

until the clustering of the dependent items had been com—

pleted, so that the suppressed background variables in no

way influenced the clusterings for the outcome dimensions.

Once the dependent dimensions had been isolated, the sup-

pressed background variables were reintroduced and their

factor coefficients on the dependent dimensions were com-

puted. By examining the relative loadings of the background

items on each of the outcome dimensions, we gained infor-

mation regarding the rank-ordering of relationships. In

general, there was a close agreement in the findings from

this analysis and the multiple regression analysis—-the

high loading items tended to be the same as those identified

as significant predictors in the multiple regression pro-

cedure. Since we were not particularly interested in

developing equations for future predictions of grantees'

behavior on the basis of the background information available

in this instance, but rather wished to determine the relative

importance of these items in relation to the dependent di—

mensions, our purposes were adequately served by the
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information provided in the cluster loading data.1

In concluding our discussion of the analyses relating

background and dependent variables, we should like to draw

attention to one difficulty involved in using attribute data

of the type represented by much of our background infor-

mation. In order to use these items in the multivariate

analyses we selected, it was necessary to form dummy bi-

variate variables to represent the presence or absence of

some attribute or group of attributes. While some of the

coding of items involved rather straightforward dichotomies—-

e.g., in the case of the sex attribute--in other instances,

it proved more difficult to decide what attribute among an

array we should select as the definer of a dummy variable.

In an effort to maximize information we coded some of the

dummy variables in such a manner that several attributes

were the definers--e.g., we combined the geographic areas

of Europe and Oceania because our interview data had sug-

gested that grantees' experience in the British Isles and

Oceania were relatively similar. As it turned out, in

some instances this combination of attributes masked differences

 

1The multiple regression analysis was the only in-

stance in the present investigation in which we employed

tests of statistical significance in identifying relation-

ships to be discussed. Actually, in Chapters III through VI,

we did not confine our attention solely to the significant

predictors. Our decision not to employ tests of significance

in ascertaining the probability of rejecting the null hypo-

thesis of no difference between samples was based on our

general agreement with Selvin's conclusions regarding the

inappropriateness of much application of such tests in survey

data analysis (1957). Findings can be statistically signifi-

cant but empirically meaningless. Indeed, in terms of the

size of the samples surveyed in the present study, a difference

of only 3% might be statistically significant—-but the level

of significance is hardly an indicator of substantive importance.
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between sojourners in the two areas--differences which were

uncovered in straightforward cross-tabulations involving

individual attributes. Therefore, we concluded that a

preferable practice in coding dummy variables involves using

only one attribute as the definer. Of course, the infor—

mation elicited in the analyses using the dummy variables

will be limited. If it turns out that the dummy variable

is positively associated with some dimension, then interpre-

tation of the finding is relatively easy. However, if it is

negatively weighted, then in the case where the definer is

one of an array of possible attributes rather than a category

in a dichotomy, we do not know which categories of the array

might be associated. For purposes of clarification, there—

fore, it appears that there is no substitute for the cross-

tabular analyses. However, the virtue of the multiple re-

gression or the cluster loading analyses with dummy variables

is that they provide an initial identification of important

associations, thus reducing the amount of cross-tabulation

needed for more detailed illustration of relationships.

In concluding our discussion concerning the relative

merits of different approaches used in analyzing our survey

data, let us return again to the theme in the introductory

chapter concerning the impact of computer technology on

social science research. As we noted there, the comparisons

undertaken here would have been impracticable even five years

ago. We have suggested that subjecting the same data to a

number of alternative modes of analysis is a worthwhile
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means of gaining further insight into the structuring of

relationships; furthermore, to the extent that other

researchers follow a similar strategy, such comparative

analyses will contribute to a body of empirically—based

findings regarding the relative merits of different types

of approaches with different types of data.

Actually, this recommendation need not apply only

to new research data. Most investigators have files of

only partially analyzed data and decks of IBM cards from

previous studies. The advantage of using these data for

comparative analyses involving different approaches from

the methods originally selected is that the investigator

already has developed familiarity with the data. Of course,

some shifting of sets will be necessary, and not all the

transfer of orientations from the previous analyses will

be positive for interpreting findings from the new analyses.

However, attempting to reconcile divergences between previous

and current findings may produce further insights concerning

the data and the methods of analysis. We are, of course,

suggesting a means of facilitating the serendipity pattern

elucidated by Merton (1949).

Lest we appear too sanguine, however, in describing

the benefits of comparative analyses facilitated by the

availability of computers and libraries of programs, let

us mention some possibly unanticipated problems. In

preparing data for computer processing a non-trivial amount

of time is spent in sheer clerical tasks involving preparation
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of format cards and instructions specifying tape units to

be employed, etc. To the extent that input requirements of

different programs involve inflexibilities--e.g., where

identification data are required in different specific

column locations in different programs-—these incompatibilities

will result in further off-line clerical processing involving

reproduction of cards, etc. Thus at timesthe "high—speed"

aspect of computer processing may seem illusory. In

addition, the amount of time expended in such clerical

tasks does not contribute toward understanding the data in

the same sense that time spent in running cards through a

counter-sorter may suggest hypotheses concerning relation—

ships. That is, in the more traditional IBM sorting

operations, one has the concrete experience of handling the

data and thus gaining more tangible evidence of the relative

size of cells—-in addition to the abstract numerical infor-

mation appearing in the printouts. With the modern electronic

computer we bypass this intermediate step--and the jump

from the clerical operations for data preparation to the

amassing of several reams of printed output may be over-

whelming. Apparently Herman feels the same discomfort in

relationto his previous experience in personal computation

of matrix data. He notes, "If one merely turns over

essentially raw data and gets a final product in return,

he will never gain the intimate knowledge of the data which

he might obtain after spending considerable time on a
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desk calculator" (1960, p. 191). Perhaps we are merely

calling attention to a situation of relative negative

transfer for researchers trained with other procedures.

Through further experience it is hoped that we shall develop

appropriate heuristics for reducing the feeling of information

overload and for effectively proceeding to human information

processing of the computer's output.

In concluding our discussion of the contributions

of computer technology, let us speculate considerably beyond

the bounds of our present investigation. In the physical

sciences the impact of instrumentation on empirical and

theoretical developments as well as the limitations imposed

by "dependence on the instrument"--e.g., in the indeterminacy

resulting from the impossibility of simultaneous measure-

ment of the velocity and position of small particles——have

been more dramatic than in the social sciences, where

verstehen orientations have even opposed the introduction

of instrumentation. It would appear, however, that parti-

cularly in social psychology, the available instruments have

had subtle yet profound influences on the types of investi-

gations undertaken and the analyses and interpretations of

the data gathered. That is, the type of multivariate pro-

cedures advocated by Lazarsfeld (1955) and his associates

(cf. Hyman, 1955) seem to be conditioned by a particular

type of tool for analysis: the counter-sorter or the more

advanced IBM 101. The Columbia type of approach for

examining relations between variables by systematically
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holding all other variables constant in attempting to distin-

guish pure vs. spurious relationships involves operations

which are readily translatable into counter-sorter procedures.

In the present investigation, on the other hand,

we have shown some predilcetion toward formulating hypo-

theses regarding spiraling relations among variables. It

does not seem improbable that this type of speculation has

been influenced by experience in computer programming--

particularly in developing recursive routines and loops

involving conditional branches. Of course, the validity

of these hypotheses regarding spiraling relations has yet

to be demonstrated—-as has the theoretical value of such

types of formulations. Actually, another facet of computer

technology may prove helpful in such explorations. Not

only is the computer a high-speed automaton of the

desk calculator-—and to some extent of the statistical clerk

as well--its more general symbol—manipulating capacities

provide a tool for the logical analysis of theoretical

propositions (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1964). Thus, as a

follow-up to the empirical assessment of relations and the

inferences regarding further types of associations among

variables, it might prove worthwhile to simulate the sug-

gested processes on a digital computer to see whether the

expected conclusions actually are evolved and to explore

other logical consequences of the hypothesized theoretical

processes. This exercise might prove to be a meaningful
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intermediate step before going on to further attempts at

empirical verification of hypotheses. At the very least,

the translation of verbal formulations into routines for

computer processing will result in a precise statement of

expected interactions among variables.

In concluding our speculative forecasts regarding

the potential contributions of the modern digital computer

as a tool for methodological comparisons of approaches to

data analysis as well as a tool for theory development, let

us refer to Robert Merton's comments on the impact of

the introduction of new methods for empirical research:

. . . sound theory thrives only on a rich diet of

pertinent facts and newly invented procedures help

provide the ingredients of this diet. The new,

and often previously unavailable, data stimulate

fresh hypotheses. Moreover, theorists find that

their hypotheses can be put to immediate test

in those spheres where appropriate research

techniques have been designed. It is no longer

necessary for them to wait upon data as they

happen to turn up--researches directed to the

verification of hypotheses can be instituted at

once. The flow of relevant data thus increases the

tempo of advance in certain spheres of theory

(1949, p. 106).
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APPENDIX I

DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH

The general objective of the present research was

to explore the impact of their experiences during their

award years on Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees' pro-

fessional roles and on their roles as communicators with

fellow Americans and host nationals. These goals were

formulated with representatives of the International

Educational Exchange Service who sponsored the research.

The research was conducted in two phases. First

a pilot interview and questionnaire study was conducted,

focussing on a band of nine midwestern states running from

the northern border to the fringes of the Deep South:

later a full-scale survey of former grantees in all 50

states was undertaken. Let us first discuss the pilot

study of former award holders in Arkansas, Iowa, Kansas,

Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and

South Dakota. The reasons for this particular selection

of states were threefold: It was necessary to limit the

costs of the survey, and the states were easily accessible

from Kansas, the researchers' base of operation at that

time. Secondly, this area of the United States includes

states like Nebraska, identified as particularly isolationist:

400
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consequently the experiences of former grantees in stimu-

lating international awareness in their home communities

was of particular interest. Another factor in selection

relates more to the nature of the sponsoring agency: that

is, South Dakota and Arkansas happen to be the home states

of Senators Mundt and Fulbright.

Notification of_fhe Study. In the fall of 1956

letters were sent to all Americans who had received awards

sponsored by the International Educational Exchange Service

between 1947 and 1955 and who listed their home states as

being one of the nine included. This list had been obtained

from records provided by the Department of State. In

addition letters were sent to 40 former award holders who

had moved into the area subsequent to their awards. These

names were obtained from correspondence with Fulbright

Advisers on the campuses of colleges and universities in

the nine states. The letter to the 1,050 grantees outlined

the objectives and planned methodology of the research and

requested the former award holders to return an enclosed

postcard indicating their current addresses. A total of

801 responded--an unusually large proportion. However, we

should note that the population surveyed in the present

research differed markedly from the populations included

in most surveys. The former grantees were more homogeneous

with respect to socio-economic status and level of education

than is typical. Indeed, they represent a very high level of



402

education--all are at least college graduates—-thus non-

response in this instance is not likely to reflect illiteracy

as is often the case in other mail surveys (cf. Baur, 1947).

Furthermore, "ignorance" concerning the topic of research

may also be ruled out since all members of the population

had been awarded a grant for educational activities abroad.

Of the 801 who responded, 90 were not included in the study

for the following reasons: 62 were residing outside of the

country (these were mainly individuals now in the Armed

Forces): 24 indicated that circumstances had prevented

their actually going abroad and hence they had not accepted

the awards offered them: four indicated they did not wish to

participate in the study. The reasons for refusal among

those in the last group varied. One professor was leaving

for Europe in two months and asked to be omitted from the

study because, “I am far too busy at present to fill out

your questionnaire conscientiously and in a way that would

be useful for your purpose.“ One teacher who had retired

five years ago felt her experiences would not be relevant

to the purpose of the study. A former student grantee

penned this message on his postcard:

Drop dead. I wouldn't help you in a thousand

years. "Department of Human Relations“ reminds

me of George Orwell.

(The researchers had used stationery from the Department

of Human Relations at the University of Kansas, with which

they were affiliated. It had been their expectation that

the vaguer title of this branch of social science might
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create less initial rejection than would the title, Department

of Sociology.) The fourth refusal came from an emeritus

professor of history who wrote:

I know you will not pardon me for stating that after

more than forty-five years of experience in teaching

and historical research I have no interest in a

"research program" based on questionnaires and

personal interviews. The profits gained from study

abroad are too obvious to require a squadron of

“experts" to increase the benefits of "cross-

cultural education"--whatever that may mean. The key

to success of the Fulbright and Smith-Mundt experi-

ments lies in the selection of the recipients of

the grants. You don't need an armful of question-

naires and tables of statistics to demonstrate

that.

So far we have accounted for 801 of the 1050 letters

mailed (of which 711 were considered relevant for the

present survey). Notice was received that 9 former grantees

were deceased. Despite efforts through correspondence with

college alumni offices, Fulbright Advisers, department

chairmen, deans, and the Institute of International Education

it was impossible to locate 56 of the letters returned

marked "No Forwarding Address.“ That left 184 grantees

who ostensibly had received the letter but did not return

the enclosed postcard. The latter group were included along

with the 711 mentioned above in the group from which the

interview sample was drawn: and all 895 were included in

the subsequent mail survey.

The Interview Study: Interviews were held with 182

of the former grantees—-slightly more than 20% of the

effective population of 895. Selection of the sample was

guided by an effort to represent all of the states included
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in the survey and to represent each of the four types of

awards under the Fulbright and Smith—Mundt programs:

Lecturers, Research Scholar, Teacher, and Student.

A completely random sample could not be interviewed

because the cost of travel to scattered addresses in the

extreme western area of some of the states would have been

prohibitive. Consequently, interviews were held in the

major locations where former grantees clustered (usually

college and university cities) and in as many smaller

localities at intermediate points and surrounding the major

centers as possible. In all, interviews were conducted in

31 communities. In addition, in order to obtain more

objective information concerning professional consequences

of the awards and another vieWpoint regarding the impact

of the grantees on their communities, interviews also were

held with 103 administrative superiors of a number of

grantees--college presidents, deans, department chairmen,

school principals and superintendents, etc.

Before the interviewers visited the home towns of

the individuals participating in this phase of the study,

letters were sent requesting appointments for the interviews.

Grantees and administrators in each city were telephoned

upon the interviewers' arrival so that a schedule could

be arranged. No individual contacted refused to be inter-

viewed. At the beginning of the meeting with the interviewee

the purpose of the study was explained in detail. Then
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the grantee was asked how he had heard of the Fulbright or

Smith-Mundt program and what factors had influenced his

decision to apply for an award. After his goals in seeking

a grant had been explored, he was asked to talk about his

overseas experiences. Almost without exception those inter-

viewed proved eager to discuss their award experiences at

length. Next, attention was focused on the reception the

grantee received on his return home and the opportunities

he had found to share his experiences and knowledge gained

overseas with his fellow Americans. Finally, a series of

questions was asked concerning the returnee's assessment of

the professional consequences of his having been a recipient

of a Fulbright or Smith-Mundt grant.

Most grantees volunteered comments indicating that

they were happy to participate in the study and would like

to help spread knowledge about the program if ever called

on. They enjoyed talking about their experiences abroad,

but in addition they felt it was important to take any

action possible to let others know how significant the

awards had been both personally and professionally. No

differences in general attitudes or experiences were observed

among the interviewees who had not responded to the initial

letter as contrasted to those who had returned their post—

cards.

Theyguestionnaire Study. On the basis of discussion

with former grantees and representatives of the International
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Educational Exchange Service a questionnaire was constructed

after about 100 interviews had been completed. During the

remaining interviews the questionnaire was pretested,

revised, tested again, and further revised. During these

' interviews discussion was focused as directly on the question-

naire as possible. Suggestions were sought for clarifying

items: grantees were asked for their interpretations of

statements in the questionnaire and for the meaning of

their responses. The grantees were also urged to mention

other areas of importance not covered in the original form

of the questionnaire. The instrument finally used in the

mail survey was a revision based on criticisms and suggestions

from the former award holders, the sponsors of the research,

and colleagues professionally interested in questionnaire

construction. As one control on response sets, evaluational

items were worded so that agreement with some statements

indicated favorable reactions whereas agreement with others

indicated unfavorable responses. Insofar as possible we

designed the questionnaire to conform to three criteria:

It should reflect the professional and personal consequences

the grantees considered most important: it should be of

potential value to program evaluation and development

within the educational exchange program: and it should be

related to theory in social science, a point we considered

essential for the interpretation of the findings.

In the final form of the questionnaire blank pages

were provided for the grantees? convenience in writing



407

additional comments clarifying their responses or elaborating

on certain items. About two-thirds of the respondents

added comments to their questionnaires. Also enclosed with

each questionnaire was a data sheet requesting biblio-

graphical information concerning specific professional

accomplishments (bodks, articles, musical compositions,

paintings, etc.) emanating from the grantees' overseas

experiences.

In May, 1957, questionnaires were mailed to 895

former grantees in or from the nine-state area. Sixty-one

per cent replied. A follow-up letter and questionnaire were

sent in July, 1957, and an additional 18% answered. Finally,

a third letter was mailed to non-respondents, and 11% more

returned their questionnaires, bringing the total response

to 90%. In the final follow~up mailing an incidental study

was conducted of the effectiveness of sending requests via

special delivery mail (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1959a). We

concluded that special delivery mailing is worth the

additional expense when relatively complete coverage of a

population is desired. Significantly more responses

(p < .001, Chi Square test) came from grantees who had

received requests special delivery as contrasted to those

from grantees whose requests had been sent via regular

first-class mail.

Chi square analyses of responses to the questionnaires

revealed few significant differences among grantees who

replied to the original questionnaire as contrasted to those
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responding to either of the follow-ups. In general artists

were under-represented in the first wave of respondents.

While our finding of few differences among first vs. follow-

up respondents is contrary to data reported in many surveys

(cf. Goode and Hatt, 1962, ch. 12: Parten, 1950, ch. 11),

we should note again that our population was relatively

unique in terms of homogeneity. There was not a wide range

of differences in education and interest in the topic among

those included--variables which generally account for

differences in responses among first as contrasted to

follow—up respondents. Indeed, the extremely high per—

centage of response-~90%F-attests to the former grantees'

degree of involvement in the topic of research.

The question still remains as to possible dif-

ferences between the respondents and the 10% of the grantees

who did not return questionnaires. We have tentative data

on this topic. We interviewed 20 non-respondents and asked

them to complete the questionnaire during the course of the

interviews. Their replies did not differ significantly

from those of the "voluntary" respondents. Of course,

the presence of the interviewer during the completion of

the questionnaire could have had a biasing effect. Most

of this group indicated they felt somewhat sheepish over

not having replied: however, they mentioned other pressing

obligations which had precluded their taking time to complete

the questionnaires. In view of the tentative data provided

by the follow-up interviews and in view of the 90% response
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to the questionnaire, the researchers felt reasonably

confident that the data obtained were representative of the

feelings of the population surveyed.

Data from this midwestern study were incorporated

in a report to the International Educational Exchange

Service and were published elsewhere (Gullahorn & Gullahorn,

1958b, 1959b, 1960a). The question remained, however, of

the extent to which the findings from grantees in this sample

of states applied to other Americans who had been abroad

under the educational exchange program from home states

outside the Midwest. To answer this question another study

was undertaken to survey all American grantees under the

International Educational Exchange Program between 1947 and

1957.

Some consequences of relying on mail questionnaires

for gathering data from the national population should be

mentioned. First, this made it possible to request every

former grantee whose current address could be obtained to

assist in the project. The cost of an interview study would

have been prohibitive for coverage of all 50 states and the

territories. Second, the use of a questionnaire facilitated

the translation of opinions into quantitative information--

the simplest way to summarize the reactions of over 5,000

respondents to a large number of items. Having the answers

in numerical form also enabled the researchers to construct

indices regarding such variables as interaction and satis-

faction, and these in turn lend further insight into the data.
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The Program Evaluation Staff of the International

Educational Exchange Service furnished a complete listing

of Americans who had received awards under Department of

State auspices during the 1947-1957 period. After the

grantees covered in the earlier study had been eliminated

as well as those for whom no addresses were available in

the listings, a mailing list of 9,717 was compiled. The

total number of awards represented is greater than this,

however, since all duplications of listings were combined-—

that is, some grantees received renewals or had two awards.

In NOvember, 1958, a letter was sent to each person on the

list, explaining the purpose of the study and requesting

the grantee to complete and return an enclosed questionnaire

(see Appendix II). About 2,500 of the letters were re-

turned as not deliverable. Even after efforts had been

made to obtain current addresses for this group (we again

corresponded with Fulbright advisers and checked membership

listings of professional societies), 2,090 could not be

located. In addition, notification was received that 196

of the former grantees were out of the country for the

duration of the study, and 61 were deceased. This left

the effective population for the study at 7,370.

-By the end of March, 1959, approximately 50%

(3,689) had returned completed questionnaires. In April,

1959, a follow-up mailing was sent to all who had not

responded. Notice was received that an additional 207

grantees were in the categories of those currently residing
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outside the country, deceased, or with no forwarding

addresses. This follow—up brought an additional 835

responses, bringing the total questionnaire return to 63%.

An additional 108 grantees returned bibliographic data

sheets only, listing various accomplishments which had

emanated from their award experiences. As in the earlier

study, comparisons of responses by early respondents as

opposed to those answering the follow—up mailing produced

essentially negative findings concerning differences.

The questionnaire used in the expanded study was

esentially the same as that used in the midwestern survey.

Only items concerning background information were added

along with a question concerning language competence. Thus

it was possible for the final data analysis to include data

from the earlier study, giving a total of 5,327 questionnaires.

Including the bibliographic section regarding publications,

works of art, etc. the response from former grantees totalled

5,435. Thus of the total number of award holders for whom

mail addresses were available (8,058), questionnaires or

bibliographic data were returned by over 67%. As in the

earlier study, grantees were urged to add comments explaining

their responses. Almost half--approximately 2,200 grantees——

did so. These comments, along with interview data, furnish

illustrative material throughout this report.

At this point it seems appropriate again to question

the representativeness of the respondents. This was not a
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sample survey: the entire population of grantees for whom

addresses were available was included. Actually, in

preliminary discussion with representatives of the Program

Evaluation Staff the researchers had proposed a sample

survey methodology, suggesting that a stratified sampling

from lists of grantees in the four categories (Lecturer,

Research Scholar, Teacher, and Student) would provide-more

reliable data. As Hyman notes very cogently, however,

(1955, ch. 1) the goals and biases of one's sponsoring

agency can impose serious constraints on the researcher.

The bureaucrats involved in this instance were emotionally

opposed to sample surveys and no amount of logical persuasion

and reference to professional sources could change this

attitude. Actually, in part the State Department's request

for full coverage of the population was justified inasmuch

as they wanted as full a compilation of bibliographic data

from grantees as possible, since these professional achieve-

ments provided tangible evidence of some of the benefits of

the awards. Frequently the sponsoring agency is in a

defensive position in trying to justify to Congress

American expenditures for the exchange programs. Of course,

as the researchers argued, the bibliographic data question-

naires could be sent to all former grantees whereas the

more general questionnaire could be sent only to those

included in the stratified samples. It proved impossible,

however, to convince the sponsors that sampling error rather

than sample size is the criterion for sample adequacy.
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Eli Marks' comments on the fetish of sample size seem

appropriate here:

Survey research shares with our general culture a

belief in the sympathetic magic of "bigness," the

feeling that one who is large must also be wise

and good and, if we make things large enough, we

will achieve the mysterious rewards implicit in

great size. . . .

The emphasis on sample size in survey research is

traceable in large part to a suspicion on the part

of clients about sampling in general. I am some-

what amused, for example, by the clients who have

no trouble at all accepting the idea that you

can find out what people will buy by asking them

what they like but who can't see how studying

200 households can tell you anything about the

60 million households in the United States

(1962, PP. 92-93).

Assessing the representativeness of our respondents

or the degree of error in our data is not a trivial problem.

The situation is not hopeless, however. First, it is

possible to check the 63%»response from the national sample

with the 90% from the earlier study, the findings of which

seemed reasonably representative of that population.

Responses on questionnaire items by the 4,524 grantees

generally differed only slightly from those of the 803

respondents in the midwestern study. Of course, had the

differences been marked, interpreting the meaning of the

differences would have been more equivocal. That is, the

differences could have meant that the midwestern sample was

not representative of the entire nation, or it could have

meant that there was more bias in the second study resulting

from the respondents' being less representative of the
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population of grantees, or an interaction of both sources

of error could have occurred. The close correspondence in

the data from the two surveys gives us some confidence in

the present findings--and also legitimizes our combining

the data from both surveys in subsequent analyses. Obviously,

however, we lack definitive error estimates.

It would have been helpful to have the check on

representativeness used in the earlier study. That is,

follow—up interviews with a random sample of non-respondents

would have provided comparative data. Unfortunately, funds

were not available for this purpose.

As another check on the representativeness of the

respondents, we can compare some frequency functions to

ascertain whether respondents differ from non-respondents

on such objective items as the period of their awards (is

the present sample over-represented by relatively recent

award holders?) and the category of their awards (indeed,

preliminary analyses indicate that a smaller proportion of

Students responded as contrasted to the three other

categories of grantees).

Processing errors in our data appear to be minimal.

Almost all of the questionnaire items were pre—coded fixed-

alternative statements: thus transfer of data was greatly

facilitated. On the few items where coding interpretations

were not automatic, explicit directions were furnished the

coders and any doubtful cases were referred to the researchers
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for decision. Periodic checks were made on the coders'

accuracy. A sample of the keypunched cards was verified,

and inasmuch as the keypunching errors appeared minimal

(less than .001%) we decided to forgo the expense of having

all the cards verified.

In concluding our discussion of the general research

procedures we should mention an incidental study which

was incorporated in our questionnaire survey. Frequently

in research reports such as those included in the "Living

Research" section of The Public Opinion Quarterly one

encounters information concerning factors contributing to

increased response in mail questionnaires. we decided to

test the efficacy of three such variables: the color of the

questionnaire (half were printed on white and half on

light green paper; the type of mailing (half were sent

via regular first-class mail and half by third-class mail):

and the type of return envelope (half were business-reply

envelopes and half had postage stamps on them). For this

2 x 2 x 2 factorial design the population of grantees was

randomly divided into eight groups. The data on returns

indicate that for this population the color of the question-

naire had no significant effect on response ratios: however,

first-class mailing produced significantly more returns,

as did stamped return envelopes asopposed to business-reply

envelopes. None of the interactions among the variables was

significant (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963a).
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Data from this survey were incorporated in a

report to the U.S. Department of State and have been included

in other articles (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1960b, 1962,

1963a).



APPENDIX II

QUESTIONNAIRE



APPENDIX II

MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

EAST LANSING

Department of Sociology and Anthropology

STUDY OF THE INTERNATIONAL EDUCATIONAL EXCHANGE PROGRAM

The questionnaire referred to in the letter appears on the following pages. To save you time most questions

have been arranged so that all you have to do is make a check mark in answering. Please answer every question,

selecting the response that comes closest to representing your feelings, even if it does not do so exactly. If you

have additional comments or wish to explain or qualify any answers, we hope you will write your remarks on

the blank pages provided.

Since the questionnaire is intended for all categories of grantees (Lecturers, Research Scholars, Teachers, and

Students) there may be some items which will not apply to you. Answers of ”not relevant” and ”none” are pro-

vided for this situation.

The answers of every former award holder are important. 50 that the results of this study will be complete

and realistic the cooperation of all former grantees is needed.

 

 

What was the source of your award? 1._ Fulbright 2._______Smith-Mundt 3._______Other

(Please specify- )

What type of award did you hold? I._.______Lecturer; 2.______Research Scholar; 3.________Teacher;

4._________Student; 5.______Other (Please specify:



l-20.

I-2I.

I-22.

l-23.

I-24.

l-25.

l-26.

l-27.

l-28.

l-29.

Following are some questions about your overseas experiences. We are particularly interested in learning

how much contact you had with people abroad.

While you were abroad, with how many foreign citizens did you establish friendships you expect to be

lasting? (Please check the figure you believe to be correct.)

I. None

2. One to Five

3. Six to Ten

4. Over Ten (How many? )

 

  

 

Were you entertained in the homes of any foreign citizens while you were abroad?

I. No 3. Yes, Six to Ten

2. Yes, One to Five 4. Over Ten (How many? )

 
 

 
 

While you were abroad, with about how many foreign professional people did you have frequent, face-

to-face contact?

1. None 4. Sixteen to Twenty-Five

___—2. One to Five 5. Over Twenty-Five (About how many?

3. Six to Fifteen )

 

  

 

Did you collaborate with foreign colleagues and/or students on research?

I. Yes ____2. No 3. l'did not engage in research.  

About how many foreign students did you teach on a regular basis during your stay abroad? (Please

check the figure representing the approximate total from all your classes overseas.)

I. I did not teach 4. Thirty-Six to Fifty

2. One to Twenty 5. Fifty-One to One Hundred

3. Twenty-One to Thirty-Five 6. Over 100 (About how many?

  

 

 

)

With about how many foreign students did you have frequent personal contact (outside of a classroom or

research situation)?

___I . None

___2. One to Ten

3. Eleven to Twenty

 

  

4. Twenty-One to Thirty

5. Over 30 (About how many?____)

 

 

Approximately how many other foreign citizens—EXCLUDING people counted in Questions l-‘l9 to ‘I-24—did

you get to know fairly well so that you occasionally chatted about local customs, American life, etc?

I. None 4. Twenty-One to Thirty

___—2. One to Ten 5. Over 30 (About how many?_____)

3. Eleven to Twenty

 

 

 

 

About how many concerts, art exhibits, PROFESSIONAL lectures (outside of regular classes) etc. did you give

while you were abroad?

I. None

2. One to Five

3. Six to Fifteen

4. Sixteen to Twenty-Five

5. Twenty-Six to Thirty-Five

6. Over 35 (About how many?________)

 

 

 

 

 

 

What would you estimate to be the approximate TOTAL attendance AT All. of these events?

I. I did not give any 4. I51 to 300

___2. One to Fifty __5. 301 to 500

3. 51 to 150 6. Over 500 (About how many?

 

 

 
 )

Approximately how many talks of a less professional nature—e.g., on general topics about American

culture—did you give while you were abroad? (Do not include those counted in Question l-26.)

I. None 4. Sixteen to Twenty-Five

_____2. One to Five ___5. Twenty-Six to Thirty-Five

3. Six to Fifteen 6. Over 35 (About how many?______.)

 

 

 

 

 

What would you estimate to be the approximate total attendance at all of the events counted in Question

l-28?

4. 151 to 300

5. 301 to 500

6. Over 500 (About how many?

I. I did not give any

2. One to Fifty

3. 51 to 150

 

 

  

)

   



Following are a number of questions concerning the influence of your foreign educational activities on

your current professional role.

 

  

      

DOES NOT

PLEASE CHECK ONE RESPONSE FOR EVERY QUESTION YES APPLY NO

TO ME

l-30. I believe receiving the award has been beneficial to my professional I._Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

career. Relevant

l-3I. The award was a factor helping me secure a new position, graduate I Yes 2.__Not 3._No

fellowship, assistantship, etc. Relevant

l-32. It was (or will be) a contributing factor toward my receiving a promo— I..__Yes 2 Not 3.__No

tion and/or salary increase. Relevant

I-33. It influenced my decision to move to a new location. (If yes, please I Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

explain on pages provided.) Relevant

l-34. It has afforded me new skills which I now use. I.__Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

Relevant

I-35. The experience has resulted in a change in the focus, direction, or field I Yes 2.__Not 3._No

of my professional work. (If yes, please explain on pages provided.) Relevant

l-36. It has enabled me to add new material in my courses or work, or to I..__Yes 2.__N0t 3.__No

present different interpretations than would have been possible with- Relevant

out the experience.

I-37. It has enabled me to introduce one or more new courses. I..__Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

Relevant

I-38. The experience has made possible new professional relationships I.__Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

abroad forme. Relevant

l-39. It has made possible new professional relationships in the United I..__Yes 2.__Not 3._No

States for me. Relevant

l-40. I think the experience has given me a new perspective on my field I..__Yes 2.__Not 3._No

and a deeper insight into certain aspects of it. Relevant

l-4I . It has furnished material for a thesis. I._Yes 2.__Not 3._No

Relevant

I-42. It has furnished data or ideas which I have used in planning research, I._Yes 2._Not 3.__No

compositions, works of art, etc. since my return. Relevant

I-43. As a result of the award I have received more recognition from some I Yes 2.__Not 3.__No

of my administrative superiors. Relevant

l-44. l have received more recognition from professional colleagues as a re- I._Yes 2._Not 3.__No

sult of receiving the grant. ' Relevant

l-45. The prestige of the grant has had little effect on my professional status. I Yes 2.._Not 3.__No

Relevant 
If there are other professional contributions you feel followed from your award, we will appreciate your

mentioning them on the blank pages provided.



Some grantees have reported certain adverse effects as consequences of their awards or experiences abroad. Has

your award led to any of the following experiences? (Please use the pages provided to explain any results you

consider serious.)

 

  

  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

 

 

DOES nor

PLEASE CHECK ONE RESPONSE FOR EVERY QUESTION TRUE APPLY FALSE

TO ME

I-46. My having received the award has led to difficulties in my relation- I. 2.____Not 3

ships with some colleagues who have not had such opportunities. True Relevant False

l-47. Not being able to complete abroad the work I had planned iniured I- 2- Jiot 3

me professionally. True Relevant False

I-48. Going abroad interfered with my research at home. I. 2.__Not 3

True Relevant False

I-49. Going abroad weakened my professional contacts in the United States. I 2.____Not 3

' True Relevant False

l-50. Accepting the award resulted in a delay in my professional advance- I. 2.__Not 3

ment. True Relevant False

l-5I. Accepting the award has hindered my professional career. (If yes, I. 2. Not 3

please explain on pages provided.) True Relevant False

l-52. Experience abroad is not regarded highly in my particular field. I. 2. Not 3.

True Relevant False

I-53. Experience abroad is not regarded highly where I work. I. 2.__Not 3

True Relevant False

I-54. My administrative superiors are not in favor of overseas experience. I. 2.__Not 3

True Relevant False

The following questions pertain to the influence your experiences abroad have had on your activities which

are less directly related to your professional role.

II- 6. Since your return, have you talked informally about your experiences with your friends, shown them

pictures, slides, etc.?

___—__I. Yes, frequently. 3. Yes, but rarely

___—2. Yes, occasionally ___..4. No

II- 7. Since your return, about how many talks have you given concerning your overseas experiences and/or

observations on life abroad?

___—I. None 4. Sixteen to Twenty-Five

___.2. One to Five ___5. Twenty-Six to Fifty

3. Six to Fifteen ___—.6. Over 50 (About how many?.___.__.)

II- 8. What would you estimate to be the TOTAL attendance at ALL of these talks?

I. I have not given any ___—4. IOI to 300

___—2. One to Fifty ___.5. 30I to 500

___—3. Fifty-One to One Hundred ___—6. Over 500 (About how many? )

ll- 9. What types of groups have you addressed? (Please check all that apply.)

I. Professional societies 5. Clubs and non-professional organiza-

___2. Civic'groups tions at school or college (e.g., PTA,

___—3. Service clubs Faculty Club, etc.)

___—.4. Church groups 6. Other (Please specify: )

lI-I 0. Since your return, have you made any radio or TV appearances related to your overseas experiences?

ll-II.

I .______Yes 2..____No

I-Iave reports about your experiences abroad and/or your observations on international events appeared

in local (or school) newspapers?

I . Yes 2.

 

 

No



Since your return have you done any of the following?

 

 

PLEASE CHECK ONE RESPONSE FOR EVERY QUESTION YES NO

Il-I2. Referred Americans going abroad to foreign colleagues or friends. I. Yes 2. No

ll-I3. Advised students or others wishing to go abroad. I. Yes 2.___No

Il-I4. Helped Americans apply for grants to go abroad. I. Yes 2.___No

Il-IS. Served on committees selecting applicants for overseas grants. I. Yes 2.___No

II-I6. Served as a Fulbright Adviser. I Yes 2.___No

II-I7. Arranged correspondence between students and/or colleagues in this country

with others abroad. I Yes 2.___No

II-I8. Consulted with students, colleagues, or friends from abroad regarding their

applications to come to the United States for educational activities. I Yes 2.___No

II-I9. Made direct arrangements (with a university, foundation, etc.) for foreign stu-

dents or others to come to the United States. I. Yes 2. No

II-20. Assisted foreign citizens in arranging visits to the United States for other

purposes. I. Yes 2. No

ll-2I . Served as a Foreign Student Adviser. I. Yes 2___No

lI-22. Entertained in your home foreign citizens you met abroad or who were referred

to you by others you met overseas. I. Yes 2.___No

II-23. Since your return, have you been active in any organizations with foreign members, or interested largely

in international affairs~e.g., an international club, a foreign language club, a UNESCO committee, etc.

I. Yes, this is a new or stronger interest for me.

___2. Yes, but I was about as active in such groups before going abroad.

3. Not yet, but I intend to be.

___4. No.

Have you maintained contact with any of the following? (Please check all that apply.)

.____ ll-24. With your host institution abroad

Il-25. With individuals abroad on a professional basis

ll-26. With individuals abroad on an informal or personal basis

II-27. With clubs or organizations abroad

___. lI-28. With other Americans you met abroad (other grantees, etc.)

II-29. Have you donated or made arrangements for others to give books, periodicals, etc. to foreign libraries or

  

   

other institutions?

___—I . Yes 2. No 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



In reflecting on their experiences, American Fulbright and Smith-Mundt grantees have made the following re-

marks. How well do you agree with the feelings they have expressed? (Please use the page provided to explain

any answers about which you feel strongly and, where relevant, to suggest what might be done to improve some

situation.)

 

{ggpggg'g- illit'r‘m235$?ng‘1‘35535535'5 ““5 AGREE mm“! mucus
OWN FEELINGS: STRONGLY SOMEWHAI’ SOMEWHAT smoueu

   

II-30. Living abroad increased my interest in interna-

tional affairs. 1 2- 3. ' 4-

ll-3I. I found the experience of ”living as a foreigner”

  to be maturing. I 2. 3- 4-

II-32. I found peOple at my host institution to be un-

cooperative. I 2- 3g 4  

II-33. My stay abroad was one of the most valuable ex-

periences of my life. I _2- 3- 4-  

II-34. I feel I was able to correct some erroneous stereo-

types held by some foreign citizens regarding cer-

tain aspects of American culture. ‘I 2- 3- 4-  

II-35. Having to adjust to a lower standard of living

 
 

made my stay abroad unpleasant. I 2- 3- 4

ll-36. I think I gained considerable perspective on the

United States as a result of my stay abroad. I 2 ‘3- 4-  

ll-37. I now have more sympathy toward my host

country. 1 2- 3- 4- 
 

II-38. A year spent at a university in the United States

would have been more valuable than my time

 

 

 
 

 
 

abroad. I 2 3 4

Il-39. Had I realized the total personal economic cost of

the year abroad I would have been reluctant to

accept the award. I 2 3- A

lI-40. My host country did not make maximum use of

my experiences and abilities. I 2 3- 4

ll-4I. My own university (or employer) has not taken

advantage of the contribution I could make as a

result of my overseas experience. I 2 3- 4  

lI-42. If I had another grant I would like to go abroad

again for educational or research activities. I 2- 3- 4-   
 



55-57.

58.

59.

60.

61 .

62-63.

64.

66.

68.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

 

  

Host Country

Sex: I.___ Male 2.____ Female

Age at time of award:

___—1. Under 20 4. 31 to 35 ___7. 46 to 50

___—2. 20 to 25 5. 36 to 40 8. 51 to 55

___3. 26 to 30 6. 41 to 45 9. Over 55

What was the period of your award?

___—I . 1947-1948 4. 1950-1 951 8. 1954-1955

___—2. 1948-1949 5. 1951-1 952 9. I 955-1 956

___3. 1949-1 950 6. 1952-1953 0. 1956-1957

7. 1953-1954

Home State or Territory at time of award:

Present Home State or Territory-

Size of city where you

lived at time of award.

Field of Work Abroad

 

___—1. Natural Science or Mathematics

___2. Social or Political Science

___—3. Language (other than English)

___—4. English or American Studies

___—.5. Other Humanities

6.

writing, etc.)

.7. Agriculture

8.

administration,

9. Other Technical

architecture, etc.)

0. Other (Please specify)

Creative Arts (art, painting, music, drama, theater, creative

Professional Social Service (education, social work, public

65. Size of city where

you now live.

PLEASE CHECK BOTH SIDES

One Million and Over

250,000 to 999,999

50,000 to 249,999

10,000 to 49,999

2,500 to 9,999

Under 2,500 o
m
u
u
p
d

 

67. Present Field of Work

PLEASE CHECK BOTH SIDES

personnel work, etc.)

or Professional (law, medicine, engineering,

 

 

Occupation at Time of Award

prOper answer)

level)

Professional or

engineer, etc.)

Social Service

Housewife

I
‘
L
P
I
O
P
.
‘

9
‘
!
"

9
.
“

P
.
"

Not employed

If you had difficulty selecting the category, please describe your position below.

Teacher or researcher in college or university (underline

Teacher in elementary or secondary school (underline preper

Student (including teaching or research assistant)

Agricultural specialist (except teachers)

health, social work, civil servant, etc.)

Businessman (including business administrator)

Educational administrator (e.g., school principal, college dean)

Actor, artist, musician, writer, etc.

Other (Please specify )

PLEASE CHECK BOTH SIDES

technical practitioner (physician, architect,

practitioner (except teachers; includes public

0
p

9
%

0
m
5
9
N
d

d O
K
X
O
P
P
“

?
‘
S
”

9
9
"

P

69. Present Occupation



Il-43.

II-44.

Il-45.

ll-46.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

70. In your opinion was your competence in the language of your host country—(Please check all that apply)

I. Adequate to permit ease in social interaction.

___2. inadequate for ease in social interaction. '

3. Adequate to facilitate achieving the professional purpose of my award.

4. Inadequate to facilitate achieving the professional purpose of my award.

 

 

(Note: If you have any recommendations with regard to the importance of language skill or the

degree of skill necessary to benefit fully from an educational exchange award, please comment on

the blank pages provided.)

71 . What led you to apply for an award as a government-sponsored grantee?

I. I initiated the application independently.

___.2. Colleagues, professors, or administrators in my school or college urged that I apply.

3. My application was requested by an American agency administering the program.

___—4. My application was requested by a university, school, or agency abroad.

___—.5. Other (Please describe an the blank page provided.)

 

72. What was your highest earned 73. What is your highest earned

degree at time of award? degree at present?

PLEASE CHECK BOTH SIDES

 

 

 

 

 

___—1. Bachelor’s (A.B.; B.S.; etc.) I..__—

__.__2. Master’s (M.A.; M.Ed.; M.S.,- M.B.A.; etc.) 2.

___—3. DOCIOI”: (Ph.D.; Ed.D.; M.D.; D.D.; etc.) 3.

___—4. Other (Please specify—e.g., G.N.; ME.) 4.

74 75 76   

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN ONLY TO THOSE WHO WERE MARRIED AT THE

TIME OF THEIR AWARDS

If you had children at the time, what were their age groups during your award year? (Please check all

that apply.)

    

___—I . I had no children 5. Junior high school

___2. Under one 6. High school

3. Preschool—one and over 7. College age

__4. Elementary school ___8. Beyond college ago

Did any members of your family accompany you?

___1. No

___—.2. Yes, my wife (or husband)

3. Yes, my wife and all of my children

___—4. Yes, my wife and some of my children

___—5. Yes, all of my children

6. Yes, some of my children

 

In your opinion, is it advisable for married grantees to take their families with them abroad?

I. ___Yes 2. ___No.

If you had it to do all over again, would your family want to go abroad-on such a grant?

I . Yes 2. No 3. Uncertain   



ll-47.

ll-SI .

ll-52.

ll-53.

".54.

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS PERTAIN ONLY TO THOSE WHOSE

FAMILIES ACCOMPANIED THEM

Did you and your family, as a family group, associate with foreign families on a regular basis?

I. No 3. Yes, with six to ten

2. Yes, with one to five 4. Yes, with eleven or more

 
 

  

In comparison with your individual professional contacts, were the contacts you and your family established

with foreign citizens on the whole characterized by—(Please check one response in each question for

Questions Il-48 through Il-50.)

II-48. Frequency of contacts

I. More frequent contacts

.___2. Less frequent contacts

___..3. About the same

 

II-49. Degree of intimacy of contacts

I. Stronger feelings of friendship

2. Weaker feelings of friendship

3. About the same

  

 

II-50. Attempts to maintain relationships

1. Greater effort to maintain contact since our return

2. Less effort to maintain contact since our return

3. About the same

 

 

 

About how many talks did members of your family (excluding you) give on general topics about American

culture while you were abroad?

1. None

2. One to Five

3. Six to Ten

4. Over Ten (How many? )

 

 

  

What would you estimate to be the approximate TOTAL attendance at ALL of these talks by members of

your family?

I. They did not give any

2. One to Twenty-Five

3. Twenty-Six to Sixty

4. Sixty-One to One Hundred

5. Over 100 (About how many?

 

 

) 

 

 

 

Since your return, about how many talks concerning experiences abroad have members of your family

(excluding you) given?

 

  

1. None 4. Eleven to Twenty

2. One to Five ___..5. Over 20 (About how many?____)

3. Six to Ten

 

What would you estimate to be the approximate total attendance at all of the talks included in Ques-

tion II-53?

1. They did not give any

___—2. One to Twenty-Five

3. Twenty-Six to Sixty

4. Sixty-One to One Hundred

5. Over 100 (About how many?

 

 

)  

 

Please add any comments you feel are important regarding the influence of your family’s presence abroad

on your acomplishments there, etc.



l+27

PUBLICATIONS, CONCERTS, EXHIBITS, LECTURES, AND

OTHER WORKS

To enable us to prepare a volume listing the accomplishments of former grantees related to their overseas

experiences, will you please furnish the information requested below. It will be appreciated if you will follow

the forms suggested for entries; for example, listing the full names of iournals and articles. Explanations or com-

ments for items that might not be clear for the general reader will be welcomed. Please print or type if possible,

and use extra sheets if necessary.

Your Name

Present Occupation

Business Address 

 

l. COMPLETED WORKS

1. Titles of papers you have read (or have had accepted for presentation) at professional meetings—papers

related to your overseas experiences. Please also list the name of the professional society sponsoring the

meetings. .

Example: ”A Proposed .Iomon Classification," Far Eastern Society, December, 1955, Washington, D. C.

2. Titles of lectures and speeches given to other than professional societies.

(Note: If you have given a great number of speeches, list ten which you consider representative and state

the total number.)

Example: ”Impressions of Egypt," Women's Club, Boulder, Colorado, 1950.



Title of thesis or dissertation resulting from your overseas research. Please indicate degree, department, and

university.

Example: ”Early. Indian Philosophical Naturalism." Ph.D. thesis, Department of Philosophy, University of

Michigan, 1953.

Titles of books and monographs—related to your work abroad—already published or accepted for publication.

Example: EUROPE IN THE MIDDLE AGES. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1956

. Titles of articles, book reviews, etc. already published or accepted for publication.s(List only these related

to your work abroad.) Please indicate the periodica|(s), volume number (year),p

Exam le: ”Quantum-Mechanical Methods'In Valence Theory," PROCEEDINGS OFaTHE NATIONAL ACADEMY

OF SCIENCE, 38 (1952), pp. 547-549 (or "accepted for publication”).

. Newspaper articles.

Example: ”Scenery, Climate and Natives Make Guatemala a Terrestrial Paradise,” THE KANSAS CITY

STAR, August 27, 1953.

. Names of new courses resulting from your experiences abroad.

Example: ”Seminar in Contemporary Italian Art," Graduate Course, Department of Art, State University of

Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa.

 
 



8. Names of new paintings, works of sculpture, musical compositions, etc. influenced—insofar as you can tell—

by your work abroad. (Please specify whether they are paintings or other types of creative works.)

Examples: ”Roman Landscape." Painting, 1956.

”Self Portrait'In Thessoloniki." Intaglio print, 1954.

"Earth, Sweet Earth.” Choral work, 1953.

SYMPHONY NUMBER I. 1951.

9. Concerts, recitals, or exhibits you have held since your return, on which your overseas experiences have

exerted a significant influence. Include musical programs in which your works have been performed by

others. Please indicate the date, the place, and the type of event.

Examples: One-Man Exhibition. Painting, Creative Gallery, New York CI 1,953.

Participant. Sculpture. Indiana University Student Show, 1955. Honora e Mention.

Exhibition of Architectural Photographs: University of Cincinnati, 1954.. _

Full recital on clarinet and saxophone. Waverly, Iowa, 1956.

SYMPHONY NUMBER 1. Performed by Seattle Symphony, 1951; New York Philharmonic, 1955.

ll. WORKS IN PROCESS

10. Title of thesis or dissertation now in process. Please indicate university, department, and degree.

11. Titles of books or monographs—related to your work abroad—in process or completed, but not yet accepted

for publication.



12. Titles of articles, book- reviews, etc. now in process or completed, but not yet accepted for publication. (list

only those related to your work abroad.)

13. Paintings, musical compositions, and other works of art—influenced by your experiences abroad—which are

in process but not yet completed.

III. OTHER ACCOMPLISHMENTS

14. Please list below any accomplishments emanating from your overseas experiences which are not included

under the preceding categories.



APPENDIX III

CODING OF BACKGROUND VARIABLES FOR MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES



APPENDIX III

CODING OF BACKGROUND VARIABLES FOR MULTIVARIATE ANALYSESl

Item

55. GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF HOST COUNTRY: .

Lecturers, Research Scholars, and Students:

Score 1 for Europe or Oceania

Teachers: Score 1 for British Isles

58. SEX: Score 1 for Male

59. AGE AT AWARD TIME (precoded on questionnaire).

60. PERIOD OF AWARD (precoded on questionnaire).

61. GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF HOME STATE AT AWARD TIME:

Score 1 for New England, Middle Atlantic, East

North Central. or Pacific.

63. GEOGRAPHIC MOBILITY SINCE AWARD:

Score 1: Same as previous home state

Score 2: Moved, but in same census region

Score 3: Mbved to different census region

64. SIZE OF HOME CITY AT AWARD TIME (precoded on questionnaire).

66. FIELD OF WORK ABROAD: Natural Sciences

Score 1 for Natural Science or Mathematics

66. FIELD OF WORK ABROAD: Social Sciences

Score 1 for Social or Political Science

66. FIELD OF WORK ABROAD: Humanities + Arts

Score 1 for Language, English or American Studies.

Other Humanities. or Creative Arts.

69. PRESENT OCCUPATION:

Lecturers, Research Scholars. and Students: Score

1 for Teacher or Researcher in college or university

Teachers: Score 1 for Teacher in elementary or

secondary school

 

l

of items.

See questionnaire in Appendix II for full wording

432
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Item

70. LANGUAGE COMPETENCE

Score 1: Inadequate for both professional and

social interaction

Score 2: Inadequate professional: inadequate social:

inadequate for professional purpose but

adequate for social interaction.

Score 3: Adequate for professional purpose; adequate

for social interaction: adequate for

professional purpose but inadequate for

social interaction. .

Score 4: Adequate for both professional and social

interaction.

71. REASON FOR APPLICATION

Lecturers and Research Scholars: Score 1 for

application requested by either American or

foreign agency

Teachers and Students: Score 1 for application

initiated independently.

72. HIGHEST EARNED DEGREE AT AWARD TIME

Score 1 - Bachelor's

Score 2 - Master's

Score 3 — Doctor's

72 X 73. DEGREE CHANGE

Score 1: Same degree level

Score 2: Bachelor's to Master's or Bachelor's

to Other

Score 3: Master's to Doctor's; Master's to Other:

Other to Doctor's

Score 4: Bachelor's to Doctor's

II-44. TOOK FAMILY ABROAD: Score 1 for Yes



 

 
 


