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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Since the middle of this century, the number of students parti-
cipating in foreign study programs has dramatically increased. In
addition, according to Michie (in Pfnister, 1972), over *®...half of
American Liberal Arts colleges permit their students to earn credit
overseas."

Unfortunately, there has not been a corresponding growth In the
number and gquallty of evaluations examining the Impact of these pro-
grams on those who participate in them. The present research attempts
to rectlfy that problem to some degree by examining the long term
impact of participating in one particular foreign study program, Loy-
ola University of Chicago’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts.

Before discussing the process andtresu]ts of that research,
however, a brief introductiqn and review of the iiterature will be
presented. This introduction and review will focus on some of the
difficulties associated with projects of this nature, including the
fact that many of the former participants are quite removed from the
program in time and distance. This will be followed by/gn examination
of some of the short term effects of foreign study, a discussion of
the facilltator role of the forelgn study program, and a hypothesized

explanation for the generally positive evaluation of the foreign study

experience by those who participate iIn them. This explanation wiil
‘ 1
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concentréte on the relationship between the challenges offered by the
foreign study environment, the skills reported by the students in
dealing with those challenges, and ratings of enjoyment of the activi-
ties they participate in.

A conceptual framework designed to serve as a guide for the
present study will be examlined. This framework will be discussed in
light of some general frameworks or taxonomies that have been used in
past research on educational outcomes.

Because one particular program will be focused on in this inves-
tigation, a brief history of Loyola ﬁniversity’s Rome Center will be
presented. Finally, the direction of the study and some of "the areas
of focus in the study will be presented along with a brief description

of general hypotheses and data analysis plan.

Foreign Study: An BAnalysis of the Long Term Effect
:

A considgrable amount of information has been generated on the
influence of the college experience (e.g.; Feldman & Newcomb, 1969).
Varlous aspects or elements of this expérience ha&e been examined,
including educational goals and thelr attainment (Sanford et al.,
1956), academic major and student activism (Watts & Whittaker, 1966),
choice of residence In college (Dollar, 1966), the influence of the
college environment (Pace & Stern, 1958), the college curriculum (Pos-
ner, 1974); the effects of college on personality factors (Stewart,
1972), and the relationship between education and life satisfaction

(Campbell, 1981).



While a considerable amount of research has been conducted on
the above and other factors related to the immediate impact of attend-
ing college, research on the enduring effects of the educational ex-
perience has been rather limited (e.g., Hyman, Wright, & Reed, 1975).
Part of this problem stems from the difficulty of tracking down former
students. Students living on-site will generally file a change of
address with the institution and/or with the U.S. Postal Service.
Comparatively few name changes, especially for females via marriage,
will have taken place. Finally, and perhaps somewhat more important-
ly, participation and the resultant response rate are likely to be
high due to the immediacy of the program’s impact. Thus, compared
with those who are about to exit or who very recently exited a spe-
cific educational program or Institution, it is very difficult to
contact and interview those people who are removed from the program in
time and distance.

A second problem in studying enduring effects of an educational
experience results from the cost in time, and resources generally
associated with such research. If one wishes to analyze the long term
impact, one needs, in light of the previous problem, to spend more
time and money in an attempt to cultivate an adequate sample size
(with the adequacy of the sample size depending upon the purpose of
the research) and ultimately an adequate return rate. The current
trend of people relocating across the United States may prohibit face-
to-face interviews, place restrictions on the use of telephone sur-
veys, and increase costs associated with a mail survey. This is

especlally the case where no systematized attempt has been made to



update graduated participants’ addresses. In addition, the time
involved in the generation of lists of potential sample particip;nts
may be overtaxing. Methods of cataloguing and storing names and
addresses often undergo radical changes depending on the preference of
- the current administration and/or record keeper. These preferences
may range from the fjling of names on index cards to the use of so-
phisticated computer programs.

A third major drawback in studying enduring effects lies in the
inherent difficulty of separating the effects of other life factors,
including social, maturational, occupational, and historical Influ-
ences from the college experience. This is especially diff;cu]t the
further the sample is removed in time from the program or institution.

It shouid come as no surprise then that the immediate or short-
term impact of one specific and somewhat rare element of a college
experience, that of foreign étudy, has been largely ignored, and that
the long-term impact of this element has been overlooked almost com-
pletely as an object of scientific investigation.

Past evaluations of the foreign study experience and the impact
it has on those who choose to live and study abroad have found several
common effects. These effects include: personal development, in-
creased perceptions of self-reliance and self-confldence, and Intel-
lectual development (e.g., Klineberg & Hull, 1979); greater tolerance
of others (e.g., Bicknese, 1968); and decreased efficiency in study
skills and more problems in personal health (e.g., Carsello & Creaser,
1975).

An evaluation of the immediate impact of studying at Loyola



University of Chicago’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts (McCombie, 1984),
confirmed a number of expectations about foreign study and the program
itself, and alsoc revealed some Interesting and unanticipated effects.
It was found, for example, that Rome Center students developed close
friendships with both fellow students and Italian citizens, friend-
ships that continued over the months immediately after returning to
the U.S.

Students responding to the mailed questionnaires reported spend-
ing their leisure/vacation time in diverse ways from shoppfng and
dining in Rome itself, resulting in prolonged exposure to Italian
citizens and the Italian cu]tu;e, to traveling throughout Europe and

"parts of Asia and Africa. They reported experiencing a number of
benefits as a result of their study abroad, including becoming more
self-reljant, self-assertive, and apprecjative of fine art and archi-
tecture, developing a deep knowledge of other cultures, and learning
to communicate in another language. They also reported experiencing a
number of disadvantages or problems, including conflicts with other
students (especially roommates), homesickness, and disagreemens with
the administration over rules and regulations.

Many of these former Rome Center students reported changing
their academic majors and/or career plans as a result of their having
”Ettended the program. They reported that they became Interested in
obtaining careers or empioyment that would invoive an international
focus or include foreign travel as a part of their job. Finally,
these students almost unanimously agreed that the Rome Center foreign

study program was generally a very positive experience, one which



would most likely make a signficant difference in their lives in the
future.

In comparing Loyola Rome Center students with a group of Loyola
University students who did not attend the Rome Center, a number of
differences were found, especially in the ranking of the importance of
a series of listed goals, some of which were common to college stu-
dents in general and éome of which were more specific to the Rome
Center experience. For example, Rome Center students ranked the goal,
"Meeting new types of people,“.as th?ir second most important goal In
the list, while'non;Rome Center comparison students ranked It as their
fifth most important goal. On. the other hand, comparison students
ranked the goal, "Learning practical information to prepare me for a
career," second In importance while Loyala Rome Center students ranked
it seventh in importance to them. It appears that for at least during
the college years, Rome Center and non-Rome Center Students vary in
what goals are important to them.

While the results of the above evaluations generated a large
amount of information regarding the immediate impact of studying
abroad, they provided no evidence of the stability, duration, or
subsequent intensity of such effects. In other words, they reveal
little or nothing of the long term impact of studying abroad.‘ They
do, however, suggest areas which might be exgmined in a study of the
long-term Impact, such as: whether and to what degree the close
friendships made with fellow students and citizens of the host country
continue over the years; the degree to which these former forelgn

study students have incorporated travel into their leisure time activ-



ities and/or occupations; and whether variations remain In the per-
ceived importance of certain life goals between those who choose to
study abroad and those who choose not to.

It has also been suggested (McCombie, 1984) that the students’
need to study abroad as well as their generally positive evaluations
of the experience are related to the degree of correspondence or fit
between their perceived capabilities and the challenges generated
either directly or indirectly by the program. This concept of person-
environment *fit" has been a major guide}for past research in the
study of higher education impacts (e.g., Pace & Stern, 1958). 1In the
present example, the Rome Center éan be looked upon as a facilitator
for fulfilling the needs of these students to expose themselves to new
levels of challenges or action opportunities. One might ask then,
what happens when these students are removed from the challenging
environment and the accompanying enjoyable experiences of a foreign
study program.

A possible response to such a question can be found in the
research of Csikszentmihalyi (1975). For Csikszentmihalyl, experi-
ence is generally the focusing of attention on the interplay of data
In consciousness which results from an ordered input process, one free
from conflict or interruption which requires energy. The optimal
experience, then, is defined In terms of two related dimensions: (1)
what there is to do; and (2) what one is capable of doing. Csikszent-
mihalyi (1975) explains:

Part of the information that gets processed in consciousness

consists in an evaluation of the opportunities for action present



in a glven situation. At the same time we also tend to be aware
of what our abilities are in terms of these opportunities. It is
convenient to call the first one of these parameters of perception
“challenges" and the second "skills." Optimal experiences are
reported when the ratio of the two parameters approximates unity;
that is, when challenges and skills are equal. <(pp. 16-17)
This interplay between challenges and skills can be seen in
Figure 1, taken from Csikszentmihalyi (p. 17).
The general concepts described above are not particularly unique
or new, and may be seen in the works of other psychologists, e.g.,
Bandura’s (1977) research dealing with the relationship between be-
liefs concerning abillity, degree of self-efficacy, and resultant
outcomes, and Maslow’s (1954, 1962) conception of peak experiences in
the process of attaining self-actualization. The ideas of Csikszent-
mihalyi, however, play an important role in understanding the outcomes
often reported by students‘attending specialized programs, such as
foreign study programs, and in their appreciation for a program such
as the Rome Center which includes "experience' as one of lts goals.
Csikszentmihalyi refers to the state of consciousness resulting
from such positive experiences as psychic negentrophy or "FLOW.* He
states that these types of experiences include: positive feelings
toward the self and others; psychological activation, such that one
action generally follows from another without the need for thought;
intrinsic motivation; and effective concentration. Csikszentmihalyi
contends that one may experience "FLOW' in play or in other similar

activities., While he does not rule out the likeilihood of *FLOW*



(CHALLENGES)

ACTION OPPORTUNITIES

ANXIETY

WORRY

BOREDOM

ANXIETY

Figure 1.

. (SKILLS)
ACTION CAPABILITIES

The relationship between action capabilities
and action opportunities. (Csikszentmihalyi,
1981, p. 17)
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resulting from work related experiences, he does propose that “FLOW"
is more likely to result from the types of activities one would_ex-
perience during play or leisure time.

Rome Center students, as mentioned earlier, were found to spend
part of thelr leisure time interacting with the Itallan community and
its citizens, or traveling throughout the contlnents. These travel
experiences included such activities as exploring the architecture of
ancient Italy and Greece, skiing or_hikingrin the mountains of Europe
(e.g., the Swiss Alps), or partaking in various European celebrations
such as the thgbé:fest celebrations in Germany. While some of these
experiences may be similar to ﬁhose of which one may partake in the
U.S. such as visiting architectural sites, or skiing or hiking at
various resorts, they are compounded in difficulty and challenge by
the impact of different cultures, languages, customs, and civil rules.
These added difficulties significantly increase the perceived and
actual challenge of the experiences.

Of import to a study of the long-term effects of foreign study,
however, Csikszentmihalyi suggests that the enjoyment that one en-
counters in "FLOW-type" experiences |s an unstable state, one that
always reverts back to boredom or anxiety. To re-experience “FLOW"
and the enjoyment associated with it, new goals must be defined and
new challenges must be faced. Rome Center students leave the very
surroundings which are an intregal part of their *FLOW" experience to
return to an environment which they presumably found to be and may
consequently continue to find less than optimally challenging by

comparison.
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Therefore, it might be hypothesized that to the degree these
former Rome Center students explore, define, and accept challenggs in
their home environments, their perceptions of the quality of their
lives, including their overall life satisfaction, will be affected.

. When the skills of these people match the perceived challenges offered
by the environment, particularly for leisure-time activities, these
activities will be seen as pleasant and positively evaluated. On the
other hand, when the fit between challenges and skills is less than
optimum, former students are likeiy to report being bored or anxious
about their pfesent life situatlon, resulting in lower ratings of life
satisfaction. This relationsh}p‘cou]d be explored in a study of the
long term impact of study abroad by first asking the participants to
Indlicate the activities they generally engage in during their leisure-
time, along with their perceptions of the challenge offered by those
activities, the degree of skill they possess in dealing with those
activities, and the degree of enjoyment they derive from those activi-
ties. This would be followed by ratings of perceived life satisfac-
tion to be correlated with the acivity ratings.

Conceptual framework. In addition to the problems suggested
above in attempting to assess the enduring effects of education in
general, an examination of the long term impact of foreign study
suffers from a noticeable ltack of previous research to serve as a
guideline for the determination of appropriate measurement variables.
One way of addressing this deficiency is through the adoption of a
conceptual framework based on an integration of concepts taken from

several theoretical perspectives on educational processes and out-
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comes.

While examples of such frameworks have been presented in the
literature, they are not without their weaknesses. Bar-Tal (1982),
for example, presents a social psychological taxonomy for classifying
. outcomes of the schooling process. Bar-Tal’s taxonomy is comprised of
two major dimensions, both of which have three subdivisions, producing
a total of nine unique categories of educational outcomes. The first
category, type of outcome, is divided into beliefs, attltudes, and
behaviors, which are the three tradifional.areas of examination for
social psychologists. The second category classifies outcomes on the
basis toward which the reaction is directed, l.e., the self, other(s),
-and objects. Bar-Tal’s taxonomy is most useful not only for classi-
fying a variety of social reactions but also for serving as a mecha-
nism for expioring the relationships among the subcategories. Unfor-
tunately, the taxonomy does not specify what outcomes to measure in
any particular case, nor does it provide the means for filling all the
subcategories for any one variable. In addition, one soon becomes
aware of the impracticality of adopting such an approach. Question-
naires based on Bar-Tal’s taxonomy would be forceably limited in the
number of variables examined.

A second example of an approach to classifying measurement vari-
ables, which might be used In researching the long term impact of
foreign study is Bloom’s (1968) taxonomy of educational outcomes.

This taxonomy contains six major classes: knowledge; comprehension;
application; analysis; synthesis; and evaluation. While B]odm’s

taxonomy is a worthy approach to the classification of educational
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goals, It is not a realistic approach to measuring the effects of a
program not limited to those outcomes. Bloom’s approach, llke that

of Bar-Tal, can also lead to the inclusion of irrelevant aspects of
targeted variables. In addition, a shortcoming of both outcome tax-
onomies s that they leave open the very important guestion on how the
outcomes come about.

In the present case, the basis for an appropriate framework
might lie in a somewhat more generic, but nonetheless practical ap-
proach of classifying variables into inputs, processes, and outcomes
rather than limiting variables to outcomes as in the Bloom and Bar-Tal
taxonomies. As shown in Figure 2, input variables are represented by
those elements which the students bring with them to the foreign study
center/program, in the present case the Rome Center. These might
include: gender; academic major; residence prior to attending the
program; home unlversity; reason for attending; whether they went with
friends or alone; and so forth.

Process variables are those variaales related to the program and
the experiences which facilitate, 1lmit,‘or in some way mediate the
outcomes or results. Process variables might include: number and type
of courses taken at the foreign study center; aspects of relationships
with other students, administration, and faculty; and number of coun-
tries visited and number of visits to those countries.

Finally, outcome variables are those which have come about as a
result of attending the program. These would include both intended
and unintended outcomes. Outcome variables might include: changes in

personal and life goals, values, and attitudes; general satisfaction



INPUTS ~—-——————oomm > PROCESSES -—-=-mmmmm——m—— > OUTCOMES
! ! | I | ]
|Home schooi | ! Length of | | Personal I
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| prior visitsl—-~=~- >| Fleldtrips | e >! Change of ]
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| ! | Courses takeni |  career plansi
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| going | | Experiences ] | Leisure Acts |
I | |

Figure 2. Classifying the foreign study experience into
input, process, and outcome variabies.

1L
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with the program; degree to which new friendships are maintalned;
whether the person recommends the program to others; and changes in
leisure-time activities as a result of having attended the program.

Like Bar-Tal‘s taxonomy, this framework, as suggested by the
- examples of variables, would ideally be guided by a social psycho-
logical emphasis on beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Beliefs, here,
may be defined as notlions based on perceptions of the characteristics
of some person or object. Attitudes may be seen as affective evalu-
ations, having cognitive, affective, and behavioral components. Be-
haviors can be Qiewed as observable actlons or reactlions. -

While this framework, like Bar-Tal‘s, does not suggest what
specific questions to include in the research instruments, it does
serve as a mechanlsm for classifying variables, and for.ldentifying
and examining underlying relationships between the variables in sub-
sequent analyses. Sources for information on what specific variables
to incorporate into the design and resulting instruments wouid in-
clude: (1) program administrators, faculty, and participants, both
past and present; (2) past research on the short term impact of at-
tending foreign study programs (e.g., McCombie, 1984); (3) social
psychological theories and research dealing with specific factors
relevant to the foreign study experience, such as expectancy value
theory (e.g., Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), research on optimal experiences
(e.qg., Cslkszentmlhélyl, 1975), and research on psychological well-

being (e.g., Bryant & Veroff, 1984).

Evaluation of the impact of Lovola University’s foreign study
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paper will now turn to a brief description of the target program, the
Rome Center of Liberal Arts, and discuss some of the short term ef-
fects of attending that program.

As Riccio (1978) points out, the creation and development of
Loyola University of Chicago’s foreign study center in Rome, Italy,
came about largely through the interest and ldeas of one individual,
John Felice, an instructor at Loyola who organized study tours of
Europe in the summers of 1960 and 1961. During the latter tour,
Felice met with the then President of Italy and arranged for temporary
housing for U.S. students at the former (1960) QOlympic housing complex
.in Rome. This center, known as the International Student Center or

the Centro Instruzioni Vioggl Internazionale Studente (CIVIS) was

located on the banks of the Tiber River at the foot of Monte Mario,
one of the highest hills in present day Rome. The section of the
CIVIS under the jurisdiction of Loyola University became known as the
"Loyola Center of Humanlstic Studlies at %ome.' Cafeteria and recre-
ational facilities of the complex were shared with other foreign
students, especially students from Iran and Nigeria.

The first group of students, 92 in all, arrived in February,
1962, along wi;p three instructors. In the following academic year,
1962-1963, the number of students increased to 120, with 70 students
coming from Loyola University of Chicago and 50 from other cooperating
colleges and universities across the U.S. The number of faculty

members also increased from three to ten.

Many of the features emphasized in today’s program, such as
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“free" Fridays every third week, extended vacation periods, packaged
tours outside of Italy, and on-site classes, had their beginnings in
those early years of the program. The initial emphasis at the Centef
was on art add architecture. While that emphasis continues to play an
- important part of the program’s academic core, the academic focus soon
changed, as did the location of the campus itself.

The CIVIS complex served as the Rome Center "campus® from Jan-
uary, 1962 to June, 1966. During the summer of 1966, Loyola Univer-
sity leased nineteen acreas of the fifteenth century Villa Tre Colli.
The villa was reported to have a rather stately, "old world" appear-
ance, and s considered by many to be the most beautlful of the Rome
Center "campuses.' Unlike the CIVIS, no forelgn students shared the
new complex. The Rome Center students housed here, ever increasing in
number, unfortunately gained a reputation for being iess serious than
their predecessors toward their academic studies.

In 1972, financlal considerations dictated a move for the Rome

Center, ending a six-year stay at the Villa Tre Colli. The Center was

relocated to Villa Maria Teresa, also on Monte Mario, where [t re-
mained until 1978. It was during this period that the Rome Center
experienced a number of financial setbacks resulting from the wors-
ening economic conditions in the U.S. The enroliment at the Rome
Center dropped during this period due to restrictions from rising
costs of foreign travel and study. A number of key academic and
gervice positions were eliminated or reduced to part-time, including
the nurse anc housing director (both reduced to part-time), and Dean

of Women (position eliminated’.
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The campus was moved to its present site on Monte Mario in 1978.
The current enrollment averages about 210 students, and 25 full or
part-time faculty members. The present Center contains living, di-
ning, and classroom facilitiés, a chapel, infirmary, coffee bar,
recreation rooms, and a comparatlively well furnished library. The
program is not a total immersion program, that Is, all classes, except
for the Italian language classes, are conducted in English. Travel
and interaction with the European culture and environment is empha-
sized.

The short term effect. Responding to a request by the admini-

stration of Loyola University regarding the impact of studying at
Loyola’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts, the project began with a series
of face-to-face and tejephone interviews with a number of former and
present administrators and faculty members, and students of the pro-
gram. The results of these interviews, combined with an extensive
literature review, led to the development of a series of survey ques-
tionnaires. ‘

Students planning on attending the Rome Center for the Fall,
1981 semester and those planning on attending for the full 1981-1982
academic year were sent a five-page pre-questionnaire prior to their
departure for Rome. In March, 1982, a second and more detailed ten-
page post-questionnalre was sent to all Fall-only students who had by
then returned to the U.S. In May of that year, all full year and
Spring-only students were also sent copies of the post questionnaire.

Many of the questions in the pre-instrument and in the post-instrument

were identical.
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A comparison group of students was selected from Loyola Univer-
sity students who had not attended the Rome Center. These students
were matched on a number of characteristics, including gender, aca-
demic major, and year in school, with those Loyola students who were
studying in Rome. In May, 1982, post-questlonnalres were sent to this
comparison group. They contained many of the same questions found in
the post-questionnaire sent to all Rome Center students, as well as a
number of questions designed to assess their views on foreign study
and of Loyola’s Rome Center. (For copies of these instruments see
McCombie, 1984.)

The purpose of the study was to examine the short term impact of
-the Rome Center program on those students who chose to live and study
there, |

For essentially all of these students, attending the Rome Center
program was a unique experience, apparently one unlike any that they
may have encountered in the U.S5. This experience was the result of
an Interaction between student characteristics, program design, and
student initiative. Students varied along many dimensions prior to
attending the Rome Center, including: gender; residence prior to
leaving for Rome: reason for going to Rome; national heritage: and
travel experience.

Nearly three times as many females attended the program as
males. Many students indicated that they had been to Europe at least
once, with many of these indicating that they hd been to Italy. A
disproportionate number of students were of Italian heritage, giving

them the "advantage® of being able to identify with the Italian people
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and customs.

Students varied in their place of residence during the semester
prior to going to the Rome Center. Most of these students 1ived on
campus or in private apartments prior to leaving, perhaps indicating
some establ ished degree of independence.

Students also chose to attend the foreign study program for
different lengths of time and for different semesters, Including Fall-
only orSpring-only or both.

It was hypothesized, and found to be the case in some instances,
that all the above factors should have some amount of influence on
student experiences, perceptions, and outcomes. For example, it was
found that males and students hot living at home reported experiencing
the benefits of the program to a greater degree than females and stu-
dents who llved with their parents prior to attending the program.

As mentioned, students varied according to the semesters spent
at the Rome Center. This appeared to be related to their perceptions
of the extent to which ghey e%periencgd several general processAfac~
tors associated with the program, such as the amount of contact with
the Italian community. They also differed in their perceptions of
their own changes and the degree to which they received a number of
outcomes, such as personal growth, related tc the Rome Center experi-
ence. There were additional differences found in the degree to which
they tended to establish and maintain friendships with native Ital-
tans, in their perceptions of the optimal amount of time necessary to
take full advantage of various aspects of the Rome Center experience,

in the number of countries visited while at the Center, and in their
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attitude toward the program as measured by the combined rankings of
importance and ratings of achievement of a given list of lifescollege
goals.

As reported in the discussion section of that study, many of
these differences were between the three "semester" groups. For
example, full year students made more visits to other countries than
Spring-only students who made more visits than Fall-only students.
Other differences were between the full year and Spring-only students
and the Fall-only students, e.g., full yéar and Spring-only students,
unlike Fall-only students, reported maintaining a high degree of
contact with Italian friends after returning to the Unlited States.
From this, one may draw several conclusions. First, students, for
various reasons, choose to spend different amounts of time in a for-
eign study program. Second, from their responses to specific ques-
tions, full vear students tend to percejve an advantage in attending
for a greater length of time than single semester students, and they
appear to use this increased time to their benefit. Third, when these
three groups are ranked according to the degree to which they perceive
themselves as having received the benefits offered by the program,
full year students generally are first, reporting receiving the most
benefits, closely followed by Spring-oniy students, with Fall-only

/ students receiving the least.

It might appear that many of these observed differences result
from the specific characteristics associated with those who choose to
study abroad for one semester versus two, or attend in the Spring

session versus the Fall! session. However, analyses on information
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obtalned from these students tended to Indicate that there were no
majJor dlfferences between the groups prior to leaving for the Rome
Center. What more than llkely took place was a flrst semester where
the majority of students were slow to explore thelr environment,
followed by a second semester where Spring-only students had the
opportunlty to focilow the lead of the more experienced full year
students. Thus, rather than taking a longer time to overcome their
initial hesitancles, as In the previous flirst semester, Spring-only
students may have quickly absorbed the confidence and experience of
the full year people, and were better able to realize the benefits of
the program.

Other changes took place over the course of the experience,.
Students developed extremely close relatlonships with other students
attending the program. These relatlonships were apparently strength-
ened by the close contact in the living quarters and the sharing of
classes and dining facilitles, but even more so because of their
mutual experiences, uhknown to most colﬁege students. From discus-
sions with many former studeﬁts, these friendships remain particularly
strong even after many years have passed.

Another area where students perceived themselves as changing was
in the area of personal growth. This growth, in the form of increased
independence, self-reliance, and self—asseﬁéion, was closely tied to
their travel experiences. As mentioned above, the perceived changes
in personal growth were also related to the semester(s) at the Rome
Center.

These former Rcme Center students seemed to have also changed in
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what might be regarded as a somewhat negative manner. They rated
themselves as less concerned about cooperating with others to achieve
group goals or about being of service to others, while more concerned
with having many good friends and getting more enjoyment out of life.
They became less concerned with getting good grades and/or learning
practical information and skills tc help them prepare themselves for a '
career, especially when compared with those who chose not to study
abroad.

This initial investigation, however, was only on the immediate
impact of the Rome Center and its short term effects. For this rea-
son, It should be noted that these new or changed attitudes and be-
haviors may be short-lived. It could be the case that, after re-
exposure to life in the U.S., the concerns of these former foreign
study students take on a new direction, one that is more pragmatic.
Most return to traditional college work and at the same time secure
part-time employment to help pay for the cost of their study abroad.

Unfortunately, it cannot be determined from the above research
whether the effects and changes, as well as the lack of change in some
areas, are of a short duration or whether they tend to persist, though
changing in intensity over the ensuing years. It is not known whether
the self-reported personal growth, in independence, self-assertive-
ness, and world-mindedness, or even the stﬁdent’s refined appreciation
of fine art and architecture stabilize after months or years in the
U.S., or tend to weaken in intensity as a result of being removed from
the original stimulus environment. It is not known whether those

students who expressed the desire for an International feocus in their
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futurs occupatione actually follow througn to that end, or whether
such statements and intentlons are the result of a short-llved post-
Rome excitement. Flnally, it cannot be determined at this point
whether the hypothesized match between the capabllities of these
people and the challenges offered by their experiences at the Rome
Center result in their participating in activities back In the U.S,
that offer equal or greater challenges in order to maintain the enjoy-
ment and excitement resulting from such a flt, or if the environment
of the U.S. 1Is such that for these students such a fit is not pos-
sible, resulting in a long»térm negative impact and a consequent over-
reminiscence of thelr past foreign study experiences.

The long term effect. The target population for this study on

the long term effect of foreign study includes all students who at-
tended Loyola University’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts from Spring,
1962 through the 1985-1986 academic year. Approximately 7,000 people
have attended the program over the past twenty-five years, registering
for the Fall semester only, the Spring semester only, or for the full
academic year. While one-third of thesebstudents came from Loyola
Unjversity itself, the majority of Rome Center students came from over
six hundred colleges and universities across the United States.

A pilot questionnaire, based on the previous questionnaires
examining thé/short-term effect, was designed and mailed to a sample
of one hundred students who attended the Rome Center in the past.
Specifically, it was randomly sent to ten students from every other

academic year beginning with the first year people (Spring, 1962) and

covering the first twenty years. The return rate for the people
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responding to this pllot questionnaire varied along two dimensions:
(1) year attending the Rome Center; and (2) Loycla versus non—Loyoia
people.

The return rate for completed questionnaires for Loyola students
- was nearly twice as high as that of non-Loyola students. The percent-
age of "bad" addresses in the non-Loyocla group was nearly twice as
high as that of the Loyvola group. The percentage of *bad" addresses
was also nearly twice as high for students attending the Rome Center
during the first ten years of its existance than for those who at-
tended during the second ten years. Finally, the completion rate was
significantly higher among the more recent alumni of the Rome Center
than for alumni representing the first decade of the program.

Based on these return rates a formal sampling procedure was
devised. This procedure will be described in detail in the method
section.

As in the previous investigation, it was decided that a compari-
son group of peopie, Loyola University students who did not attend the
Rome Center, should be included in the present research in order to
better explore and understand the nature of the impact of foreign
stuay.

The present study called for the development of two question-
naires, one for the former Rome Center people, and a shorter gques-
tionnaire for those who did not attend the program. As in the pre-
vious study, questionnaire development was facilitated through a
series of meetings and interviews with former and present administra-

tors and participants. In addition, a degree of familiarity with many



26

of the basic [2sues and with the general content area relevant to
forelgn study was brought Into the present study as a result of the
previous research on the short term Impact.

As discussed in the llterature review of that study, those
questionnaires focused on a number of input, process, and outcome
variables. For the Rome Center pecple input measures |ncluded ques-
tions on: academlc major; home university; residence prior to at-
tending the Rome Center; gender; reason for golng to the Rome Center;
whether they went with friends or not; whether they participated In
pre-Rome orientatidn or not; number and type of extraéﬁrricular activ-
itles they participated in at their home school; and year of attend-
ence. Process variables Included: problems with initial adjustment;
various aspects of the Rome Center administration, fellow students,
and environment; best and worst experiences; number of countries
visited; and development of friendships with native Italians. Final-
ly, outcome varliables included: degree of satisfaction with the pro-
gram: Inltial re-adjustment probilems; ;xtracurricular activities at
the home school after returning to the U.S.; change in major and
career plans: percelved influence of the Rome Center on a number of
life activities, e.g., vacation plans, leisure time reading, ang
eating habits; recent visits to foreign countries; and whether or not
contact has been maintained with I[talian friends.

As in the previous study, a list of various life and college
goals was developed which these people would evaluate along_several
dimensions; Respondents indicated the importance of each of the

listed goals, and rated the degree to which they felt that the Rome
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Center and Loyola Unlversity helped or Inhibited their achievement of
each of the goals. Then, by cross multiplying the rated importance of
each goal by the rating of achlevement and summing across all ten
listed goals, a general indicator of attltude toward both Loycla
University and the Rome Center was obtained. Other aspects of the
questionnaires included: evaluations of present and past leisure time
activities; questions dealing with life satisfaction; and various
demographic questions. A more detailed description of the two ques-

tionnaires will be presented in the method section.
Data Analysis and General Hypotheses

One way of assessing the long term impact of attending the Rome
‘Center ls by directly asking the participants to indicate the positive
and negative effects, and the degree of impact they believe the Rome
Center had on their lives. Based on past research of the short term
{mpact, It would be.expected that those who attended the Rome Center
for the full year would be more likely tb indicate a significantly
greater positive impact than those attending for only a single semes-
ter, especially those attending for the Fall-only semester. In ad-
dition, it should be expected that as they are removed in time from
the program the ties with thé/program should weaken, followed by low-
ered attitude ratings regarding the program’'s impéct on their lives.
This would be from a combination of factors, Including the probability

that other events, such as marriage or career development, would have

impacted on thelr lives dictating a re-evaluation of the percelved
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strength of the program’s Impact. A multiple regression analysis will
be used to help determine the strength of Influence of a number of
predictors on the ratings of impact. The predictor variables incluage:
number of semesters at the Rome Center; whether they went wlth friends
- or not; ratings of support by the Rome Center admin-istration; and
degree of contact with the Italian community.

In regard to evaluations of past and present leisure time activ-
ities, it has been hypothesized above that the student’s positive
evaluation of the Rome Centér experience in the past stems in part
from the perceived fit between the student’s skills and the degree of
challenge offered by the leisure time activities at the Rome Center.
Csikszentmihalyi (1979) contends that when skills match challenges,
the individual experiences enjoyment (FLOW). This enjoyment, however,
is often short-lived because the individual eventually becomes accus-
tomed to the particular level of challenge. Therefore, a constant
monitoring of the environment and the fit between the skills and the
challenges is necessary if one wishes tod continue experiencing a high
level of enjoyment. In the present case, it |s hypothesized that this
fit will be quite high for leisure time activities at the Rome Center,
significantly lower for leisure time activities at the home university
due to a percejved lack of challenging experiences, and, finally, at a
moderate level for current actlvities. The latter moderate level
would be positively influenced from the degree of personal growth from
the Rome Center experience "enabling® them to seek out challenges of a
more adequate degree, but negatively curtailed due to greater demands

of their current life styles, such as the ceonstraints of marriage,



29

family, Job, and finances. Thus, analyses will include correiations
and ANOVA‘s between the three rating scales across the three environ-
ments (l.e., Rome Center, home university, present). A multiple-
regression analysis will also be conducted where the major dependent
variable will be the rating of enjoyment for current leisure time
activities. Predictor variables will include current skill and chal-
lenge ratings, and the ratings for skill and challenge for leisure
activities at the Rome Center and the home university. Other pre-
dictor variables include: number of semesters at the Rome Center;
number of countries visited while at the Rome Center times the number
of visits to each; and current income ievel.

The ratings of enjoymen£ discussed above, specifically those for
leisure time activities at the Rome Center and at the home university,
should serve as appropriate predictors for ratings of impact of the
Rome Center and the home school, which in turn should help to predict
current ratings of life satisfaction.

Questions dealing with psychologigal well-being Include refer-
ences to happiness while attending the Rome Center and while attending
their home school. Once again, these ratings should be highest for
their days at the Rome Center and lowest for their days at their home
school., Two general life satisfation scores will be computed by sum-

/ming ratings to (five) individual items for each. The first, borrowed
from Bryant and Veroff (1984) in a study of subjective mental health,
is considered to be the more appropriate of the two due to its design,
i.e., asking subjects to indicate their degree of satisfaction with

some things in thelr lives, and because of |ts specliflic reference to
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satlsfaction with lelsure time activitles. The second, borrowed from
Diener (1984) in a study of subjective well-being, will serve as a
comparison to the first set. General predictors of life satisfaction
in multiple regression analyses will Include: ratings of enjoyment of
- current lejsure activities; perceptions of impact of the Rome Center
and of thé home university; income level; number of semesters at the
Rome Center; and global attitude ratings toward the Rome Center and
the home school. The varlable expected to have the most significant
impact would be ratings of enjoyment of current leisure time activi-
ties. As Deiner (1984) points out, activity theories (e.g., Cslk-
szentmihalyl, 1975) held that general happiness is a “byproduct of
human activity.* The process of doing an enjoyable activity brings
greater happliness than achieving a desired goal. As Diener (1984, p.
564) suggests, "the activity of climbling a mountaln brings greater
happiness than reaching the summit.* This is especial-ly the case
when the challenge offered by the activity is equally matched with the
level of skill brought to the activity by the indi-vidual. In this
light, the impact of the Rome Center or of the home university should
be of less importance in predicting life satis-faction when the stu-
dents are asked to focus on the result of the program rather than on
the process.

The third most important set of analyses deals with a list of
life goals which the respondents rated for importance to them and
indicated the degree to which they believe that the Rome Center and
that their home university helped or inhiblted their achievement of

each. Mean levels of Importance ratings will be determined for each
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goal, and comparisons will be made across the major groupings, such as
Loyola/non-Loyola, Rome Center/comparison, and campus. Based on
previous research, it is expected that there will be significant
differences between Rome Center and comparison people, especially for
- those goals that are more pragmatic in nature. Comparisons will also
be made of the ratings of perceived influence of the Rome Center and
the home school in helping or inhibiting the person’s attainment of
each goal. Once again, major differences are expected to arise be-
tween Rome Center and comparison people with Rome Center people evalu-
ating the Rome Center more positively than Loyola University in rega-~d
to the attainment of certain important goals, especially those dealing
with personal rather than career development.

Next, a summed product score will be computed by multiplying
ratings of importance by ratings of influence for each of the two
institutions for each goal and then summing across all goals. This
results in a global attitude score for descriptive purposes and as a
predictor variable in multiple regression analyses predicting impact
of the Rome Center, and in predicting current life satisfaction. The
global attitude score will also serve as the dependent variable in
muitiple regression analyses where the predictor variables will in-
clude: number of semesters at the Rome Center; difficulty in adjusting
ing to the Rome Center; and various other input and process factors.

In summary, an examination of the literature has revealed little
research on one important aspect of many students’ college education,
the foreign study experience. More importantly, this review found no

investigations into the long term impact of foreign study. The reason
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for this lack of research Includes both methodologlcal and theoreti-
cal factors. The present study willl look at time effects by studying
different people of different age cohorts and by including a compari-
son group. The theoretical foundation of the study lies in a concep-
tual framework identifying input, process, and outcome variables with

a special emphasis on "FLOW' and goal attainment.



& >
<k
0 3o
CHAPTER II = QO
\ @ 02
= -z
\ =
METHOD \ W

<:SE€

Participants. Between January, 1962 and May, 1985, approxi-
mately 7,000 undergraduate students attended Loyola Unjversity of
Chicago’s Rome Center of Llberal Arts. These students registered for
either the Fal] semester (Fall-only), the Spring semester (Spring-
only), or for the full academic year (full year).

While the actual number varied, apbroximately ocne-fourth to one-

. third of the students attending during any particular semester came
from Loyola University of Chicago. The remaining students were from
over 600 colleges and universities across the United States. Some of
these coileges and universities have traditionally been represented
more than others. These colleges and universities include: University
of Santa Clara; Loyola Marymount College; Southggn Methodist Univer-
sity; Mundelein College; Loyola Univefsity of New Orleans; and Mar-
quette University.

Based on the return rate of a small pilot study (n=100) and the
desire for a sample size large enough to adequately represent the
target population, including the specific sub-groups, e.g/, Fall-only,
Spring-only, and full year attendees, and Loyola versus non-Loyola
students, a process was developed which ultimately created an initial
sample of 1,660 former Rome Center students. A complete description

of the sampling design is presented in Appendix A.
33



The number of students varied by year, semester at the Rome
Center, and whether they attended Loyola University or some other
college or university. For example, for the academic year of 1970-
1971, a total of 85 students were selected, 11 from the Fall semester,
* 9 from the Spring semester, and 65 from the full academic year. For
the same year, there were 19 students from Loyola, and 66 students
representing other colleges and universities. These figures are
presented in Table 1.

The source for the names and addresses of those who had attended
the Rome Center was a pair of loose leaf binders, housed at the Rome
Center office at Loyola University, which categorized the students by
year and semester(s) of attendance. Periodic attempts had been made
to update student addresses in those archives;

Comparison group. A comparison group (n=391) was selected from
students who attended Loyola University but who had not attended the
Rome Center. These people were matched with those Loyola Rome people
on estimated year of graduation. This matched relationship was based
on the supposition that all Loyola Rome students were juniors in
college at the time they attended the Rome Center, and that their
presumed date of graduation was May of the following academic year.

This supposition and matching process should be clarified some-
what. While it was known that many, if not most, of those who attend-
ed the Rome Center were juniors in college at the time, there have
been those who attended as freshmen, sophomores, and seniors. Unfor-
tunately, because information regarding the participants’ actual year

in college when attending the Rome Center was not available in most



Table 1.

Rome Cehter Survey Sample
Selections by Year of Attendance, Semester at the Rome
Center, Loyola Versus Non-Loyoia, and Comparison Group

Year LT LF LS NY NF NS T LT NI YT FT ST C

62 - - 9 - - 13 2 9 13 - - 22 9
62-63 6 2 3 18 1 14 44 11 33 24 3 17 11
63-64 S 2 2 38 5§ s 58 9 49 43 7 8 9
64-65 10 2 4 42 4 4 66 16 50 52 6 8 16
65-66 12 3 2 39 3 S 64 17 47 51 6 7 17
66-67 10 1 2 86 1 2 72 13 59 66 2 4 13
67-68 12 2 2 59 2 1 78 16 62 71 4 3 16
68-69 12 2 2 61 1 4 82 16 66 73 3 6 16
69-70 11 1 3 83 2 4 74 1S 59 64 3 7 15
70-71 12 3 4 53 8 S 85 19 66 65 11 9 19
71-72 8 2 2 46 10 1! 79 12 67 54 12 13 12
72-73 9 2 4 38 12 11 76 1S 61 47 14 15 15
73-74 -7 3 4 35 15 10 74 14 60 42 18 14 15
74-75 8 6 3 25 16 16 74 17 57 38 22 19 17
75-76 5§ § § 12 13 13 53 1§ 38 17 18 18 15
76-77 S 8 3 14 16 15 61 16 45 19 24 18 16
77-78~ 4 3 4 18 15 9 53 11 42 22 18 13 11
78-79 4 S 6 17 14 12 S8 15 43 21 19 18 15
79-80 4 7 6 15 16 13 61 17 44 19 23 19 17
80-81 S 6 8 14 19 15 67 19 48 19 25 23 19
81-82 6 6 7 11 19 15 64 19 45 17 25 22 19
82-83 3 4 9 11 23 20 70 16 54 14 27 29 16
83-84 S 6 10 11 23 20 75 21 54 16 29 30 21
84-85 S 6 10 11 23 20 75 21 54 16 29 30 2t
85-86 S__6 10 11 23 20 75 21 54 16 29 30 21

Total 172 93 124 708 284 278 1660 390 1270 881 377 402 391

LY - Loyola full year

LF - Loyola Fall-only

LS - Loyola Spring-only
NY - Non-Loyola full year
NF - Non-Loyola Fall-only
NS - Non-Loyola Spring-only
T - Year totals

LT - Loyola totals

NT - Non-Loyola totals

YT - Full year totals

FT - Fall-only totals

ST - Spring-only totals
C. - Comparison group
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cases, their academic¢ year was arbitrarily set at the junior year.
Following this, the expected date of their graduation was set at.May
of the following year.

Loyola University alumni directories served as the source for
the random selection process. This was the case except for the most
recent two year groups. In these instances, a current computer list-
ing of Loyoia University students served as the source for making
selections.

Unfortunately, two slight problems arose during the matching
process. First, while the sample size of the Loyola Rome students for
the academic year 1973-1974 was {4, a sample of 15 compar{son students
was lnadvertently selected and ultimately contacted. This brought the
total comparison sampie size to 391, while the Loyola Rome sample was
390. Second, while references were made in the alumni directory to a
person’s attending the Rome Center, it was later discovered that some
comparison people did actually attend the Rome Center. Five individ-
uals returned incomplete comparison queétionnaires with a written
indication that they had attended the Roﬁe Center. It is indeed
possible that others in this comparison group who did pot return their

qguestionnaires could have also attended the Rome Center.

Procedure. On July 30, 1986, contact postcards were sent to
1,660 former Rome Center students and 391 former, and some present,
Loyola University students who had not attended the Rome Center. The
purpose of the contact postcards was twofoid: (1) to make the partici-

pants aware of the survey and of the forthcoming questionnaires; and
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(2) to identify outdated or inappropriate addresses.

On Augusf 28, survey questionnaire packets were sent to 1,476
former Rome Center students and to 348 comparison students. These
questionnaire packets contained an Introductory letter explalining the
" nature of the study and how they had been selected as participants,
either a twenty-two page (Rome Center students) or a fourteen page
(comparison students) questionnaire, and a business reply enveiope.
The difference between the number of participants receiving contact
postcards and those who later received questionnaire packets repre-
sents the number of bad addresses for each group, 184 (11%) and 43
(11%) in the Rome Center and comparison groups respectively.

Approximately one month later, on October 3, postcards were sent
to the 1,476 former Rome Center students and to the 348 comparison
students as a "thank-you" for those who had completed the question-
naires and as a "reminder® for those who had not yet returned a com-
pleted questionnaire to do so as quickly as possible.

On November 14, a second questionnaire packet was sent to all
those people who had still not returned thelr completed question-
naires, excluding those whose addresses were found to be incorrect.
These packets were sent to 914 former Rome Center students and 221
comparison students. These packets contained a copy of the ques-
tionnaire, a business reply envelope, and a letter explaining the
significance of their response in the overall analysis.

All completed questionnaires received on or before January 8,

1987, were included in the results of the study.
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Questionnaires. Two questionnaires were designed for the study,
a twenty-two page questionnaire sent to former Rome Center students,
and a fourteen page gquestionnaire sent to the comparison group. The
two instruments.contained some identical items for comparison pur-
- poses.

The questionnaire sen& to the Rome Center participants contained
a number of open- and closed-ended questions dealing with: number of
visits to foreign countries prior to attending the Rome Center; extra-
curricular activities particiated in before and after their semes-
ter(s) at the Rome Center; reason for going to the Rome Center; prob-
lems encountered during the first two weeks in Rome; various academic
and social aspects related to the Rome experience; best and worst
experiences; their command of the Italian language immediately after
leaving Rome and at present; number of countries visited and number of
visits to each while attending the Rome Center; evaluations of fellow
students attending at the same time as they did; initial and long-term
problems experienced after returning to 'the U.S.; effect of the Rome
Center on their academic major and on their career plans; lasting
positive and negative effects as a result of their having attended the
Rome Center; areas in which the Rome Center may have influenced their
lives; and number of countries visited and number of visits to each
during the past two years. g

The questionnaires sent to the comparison group contained a
number of open- and closed-ended questions dealing with: their expo-
sure to the Rome Center program via sponsored talks, presentétions,

etc.; why they chose not to attend the Rome Center; extra-curricular



39

activities participated in during their first two years and their last
two years in college; and the number of countries visited and the
number of visits to each up to their junior year in college, during
their junior and senjor years in college, and during the most recent

- two years,

Both questlionnaires next asked the participants to consider the
types of activities they currently engaged in most often during their
leisure time, the activities they engaged in while attending their
home college or university, and, for Rome Center students only, those
activities they engaged in during their leisure time at the Rome
Center. Participants were then asked to indicate how enjovable and
challenging those activities were, and how skillful they were at doing
those things. An additional question asked them to indicate the
degree to which they wished they could do things more often that
challenged them.

The third part of both questionnaires dealt with the partici-
pants’ overall life satisfaction both now and while attending their
home college/university, and for the Rome Center students, their
perception of life satisfaction whlile attending the Rome Center. Two
of these questions contained flve jtems which were summed to create
two individual measures of general life satisfaction.

Next all participants were asked to examine ten life goals and
indicate how important/unimportant each of the goals were to them
personally. Following this, the participants were asked to rate the
degree to which they believed their home college, and for those who

attended the Rome Center, the degree to which they believed the Rome
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Center, helped or inhibited thelr achlevement of each goal.

Finally, all participants were asked a number of demographic
questions, including: highest level of education; current marital
status; whether they, and their spouse if married, were of Itallian
‘heritage; general income level; employment status; and extent to which
their current job involves foreign travel.

Copies of the two questionnaires are presented in Appendix B,
Rome Center questionnaire, and in Appendix C, comparison group gques-

tionnaire.



CHAPTER III
RESULTS

This results chapter is divided into four major parts and a
number of subsections. The first part focuses on the return rate and
composition of the final samples of both the Rome Center alumni and
the comparison group. The focus of the next part will be on the
descriptive results from those responding to the Rome Centeg question
naire. These results will inc}ude information on their pre-Rome
college experience, their arrival at Rome and their interaction with
the Rome Center program, and their post-Rome Center experiences. This
section also presents analyses dealing with their leisure time activi-
tles, quality of life, and thelr evaluation of a number of llfe goals.
This second part contains the bulk of the chapter.

Part three deals>with the comparison group‘fsults. It focuses
on the respondents’ general evaiuatlon of foreign study and the Rome
Center program, and on various aspects of their college experience.

The final part focuses on a number of comparisons between Loyola
University students who attended the Rome Center and Loyola comparison
students who did not. This chapter concludes with a path analysis
presenting the relatlonship between various predictor variables and
ratings of life satisfaction. Models are presented for both Loyola

Rome Center students and non~-Rome Center students.
' 43
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Return Rates and Composition of the Final Samples

0Of the Inltial 1,660 contact postcards sent to former Rome
Center students, 184 (11%) were inlitlally returned by the Postal
Service because of Incorrect or outdated addresses. Likewise, of
the 391 contact postcards sent to former (and some present) Loyola
University students, who had not attended the Rome Center, 43 (11%)
initially returned due to incorrect or outdated addresses. Those
people with incorrect or outdated addresses were theh el iminated
from the next phase of the study, the sending of the actual research
questionnaire, bringing the Rome Center sample to 1,476 and the com-
parison group sample to 348. These summary figures are presented in
Table 2.

Of the 1,476 questionnaires sent to former Rome Center students,
376 initially were completed and returned. One additional question-
naire was returned blank by the family of a now deceased student. The
number of completed questionnalres returned by non-Rome Center stu-
dents was 89. An additional five uncompleted questionnaires were
returned by comparison students who indicated that they had, in fact,
attended the Rome Center.

As indicated in the procedure section, follow-up postcards were
then sent to all the 1,476 Rome Center alumni and the 345 comparison
people. Unopened questionnaire packets and postcards returned by the
Post Office revealed an additional 185 Incorrect addresses for the
Rome Center group, bringing the total number of inaccurate addresses

for this group to 369 (22%). The number of additional inaccurate



Table 2

Summary Figures of Malling and Response Processes

Rome Center and Compariscn Groups -

Rome Comp
Initial Total 1660 391
Contact Postcard 1660 391
Inaccurate Addresses 184 46
Initial Questionnalire Packef 1476 345
Follow-Up Postcard 1476 345
Answered Survey 376 89
Inaccurate Addresses 185 30
Deceased { -
(Comparison Pecple th Attended Rome Center) 5
Second Quest!onnaire Packet 14 221
Answered Survey 279 36
Additional Inaccurate Addresses 100 20
Non-Response 535 1635
Summary of Sampie
Total Peossible 1660 391
. _
Total Response 655 128
Total Inaccurate- Addresses 469 9
Deceased 1 -
Total Non-Response 535 165
(Comparison People Who Attended Rome Center) S

L3
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addresses for the comparlison group was 30, bringing the total for that
group to 76 (19%).

A second, and final, questionnaire packet was sent to the 914
Rome Center alumni who had still not returned completed questionnaires
- and who were not identified as having an incorrect mailing address.
This resulted In an additional 279 completed questionnaires, bringing
the final total to 655 (39.5% of the original sample). Questionnaires
sent to those 221 Loyola University people who had not responded to
the first questionnaire or who were not identified as having incorrect
addresses resulted In an additional 36 completed questionnaires. The
total number of completed questionnaires for the comparison: group was
125 (32% of the original sample).

From this second follow-up, one hundred additional lnaccurate
addresses were identified for the Rome Center group, bringing the
total number of inaccurate addresses to 469 (28.3%). For the compar-
Ison group, 20 additional incorrect addresses were ldentifled, bring-
ing the total number of inaccurate addresses for that group to 96
(24.6%).

As indicated above, a total of 655 Rome Center questionnaires
were completed and returned. This figure represents 39.5% of the
original total, or 55% of the original total after subtracting out the
469 inaccurate addresses. The percent of completed returns varied
according to year at the Rome Center, and, as might be expected, the
corrected return rate for those who attended during the initial thir-
teen years (48.5%) was lower than the return rate for those who at-

tended during the more recent twelve years (50.9%).
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For the comparison group, a total of 125 questionnalres were
completed and returned. This fligure represents 32% of the original
391 people, or 42.4% after subtracting out the 96 inaccurate addres-
ses. Once again, the percentage of people responding varied by year
attending Loyola University, but unlike those who attended the Rome
Center, higher return rates were received for those attending for the
first thirteen years (50.7%) than for the more recent twelve years
(35.2%).

A breakdown of the above statistics, including completed returns
and incorrect addresses by year at the Rome Center, or at Loyola
University for comparison people, and home university, i.e., Loyola
versus non-Loyola is presented in Appendix D.

Discrepancies arose, however, between information generated from
questionnaire Identification numbers and from actual responses to
questionnaire items. For example, while information from question-
naire ID numbers of Rome Center respondents indicated 154 returns from
Loyola University students and 501 returns from non-Loyola students,
responses to questionnaire ltem #3 (i.e., "What college or university
did you attend prior to attending the Rome Center?) resulted in a
total of 156 (23.8%) people indicating that they had attended Loyola
University and 497 (75.9%) people indicating that they had attended
“some other college or university - a discrepancy for six people.

While the actual numbers of people generating discrepant Information
in various categories were generally small, attempts were made to
resolve these differences. Unfortunately, it eventually became im-

possible to determine the appropriateness or accuracy of some of the
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categorizing information. To resolve this issue, It was decided that
Individual responses to questions dealing with "home unjversity" and
*semester at the Rome Center" would override supposedly the same (but
at times inconsistent) information generated through assigned ID
numbers, while "year at the Rome Center (or at Loyola University, for
comparison people)" information would be obtained from the assigned
Identification numbers. The discrepant figures for "home university*
and "semester at the Rome Center" are presented in Appendix E.

Based on their year of attendance, it was possible to classify
people according to Rome Center campus: (1) C.I.V.I.S., 1962-1966 -

n=93 (14.2%>; (2) Villa Tre Colll, 1966-1972 - p=105 (16.0%); (3>

Villa Maria Teresa, 1972-1978 - n=134 (20.5%); and (4) Mace Via

Massimi, 1978 to present -n=323 (49.3%), In addition, the last campus
was split into two groups, initial five vears (p=143, 21.8%) and
recent four years (p=180, 27.5%), to give a total of five near equal
divisions for exploring "campus or year at the Rome Center" relation-
ships. _ b

The return rates for Loyola and non-Loyola students were vir-
tually the same. There were 156 completed returns (54% after sub-
tracting out inaccurate addresses) from students from Loyola who
attended the Rome Center, and 497 (55.1% corrected) for non-Loyoia
students attending the Rome Center. Of the 653 completed returns
identified by home school, 23.9% were from Loyola and 76.1% were from
non-Loyola students. These percent returns for Loyola University and
non-Loyola University students are very close to their percent in the

population as was Intended and attempted through the sampling design.
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There were 162 returns (57% corrected) from the Fall-only people, 179
(57% corrected) returns from the Spring-only people, and 314 (53%
corrected) returns from those people who attended the Rome Center for
the full academic year. Again, these figures varied according to year

. at the Rome Center.
Descriptive Results from the Rome Center Questionnaire

This part of the chapter presents and reviews the descriptive
results of those responding to the Rome Center afumni questionnaire.
Findings are reported for each question of the questionnaire in
general order of appearance in the Instrument. Analyses will focus
only on Rome Center alumni. As noted above, about one-fourth of the
returns were from Loyola Unlversity students and about three-fourths
were from non-Loyola University students and these proportions were
rather stable across the five campus/year groups.

When asked to indicate what college or university they attended
prior to attending the Rome Center, non-Loyola students reported a
total of 143 colleges and universities. Some schools were reported
with greater frequency than others, e.g., Santa Clara - 67 students,
Marquette - 42, Loyola Marymount of Los Angeles - 18, St. Mary’s of
Notre Dame - 15, St. Michael’s (Vermont) - 15, Boston College -14,
University of San Francisco - 13, Loyola University of New Orleans -
13, and John Carroll -12. For the greater part, however, particular
colleges and universities were likely to be reported by only one to

five people, e.g., Barat - 4 students, Dension - 3, Spring Hill - 5,
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and University of Kansas - 2. A listing of home colleges/universities
Is presented in Table 3.

Nearly one-half (47.9%, n=314) of the returns were from people
indicating that they had attended the Rome Center for the full aca-
~demic year. One-fourth (24.7%, p=162)> of the returns were from people
who indicated that they had attended for the Fall semester only, and
one~-fourth (27.3%, n=175) were from peopie who attended for the Spring
semester only. When examined across the five campuses/year divisions,
a significant relatlonship (xz(df=5,n=654)=153.7, p<.0001> was found,
such that greater proportions of students attending the first three
campuses attended for the full academic year, while less than fifty
percent of the students attending the more recent campus did so.

- There were 296 (45.2%) males and 359 (54.8%) females responding
to the survey. Of these, 74 males were from Loyola University and 222
m;les from non-Loyola schools. A total of 83 females were from Loyola
University and the remaining 276 were from non-Loyoia schools. Gender
by semester comparisons revealed that while female respondents out-
numbered male respondents for both the Fall-only and the Spring-only
semesters, more males (n=171, 55%) attending for the full academic
year responded than females (n=140, 45%) attending for the same per-
jod. Gender by campus comparisons revealed a significant relationship
(x?(df=5,g;654)=20.9, p=.0001>, such that for campuses one and two the
proportion of male respondents was greaterkthan the proportion of
female regspondents by a 3:2 ratio. This ratlo reversed itself for

campuses three, four, and five.

Aspects of the College Experience Prior to Leaving for the Rome




Table 3
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Home College or University of Rome Center Students

Adelphi U.
The American U.
Barat C.
Boston C.
Bradley U.
Brown U.
Bryn Mawr C.
Bucknell U.
Calif. State U.

~ Sacramento
Canisius C.
Case Western Reserve
Central Mich. U.
Chestnut Hill C.
Clarke C.
Coiby C.
Cornell U.
of New Rochelle
of St. Benedict
. of St. Catherine
. of St. Theresa
. of St. Thomas
. of St. Vincent
Creighton U.
Dartmouth U..
Denison U.
DePaul U.
DePauw U.
Drake U.
Duke U.
Edgewood C.
Emmaluel C.
Fairfield U.
Felician Jr. C.
Fordham U.
Georgetown U.
Gonzaga C.

Qoo

Goodham School of Drama
Art Instit. of Chicago

Grinnel C.
Hamiliton U.
Heidelberg C.
Holy Cross C.
IL Wesieyan U.
Indiana U.
Ithaca C.

Jowa State U.
John Carroll U.

John’s Hopkins
King’s C.

Knox C.

Lake Forest
LeMoyne
Lincoln Lord C.
Loras

Loretto Hgts.

Loyola C. of Balt.

Loyola Marymount

Loyola U. of Chic.
Loyola U. of N.D.

McAl ister

Mary of the Woods

Maryville C.
Marrimack C.
Marquette

Miami U. (Ohio)
Mt. Holyoke C.
Mundelein C.
Nazareth C.
Newcomb C.
Newton C.
Northeastern
North Park C.
Northwestern U.
Qakland U.
Qakton C.C.
Chio Weslayan U.
Procopius
Providence
Purdue U.
Quincey C.
Randolph-Macon
Regis C.

Ripon C.
Rockhurst
Roger Williams
Rosary C.

St. Bonaventure
St. Francis C.
St. John Fisher
St. John’s U.
St. Joseph’s C.
St. Leo’s C.
St. Xavier

St. Louls

St. Mary“s (Ca)

cocaoocaocacaaacaaaca

St. Mary’s (KS)
St. Mary’s (MD)
St. Mary’s (MND

St. Mary’s

- Notre Dame
St. Michael’s
St. Norbert

St. Peter‘s C.

St. Vincent’s C.
San Diego State
Santa Clara U.
Seton Hall U.
Southern Methodist U.
Southern Conn.
Stonehill C.

Spring Hill C.
Sweet Briar C.
Texas Christian
Thiele C.

Tulsa C.

Trinity C.

Towson State U.

. of Colorado

of Dayton

of Delaware

of Denver

of Detroit

of Illinois

. of Kansas

of New Mexico
of Richmond

of San Diego

of San Francisco
of Scranton

of Southern Calif.
of Virginia

of Wisconsin
Ursuline

Vassar

Wells C.

Western Illinois U.
Wheaton C.

William & Mary
Wheel ing

Yale U.

.

.



50
Center. When asked to designate their academic major before attending
the Rome Center, the most frequent responses were: business/marketing
- 14% (n=91); history -12% (p=79); Engllish - 11% (p=70>; psychology -
9% (p=61>; and political sclence -8% (p=54). Other frequently repor-
ted majors Included: communications/speech -6% (n=39); biology -3.5%
(n=23); philosophy - 3% (n=22); undeclared - 3% (n=21); and economics
- 3% (n=20>. A complete llsting of academic majors is presented in
Table 4.

Many changes in major appeared over the years at the Rome Center
as indicated by major/campus divisions. While the percentages of some
majors, e.g., psychology (9%).and biology (3.5%), appeared.to remain
rather stable, the percentages of other majors appear to have rather
dramatic changes over the years, e.g., history - a decrease from 25%
at campus one to 6% at campus five, English - a decrease from 21% at
campus one to 6% at campus five, and business - an increase from 5% at
campus one to 22% at campus five.

Participants were next asked to indicate where they lived during
the semester before going to the Rome Center. Over half of the re-
spondents (60%, n=392) checked "dormitory.” "With parents® (22%,
n=142> and "own apartment* (13%, n=83) were the next most freguently
reported selections, with "fraternity/sorority house," "with rela-
tives," and "other" reported by only 5% (n=38> of the respondents.
While no differences existed according to gender or semester at the
Rome Center, there were differences between the responses of Loyola
and non-Loyola people (xzkdf=5,g=654)=98.52, p<.0001). A greater

percentage of Loyola students lived with their parents (50%) than non-



Table 4

Academic Majors

Major n %
Business/Marketing 91 14
History 79 12
English 70 1!
Psychology 61
Political Science 54
Communication/Speech 39
Biology 23
Philosophy 22
Art 22
Economics 21
Sociclogy 18
Accounting 16
Elementary Education 13
Finance 12
Nursing 12
Mathematics

Liberal Arts/General
International Studies
Theology

Education
Humanities

Latin

Soclal Science
Classics
Spanish/French:
Special Education
Theatre

Chemistry

Electrical Engineering
Languages

Dental Hygiene
Human Deveiopment
Criminal Justice
Music

Religious Studies
Social Work

Foreign Service
Advertising
Architecture

Medical Technology
Physical Education

P, s, DN NDDNDWWWE S ASOTTITONO N~
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Total
* = less than 1.0%

655

100%
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Loyola students (13%), while a greater percentage of the latter group
lived in a dormitory (65%) than did the Loyola people (35%).

One-fourth of the respondents (n=166) indicated that they had
participated In no extracurricular activities before going to Rome.

- On the other hand, six percent (n=38) reported that they had partici-
pated in four or more extracurricular activities. The majority of
these individuals, however, reported that they had participated in one
(35%), two (23%), or three (11%) activities. Most of the students who
responded that they had participated in some type of extracurricular
activity indicated some actlivity “other* than any of the listed activ-
[ties. Such activities generally involved participation in- social or
academic clubs, or in volunteer organizations.

Of the listed activities, the number of responses (i.e., partic-
ipants) were as follows: student/class politics - 134 (15%); social
fraternity/sorority - 121 (13%); JV or varsity sports - 111 (12%);
theatre - 76 (8%); school newspaper - 64 (7%); foreign language club -
63 (7%); college magazine/yearbook - 38'(4%); and college band/orches-
tra - 18 (2%.

Students were next asked about their visits to foreign countries
prior to attending the Rome Center. Nearly one-fourth (22%) reported
that they had visited Mexico at some time prior to attending the Rome
Center. Of these, slightly more than one-half (56%) went only once,
with most of the remaining people visiting Mexico two, three, or four
times. One-third (33%) of all the respondents indicated that they had
visited Canada at some time In their life before going to Rome. Once

again, about half of these (49%) went only once, with the rest gen-
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erally making between two and five trips to Canada. Only 14% of the

respondents indicated that they had visited Italy prior to going to
the Rome Center. Most of these people (83%) went only once or tQice.

Just over one-fourth (28%> of these people indicated that they
visited some foreign country (countries), excluding Mexico, Canada,
and Italy, with most of these countries in Western Europe or the
Caribbean. Overall, three out of five of all Rome Center people (61%)
visited some country prior to attending the Rome Center. Of these,
almost half (44%) visited one country, with one-fourth visiting two
countries, and the remainder visiting three or more countries. Once
again, most of these visits were to either Mexico or Canada. While
most people reported going to.only one or two specific counﬁries, the
average number of *visits* was 5.2.

Finally, while 94 (14%) students indicated that they had visited
Italy at some time In their life prior to attending the Rome Center,
only 21 (3%) indicated that they did so during the twelve month period
prior to leaving for the Rome Center.

The Rome Center experience. Approximately one-fourth (28%) of
all respondents attended a special orientation program prior to leav-
ing for the Rome Center. A greater percentage of Fall-only students
(38%) than Spring-only (24%) or full year students (25%) indicated
that they had attended a special pre-Rome orientation (x?(df=2,g?653)=
=11,77, p<.005). In addition, while half (49%) of all Loyola students
attended a pre-Rome orientation program, only one-fifth (21%) of all
non-Loyola students indicated doling so (xz(df=1, n=653)=39.68, p«<

.0001>. For the first sixteen years, the percent of people attending
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a pre—Rome orientation was quite small (20%) In comparison with the
last nine years (60%) (Xz(df=4,g=653)=46.42, p<.0001). For most of
these students (75%), the orientation program was somewhat to very
helpful. Few, however, indicated that it was either extremely helpful
(6.5%) or not at all helpful (2%).

One-third (35.4%) of al]l Rome Center people went to the Rome
Center with close personal friends. While half of these people (p=
117> went with one friend, many went with two (p=64), three (n=28), or
more friends (p=24>. Full year students were less likely to indicate
that they went to Rome with friends (29%) than were Fall-on]y'étudents
(43%) or Spring-only students (41%) (Xz(df=2,g=654)=12.31,"p<.005).
Males and females were equally likely to report going with-friends.
Also, no relationship was found between year at the Rome Center and
whether or not respondents reported going to the Rome Center with
friends.

Reason for attending the Rome Center. When asked for the main
reason why they attended the Rome Center, most students replied with
more than one reason. The most fregquent responses were: an‘lnterest
In travel, Including a special desire to see Europe; a desire to
experience a new culture; and the desire to study abroad, especially
Iin Europe. Other frequently reported responses included: a special
interest in Italy and/or Rome; good reports of foreign study at the
Rome Center from family, friends, teachers, and/or Rome Center alumni,
the desire/for adventure or to experience something unique; the chance
to broaden their education; an interest in foreign languages; and a

belief that such an experience/program would be useful for their
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major. Other reasons reported less frequently were: a special Inter-
est in art and architecture; the desire to meet new people; a want for
personal growth; a need to get away for a change; and desire to ex-
plore their Italian heritage.

Only 1% (n=6) of these respondents indicated that their reason
for attending the Rome Center was less than somewhat fulfilled. The
clear majority (91%) indicated that their reason for going to the Rome
Center was completely or nearly completely fulfilled.

Adjusting to the Rome Center. For one-half (51.6%) of the
respondents, the initial adjustment to their new lifestyle at the Rome
Center was pot difficult. Forty percent, however, indicated that it
was somewhat difficult to adjust to their new lifestyle, and eight
percent indlcated that It was extremely difficult to adjust during the
first two weeks or so. When relating year at the Rome Center (i.e.,
campus), the percentage of students indicating that the initial ad-
Justment was not at all difficult appears to be decreasing. With the
scores ranging from 1=not at all difficult to 7=extremely difficult,
the aggregate responses by campus were: campus one -66% (X=2.31),
campus two -61% (§=2.49), campus three -50% f§=2.96), campus four -
46% (X=3.00), and campus five - 44% (X=3.07). An ANOVA indicated a
significant effect for campus (F(4,648)=5.38, p<.0005), with the
nature of this effect being between those attending campus one and
those attending campus four and five. This is interesting in light
of the previous question indicating that the percentage of students
participating in pre-Rome orlentation programs appears to be increas-

ing. Apparently, a pre-Rome orientation has little positive effect in
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reducing initial adjustment problems for some people. While 28% of
those who had no orientation reported that the initlal adjustment was
not at all difficult, nineteen percent of those who had a pre-Rome
orientation said that the initial adjustment was not at all difficult.
In addition, males (2;2.60) were more likely to report that the ad-
Justment period was not at all difficult than females (¥=3.02). This
difference between males and females was significant (F(1,651>= 10.90,
p=.001)>.

When asked to indicate any problems that they may have encoun-
tered Initially at the Rome Center , one-fourth (27.6%) indicated
*none.' The remainder, however, reported experiencing at least one
- problem with the majority reporting more than one probliem. Under-
standably, the two most frequently reported problems these students
encountered during their first two weeks or so were difficulties with
the Itallan language (20%) and a feeling of homesickness/loneliness
(15%). The next two most often reported problems were somewhat re-
lated to the first two: problems in making new friends, which for the
Spring-only semester students and/or students arriving without others
from their home schools often meant difficulties because of previously
established cliques (13%); and problems related to adjust-ing to the
Italian culture (8%),

Some of the problems reported by students were specific to the
Rome Center facilities including: lack of hot water, lack of heat;
crowded dormitory rooms; street noise; house rules; other students,
especially roommates; laundry facillties; and new classes. Other

types of problems encountered durling the first two weeks or so in-
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cluded: the food, type and preparation; flnding thelr way around Rome;
transportation problems; Jet lag; the difference In climate; physical
problems, e.g., diarrhea and dysentery; missing things they had in the
Unjited States, e.g., hand towels and toilet paper; f}nancia] probliems;
and, for women, getting used to the unwelcomed attené@on of Italian
men. These problems did not vary with time or according to semester
at the Rome Center.

Various aspects of the Rome Center experience. The next part of

the questionnaire presented a number of statements which dealt with
various aspects of the Rome Center experience to which these people
were asked to indicate their degree of agreement/disagreemept. Re-
spondents were asked to rate these statements from i=very strongly
disagree, 4=uncertain, to 7=very strongly agree. MANOVA‘S revealed
significant effects for gender (F=6.88, p<.001), semester at the Rome
Center (F=3.43, p<.001), and campus (F=3.39, p<.01).

On the whole, these Rome Center peop]e disagreed somewhat that
classes at the Rome Center were more demanding than at their home
college or university (X=2.8), that there was not enough counseling or
support from the Rome Center faculty or administration (X=3.1), and
that they became interested in European sports and sporting events
(X=3.1). They more strongly disagreed with the statements that they
experienced a sense of boredom after the initial excitment passed
(X=2.0>, and that they tended to stay around the Rome Center rather
than travel (X=2.1). No differences appeared across gender, semester,
Loyola/non-Loyola, or campus for these items.

On the other hand, they were likely to somewhat agree that they
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had as much privacy at the Rome Center as they desired (X=4.7), that
they devoted more time to socializing than to academics (¥=4.?),_and
that they did study less at the Rome Center than they did at their
home school (X=4.6). While some differences were observed in response
. to these questions according to semester at the Rome Center, these
differences did not reach statistical significance.

Differences between genders appeared for two items. While both
males and females disagreed with the statement that they preferred
to do their travellng alone rather than with others (overall X=2.3),

a greater percentage of females (79%) strongly disagreed with the
statement than did males (61%{ (F(1,650)=27.74, p<.001). Likewise,
-while both males and females disagreed with the statement, "I often
dated native Itallans," (overall X=2.4), a greater percentage of males
(78%) strongly disagreed with the statement than did females (61%),
reflecting perhaps the social customs of Italy (F(1,647)=26.09, p<
.001>.

While these former students as a group only somewhat disagreed
with the statement, "Students who were at the Rome Center for one
semester and students who were at the Rome Center for two semesters
did not associate much with each other,* there were differences ac-
cording to semester at the Rome Center. Nearly one-half (47%) of the
Spring-only students agreed that one and two semester students did not
assoclate with each other, while only 11% of the Fall-only people and
18% of the full year people agreed. These differences were signifi-
cant (F(2,637)=28.43, p<.0001), such that Spring-only people (X=3.87)

were less llkely to disagree with the statement than were Fall-only
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(X=2.46) of full year people (X=2.81).

Some differences were noted according to year at the Rome Cen-
ter. The more recent students appeared to be more lnterested In
European sports than earller students, (F(4,647)>=12.64, p<.0001).

. Students over the years have also tended to agree more with the state-
ment that one and two semester students do not assocliate, which may
reflect the continuing increase in the numbers of Spring-only stu-
dents.

Two of the questions appear to be related to campus at the Rome
Center. Fewer students from campus three (33%) tended to strongly
agree that they studied less at the Rome Center than did students at
campus one (40%), campus two (40%), or campuses four and fl?e (49%)
(F(4,646)=18.87, p<.001). Related to this, more students from campus
three (28%) were likely to strongly disagree that they devoted more
time to social activities than to academics, than did students from
campuses one and two (18% each) or campuses four and five (12% each).
However, only students from campus five:.(X=5.01) were found to be
significantly different (F(4,648)=17.38, p<.0005) from those at campus
three (X=4.21). The students from campus three perceived themselves
as somewhat more academically orientated and less socially orientated
than did students of the other campuses, but it could not be deter-
mined whether this was due to the impact of the particular campus
Itself or to other factors.

Finally, the respondents were presented with a list of adjec-
tives pertaining to the students who were at the Rome Center when they

were there. They were asked to rate the adjectives from 1= not at all
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descriptive to 7= exact description. A MANOVA revealed only a main
effect for semester at the Rome Center (F(12,1258)=3.40, p< .001). In
general, they saw their fellow students as somewhat outgoing (X=5.6)
and party-oriented (X=5.5). They were more uncertain about their
- fellow students being cliquish (§¥4.7), mature (X=4.2), academically
orientated <§¥3.7), and snobbish (X=3.1). However, more recent stu-
dents appear to Increasingly describe fellow students as more cliquish
(F(4,650)=7.86, p<.0001)> and more snobbish (F(4,637)=5.52, p<.000%5)
over the years ,reflecting again, perhaps, the increasing numbers of

students going for the Spring-only semester.

Best/worst experiences at the Rome Center. Students were asked
to present their best and worst experiences while at the Rome Center.
Clearly for many students (39%), traveling throughout Italy and else-
where in Europe was seen as their best experiehce. Often the experi-
ence of traveling alone was closely related to this. Friendships
developed at the Rome Center was reported nearly as often as a best
experience (29%). Generally, however, nost étudents reported com-
binations of factors, e.g., friendships and traveling, rather than one
single experience. Other experiences frequently reported as best
included: living in a different culture; personal growth; seeing the
Pope; class trips and field experiences; meeting and visiting with
people in different countries; relationships with Italian people;
particular courses and/or particular instructors; and, for some,
“everything." Other best experiences, reported less frequently,
included: locating Itallan relatives; experiencing Rome as a home;

and various social functions, such as a particular Mass or party.



61
Interestingly, for some of these students (n=17), finding someone to
marry was the best experience.

The most frequently reported worst experiences included: prob-

lems with other students, especially roommates; Rome Center rules and
restrictlions; (for women) being accosted by Italian men; bad experi-
ences while traveling; the Initial adjustment; homesickness and lone-
liness; and leaving at the end. These problems were again generally
presented in combinations, with each being reported by roughly 10% of
the respondents. Other types of worst experiences included: not
understanding the Italian language; getting sick; theft, especially
while traveling; numerous strikes; the Rome Center facilitips, espe-
.cially the lack of hot water and hand laundry; and the lack of atten-
tion to academics. For two particular groups of students, the death
of fellow students, one by suicide and one by accidental drowning,
were reported as the worst experience. Finally, thirteen percent of
the respondents lndicated that they had *no bad experiences," and an
additional seven percent left the question blank.

Trave! experiences. An essential part of the Rome Center exper-
lence is traveling. These former students were asked to indicate the
number of countries they visited while at the Rome Center and the
number of vigits to each country. The number of countries reportedly

/visited ranged from 1 to 30. The average number of countries visited
was eight. A breakdown of the number of countries visited yielded*
one to five countries - 20.3%; six to eight countries - 37.2%; nine to
thirteen countries - 34.6%; and fourteen or more countries - 7.9%.

The respondents were also asked to report the number of visits
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to each country. The average number of visits was twelve, with a
range from 0 to 43. One-third (34.8%) of the students made zero'to
eight visits; one-third (33.1%) made nine to thirteen visits; and one-
third (32.1%> made fourteen to forty-three visits. The average num-
- ber of visits to any one country, however, was only about two (§¥2.4).

As might be expected, full year students reported visiting more
countries (X=10.3) and making more visits (X=14.6) than Fall-only (X=
5.8 and 8.3) and Spring-only students (X=7.3 and 9.7). The difference
between the latter two groups possibly reflects the effect of the full
year students on the Spring-only students. Further, males tended to
visit more countries (X=9.0) qnd make more visits outside Italy (X=
12.8) than females (X=7.8 and 10.7). No dlfferences were found for
campus/year at the Rome Center or for semester at the Rome Center.

Other aspects of the Rome Center experience. Generally, these

respondents indicated that the Rome Center experience involved experi-
encial learning.§=5.8, where 1=not at all involved experiencial learn-
ing, to 7=involved experiencial learning to a great extent. Males
(46%) were somewhat more likely (F(1,642)=6.75,_g=.01) to indicate
that the Rome Center program involved experiential learning to a great
extent than were females (36%). In addition, a greater percentage of
Spring-only (43%) and full year students (42%) responded that the
program Involved experiential learning to a/great extent than Fall-
only students (36%). These differences, however, were not signifi-
cant. Finally, when examined by campus, students appear to increas-
Ingly indicate that the Rome Center experience involves experiential

learning (campus one 5?=5.4; campus two - X=5.7; campus three - §¥5.8;
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campus four -§¥5.9; campus five - X=6.0) (F(4,639) =11.20, p=.001).

When asked if they developed any close friendships with any
nqtive Italians, less than half of the respondents (41.5%) indicated
that they made such friendships. Interestingly, no differences were
found in response to this question and whether the student attended
for one or two semesters. Also, no relationship was found between
response to this question and campus attended.

Respondents indicated that while they still did not speak the
Italian language llke a native when they left the Rome Center, they
knew much more than just a few phrases. They Indicated that their
reading ability fell somewhere between the two extremes (§¥§.8), with
1=much worse, 4=about the same, and 7=much better. Full year students
were no more llkely to see themselves as well versed in the language
than were single semester students.

0f import to the previous question, however, those former stu-
dents who did make friends with native Italians rated their ability to
speak the languagé somewhat higher than those who made no Italian
friends. In addition, while 27% of those who made no friends indica-
ted that they knew only a few phrases or so, only 7% of those who did
make friends Indicated that they left Rome with the same low amount of
comprehension.

Next, when asked if they were able to re-do their Rome Center
experience, would they do anything differently, two-thirds (68%)
indicated that they would do things differently. Of those responding
that they would do things differently (p=44!), most either said that

they would interact more with the Italian culture and native Italians
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(24%, n=105), or (for those who stayed for only one semester) that
they would stay for another semester (23%, n=102). The next most
frequent responses included: travel more (11%); try to learn more
Italian (10%); take more money (3%); be more outgoing (3%); and have

learned Italian before going to the Rome Center (3%)>. All other re-

sponses were each reported by less than 1% of the respondents.

The percentage of students indicating "yes, they would do It
differently," tends to increase over the years at the Rome Center,
Upon examining the responses, especially that they would stay for a
full year, it appears that once again the increase in the numbers of
one semester people and the decline in the numbers of full year stu-
- dents s reflected in this response.

Finally, most students (67%) feit that the Rome Center experi-
ence was somewhat more or much more than they had expected. For many

of the remaining students (30%), the experience was generally about

what they had expected. There were, however, a few students who indi
cated that the Rome Center experience was actually less than they had
expected (3%).

The return experience. Only about one in seven (14%) of these
people clearly indicated that they wanted to return to the U.S. after
their semester(s) at the Rome Center. Far more people evidently did
not want to rétufn (45%), or were unsure about whether or not they
wanted to return (41%). There was no difference for campus, semester
at the Rome Center, or gender.

For about one-fourth, or so, of the former Rome Center students

(29%), re-adjustment to life in the U.S. was reported as being quite
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easy. Others, however, felt that the re-adjustment process was some-
what easy/difficult (49%), or very difficult (23%). Understandably,
perhaps, a greater perc;htage of full year students (26%) reported
that it was quite difficult to re-adjust to life in the U.S. than
reported by Fall-only (14%) or Spring-only students (13%). On the
other hand, more Spring-only students (35%) than Fall-only (24%) or
full vear students (28%) appear to have had an easy re-adjustment
(F(2,651)=4.55, p=.01). Further, females (X=4.11), on the average,
found the re-adjustment process to be somewhat more difficult than
males (§¥3.66), with the scale ranging from i=extremely easy, to
7=extremely difficult. This difference, however, was not gignificant.

Most students (72%) reported numerous problems which they ini-
tially encountered upon returning to the U.S. The most common pro-
blems appeared to be: a sense of boredom, they missed the excitment of
the Rome Center experience; problems with old friends and/or family;
an inability to share their experiences; and missing their Rome Center
friends and the Rome Center itself. For some, the greatest initial
problem was the U.S. culture or re-entry shock, while for others it
was experiencing a loss of the freedom that they had enjoyed while
in Rome. Other types of problems included: problems re-adjusting to
their schools; physical and emotional distress, especially Jjet lag and
depression; and financial problems due to the expense of attending the
Rome Center.

About half (48%) of the students also reported experiencing
various kinds of problems In re-adjusting or re-adapting to life in

the U.S. during the first full year after returning from Rome. The
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major problems included: problems with school; boredom, missing the
excltment of travel; problems with old friendships and famlly; "home-
sickness" for Rome and Italy; missing their Rome Center friends; and
general problems associated with re-adjustment to "new* surroundings.
- Some had difficulty re-adapting to the fast pace of life In the U.S.,
and to what they perceived as the narrow-mindedness of many U.S. peo-
ple.

Unfortunately, in jight of the above, virtually no students (3%,
n=18) reported having anY type of posf—Rome orientation program after
returning to the U.S. Most students (57%) indicated, however, that
they felt that such a program would be somewhat or very helpful In re-
adjusting to life back in the U.S.

Change of major and/or career plans. Some students (17%)

changed their academic majors after attending the Rome Center. Most
(97%> of these indicated that the Rome Center somewhat to completely
Influenced that decision. Only 3% (n=20) Indicated that the Rome
Center did not influence their decision ‘to change thelr major.

Almost one-third (30%) of these former Rome Center students
changed their career plans at sometime after attending the Rome Cen-
ter. While one-fifth (22%) of these indicated that attending the Rome
Center did not influence that decision, almost two-fifths (37%) in-
dicated that the Rome Center experience completely influenced their
decision to change their career plans.

Extra-currijcular activities after Rome. Following their Rome
Center experience, these people were still somewhat likely to become

involved in school extra-curricular activities. The number of report
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ed activities, however, dropped by 27%, from 906 to 658 total activi-
ties. The most noticable drops were in: band - down 56%; JV or var-
sity sports - down 47%; theatre - down 46%; student/class politics -
down 40%; and college newspaper - down 36%. Some of these changes

. would be understandable given the interruption of activity and reduc-
tion in practice, e.g., varsity sports and band. Participation in one
extra-curricular activity actually increased, foreign language club -
up 5%.

The major reasons gig;ﬁjby those who chose not to be involved or
by those who became less Involved were: too busy with classes or found
the return to “reguiar® school'more demanding; such activities were
now perceived to be unimportant or irrelevant; and, finally, some
simply graduated or were about to graduate. Others reported a general
lack of time, a feeling of being different from others or not belong-
Ing, or that they switched schools.

Lasting pogjitive and negative effects and influences. Essen-
tially all of these students (98.5%) reported that they have experi-
enced lasting positive effects or Influences as a direct result of
attending the Rome Center. Most of these lasting positive effects
focused on a developed appreciation of other cultures, personal growth
and self-development, lasting special friendships, a love of travel,
and a broad enhancement/perspective of the worid, its history, and
cultures. Other reported positive effects included: a refined appre-
clatlon for art, architecture, and classical music; a retalned inter-
est in [tallan/European culture, politics, etc.; and a greater toler-

ance for others, especjally those different from themseives. A number
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of students (5%) also noted that the Rome Center experience influenced
their career plans and choice of career.

Relatively few students (9%) indicated that they experienced any
lasting negative effects or influences as a direct result of attending
. the Rome Center. Unllke the reported positive effects, the lasting
negative effects were far more idiosyncratic. Some examples of last-
ing negative effects included: a desire but inability to travel (due
to financial, occupational, or other restrictions); over-reminiscing
of the Rome Center experience; and the.dévelopment of some negative
attitudes toward the 945. and/or Italy. For one student, the most
negative effect was that she "...felt like the culmination of her life
occurred at the Rome Center* and now she is always comparing events to
her life in Rome. Semester and year at the Rome Center essentially
did not affect whether or not they experienced any lasting negative
effects.

In addition to open-ended questions dealing with lasting posi-
tive and negative effects, these former Rome students were asked
to what extent the Rome Center experience influenced their lives In
a number of speciflic ways. The ratings for these responses ranged
from 1=not at all influenced to 7=influenced a great deal. Of the
listed areas which the Rome Center may have influenced, “vacation
plans® (X=5.4) was seen as being the most influenced. *Eating habits*
(X=4.2), “choice of friends" (X=3.8), and “leisure time reading"
(X=3.6) were seen as somewhat Influenced by the Rome Center experi-
ence.

Finally, their experiences at the Rome Center were generally

7
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felt to have only slightly Influenced thelr selection of TV programs
(Y=2.9), where they live (X=2.6), religious practices (X=2.6), and,
least of all, their political affillation (X=2.0). No significant
relationships were found between these factors and year or semester at
the Rome Center.

Regardliess of the reported influence of the Rome Center on the
above areas, most (67%) of the respondents felt that all other life
events/influences considered, the Romg Center had a significant lmpact
on their lives (overall X=5.7). The résponse scale ranged from i=no
impact to 7=great impact. No difference iﬁ impact was found for vear
at the Rome Center, and while.the differences for semester at the Rome
Center approached significance they were not statistically signlficant
(F(2,650)=2.87, .10>p>.05).

On the other hand, when asked to rate the impact of their home
school on thelr lives, %ull year students (X=5.5) gave sign!flcantly
lower ratings than SpriLg—only (X=5.9) or Fall-only people (X=6.1).

No differences were found for year at the Rome Center.

Post-Rome. Compared to how well they could converse in Italian
at the time they were leaving the Rome Center, two-thirds (67%) of
these students indicated that they now speak the Italian language much
worse. About one-fourth (27%) believe that they speak it about the
'game as when they left. Relatively few students (6%) reported that
they actually speak Itallan much better today than when they were at
the Rome Center.

Some interesting relationships were noted according to semester

at the Rome Center and reported current fluency In Itallan. A greater
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percentage of Spring-only students (9%) indicated that their abillty
to speak Italian today is much better than when they were at the Rome
Center, than full year (6%) or Fall-only students (2%). This reia-
tionship between semester at the Rome Center and rated ablility to
.speak Italian today, however, approached but did not reach statistical
significance (X?(df=4,g=654)=9.34,_.10>g>.05).

In addition, those people who reported that they are speaking
Italian better today were more likely to be those who developed close
friendships with native Itallans (10%) than those who did not develop
such friendships (3%).

The respondents were askgd 1f during the past six monghs have
they been in contact with any native Italian friends they made while
at the Rome Center. Only about one out of nine (1i1%) reported that
they had been In touch with Italian friends. Recalling that only two-
fifths (42%) of the respondents reported making such special friend-
ships with Itallans, this figure still only reached one out of four
(24%) when those who did not make friendships (n=384) were excluded.
The more recently the person had attended the Rome Center, the more
l1kely they were to say that they had been in contact with native
Itallan friends (xzidf=4,g=650)=24.34. p=.0001)>. The figures ranged
from about 5% of those in the early five years to about 16% of those
from the more recent five years. /

Countries vigited during the past two years. The participants
were asked to list those countries which they had visited and the
number of visits to each country over the past two years. (Note:

those who returned from Rome over the past two years were asked to
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exclude any countrlies they may have visited whlle attending the Rome
Center.) Slightly over half (55%) reported visiting foreign coun-
tries. Two-fifths (38%) of these visited only one country. For the
rest of the people who reported vigiting some foreign country or
. countries, the following numbers of countries and percentages of
respondents were recorded: two countries - 22%: three countries - 10%;
four countries - 7%; five countries - 8%; six countries - 4%; seven
countries 4%; eignt countries - 2%; and more than ejght countries -
8%. The average number of visits to each country was 4.5 visits. The
most frequently visited country was Mexico (30%), followed by Canada
(28%). One-flfth (19%) of the respondents reported that they had
visited México over the past two years. No difference was noted for
year/campus or gender.

Post-Rome effects. When asked, if as a result of their exposure
to the Rome Center program, had they tried to influence someone into
attending or not attending a foreign study program, 91% of the re-
spondents attested that they had tried to influence someone into
attending a forelgn study program. A small number of respondents (8%)
neither tried to Influence someone into going or not going. Only two
Individuals (0.3%) reported attempting to influence someone not to
attend a foreign study program.

Up to this point, the predominant focus has been on the jimmedi-
ate Rome Center experience. Some exceptions Include perceptions of
the impact of the Rome Center and of their college experience on their
lives, lasting positive and negative effects, perceived influence of

the Rome Center on a number of specific aspects of their lives, such
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as vacation plans and eating habits, and number of countries visited
over the past two years. Some of the more noticable findings, thus
far, include differences in attendance of a pre-Rome orientation
program, lncreasing difficulties in adjustment to the foreign study
~environment, problems with cliques and semester groups, and the
increasing tendency to indicate that the Rome Center strongly involves
experiential learning. Other observations are the increase in numbers
of students opting for one semester rather than two, major re-adjust-
ment problems back in the U.S., many important lasting positive ef-
fects, such as an Increased appreciation for other cultures and the
desire to travel more, and a surprisingly low number of people report-
ing vislits to European countries in the past two years.

Leigure time activitiegs. This part of the analysis of the Rome

Center alumni questionnaire examines current leisure time activities,
as well as leisure activities at the Rome Center and at the home
university.

. Respondents were first asked to think of those activities which
they have liked to do when not working or not studylng, if ln school.
Then, on spaces provided, they were asked to indicate the three or
four things they have done most often In their leisure time. After
completing that, their task was to evaluate those activities as to how
enjoyable and ¢hallenging the activitles were, and how skillful they
felt they were at doing those activities, from 1=not at all enjoyable,
challenging, or skillful to 7=very enjoyvable, challenging, or skill-
ful.

On the average, these people rated the things they do most often
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in their leisure time as very enjoyable (X=6.3), but only somewhat
challenging (X=4.5). They rated thelr skill1fulness In dolng theyv
activities somewhere between the enjoyment and the chalienge (X=5.6).
When asked if they wished they could spend more or less of their free
-time doing things that challenged them, they generally Indicated that

they wished they could spend more time on such activities (X=5.1).

Next, they were asked about their spare time activities while at
their home college or university. After listing those three or four
activities which they most often engaged in, they responded to ques-
tions again concerning enjoyment, challenge, and skill. They rated
their activities at their home'university as somewhat enJonb]e (X=
5.7), which is somewhat less than current ratings of enjoyment. They
aiso rated the challenge offered by these activities somewhat lower
(X=3.9) than that of current activities. Their ratings of self-skill
In doing these activities was agaln moderately high (§é5.1), but still
lower than for current activities.

Finally, these people were asked to considervtheir leisure-time
activities at the Rome Center, and then list those three or four
activities which they most frequently engaged in while at the Rome
Center. The ratings of enjoyment of their Rome Center leisure-time
activities was very high (X=6.6). The challenge offered by these
activities (X=4.8) was somewhat higher than the challenge offered by
either their current leisure-time activities or the activities they
engaged in at their home college or university. Their ratings of
skill (X=5.3) in doing the things they did most often at the Rome

Center, however, was only slightly higher than ratings of skill given
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to activities at their home school.

While slightly over half of fhe respondents (56%) indicated that
their skill in doing their current activities exceeded the challenge
offered by them, and that their skill in doing their leisure-time
“activities at their home college or university exceeded the challenge
offered by those activities (55%), just over one-third (37%) of the
respondents indicated that their skill in doing their leisure-time
activities at the Rome Center exceeded the challenge of those activi-
ties. Nearly three-fourths (73%) indicated that the challenge offered
by these lelsure-time activities at the Rome Center actually equalled
(40%) or exceeded (23%) their skills. An analysis of variance pro-
duced no significant dlfferences between Fall-only, Spring-only, and
full year people in their ratings of enjoyment of Rome Center activi-
ties (F(2,637) =1.08, p=.12), or for the challenge offered by those
activities (F(2,635)=0.57, p=.56). |

In an attempt to understand the relationship between challenge
and skill, and perceived enjoyment, a ratio of challenge to skill (or
reverse) was computed by dividing the smaller of the two by the larger
to get an index of fit and relating this to ratings of enjoyment.

This process follows that déscribed in the introduction concerning
Csikszentmihalyi’s 'Fléw experience," such that the closer the fit
between the two, i.e., the degree to which the ratio approaches unity,
the more likely should these people Indicate that they enjoyed the
particular experiences or activitlies. These three indexes of fit by
campus are presented in Table 5.

The students who attended for the first five years at campus
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Indices of Fit by Rome Center Campus

Campus
1 2 3 4 5
Current Activities .763 797 .760 .807 .734
Home University 747 . 753 .784 .726 717
Rome Center .788 .815 .802 .802 .820

These mean indices were created by dividing the larger of
the ratings of challenge of leisure time activities and the
ratings of skill in performing those activities by the
smaller of the two ratings.
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four recorded the highest index of fit (i.e., closest to unity) for
current leisure-time activities (X=.807), while students who attended
campus four (l.e., campus five) over the more recent four years gave
the lowest Index of fit for current actlvities (X=.734). It was that
latter group, however, had the highest Index of flt for leisure-time
activities at the Rome Center (X=.820) compared to the lowest index
(X=.788) for those who attended the Rome Center at campus one. It was
possible that the former group used the immediate experience at the
Rome Center as a yardstick to measure ratings of enjoyment for their
current leisure activities, while such a comparison becomes less pos-
sible as the years go by. Thoge students who most recently attended
campus four also gave the lowest index of fit ratings to leisure-time
activities at thelr home university (§=.717), compared to the high
rating (X=.815) given for those attending campus two. This effect of
campus on the current index of fit was found to be significant (F(4,
628)=2.57, p<.05),

These Indexes of fit were then used in combination with ratings
of enjoyment, challenge, and sklll in further analyses. First, the
relationship between the variables was explored through a Pearson
correlation. Ratings of enjoyment of current activities was moder-
ately positively correlated with ratings of challenge of current
activities (r=.32, n=643, p>.001) and ratings of skill in current
activities (r=.30, n=634, p>.001). These correlations are presented
in Table 6.

The correlation between the Index of fit for current activities

and ratings of enjoyment of those activities, however, was quite low



Table 6

Correlations Between Ratings of Enjoyment, Challenge, and
Skill, and the Index of Fit for Current, Home School, and
Rome Center Leisure Time Activities.

CE CC CS CI HE HC HS HI RE RC RS RI

CE - .32 .30 .13 .32 .19 .20 .00 .27 .09 .18-.02
cC - - .28.71 .02 .42 .15 .27 .03 .26 .15 .15
¢S - - - .16 .20 .17 .51 .21 .18 .11 .46-.06
cI - - - --.05.36-.09 .43-.12 .18-.06 .22
HE - - - - - .34.37 .10 .31 .07 .15-.04
HC - - - - = - .32 .69 .04 .31 .13 .22
BS - - - - - = -=.26 .19 .13 .45-.03
HI - - - = - - - a1 47-.45 .27
RE - =- = = = = - - -.19 .26 .02
RC = = = = .= = = < - -.27.59
RS - = - = =~ =~ = - - - =05
RI - - e e e e e e e e

CE - Current Activities - Enjoyment Ratings

CC - Current Activities - Challenge Ratings

CS - Current Activities - Skill Ratings

CI - Current Activities Index of Fit

HE - Home University Acivities - Enjoyment Ratings
HC - Home University Acivities - Challenge Ratings
HS - Home University Acivities - Skill Ratings

HI - Home University Acivities - Index of Fit

RE - Rome Center Activities - Enjoyment Ratings
RC - Rome Center Activities - Challenge Ratings
RS - Rome Center Activities - Skill ratings

RI - Rome Center Activities - Index of Fit
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(r=.13). Interestingly, ratings of enjoyment of current activities
was also positively correlated with ratings of enjoyment of activities
at the home university (r=.32, n=600, p>.001), but slightly less so
with ratings of enjoyment of activities at the Rome Center (r=.27).

- There was no significant correlation found between enjoyment of cur-
rent activities and the index of fit for activities at the home uni-
versity, or between ratings of current enjoyment, challenge, or skill
at the home university and those same ratings for activities at the
Rome Center. Finally, the index of fit for current activities was
strongly correlated with the index of fit for leisure-time activities
at the home university (£=.43,'g;589, p>.001), but not with_ the index
of £lt for those activities at the Rome Center (r=.22).

Next, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine
the effectiveness of a number of variables, inciuding the indexes of
fit, and the ratings of challenge and skill, In serving as predictor
variables for current levels of enjoyment of leisure-time activities,
and for the ratings of enjoyment of activities at the home university
and at the Rome Center.

Of ratings of challenge, skill, and the index of fit for current
activities, the single best predictor of ratings of enjoyment of
current activities was ratings of the challenge of those activites (R2
=.113). The ratings of skill for those activities added minimally to
the total amount of explained variance (R2=.157). The index of fit
would not enter into the analysis.

The single best predictor of enjoyment of home university lei-

sure-time actlivities was the ratings of skill In dolng those activ-
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fties (R2=.137). The challenge offered by those activities added |
somewhat to the amount of variance explained (R2=.202). Once again,
the index of fit did not enter into the analysis.

While the best determined predictor for enjoyment of Rome Center
"activities was also the skill in doing those actlvities, the anount
of variance explained by that variable was lower than in the above
analyses (R2=.068). Ratings of challenge increased this amount only
sligntly (RP=.087). |

Next, when these variables were used to predict enjoyment of
leisure-time activities at the home college or university and at the
Rome Center, some differences were found. The two variables which
‘accounted for most of the explained variance for ratings of enjoyment
of leisure-time activities at the home university were skill at doing
those activities and the challenge offered by them (R2=.202). How-
ever, the besf combination of predictors for ratings of enjoyment of
Rome Center leisure activities was the skill -in doing those activi-
ties, ratings of enjoyment of actlvitie§ at the home university, and,
then, the challenge offered by those Romé Center activities (R2=.216).

Finally, when using ratings of enjoyment of Rome Center and of
home university lelsure-time activities to predict ratings of current
enjoyment, ratings of challenge at the Rome Center and at the home
unjversity to predict current ratings of challenge, and ratings of
skill at the Rome Center and at the home university to predict current
ratings of skill, the best predictors were always the home university
ratings of challenge and skill in leisure activities and not Rome

Center ratings. Once again, however, even those ratings were not
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significant.

In sum, it appears that these Rome Center alumni are able teo
clearly differentiate between the enjoyment, challenge, and their
skill In doing various leisure time activities now, at their home
"school, and at the Rome Center. As shown earlier in Table 5, thé best
fit between challenge and skill is for those activities at the Rome
Center, followed by cqrrent activities, and then by activities at
their home school. However, contrary to earlier predictions, this
index of fit was not necessarily a good predictor of enjoyment ratings
of the activities. Of Importance to the Rome Center experience,
ratings of thesevvarious aspects of their leisure time activities at
the Rome Center were not good predictors of the enjoyment, challenge,
and skill associated with current leisure time activities.

Life satisfaction. In the next section of the questlonnaire,
respondents were presented with a question asking them, "how happy are
things these days?* This was followed by two gquestions asking them to
compare their current rating of happinesé with their state of happi-
ness at the Rome Center and at their hdme‘unlversity. These were then
followed by two five-item questions focusing on specific aspects of
life satisfaction.

Several ratings of life satisfaction, current and past were
obtained. The ;artlcipants were first asked to indicate, "how happy
would you say things are these days,* with 1=not too happy, 4=pretty
happy, and 7=very happy. Generally, things were rated as being quite
happy these days (X=5.4). Females (X=5.48) rated things somewhat

happier (F(1,645)=4.00, p=.05) than males (X=5.27), and people who
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attended the Rome Center at campus three (X=5.68) reported things as
happier than those who attended any other campus, especially campus
five (X=5.08), F(4,642)=4.12, p<.005).

Next, they were asked, compared with thelr life today *...how
"happy were things when you were at the Rome Center," and "...when you
were at your home university," with i=not quite as happy then, 4=about
the same, and 7=happier then. Compared with today, they indicated
that things were slightly happier at the Rome Center (X=4.8), and
almost as happy at their home college or university (X=3.6) compared
with the present time.

Males (R=5.06) generally Indicated that things were much happier
at the Rome Center than today (F(1,642)=12.37, p<.001)> compared to
females (§=4.60), and those attending most recently, campus five,
indicated that they were much happier at the Rome Center (X=5.13)
compared with those of campus one (X=4.39) or campus three (X=4.49)
(F(4,639)=4.70, p=.001>, indicative, perhaps, of some type of immedi-
ate effect. These people from campus five, while less happy at their
home school than they are now (X=4.09), were nevertheless happier
there (F(4,635)=6.72, p<.0001) than those from campus one (X=3.16),
three (§¥3.16), or four (X=3.49). Finally, full year peopie were less
happy (X=3.30) at their home university (F(2,637)=10.10, p<.0001)> than
Sering-only (X=3.83) or Fall-only people (X=3.93), though di] three
were less happy at their home school than they are now.

The next two questions, dealing with current life satisfaction,
each had five separate Items which were analyzed lndlvidually and then

combined to form two general indicators of current life satisfaction
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(LSt and LS2). The first of these questions asked the subjects to
Indicate the degree of satlisfaction which they have obtalned from
leisure time activities, the work done around their residence, work
done on the job, being with friends, and from being with their family.
. These people indicated that they derived great satisfaction from being
with others, first with their family (X=6.2), and then with their
friends (X=6.2). (The correlation between these two variables was
.37.) This was followed by satisfaction with the things done in
leisure time (X=5.9), the work done on the job (X=5.5), and the work
done in and around their home (X=4.5). The correlations between these
variables ranged from a high of .37 (between items #4 and #5) to a low
of .10 (between items #2 and #4).

These ratings were then combined to give the first general
indicator of life satisfaction (LS1). The mean life satisfaction
score was 28.31. This rating would fall into the area of great satis-
faction when scaled with a maximum rating of 35 (flve ltems times a
high score of seven). While there were no main or interaction effects
for campus, semester, or Loyola/non-loyola, there was a main effect
for gender (F(1,606)=11.48, p=.001), with females (X=28.75) being more
satisfied than males (X=27.80).

The second set of life satisfaction items required respondents
to indicate the degree to which they agreed/disagreed with a number of
statements concerning their present life situation. They most agreed
with the statements: "the conditions of my life are excellent" (X=
5.2); *so far I have gotten the things I want out of life" (X=5.2);

and "1 am satisfied with my life* (X=5.1). They agreed somewhat less
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with the items: "in most ways my life is close to my ideal" (X=4.7);
and "if I could live my life over, | wouid change almost nothing*
(X=4.6). The correlations between these variables were much higher
than between the items In the previous question set, ranging from a
- high of .71 (between jtems #1 and #3) to a low of .46 (between items
#2 and #5).

As with the previous question, these five responses were com-
bined to produce a second general indicator of life satisfaction
(LS2). The mean life satisfaction score here was 24.72. Once again,
this score would fall into the area of strong satisfaction with their
lives, though not as strong as with the previous question set (LS1).
No main or interaction effects were found between LSZ2 and campus,
semester, Loyola/non-Loyola, or gender. The correlation between LS!
and LS2 was .51 (p=605,p<.001).

Multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine the
best combination of a number of variables, including enjoyment, chal-
lenge, and skill ofvcufrent leisure-time' activities, desire to engage
in more challenging activities, curréht happiness, and how happy
things were at the home unijversity and at the Rome Center compared
with things today, in predicting LS! and LS2. Responses to "how happy
are things these days" served as the single best predictor of both
measures of |ife satisfaction. For LS1, the combination of "how happy
are things these days" (R2=.334), ratings of enjoyment of current
lelsure-time activities (R2=.416), sklllfulness In doing current
actlvities (R2=.422), and how happy were things at the home university

(é2=.426> provided the best linear combination of explained variance.
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For LS2, the best combination was *how happy are things these days" (R2
=.495), the degree to which they wished their current leisure-time
activities were more challenging (R2=.510), and "how happy were things
at your home university" (R2=.513).

The amount of variance explained for LSi by the Index of flit for
current activities was somewhat small (é2=.016). The index did not
reach the minimum level to be entered into the equation for LSZ.

Looking at the indices of fit for current, Rome Center, and home
unjversity activities, current income level, ratings of impact of the
Rome Center and of their home university on their lives, and global
attitude ratings toward the Rome Center and their home university
(discussed in the next section), as predictors for LSi and LS2, the
best predictor of the first measure of life satisfaction was the
global attitude rating for the Rome Center (R2=.057). The current
index of fit, household income, and global attitude toward the home
university only slightly increased the total amount of explained
variance (R%=.094). ‘

0f the above variables, the best prédlctor of the second general
rating of 1ife satisfaction (LS2) was household income (R2=.041).
Attitude toward the Rome Center and toward the home unjversity in-
creased the figure only somewhat (R2=.069).

In sum, it appears that Rome Center alumni are quite happy and
satisfied with their lives at present, but, perhaps, not as happy or
satisfied as they were while at the Rome Center. Yet, their attlitude
toward the Rome Center, which will be discussed in more detail in the

next section, was able to significantly predict current life satis-
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faction, Indlcating some degree of positive Influence of the Rome

Center experience.

Life goals. The respondents were next presented with a series

of ten possible life goals which they may or may not hoild in impor-

-tance. Their first task was to indicate how important/unimportant
each of these goals were to them personally. The rating scale ranged
from *i=little or no importance," "3=somewhat important," “S=very
important,* to "7=very important." Of all the goals presented, the
single most important goal appeared to be 'flinding personal happiness”
(2;6.22), followed by “to develop a solid system of values* (X=5.89).
The goals rated least in importance, though still falling into the
*very important" category, were: "to understand the role of God in my
1ife"' (X=4.55); "to learn practical Information to heip me in my ca-
reer" (X=5.04); and "having many good friends* (X=5.09). The average
rating of importance for all ten goals was 5.38 ("very important").
The ten goals and their ratings of Importance are presented in Table
7. t

A MANOVA indicated a significant effect for gender (F(10,626)=
3.79, p<.001) and for campus at the Rome Center (F(40,2504)=2.97,
p<.001), but not for semester at the Rome Center (F(20,1252)=2.04,
p>.001)>., Univariate tests for each of the ten goals by gender re-

“ vealed significant effects for goals #1, #2, and #9 (all p‘s<.005).
In all three cases, females gave higher ratings to each of the goals
than did males.

Univarlate tests for each of the goals by campus revealed sig-

nificant effects for goals #1, #3, #5, #7, and #10. For all flve
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Rating and Rank of Importance of Goals - Rocme Center Group

Goals § Rating # S.D. Rank #*

1. Finding Personal Happiness
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values
3. To Get More Enjoyment Qut Of Life

4. To Understand The Role Of God
In My Life

5. To Develop A Successful Career .
6. To Understand Myself Better

7. To Learn Practical Information To
Help Me In My Career

8. To Develop Reflective and Critical
Thinking

9. To Be Of Service To QOthers

10. Having Many Good Friends .

6.22
5.89

5.33

4.55
5.36
5.47

5.04

5.4
5.41
5.09

1.05
1.23

1.33

1.98
1.43

1.45

1.47

1.43
1.3

1.56

4.5
4.5

* The higher the X rating the more important the goal.

## These ranks are based on the mean ratings. [Lower rank
numbers indicate more jmportant goals, with "1* being the

most important goal.



87
goals, students from campuses four and five gave higher ratings of
importance than did those from campuses one and two (and campus three
for goals #7 and #10). It should be noted that two of these goals (#5
and #7) refer specifically to career development, something which may
change in relative importance as one ages.

Next, regardless of how important or unimportant they felt each
of these goals in the list to be, their second task was to rate the
degree to which they believed that: (a) the Rome Center helped or
inhibited their achievement of each goal; and (b) their home college
or university helped or inhibited their achievement of each goal. The
rating scale was from “1=very strongly inhibited," through !4=neither
helped nor inhibited,* to "7=very strongly helped.”

In general, as shown in Table 8, these people indicated that the
Rome Center helped them, in various degrees depending on the particu-
lar goal, to achieve all ten goals. The Rome Center most strongly
helped them to achleve the goal "to get more enjoyment out of life"
(X=6.21), followed by “to understand myself better* (X=5.93), and
*finding personal happiness* (X=5.82). It helped them least to a-
chieve the goals: *to develop a successful career® (i=4.58); and "to
learn practical Information to help me In my career® (X=4.56). The
average rating of achievement for all ten goals was 5.27. These
ratings of achievement are presented in Table 8.

MANOVA’s on the ten ratings of achlevement Indicated no main or
interaction effects for semester at the Rome Center, campus/year, or
gender.

Like their evaluation of the Rome Center’s influence, the re-



Table 8

Rating of Achievement of Goals - Rome Center Group

_ X-Hame
Goals X-Rome * Universitys

1. Finding Personal Happiness 5.82 1.08 4.84 1.33
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values 4.99 1.56 5.08 1.23
3. To Get More Enjoyment Qut Of Life 6.21 0.92 4.82 1.32

4. To Understand The Role 0f God

In My Life 4.76 1.32 4.60 1.37
5. To Develop A Successful Career 4.58 1.16 5.40 1.30
6. To Understand Myself Better 5.93 1.00 5.15 1.19
7. To Learn Practical Information To

Help Me In My Career 4.56 1.29 5.29 1.31
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical

Thinking 5.46 1.07 5.47 1.10
9. To Be Of Service To Others | ‘ 4.76 1.17 4.85 1,20
10. Having Many Good Friends S.61 1.21 5.23 1.43

* The higher the ratings of achievement, the more that people
saw the Rome Center and/or Home University as helping
them achieve the goal. (l=very strongly inhibited; 7=very
strongly helped)
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spondents, Iin general, Indicated that their home college or university
helped them to achleve all ten goals to varying degrees, However,
their ratings here varied from those given to the Rome Center for
specific goals. They felt that their home college or university most
‘helped them to achleve the following goals: "to develop reflective and
critical thinking* (?=5;47); and "to develop a successful career”
(X=5.40). The perceived their home schools as least helping them to
achieve: "to understand the role of God in my life* (X=4.60); and "to
get more enjoyment out of life' (X=4.82). The average rating of
achievement for all ten goals was 5.07. This rating was significantly
lower than the mean rating of 5.27 given to the Rome Center- (t(617)=
'5.32, p<.001).

Comparisons between the ratings of achievement for the Rome
Center‘s influence and the home university’s Influence, as presented
above In Table 8, suggest a number of differences of perception. For
example, the Rome Center was seen as more positively instrumental than
the home school for some goals (personal' happiness, enjoyment out of
life, and self-understanding) while the home schoo! was seen as more
conducive than the Rome Center for others (successful career and
practical information to help in career), while for others instrumen-
tality did not vary.

A MANOVA using the ratings of each of the ten goals as/dependent
variables revealed a significant effect for campus (F(30,1814)=2.38,
p<.001), but no significant main or interaction effects for semester
at the Rome Center or gender. The effect for campus was in four of

the ratings of achievement of the goals. For goals one (X=5.04) and



Table 9

Rating of Importance of Goals Times Achievement of Goals -
Rome Center Group

_ X-Home
Goals X-Rome * University»
1. Finding Perscnal Happiness 36.31 30.17
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values 29.75 30.17
3. To Get More Enjoyment Out Of Life 33.39 26.03
4. To Understand The Role 0Of God
In My Life . 22.94 22.04
5. To Develop A Successful Career 24.82 29.23
6. To Understand Myself Better 32.53 28.36
7. To Learn Practical Information To
Help Me In My Career 23.22 26.89
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical
Thinking 29.80 29.70
9. To Be Of Service To Others © 26.28 . 26.58
10. Having Many Good Friends - 29.25 27.26

* The higher the mean rating indicates that the Rome Center
or Home University was helping them achieve an important
goal. (Maximum rating = 49.00)
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four (X=5.62) the ratings by students from campuses four and five were
significantly higher than those from the other three campuses (#1
X=4.62; #4 X=5.12). Next, for goals seven and ten the difference was
between the lower ratings given by students from campus two (#7 X=
" 4.80; #10 X=5.08) and the higher rating from students from campus four
(#7 X=5.56; #10 X=5.54).

Finally, two global attitude measures, one toward the Rome Cen-
ter and one toward the home college or university, were computed by
multiplying the initial ratings of importance for each of the ten
goals by the ratings of achievement given to them for the Rome Cen-
ter’s influence and for the home school’s influence in helping them
obtaln the goals. These ratings of importance times ratings of a-
chievement are presented in Table 9. These products were them summed
across all ten goals to give the two singie attitude scores.

The scores for the attitude measure toward the Rome Center
ranged from a low of 110 to a high of 490, out of a potential range of
10 to 490. The mean attitude score was 289, with a corresponding mean
Item crossproduct of 29 (i.e., 289 divided by 10 goals). (Note: the
maximum high score would be 490, if all respondents rated all goals
extremely high in importance *7,* and then rated the degree to which
they felt that the Rome Center help them to achieve each of the goals
also extremely hlgh *7," and then crogs muitiplying and summing.)
Given that the lowest rating of Importance was 5.04, and that the
lowest rating of achievement given to the Rome Center was 4.56 (both
positive values), resulting in the lowest mean goal crossproduct of

S, the observed mean item crossproduct of 29 would be indicative of a
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rather favorable attitude toward the Rome Center. The global attitude
score of 289, though far less than the maximum possible score, wouid,
nevertheless, also be indicative of a somewhat favorable attltude
toward the Rome Center.

While no effect was found for semester at the Rome Center, Loy-
ola/non-Loyola, or for gender, a significant effect (F(3,615)=9.54,
p<.0001) was found for campus/year. Students from campus one (X=268)
and campus two (X=273) gave lower ratings overall than did students
from campus four (X=300) and campus five (X=303). Students from cam-
pus three (X=283) gave ratinés between the two groups above. It may
be that attitudes toward the Rome Center weaken the longer one is re-
moved from the experience or its Influence, although other interpre-
tations are equally plausible.

The mean global attitude score toward the home university was
also In the quite favorable range (X=277), though somewhat lower than
that for the Rome Center. The difference between the two ratings was
statistically significant (£(611)=5.57,'p<.001>. This difference
between the two summed products, however, does not reflect the indi-
vidual item differences. For some of the goals the importance/a-
chievement products were higher for the Rome Center while for others
the products were higher for the home university, still others were
essentially the same. These comparisons are presented above in Table
9.

The attitude measure toward the home university ranged from a
low of 91 to a high of 476. Analyses, again, revealed a main effect

for campus (F(3,609)=13.00, p<.001). Students from campus four (X=
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282) and campus flve (X=302) gave hlgher ratings to thelr home univer-
sity than did students from campus one (X=259), campus two (X=257),

or campus three (X=262). Once again, it appeared that the further

one is removed in time from the institution the lower the resulting
attitude rating toward that institution. There was no main effect

for Loyola/non-Loyola, or interaction effect between that variable

énd campus/year. There was, however, a main effect for semester

at the Rome Center (F(2,610)=23.28, p<.0001)>. Interestingly, the
nature of this effect was such that étUdehts who attended the Center

for the full year (X=257) gave a lower attltude rating toward thelr

home school than did Fall-only (X=296) or Spring-only (X=293) stu-
dents.

The two global attitude scores were used as dependent variables
in multiple regression analyses. The single best predictor of atti-
tude toward the Rome Center was enjoyment of leisure-time activities
at the Rome Center (Rzﬁ.OGO). With a linear combination of other
variables, including, in order of importance, the challenge offered by
Rome Center, leisure time activities, the skill in doing those activi-
ties, and the index of fit between the challenge and skill, brought
the explained variance up only somewhat (R%=.111). The index of fit,
alone, was not a good predictor of attitude toward the Rome Center (R2
=,027).

When using similar variables to predict the attitude score to-
ward the home university, the single best predictor was, agaln, the
degree of enjoyment of leisure-time activities at the home university

2
(R =.074>. Unllike for the analysig for the Rome Center attitude
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rating, no other varjables would enter into the regression analysis.

While other combinations of these and/or other variabies might better
predict these global attitudes, such combinations were not explored at
this point. Rather, only "FLOW' theory related variables were tested.

It appears, then, that there are some differences between those
who attend for the full year, the Fall semester only, and for the
Spring semester only in regard to attitude toward the home school and,
eventually, toward the Rome Center. The distinction is especially
noteworthy between one and two semester people, of which the former
tend to hold noticably lower attitudes toward their home school. It
is also of interest to note the effect of enjoyment of leisure time
activities at the Rome Center and of the home school in predicting
overall attitudes toward the Rome Center and the home school, respec-
tively.

Demographics. In the final section of the questionnaire, the
respondents were asked a series of demographic questions dealing with
level of school completed, marital status, employment status, and
Income, among others.

When asked to indicate the last level of school completed, the
subjects responded as follows: some college -8% (generally those still
In school); college graduate - 37%; some graduate work - 17%; master’s
degree - 20%; doctorate degree - 3%; professionél degree (MD, JD, DDS,
etc.) - 14%; and other (e.g., technical degree) - 2%.

Just over half of the respondents (54%) indicated that they own
their own home, with the remainder (46%) Indicating that they rent

their home/apartment. The average length of stay in their current



95

place of residence was six years and five months, while the average
number of times moved over the past flve years was 1.7 times.

Haif of the respondents (50%) Indicated that they have never
married. The remainder indicated their marital status as follows:
‘currently married - 45%; divorced or separated -4%; clergy - 0.6%; and
widowed - 0.3%.

Only about one in four (28%) were of Italian heritage. 0f those
who were married, only 16% were married to someone of Italian heri-
tage. However, about half (44%) of those who indicated that they were
of Italian descent indicated that the were married to someone who was
also of Italian descent.

The participants were asked to indicate their approximate house-
hold income for 1985. Unfortunately, Information indicated that for
some the reported figure represented only their personal income, while
for others, it Included their income plus that of their spouse or that
of their parents. Therefore, in presenting the following breakdown of
household incomes, one must be cautious 'In making conclusions about
the Rome Center alumni. The reported incomes were: under $7,500 - 7%;
$7,500 to $9,999 -2%; $10,000 to $14,999 - 5%; $15,000 to $24,999 -
17%; $25,000 to $34,999 - 15%; $35,000 to 349,999 - 14%; $50,000 to
$74,999 - 19%; and $75,000 and over - 22%.

Two-thirds of the respondents (66%) Indicated that they were
working full time, with 14% working part-time, and 11% currently in
school. The remaining 9% indicated that they were keeping house (4%),
unemployed (1%), retired, unable to work, or in the armed forces (com-

bined - 1%), or other (3%). They also lndicated that over the past
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five years, on the average, they held 2.2 different jobs.

When asked, if currently employed or recently employed, to de-
scribe their occupation in a word or in a brief phrase, the following
categories and percentages were derived: business/management -16%;
education/teaching - 13%; banking/finance - 12%; law - 12%; sales -
11%; health and human services - 8%; and other - 29%.

Finally, relative to the Rome Center experlience, these people
were asked to what extent does their ppesent employment involve for-
eign travel. For the clear majority (86%), foreign travel has not
been a part of their employment. For 11% of the respondents, foreign
travel has been somewhat a parﬁ of their employment, and for 3%, their
current position involves a great deal of foreign travel. These
pecple were primarily those employved as flight attendants and those
involved In some way with international business or sales. Responses
to this question did not vary according to year or semester at the
Rome Center.

In summary, there appear to be some very noticeable and lasting
effects from living and studying at the Rome Center. Some of these
effects are quite positive, such as greater tolerance for and under-
standing of people from other cultures. Other effects are somewhat
negative, such as the lasting difficulties related to the readjustment
process upon arrival back in the U.S. and difficulties in their rela-
tionships with family and friends. Other effects have the potential
to be negative, such as the tendency to over-reminisce about their
experiences at the Rome Center. These people tend to evaluate their

leisure time activities at the Rome Center in a somewhat more positive



97
light than their activities at their home school, and even than their
current leisure activities. They also tend to report being happigr at
the Rome Center than they are now. This is especially true the less
they are removed In years from the program. It appears, then, that
the Rome Center has a measureable effect on its participants, but
after exiting from the program and possibly finding no other program
or experience to take up where the Rome Center left off, there appears
to be a marked decline in the strength of the impact of their foreign

study experience.
Descriptive Results from the Comparison Group Questionnaire

This section focuses on the responses of those Loyoia University
students who did not attend the Rome Center. Analyses will Include
only this group; no comparisons with Loyola Rome Center alumnl will be
made. A later section, however, will make comparisons between this
non-Rome group and the Loyola Rome Center people.

The results of this comparison questionnaire will focus first on
exposure to the Rome Center program and to other foreign study pro-
grams. This will be followed by a description of some aspects of
their college experience, such as number and type of extracurricular
actlvities, place of residence, and number of visits to foreign
countries. Distinctions are made between the first two and the last
two years of their college experience. Next, there are the results of
questions dealing with their leisure time activities, life satisfac-

tion, and evaluation of certain life goals. Finally, there are the
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results of their responses to a number of demographic questions.

Response to the guestionnaire. As discussed earlier, of the 391

comparison questionnaires sent to former and present Loyola Unlversity
students who did not attend the Rome Center, there were 125 (32%)
completed returns, 96 (25%) inaccurate addresses, S (1%) incomplete
returns from people who indicated that they had actually attended the
Rome Center, and 165 (42%) non-returns. After subtracting out the
inaccurate addresses, a return rate of 42.4% was obtained. The cor-
rected return rate for the first thirteen years was 50.7%, and 35.2%
for the more recent twelve years.

There were 51 males (40.8%) and 74 females (59.2%).

The Rome Center and foreian study. Students were first asked

£, while they were attending Loyola University, they had heard of the
Rome Center foreign study program. Virtually all (97%) of these
comparison people indicated that they had heard of it. Approximately
one-fifth (19%) attended a presentation, slide show, etc., concerning
the program. Only 14%, however, ever visited the Rome Center office
to inquire about information regarding foreign study.

The respondents were next presented with a list of reasons why
they may chosen not to attend the Rome Center, and asked to select th
one reason best indicative of why they did not go to the Center. The
categories and percentages recorded were as follows: had other com-
mitments, e.g., Job, school activities - 31%; to expensive to study
abroad - 30%; was not interested In foreign study - 11%; wanted to
finish college as quickly as possible - 3%; parents would nct permit

me to go - 2%; never heard of the Rome Center - 2%; and "other' or a
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combination of reasons - 20%.

When asked If they have any friends or relatives who attended
the Rome Center, the responses were evenly split, 'yes* - 50%, “no* -
50%.

Some students (7%) indicated that they had lnqulred into foreign
study programs other than Loyola’s. Regardless of whether they in-
quired into the Rome Center program or some other program, one out of
six (16%) actually planned on attending a foreign study program.
Asked what happened, did they attend or not attend and why, the two
predominant responses of those who inquired into foreign study pro-
grams were: did study abroad ,at some program cther than at, Loyola’s
Rome Center -15%; and could not afford it -40%. Other responses in-
cluded: did not want to go alone; parents would not permit me to go;
GPA was too low; the program was cancelled; courses desired were not
offered by the program; personal commitments prevented me from golng;
and simply did not follow through with my plans.

Place of residence, school activities, etc. More than half of

these students (56%) lived at home with their parents during their
sophomore year at Loyola. The remaining either lived in a dormitory
(25%), an apartment (11%), in a fraternity/sorority house (2%), with
relatives (2%), or some other residence.

The above percentages changed somewhat for their senior years in
college. While most of these people still lived at home with their
parents (54%), there was an increase in the percent of students living
in private apartments (30%), and a corresponding decrease in the per-

cent of students living in dormitories (9%). The remaining categories
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essentially remained unchanged.

Approximately half of these comparison students (47%) did not
participate in extracurricular activities during their freshman and
sophomore years at Loyola. Two-thirds (64%) of those who participated
only did so in one activity. The remainder of those who did partici-
pate engaged in either two (27%), three (8%), or five (1% activities.
Of the listed activities, most participated in a social fraternity/
sorority (p=24>, JV or varsity sports (n=11), student/class politics
(n=9), and foreign language club (p=7>. A total of 31 other activi-
ties were listed. Generally, these activities were either social or
academic clubs.

Essentially, the same percentage of students (54%) reported that
they participated in one or more extracurricular activitles during
their junior and senior yvear at Loyola. This time, however, 57% indi-
cated that they participated in one activity, 31% in two activities,
and 12% in three activities. Only minor changes occurred in the
numbers of participants in the listed activities. The most noticable
changes were in JV or varsity sports (p=7, a decrease of 4), college
magazine/yearbook (p=6, an increase of 3), and "other* activities
(n=38, an increase of 7).

When asked if they changed their academic major and/or their
career plans during their junior and senior years at Loyola, 15% in-
dicated that they changed their major and 28% indicated that they
changed thelr career plans. Most of those who changed their career
plans also changed their major.

The comparison people were questioned about any particular pro-
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gram or ¢function sponsored by Loyola, which they engaged in, that they
felt was worthwhile, having a lasting impact on their life. Nearly
one-fourth ¢23%) Indicated that they could recall such a particular
program. Some examples of these programs or functions include: fra-
vternity/sorority; a special retreat program; student government; hon-
ors program; specific courses; and doing volunteer work, e.g., at
Loyola University’s Day School. In describing how these programs or
functions affected their lives, the two primary responses were: helped
me make good friends, especially for those involved in a social fra-
ternity or sorority, or the honors program; and affected career plans,
for those invelved with an internship, a particular class, or certain
volunteer programs.

Generally, the respondents indicated that their education at
Loyola involved experiential education, i.e., learning by doing, only
to a limited extent (X=3.9).

Finally, considering all other life events/experiences, the
respondents lndlcated that thelr college experlence at Loyola has had
a significant impact on their lives (X=5.4).

Visits to foreign countries. The participants were asked about
the number of countries they visited and the number of visits to each
of those countries at any time up to their junior year at Loyola,
during their Jjunior and senior years at Loyé&a, and, finally, during
the past two years.

Up to their junior year in college, most students (62%) indi-

cated that they did not visit any other countries. Nine percent of

all respondents visited Mexico at some time In thelr lives prior to
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their Junior year. Flfteen percent visited Canada, and six percent
indicated that visited Italy. One-fourth (26%) of all respondents
indicated that they visited some country (generally In Western Europe
or in the Caribbean? other than the three above, with most visiting
one or two countries. The average number of countries visited was 1.0
and the average number of visits to a country was 1.5.

Only about one in eight people (12%) indicated that they visited
some country or countries during their junior and senior years in
college. Two people (1.6%) indicated that they visited Mexico. Five
pecple (4%) indicated they visited Canada. Three people (2.4%) vigs-
ited Italy. Nine people (7%) Indicated that they visited some country
other than the three mentioned. The average number of countries
vigited during their junior and senior years was 0.3, and the average
number of visits was 0.4.

Finally, they were asked about their visits to other countries
during the past two years. Their responses were: Mexico - 14%; Canada
- 12%; Ital? ~- 6%; and other countries -22%. The average number of
countries visited was 0.9, and the average number of visits was 1.3.
No differences were found for year at Loyola or gender.

Leisure-time activities. The participants were asked to think
about the things they liked to do when they are not working (or not
studying, If in school), that is, the things they tend to do in their
leisure-time which give them some degree of pleasure or enjoyment.
Their first task was to list the three or four things they do most
often during thelr leisure-time. After doing thls, they were ques-

tioned about the enjoyment and challenge of those activities, and
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their skill in performing them. The scale for these items ranged from
i=not at all enjoyable, challenging, or skillful to 7=very enjoyable,
challenging, or skillful.

Generally, they found the leisure activities to be quite enjoy-
able (X=6.3), but less challenging (X=4.7). They Indicated that even
though these activities were only somewhat challenging, they were
quite skillful in doing them (X=5.6).

They were then asked, if they wished that "...you could spend
more of your free time doing things that challenge you, less time, or
like it the way it Is," with i=wish ] spent more time, 4=1like it as it
is, and 7=wish I spent more time. In general, they indicated that
they wished they could spend some more time in doing more things that
challenged them (X=5.0).

Next, they were asked to take a few moments to think of the
things they liked to do at Loyola University when they were not work-
ing or not studyling, and then to list the three or four things they
did most often. Their rating of enJoymént of these activities (X=5.7)
was on the average somewhat lower than the rating of enjoyment they
gave to their current activitles. The rating of challenge they gave
to these activities (X=4.0) was also lower than the ratings of chal-
lenge they gave to currect activities, in addition to being lower than
the ratings o; enjoyment for both current and Loyola leisure-time
activities. While the rating of challenge offered by these activities
was somewhat low, their rating of their skill in performing the activ-
ities was higher (X=5.1), though it, too, was lower than the rating of

skill given to current activities.
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As for those who attended the Rome Center, an attempt was made
to understand the relatjonship between the challenge and the skijll
offered by their current and Loyola leisure-time activities, espe-
cially in predicting ratings of enjoyment for those activities. The
index of fit, computed by dividing the higher rating of challenge
or skill by the lower rating, for current activities (X=.794) was
gignif-icantly higher than the index of fit for activities at Loyola
Univer-sity (X=.726) (t(116)=2.50, p<.05). The correlation between
these two indexes was significant but somewhat low (r=.270, n=117,
p=.002)>.

The correlation between the index of fit for current gctivities
and ratings of enjoyment for tﬁose activities was .149 (n=124,p=.05).
The Index was highly correlated, however, with the ratings of chal-
lenge (r=.665, n=125, p>.001), but somewhat negatively correlated with
the ratings of skill (r=-.217,n=125,p=.008). Correlations found for
the Index of fit for leisure-time activities at Loyola, where a high
correlation was found between the index of flt for those activitles
and the ratings of challenge (r=.654,n=117, p<.001), a lower and
negative correlation between the index of fit and ratings of skill
(r=-.286,n=117,p=.001> and an even lower correlation with the rating
of ratings of enjoyment (r=.114,n=117,p<.05). These correlations are
presented in Table 10.

Life satisfaction. Taking all things together, these students

generally say things these days are quite happy (X=5.4 on a scale
ranging from l!=not too happy, 4=pretty happy, to 7=very happy’). Com-

pared to their life today, things were almost as happy for them when



Correlations Between Ratings of Enjoyment, Challenge, and
Skill, and the Index of Fit for Current and Leisure Time
Activities at Loycla University - Comparison Group

Table 10

CE CC

CE - .30 .
cc -
cs - -
CI - -
HE - -
HC - -
HS - -
HI - -

CS

CI HE HC HS HI

.15 .34 .06 .19-.12
.66 .19 .39 .31 .22
.22 .16 .26 .45 .01

- .09 .19-.11 .27

- - .20 .40 .1t
- - - .31 .65
- - - =29

CE
cc
cs
CI
HE
HC
HS
HI

Current Activities
Current Activities
Current Activities

Enjoyment Ratings
Chal lenge Ratings
Skill Ratings

Current Activities - Index of Fit

Loyola University Acivities - Enjoyment Ratings
Loyola University Acivities - Challenge Ratings
Loyola University Acivities - Skill Ratings
Loyola University Acivities - Index of Fit

4
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they were attending Loyola University (X=3.7 on a scale ranging from
1=not quite as happy then, 4=about the same, to 7=happier then).

The next two questions each had five items dealing with current
life satisfaction. These items were examined individually and then
combined to serve as two general indicators of life satisfaction (LS1
and LS2).

The first question set asked the respondents to Indicate how much
satisfaction they have derived from various aspects of thelr llves,
Their responses indicated that they received the most satisfaction
from being with other people, specifically being with their family
(X=6.3) and with their friends (X=6.0). They also received a signif-
lcant degree of satisfaction from the things they do in their leisure-
time (X=5.8) and the work they do on their job (X=5.6). They received
the least amount of satisfaction from the work they do in and around
their home (§¥4.8), though even for this they received at least a
moderate degree of satisfaction.

In the next question set, they were asked to indicate their
degree of agreement/disagreement with a number of statements deallng
with their current state of life satisfaction. In general, the re-
sponses to all five items were in the neutral range ,i.e., neither
agree nor disagree, or at best in the "slightly agree" range. The two
statements In the siightly agree range were: *I am satisfied with my
life* (X=5.2); and “So far, I have gotten the important things I want
out of life* (X=5.0>. The statements "The conditlions in my life are
excellent (X=4.8), "In most ways, my life is close to my ideal* (X=

4.5), and "If I could live my life over, I would change almost noth-
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ing* (X=4.4) received ratings that were essentially In the “uncertain®
range.

As done with the responses by the Rome Center people, these two
five-item questions served as general indicators of life satisfaction
by summing the individual items in each gquestion. The average rating
for the first indicator (LS1) was 28.3 (with an average item rating of
5.7), Indicating somewhat positive satisfaction with their lives. The
average rating for the second indicator was somewhat lower, 23.8 (with
an average item rating of 4.8), indicating that, in general, the re-
spondents were less certain of their overall life satisfaction. The
correlation between the two indicators (LS1 and LS52) was .445
(n=118,p<.001>. The correlation between these indicators and ratings
of enjoyment of current leisure-time activities varied. The correla-
tion between ratings of enjoyment and LS1 was .469 (n=117,p<.001), and
LS2 was .209 (n=122,p=.011).

Each of these life satisfaction indicators were used as depend-
ent variables in a series of multiple regression analyses. Of the
variables household income, the two indexes of fit (for current and
Loyola leisure-time activities), and the general attitude rating to-
ward Loyola (discussed in the next section), the single best predictor
of LS!, as mentioned earlier, was the global attitude rating toward
Loyola. No other items would enter into the analysis.

The single best predictor of LS2, however, was the index of fit
for current leisure-time activitles, accounting for only 8% of the
explained varlance. Yearly household income and the global attitude

score toward Loyoia University doubled the total amount of explained
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variance (R2= 176>,

Life goals. The comparison group was presented with the same

list of life goals as the Rome Center people. Thelr task was to rate
the goals as to how important each of these goals was to them person-
ally, with *1=little or no importance," "3=somewhat important,* "S=
very important," and "7=extremely important.® The two most important
goals for these people were: “finding personal happiness' (X=6.0); and
“to develop a solid system of values* (X=5.8). The least important
goals, though still ranked "very important,* were: *to understand the
role of God in my llfe* (X=4.8); and "having many good friends * (X=
4.6). All other goals were ranked between 5.1 and 5.4. The average
goal rating was 5.3 ("very important"). These ratings are presented
in Table 11.

Next, the respondents were asked to rate the degree to which
they beljieved that Loyola University has helped or inhibited their
achievement of each goal, regardless of the goal’s importance to them.
The two goals which they felt that Loyola University most helped them
to achieve were: *to develop reflective and critical thinking* (X=
5.5); and "to develop a successful career' (X=5.4). The single goal
which they felt that Loyola least helped them to achieve was "to get
more enjoyment out of life" (§¥4.5). All other ratings fell between
/ 4.7 and 5.0, with an average goal rating of 4.9, indicating that they
perceived Loyola as helping them somewhat achieve all ten goals.

These ratings of achievement are presented in Table 12.
As was done with the responses by Rome Center people to these

life goal ratlings, a global attltude measure toward Loyocla University
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Rating and Rank of Importance of Goals - Comparison Group

Goals X Rating * S.D. Rank

{. Findlng Personal Happiness
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values
3. To Get More Enjoyment QOut Of Life

4. To Understand The Role 0f God
In My Life

5. To Develop A Successful  Career
6. To Understand Myself Better

7. To Learn Practical Information To
Help Me In My Career

8. To Develop Reflective and Critical
Thinking

9. To Be Of Service To Others

10. Having Many Good Friends

.00
.76

.12

.83
.27

.36

.12

.14
.40

.59

1.31

1.81

1.50

1.33

1.46

10

* The higher the X rating the more Important the goal.

** These ranks are based on the mean ratings.
numbers indicate more important goals, with *1* being the

most important goal.

Lower rank



Table 12

Rating of Achievement of Goals - Comparison Group

-

Goals

X-Loyola * S.D.

10.

. Finding Personal Happiness

[

To Get More Enjoyment Out Of Life <

To Understand The Role Qf God
In My Life ’

. To Develop A Successful Career

To Understand Myself Bettef

. To Learn Practical Information To

Help Me In My Career

To Develop Reflective and Critical
Thinking

\

. To Be Of Service To Others

Having Many Good Friends

. To Develop A Solid System Of Values )

4.77
5.02

4.54

4.88
5.43

4.90

S.02

S.48
4.75

4.70

1.08
1.28
1.02

1.43
1.33

1.18

1.37

1.24
1.14

1.17

110

* The higher the ratings of achievement, the more that people

saw Loyola University as helping them achieve .the goal.

(l=very strongly inhibited; 7=very strongly helped)
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was computed by multiplying the rating of lmortance by the rating of
achievement given to each goal, and then summing across all ten goals.
The mean attltude rating was 263, rangling from @ low of 70 to a high
of 455. With a maximum possible rating of 490, a rating of 263 would
Indicate that, on the average, these people had a moderately favorable
attitude toward Loyola University (as least in the area of helping
them to achleve certain llfe goals, especially those important to
them). These ratings of importance times ratings of achievement are
presented in Table 13.

While this attitude score was found to be generally not corre-
lated with most other relevant variables in the questionnaire, it was
found to be moderately related to the question dealing with experi-
ential education at Loyola (r=.43,n=118,p<.001>. The nature of this
relation was that the more the comparison people indicated that their
education at Loyola involved experiential education, the higher the
attitude rating toward Loyola University.

When used as a dependent varlable in regression analyses, with
ratings of enjoyment, challenge, and skill of lelsure-time activities
at Loyola, and the index of fit between challenge and skill serving as
possible predictors, the single best predictor of attitude toward the
Loyola was ratings of enjoyment of leisure-time activities at Loyola
University (ﬁ2é1047). No other variables would enter into the analy-
sis.

Demographics. In the final section of the questionnaire, the
comparison people were asked a series of questions dealing with their

level of education, Income, marital status, occupation, residence,
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Table 13

Rating of Importance Times Achievement - Comparison Group

Goals X-Loyola *
1. Finding Personal Happiness 28.43
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values 29.20
3. To Get More Enjoyment Out Of Life 23.35
4. To Understand The Role 0f God

In My Life 24.50
5. To Develop A Successfu{ Career 29.08
6. To Understand Myself Better 26.38
7. To Learn Practical Information To

Help Me In My Career 25.83
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical

Thinking 28.58
9. To Be Of Service To Others | 26.02

10. Having Many Good Friends - 21.95

* The higher the mean rating indicates that Loyola University
was helping them achieve an important goal. 7
(Maximum rating = 49.00)
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etc.

0f those responding, nearly all (99%) indicated that they had
‘graduated from college, with 22% of these indicating that they had
completed some graduate work, and 27% more having attained a master’s
degree. One out of ten checked that they had achlieved a doctorate.
The remaining three percent were eijther still in college, had acquired
some other type of degree (e.g., technical), or had graduated with
some type of professional degree (e.g., MD, JD, DDS).

Three-fourths (78%) indicated they owned their own home, with
the average stay of residence at their present address being nine -
years and five months. When asked how many times they changed their
‘residence over the past flve years, two-thirds (67%) indicated zero
times. The remaining responses were; once - 13%; twice - 10%; three
times - 6%; four times -2%; and more than four times - 2%. The mean
response was (.86 times moved .

Over half (58%) of the respondents were currently married, with
most of the remainder indicating that they had never been married
(39%). Few were divorced or separated (2%) or widowed (1%). No re-
spondents checked that they were in the clergy.

Ten percent were of Italian heritage, and seven percent were
married to someone of Italian heritage.

The median annual household income was $35,000 to $49,999.

The breakdown of household incomes was: under $7,5000 - 4%; $7,500
to $9,999 - 1%; 10,000 to $14,999 - 3%; $15,000 to $24,999 - 17%;
$25,000 to $34,999 - 22%; $35,000 to 349,999 - 18%; $50,000 to $74,999

- 20%; and $75,000 and over -15%.
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Nearly three-fourths of all respondents (74%) Indicated they
were presently employed full time. The remaining categories were:
working part-time - 13%; keeping house - 7%; In school - 2%; unem-~
ployed - 2%; unable to work - 1%; and other - 2%. The participants
- were asked to describe thelr present or most recent occupation in a
word or in a brlef phrase. From their responses, the following cate-
gorlies were obtalned: health and human services - 29%; business/
management - 15%; education/teaching 11%; law - 7%; banking/finance -
S5%; sales - 4%; no responses - 8%; and all other responses - 21%.

Approximately half of the respondents (54%) indicated they held
only one job over the past five years. Another 28% indicatgd they
held two jobs, and 10% held three jobs over the past five years. The
remaining 8% held elther four or five jobs, counting their present
Jjob, over the past five years.

Finally, while most (89%) said that their current jobs involved
no foreign travel, some (3%) held jobs which involved a great deal of
foreign travel. The latter group were generally those who indicated
employment with the airlines, or in business/sales that required for-
eign travel.

In sum, It appears that while many of these comparison people
had heard of the Rome Center, they chose not to study there or at any
other foreign study center. Of those who desired to study abroad,
most were unable to for financial or personal reasons. Many of these
comparison people find some satisfaction with certain experiential
programs at Loyola, and so, to some degree are somewhat similar to

their Rome Center counterparts in their desire for something more than
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the traditional college experience. There is, however ,a strong re-
lationship between attitude toward Loyola-University and current life
satisfaction. This may be due, in part, to their general pragmatic
nature and the degree to which they perceive Loyola as helping them
achjeve certain life goals, especially those related to career, or

others highly rated such as developing a solid sense of values.

Loyola Rome Center versus Loygla non-Rome Center

This final part of the results section offers comparisons be-
tween Loyola Rome Center alumni and Loyola non-Rome students. These
comparisons will focus primarily on leisure time activities, life
satisfaction, and evaluation of certain life goals. This chapter will
conclude with a path analysis exploring the relationship between cer-
tain predictor variables, such as attitude toward Loyola University
and the Rome Center, and perceptions of the impact of those two insti-
tutions, and ratings of life satisfaction as a dependent variable.

Compar isons were conducted between'Loyola University students
who attended the Rome Center program and Loyola University comparison
students who did not. There were 156 Loyola Rome people and 125
comparison respondents. The uncorrected return rate for Loyola Rome
students was 40%, and 32% for the comparison students. The percentage
of inaccurate addresses was approximately equal! for both groups (Loy-
ola Rome - 26%; comparison - 25%). After subtracting out the inac-
curate addresses, the corrected return rate for the Loyola Rome peopie

was 54%, and for the comparison people 42%. Interestingly, the per-
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centage of inaccurate addresses was higher during the first thirteen
years for the Loyola Rome people (35%) than for the comparison people
(26%), with a slight reverse, though lower in overall percentages, for
the more recent twelve years (Loyola Rome -12%; comparison -24%. Con-
-gequently, comparison people had a higher corrected return rate for
the first thirteen years (51%), compared to that of the Loyola Rome
people (43%), but a lower return rate (35%) than the Rome group (61%)>
for the more recent twelve years. |
In the Loyola Rome group there were 74 males (47%) and 82 fe-
males (53%). For the comparison group, there were 5! males (41%) and
74 females (59%). These differences were not significant (gz(df=1,g=
281)=0.98, p>.05).
Both groups were asked about their residence in college. Loyola
Rome students were asked where they lived the semester before going to
the Rome Center, and comparison students were asked where they 1ived
during their sophomore year in college. This comparison was Jjustifled
In that while some students who go to Rome in their freshmen, sopho-
more, or senior years, most of them go in their junior year in col-
lege. The largest percentage of both groups lived with their parents
(Rome - 50%; comparison - 56%). Most of the remaining people of both
groups |lived in either a dormitory (Rome - 34%; comparison -25%) or in
" their own apartment (Rome - 14%; comparison - 11%)., Very small pro-
portions of both groups lived in fraternity/sorority houses, with
relatives, or other. These differences in residence for Rome versus
non-Rome respondents were not significant. |

Comparison students reported participating in more extracurric-
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ular activities during their freshman and sophomore years (X=1.89)
than did Loyola Rome alumni{ in the semesters before going to the Rome
Center (X=1.57). They participated in about the same number of activ-
ities in their junior and senior years at Loyola (X=1.55) than did the
"Rome students after they returned to Loyola (X=1.48). Again, however,
these differences were not significant.

Change of major and/or career plans. The Loyola Rome people
were asked if they.changed their academic major and/or their career
plans after returning to Loyola from the Rome Center, and comparison
respondents were asked if they dhanged'their major and/or career
plans during their junior or senior years at Loyola. Only 18% of the
Rome students and 15% of the comparison gtudents indicated that they
changed their academic majors. More students of both groups, however,
indicated that they changed their career plans (Rome - 33%; comparison
- 28%). These differences were not significant.

Impact of Lovola Unjversity and the Rome Center. Both groups
were asked, all other 1ife events considered, how much of an impact
has their college experience as a whole had on their lives. Loyola
Rome students (X=5.48) indicated that, in general, their college ex-
perience had a about the same impact on their lives as their experi-
ence did for the comparison students (X=5.39).

Rome students indicated that the impéét of the Rome Center on
their lives (X=6.01) was significantly greater than the impact of
their home college (X=5.47) (t(153)=4.66, p<.001). When comparing the
responses of Loyola Rome students regarding their perceptions of the

impact of the Rome Center on their lives (X=6.01) with comparison
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students responses to the impact of Loyola University on their lives
(§;5.39), the difference was even greater (F(1,272)=4.96, p<.001).

Leisure-time activities. Members of both groups were asked to
think of the things they like to do when they are not working ,or not
studying, if still in school, that s, the things they do in their
leisure time that give them some degree of pleasure or enjoyment.
They were asked to list the three or four things they most often do in
their free time. They were then asked to rate how enjoyable and
challenging were_the things they do most often during their leisure
time and how skillful they were in doing them, with i=not at all
enjoyable, challenging, or ski)lful and 7=very enjoyable, challenging,
or skillful. No differences were noted between the enjoyment ratings
given by the Loyola Rome group (X=6.31> and the comparison group
(X=6.32). Comparison people, however, did report these activities
were slightly more challenging (X=4.68) than did Rome Center people
(X=4.55). On the other hand, Rome people reported their skijill in
doing these activities was higher (X=5.65) than ratings of skill by
comparison people (X=5.59). These differences were not significant.
These ratings are presented in Table 14.

The ratings resulted in a slightly higher index of fit for the
comparison people (§=.794) than for the Loyola Rome people (X=.779).
This difference is consistent with their responses to the question
asking them if they wished they could spend more/less time doing
activities that challenged them. Loyola Rome Center people indicated
that they desired more challenge In their free time (X=5.24) than did

comparison people (X=5.01). These di fferences, however, were not
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Table 14

Ratings of Enjoyment, Challenge, and Skill for Current,
Loycla University, and Rome Center Leisure Time Activities
and Index of Fit - Loyola Rome Center and Comparison Group

CURRENT LOYOLA U. ROME CENTER
RC C RC ¢ RC c

Enjoyment 6.31 6.32 §5.70 5.83 6.59
Challenge 4,55 4.68 3.99 3.87 4.97 -
Skill 5.6 §5.59 §.07 5.13 5.13 -
Index of Fit .779 .794 .763 .726 .827 -

RC - Loyolia Rome Center Group
C - Loyola Comparison Group

Ratings of enjoyment, challenge, and skill ranged from
I=not at all to 7 =very enjovable, challenging, skillful
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significant.

Next, they were asked to think of the things they did during
their leisure-time while attending Loyola University. Comparison
peopie rated their activities as more enjoyable (X=5.83) than did
-Loyola Rome people (X=5.70>. Yet, the index of fit for Loyola Rome
people was higher <§¥.7635 than that for comparison peopie f§=.725).
This resulted from the Rome students higher ratings of challenge
(X=3.99) and lower ratings of skill (X=5.07) than the ratings of
challenge (X=3.87) and skill (X=5.13) by the comparison people. It is
of interest to note that.both groups gave only moderate ratings for
the degree of challenge offered by their leisure-time activities at
Loyola University.

Finally, the ratings of enjoyment given to leisure-time activi-
ties at the Rome Center by Loyola Rome people (X=6.59) were signifi-
cantly higher than the ratings of enjoyment for leisure-time activi-
ties at Loyola given by comparison people (X=5.83) (F(1,272)=42.61,
p<.001),. Loyola Rome people gave their activities at the Rome Center
higher ratings of challenge (X=4.97) than the comparison group (X=
3.87) for their activities at Loyola. These differences in ratings éf
challenge were significant (F(1,271)=31.35, p<.001). In additijon, the
index of fit for Rome Center leisure-time activitites (X=.827) was

found to be significantiy greater than the index of fit fo? compar ison

people (X=.726) at Loyola (F(1,265)=13.05, p<.001)>.

Life satisfaction. There was no difference between ratings of

*how happy things are these days" by Loyola Rome people (X=5.32) or

non-Rome people (2;5.37), or between the ratings of how happy were
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things at Loyola compared to today for Loyola Rome (X=3.46) and non-
Rome people (X=3.68). However, in comparing their ratings of happi—
ness at the Rome Center (X=4.87), these Loyola Rome people (X=3.46)
and comparison people (X=3.68) gave lower ratings of happiness for
-their days at Loyola University (t<(150)=10.11, p<.001>. Rome people
also gave significantly higher ratings of happiness to the Rome Center
(X=4.87) than comparison people (X=3.68) gave to their days at Loyola
(F(1,273)=37.94, p=001).

Both groups were next presented with two questions each having
five items dealing with their current life satisfaction. There was no
difference found between their'responses to these questions:and wheth-
er they were at the Rome Center or not. The items in each of the
questions were combined to create two general indicators of life
satisfaction (LS1 and LS2). The mean rating on the first indicator
(LS1) for the Loyola Rome group was 28.20, and for the comparison
group 28.32. For the second indicator (LS2), the mean rating for the
Rome group was 23.60, and for the comparison group it was 23.85. The
differences between the two groups were not significant. Memberé of
both groups appeared to be equally well satisfied with their lives
according to the two indicators.

Life goals. As described earlier, both groups were presented
with a list of ten life goals which they rated as to how important
each goal was to them. A MANOVA on the ten goals found no major
effect for Rome Center versus non-Rome Center (F(10,261)=2.30, p>.01).
On the average, people of both groups found the goals *"finding per-

sonal happiness' and "to develop a solid system of values' to be the
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mest important of all the llsted goals, although the ratings given to
them by the Loyola Rome people (X=6.09, 5.86) were somewhat highe;
than the ratings given by the comparison people (X=6.00, 5.76). In
addition, both groups rated the goals "to understand the role of God
.in my life" and "having many good friends* lowest in importance. How-
ever, the former goal received the lowest rating by the Rome Group
(Rome -§;4.47; comparison - §¥4.83>, while the friends goal received
the lowest rating by the comparison group (Rome - X=5.17; comparison -
_¥4.59). These goals and the average fatings given to them by the two
groups are presented in Table 15.

The only major dlfferencg In the groups’ evaluations of the
-goals was for goal #8, "to develop reflective and critical thinking.*
This goal was rated third in importance for the Loyola Rome group
(X=5.59), but rated sixth by comparison people (X=5.14).

Next, the groups were asked to indicate the degree to which they
felt that Loyola University, not the Rome Center, helped or inhibited
their achievement Qf each goal regardless of the goal’s importance to
them. Unlike their ratings of importance; a MANOVA revealed that
these groups differed significantly in their rating of Loyola’s influ-
ence in their achievement of the goals (F(10,254)=2.43, p<.01). For
two of the goals, Loyola Rome people gave noticably higher ratings for
Loyola helping them to achieve fhe goals than did the comparison peo-
ple. These goals were: *having many good friends* (Loyola Rome - X=
5.06; comparison - X=4.70); *to learn practical information to help me
in my career* (Loyola Rome - X=5.29; comparison -X=5.02). Only the

former difference was found to be significant (F(1,263)=5.84, p<.05).
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Table 15

Rating and Rank of Importance of Goals
Loyola Rome and Comparison Group

Goals Rome Comparison
Rating Rating
i{. Finding Personal Happiness 6.09 (1) 6.00 (1)

2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values 5.86 (2> 5.76 (2
3. To Get More Enjoyment Out Of Life 5.26 (7 5.12(7.5)

4. To Understand The Role 0Of God

In My Life . 4.47 (10> 4.83 (M
S. To Develop A Successful Career 5.40 (6> 5.27 (B
6. To Understand Myself Better 5.45 (5> 5.36 (4)
7. To Learn Practical Information To

Help Me In My Career 6.18 (8> 5.12(7.%
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical

Thinking 5.59 (3> 5.14 (&)
9. To Be Of Service To Others ' 5.53 (4) 5.40 (3
10. Having Many Good Friends S 5.17 (9)  4.59 (10D

# The higher the i'rating the more important the goal.

*# These ranks are based on the mean ratings. Lower rank
numbers indicate more important goals, with "1" being the
most important goal.
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On the other hand, comparison people gave noticably higher ratings to
Loyola for three of the goals: *to understand the role of God in my
life* (Loyola Rome -X=4.51; comparison - X=4.88); “finding personal
happiness® (Loyola Rome - X=4.61; comparison - X=4.77); and “to devel-
‘op a solid system of values" (Loyola Rome - X=4.86; comparison - %=
5.02). The latter two goals, it will be recalled, were ranked as the
two most important goals by both groups. Only the difference between
the groups for the first goal, "to understand the role of God in my
life," however, was found to be statlstically signiflcant (F(1,263)=
4.03, p<.05). There was essentially no difference in the ratings
given to the remaining five goals.

By comparing the ratings given by Loyola Rome people to the Rome
Center in helping them aqhieve each goal with the ratings given by
Loyola Rome people and comparison people to Loyola University in
helping them to achieve each goal, some interesting contrasts are
noted. First, the Rome Center was seen to help Rome students achieve
the goal *to get more enjoyment out of i{ife” (X=6.21) more so than
Loyola University for either Rome students (X=4.60) or comparison
students (X=4.54). Second, the Rome Center was rated lowest in help-
ing Rome students achieve the goais *to learn practical information to
help me In my career" (X=4.53) and “to develop a successful career*
(X=4.58). These compare with the ratings for Loyola University by
Rome students (X=5.29 and 5.42) and comparison students (X=5.02 and
5.43). Third, for the goal rated as most important to them, “finding
personal happiness," Rome students gave higher ratings to the Rome

Center in helping them to achieve it f§=5.84), than they gave to



125

Loyola University (X=4.61), or that the comparison students gave to
Loyola University (X=4.77). Finally, Loyola Rome students gave higher
ratings to the goals “to understand myself better® (X=5.89) and "hav-
ing many good friends* (X=5.73), than elther they (X=4.88 and 5.06) or
comparison people (X=4.90 and 4.70) gave to Loyola. These goals were
ranked fifth and nineth respectively by the Loyola Rome peopie and
fourth and tenth by the comparison people. These ratings of achieve-

| ment for both Loyola Rome students and comparison students are pre-
sented in Table 16.

The ratings of the goal importance were multiplied by the ra-
tings of achievement in order to produce two global attitude measures
- one toward the Rome Center (by Loyola Rome people only) and one
toward Lovola University (by Loyola Rome people and by compariscn
people). Interestingly, Loyola Rome people appeared to hoid more
positive attitudes toward Loyola University (X=272) than did the
comparison people (X=263). This difference, however, was not found to
be statistically significant. The Loyola Rome people’s attitude
toward the Rome Center (X=292) was higher than their attitude toward
Loyola University (t(145)=4.42, p<.001). The latter can be explained
by the Rome Center people‘s perception of the Rome Center in helping
them to achieve important and even less important goals more so than
Loyola University. The other contrast, thaf between Rome people’s
higher ratings for Loyola than comparison people’s ratings, can per-
haps be explained by an apparent view by the Rome people that Loyola

.University tended to serve one set of needs, e.g., career oriented

needs, that could not be met as well by the Rome Center. These rat-
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Rating of Achievement of Goals
Loyola Rome and Comparison Group
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Goals Rome Comp .
R.C. Loyola Lovyola
1. Finding Personal Happiness 5.84 4.61 4,77
2. To Deveiop A Solid System Of Values 4.99 4.86 5.02 -
3. To Get More Enjoyment Qut Qf Life 6.21 4.60 4.54
4. To Understand The Role 0f God
In My Life . 4.88 4.51 4.88
5. To Develop A Successful Career 4,58 5.42 5.43
6. To Understand Myself Better 5.89 4.88 4.90
7. To Learn Practical Information To
Heip Me In My Career 4.33 5.29 5.02
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical
Thinking 5.59 5.48 5.48
. v
9. To Be Of Service To Others 4,84 4.80 4.75
10. Having Many Good Friends 5.73 5.086 4.70

# The higher the ratings of achievement, the more that people
saw the Rome Center or Loyola University ag helping them

achieve the goal.
strongly helped)

(1=very strongly inhibited; 7=very
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Ings of Importance times ratings of achlevement are presented In Table
17.
Demographics. Both groups were asked the same set of questions
dealing with residence, marital status, income, occupation, and soc on.

Some differences were found between Loyola Rome people and non-
Rome people and their reported last level of school completed (xz(df=
6,n=279>=16.90, p<.01). The major differences were for those holding
master‘s degrees (Rome -19%; comparison -27%) and those holding pro-
fessional degrees (Rome - 16%; comparison - 10%).

They were next asked whether they owned or rented their home/
apartment. While the Lovyola Rpme people were essentially evenly split
“between owning (49%) and renting (51%), far more comparison people
indicated that they owned (78%) rather than rented (22%) their home/
apartment. This relationship bewteen renting/owning and Rome/com-
parison was significant (é&df=1,g=251)=22.15, p<.0001>. Related to
this they were asked how long they lived at their current residence.
While comparison people lived at their residence nine years and seven
menths, on the average, Loyola Rome peoplie lived at their residences
only five years and eleven months. Yet, comparison people also indi-
cated that they moved more often (X=3.73) than Loyola Rome people
(X=2.68).

Interesiingly. a greater percentage of Loyola Rome people re-
ported that they had never married (51%) compared with the non-Rome
group (39%). More of the latter group reported being currently mar-
ried (58%) than those of the Rome group (44%). Few people of the Rome

group (3%) or of the comparison group (2%) indicated that they were
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Tabie 17

Rating of Importance Times Achievement
Loyola Rome and Comparison Group

Goals Rcme Comp.
R.C. Loyola Loyola

1. Finaing Personal Happiness 35.72 28.32 28.43
2. To Develop A Solid System Of Values 29.64 29.00 29.20
3. To Get Mcre Enjoyment Out Of Life 33.32 24.59 23.35

4. To Understand The Role 0f God

In- My Life 22.59 20.85 24.50
S. To Develop A Successful Career 25.13_ 29.32 29.08
6. To Understand Myself Better 32.04 26.91 26.38
7. To Learn Practical Information To

Help Me In My Career 23.54 27.81 25.83
8. To Develop Reflective and Critical

Thinking 31.46 30.60 28.58
9. To Be Of Service To Others 27.47 27.05 26.02
10. Having Many Good Friends ' 30.40 26.82 21.95

* The higher the mean rating indicates that the Rome Center
or Loyola University was helping them achieve an important
gecal. (Maximum rating = 49.00) Y



129
currently divorced or separated.

Nearly equal percentages of both groups reported that they were
of Italian heritage (Rome - 19%; comparison - 20%). Similarly, nearly
equal percentages of both groups reported that they were married to
. someone of Itallan herltage (Rome -6%; comparison - 7%).

There were some reported differences between the two groups in
their approximate household income. While more Rome people reported
incomes at the extremes than comparison peopie (under $7,500 = Rome -
11%, comparison - 4%; $75,000 and above = Rome - 22%; comparison -
15%), more comparison people reported incomes in the combined $35,000
to 874,999 range (Rome - 30%; gomparison - 42%). The remaining in-
come levels were reported by approximately equal percentages of both
groups. The median income level of both groups was in the $35,000 to
$49,999 range.

Differences were noted In response to a question asking the re-
spondent to check the one statement which seemed to best categorize
their present occupation status. While approximately three-fourths
(74%) of the comparison people reported that they were working full
time, less than two-thirds of the Rome group (61%) reported the same.
More Loyola Rome people reported working part-time (21%) or being in
school (9%) than comparison people (13% and 2%). These response cate-
gorization differences by Rome/non-Rome were significant (xz(df=8,g;
277)=16.27, p<.05).

Two differences were noted between the groups when asked to
briefly describe their present (or most recent) occupation. First,

while only one out of ten (10%) of the Rome group reported occupations
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in the health and human services area, three out of ten (31%) of the
comparison peoplie did. Second, more Loyola Rome people (32%) reported
"other" categories than comparison people (22%). All other catego-
ries, including banking/finance, law, education/teaching, sales, and
‘business/management, were essentially the same. In addition, members
of both groups, on the average, held approximately 2.2 jobs over the
past five years.

Finally, there appeared to be no differences between the respon-
ses of both groups to the guestion asking to what degree did their
current occupation invoive foreign travel. Only about 3% of both
groups indicated that their positions involved a great deal.of foreign
travel. Almost ninety percent of the peopie of both groups (Rome -
87%; comparison - 89%) reported that their current positions do not
involve foreign travel at all.

Path ggalzgig: the relationship between various indicators and
life satigfaction. This final section explores the relationship
between several variables, including ragings of life satisfaction,
enjoyment of leisure time activities, thé challenge and skill related
to those activities, global attitude ratings toward the Rome Center
and Loyola University, and other relevant variables as outgrowths of
the Rome Center and the college experience in predicting life satis-
faction. In order to best ;xamine the effect of attending the Rome
Center, as well as to eliminate the diversity of home college influ-
ence, only Loyola University people, Rome Center and comparison, are
used in the analyses.

Path analyses involving a series of multiple regression analyses
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were used to determine the relationship between the various variables.
Essentially, path analysis is a method of evaluating linear rela-
tionships among a set of variables (Duncan 1966, 1975). Assumptiéns
that a causal order exists among the variables and that the relation-
ships among these varjables are causally closed underiie this process.
Standardized coefficients from regression analyses are used to deter-
mine the relative amount of variance for a dependent varlable, here
life satisfaction, by one or more indicator or predictor variables.
The complete models are presented in Figures 3 through 6.

Three variables were initially selected to serve as outcome or
dependent variables. They were two general life satisfaction scores
(LS1 and LS2), and a single inéicator of current happiness, the gues-
tion, "Taking all things together, how happy would you say things are
these days?“It soon became apparent, however, that only the variable
LSt could serve as an adequate outcome variable. Most predictor vari-
ables could only account for a minimal amount of explalned variance in
the other two variables. \

The variable LS1 was created by summing the responses to five
individual items, to which respondents were asked to Indicate how much
satisfaction they received from: "the things you do in your leisure
time*; *"the work you do in and around the house/apartment"; the work
you do on your job*; “being with your friends*; and "belng with your ~
family." Each of these items were rated from i=no satisfaction to
7=great satisfaction. These item ratings were then summed for a gen-
eral life satisfaction score.

Since much of the focus of this research centered upon leisure-
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time activities and attitudes toward the Rome Center and the home
university, these variables were selected as initial predictors of the
above outcome variables. These predictor variables were enjoyment of
current leisure-time activities, the global attitude rating toward the
" Rome Center (i.e., the sum of the ratings of goal importance times the
ratings of achievement for the Rome Center), and the global attijtude
rating toward Loyola University as the home school (i.e., the sum of
the ratings of goal importance times the ratings of achievement for
Loyola University>. The effects of other relevant variables, includ-
ing ratings of the impagt of Loycla University and of the Rome Center
on their lives, income level, and the number of semesters at the Rome
Center, were also used separately as predictor variables. It quickly
became apparent, however, that the latter two variables were essen-
tially not contributors to the three outcome variables.

The single best predictor of LS1, LS2, and “"how happy things are
these days," was the rating of enjoyment of current leisure time ac-
tivities. The amount of variance explained by this variable varied
little depending whether the people attended the Rome Center or not.
In predicting LS1, ratings of enjoyment of current activities account-
ed for the following standardized beta values and percent of explained
variance: Loyola Rome people - .41 (17%); Loyola comparison people -
.46 (21%); and combined - .43 (19%). In predicting LS2, the predic-
tive strength of the variable was greatly reduced: Loyola Rome -.19
(3%); comparison - .19 (3%); and combined - .19 (3%). For the outcome
variable, "happiness," the rating of enjoyment of current leisure

activities served as a somewhat better predictor: Loyocla Rome - .26
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(7%); comparison - .29 (9%); combined - .28 (8%). Because later
analyses failed to discover any variable(s) which could appreciably
increase the amount of explained variance, the outcome variable "hap-
piness® was dropped from the analysis. In addition, because, no com-
‘bination of variables would increase the amount of explained variance
of LS2 to a level equal to or higher than LSi, it too was dropped as
an outcome variable. Therefore, only the general life satisfaction
score, LS1, is focused on as the final outcome variable in the follow-
ing analyses.

The ratings of attitude toward Loyola University served as a
*good" predictor of LS! (Loyolg Rome - .37, 12%; comparison‘— .43,
19%), as did the ratings of attitude toward the Rome Center for the
Rome Center people (Loyola Rome -.23, 5%). The combination of ratings
of enjoyment, attitude toward Loyola, and attitude toward the Rome
Center, accounted for 25% of the explained variance of LS1 for the
Loyola Rome people, and (using only the first two predictors) 34% of
the explained variance of LSt fpr the comparison people.

Several variables served as appropriate predictors for enjoyment
of current activities. These included: the combination of challenge
and skjll of these activities (Loyola Rome - .38, 15%; comparison -
.39, 16%); the index of fit (Loyola Rome - .27, 7%; comparison - .15,
2%); enjoyment of leisure-time activities at Loyola University (Loyola
Rome - .34, 12%; comparison - .30, 9%); and the ratlings of enjoyment
of leisure-time activities at the Rome Center (Loyola Rome only - .32,
10%).

The single best predictor of attitude toward Loyola University,
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among the variables used in this section, was enjoyment of leisure-
time activities at Loyola University (Loyola Rome - .34, 12%; compari-
son -.20, 4%). On the other hand, the best predictors of attitude
toward the Rome Center were: enjoyment of leisure time activities at
the Rome Center (.12, 1%); and number of semesters at the Rome Center
(.02, .4%). The relationships among these variables is presented in
Flgure 3, for Loyola Rome people, and Figure 4, for comparison people.
Finally, when the variables perceived impact of Loyola Univer-
sity and impact of the Rome Center were entered into the analysis as
predictors of LS1, and as outcome variables predicted by attitude
toward Loyola University and toward the Rome Center, and by the enjoy-
ment of leisure-time activities at these institutions, there was
essentially little change in the prediction of LS1. However, they did
contribute somewhat to the understanding of the interrelatedness of
the predictor variables. These two predictors alone, on the other
hand, were not "good" predictors of LSt for the Loyola Rome people,
and only the Impact of Loyola served as a moderate predictor of LS1
(.30, 9% for the comparison people. These extended relationships are
presented in Figure 5 for Loyola Rome people, and in Figure 6 for the

comparison people.
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Figure 3. Path analysis: Predicting life satisfaction -
Loyoia Rome Center Alumni. Model does not include
ratings of impact of Rome Center or of Loyola
University. :

Top figure = standardized beta value
Bottom figure (in parentheses) = percent of explained
variance

LS1 - General life satisfaction score

Ar - Global attitude toward the Rome Center

Al Global attltude toward Loyola University

Ec -~ Enjoyment of current leisure-time activities

Er - Enjoyment of leisure activities at the Rome Center
El Enjoyment of leisure activitiesat Loyola University
NumSem - Number of semesters at the Rome Center

C - Challenge of the activity

S - Skill In doing the actlivity
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Figure 4. Path analysis: Predicting life satisfaction -
' Loyola comparison group. Model does not include
ratings of impact of Loyola University.

Top figure = standardized beta value
Bottom figure (in parentheses) = percent of explained
variance

LS1 - General life satisfaction score

Al - Global attitude toward Loyola University y

Ec - Enjoyment of current leisure-time activities

El - Enjoyment of leisure activities at Loyola University
C - Challenge of the activity

S - Skill in doing the activity
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Figure 5. Path analysis: Predicting life satisfaction -
Loyola Rome Center Alumni. Model includes

ratings of impact of Rome Center and of Loyola
University.

Top figure = standardized beta value

. Bottom figure (in parentheses) = percent of explained
variance

LS1 - General life satisfaction score

Ar - Global attitude toward the Rome Center

Al - Global attitude toward Loyola University

Ec - Enjoyment of current leisure-time activities

Ecr - Enjoyment of leisure activities at the Rome Center

El - Enjoyment of leisure activities at Loyola University

NumSem ~ Number of semesters at the Rome Center

C - Challenge of the activity

S -~ Skill in doing the activity

Ir - Perceived impact of the Rome Center on life

Il - Perceived impact of Loyola University on life
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Flgure 6. Path analysis: Predicting life satisfaction -
Loyola Comparison Group. Model includes
ratings of impact of Loyola University.

Top figure = standardized beta value
Bottom figure (in parentheses) = percent of expleined
' variance
'
LS1 - General life satisfaction score
Al - Global attitude toward Loyola University
Ec - Enjoyment of current leisure-time acivities
El - Enjoyment of leisure activitiesat Loyola University
C - Challenge of the activity
S - Skill in doing the activity
Il - Perceived impact of Loyola University on life
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

This discussion section will begin with a general review, and
some commentary and interpretation of the results of the Rome Center
alumnl questionnaire, the comparison group questionnaire, and analyses
conducted between the responses of Loyola University students who went
to the Rome Center and Loyola students who did not. A general cri-
tique of "FLOW" theory will be included in the above. HNext, a re-
examination of some of the issues dealing with the conceptual frame-
work will be presented, followed by a examination of some of the po-
tential weaknesses and limitations of this research. The chapter will
conclude with a brief discussion of some recommendations and future
directions of study.

The long term impact of foreian studv at Lovola University’s
Rome Center of Liberal Agig. The prese;t study attempted to determine
some of the outcomes and long-ternm effecfs resulting from the experi-
ences associated with attending the foreign study program at Loyola
University of Chicago’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts. From the respon-
ses of those attending the Rome Center, It was determined that esssen-
tially all found the program to be a uniquely positive experience,/gne
that they perceived as having a significant impact on their lives, the

speciflcs of which will be discussed beiow. What is most llkely tak-

ing place, here, Is a unique correspondence or interaction between the
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needs and goals of the participants on the one hand and the programs
and opportunities offered by the Rome Center on the other.

The investigation began as an outgrowth from an earllier exami-
nation into the short-term impact of studying at Loyola‘s Rome Center
(McCombie, 1984). That initial study conciuded that In the short run
students perceive themselves as achieving personal growth, becoming
more world minded, and more understanding of global events and inter-
national/ intercultural issues because of their having attended the
Rome Center. They also believed that by attending the program they
became more aware of new options for life-styles and occupations. In
sum, they agreed that the Romg Center had, and would continue to have,
‘a significant impact on their lives. Unfortunately, the strength and
duration of these "effects" could not be determined from that previous
study. It was suggested that the outcomes observed immediately after
spending a semester or two abroad may be short-lived, a possibillity
that the present study was desligned to expiore.

Two rather elaborate research questionnaires, one for those who
attended the Rome Center, and one for a smaller comparison group, were
developed based on: (1) the results of the above Investigation; (2>
interviews with former and present administrators, faculty members,
and student participants; and (3) a simplified pilot questionnaire. A
sampling design based on the return rate and percent of identified in-
accurate addresses of the pilot questionnaire, sent to about 100 peo-
ple who attended the Rome Center for its first twenty years, resulted
in the selection of 1,660 former Rome Center students for the present

study. After a series of contact postcards, questionnaire packets,
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and follow-up postcards, 655 questionnaires were completed and re-
turned. Of the 655 returned questionnaires, 156 were from people who
had attended Loyola University. In addition, a group of students
attending Loyola University but who had not attended the foreign study

.program (n=391) were selected for this study. The number of the com-
parison group was determined to equal the number of Loyola Rome Center
people included in the above Rome Center sample. In addition, match-
ing between Loyola Rome Center and comparison people was based on an-
ticipated year of graduation. These former students were sent a simi-
lar series of post-cards and questliocnnaire packets, which resulted in
125 completed re-turns. Respopses to both questionnaires were exam-
ined and comparisons were made within and between groups.

Thbse who attended the Rome Center were not uniform in their
background and, while attending the Rome Center, varied in their
length of stay and in the location of their campus in Rome. Approxi-
mateiy one-forth of these former Rome people were from Loyoia Univer-
sity while the remainder represented 143 other colleges and universi-
ties from around the U.S., with some of these colleges and unjversi-
ties being reported more frequently than others. These people varied
in their academic majors, although most were majoring in either the
social sciences, especially history, psychology, and political sci-
ence, Or in business-marketing. Whilé/the reported incidence of some
of these majors remained stable over the years, e.g., psychology,
others, e.g., history and business, fluctuated rather dramatically.

There were variations in their place of residence the semester

before leaving for Rome. Most, however, llved in dormitories (60%),
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followed by living at home (28%), and ln private apartments (13%).
There were also differences in the ratio of males to females over the
years, while the aggregate consisted of only slightly more females
than males.

Three-fourths of these former Rome students reported that they
had participated in at least one or two extra-curricular activities
before going to Rome, the most common of which was school politics.
Three-fifths aiso reported visiting at least one foreign country prior
to going to Rome. The most frequentlylvisited countries, however,
however, were Mexico and Canada. About one in sevén reported that
they had previously visited Ipaly.

There were differences in the numbers of students registering
for the Fall semester, the Spring semester, or for the full academic
year at the Rome Center. The trend, however, appears to be toward
attend-ing for one rather than two semesters.

While only about one-fourth of these respondents attended a
special pre-Rome orientation prior to their departure for the Rome
Center, it appears that as the years progressed more people have at-
tended such an orientation program. Most of those attending see the
orientation program as quite helpful. Unfortunately, only Loyocla
University people, especially Fall-only and to some degree full year
people, are likely to attend such a program.

One-third attended the Rome Center program with a close friend.
Full year people were more likely to go with a friend than were single
semester people. Such friendships, however, were the source of both

positive and negative effects. Those who went with friends adapted to
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the Rome Center and to the Itallan culture somewhat easier than those
not going with friends. On the other hand, such friendships, combined
with groupings from particular schools, resulted in the formation of
cliques, whi¢h others, going alone, reported as contributing to their
‘loneliness and isolation.

The reasons these students gave for attending the Rome Center
also varied considerably. For most, however, these reasons included a
special desire to see Europe, to experience a new culture, and to
study abroad, especially In Europe. Nearly all indicated that their
reason for going to fhe Rome Center was completely fulfilled.

The Rome Center experience. The initial adjustment to the Rome

Center and/or to Italy ltself was rather difficuit for many, and lt is
noteworthy that the percent of those who report it as “not at all
difficult® appears to be decreasing over the years. This ls most
interesting In light of the increase in the numbers of people attend-
ing pre-Rome orientatlions, suggesting perhaps a need to re-evaluate
the focus of and/or information provided in those orientation pro-
grams. Some.of the more common initial adjustment problems were home-
sickness, loneliness, problems in making new friends, the language
barrier, and problems related to adjusting to the Italian culture.

On the average, these people did not find classes at the Rome
Center go be any more demanding than those at their home school, and
they generally agreed that there was enough counseling or support from
the faculty and administration. They also tended to indicate that

they studled less and sociallzed more at the Rome Center than at their

home school. Females were more likely to date natlve Itallians than
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were males, while males were more likely to travel alone than were
females, though both males and females generally traveled with others.
Almost half of all Spring-only students indicated that one and two
semester people did not associate much, while less than one-fifth of
- Fall-only people or full year people reported the same. It might be
that only those members of the "out-group* (l.e., Spring-only people)
were aware of the non-association. Fall-only people travel to Rome
with full year people developing some degree of cohe-siveness. The
former, however, are then replaced by new Spring-only peopie who must
try to fit in with each other ‘and with the co-hesive full year group,
perhaps causing some degree of isolation or problems of associ-ation.

The Rome Center alumni indicated that the program involved ex-
periential learning‘to a large degree. This included on-site visits
in correspondence with various courses, school sponsored trips to
various countries, and extended weekends and holidays. This focus on
experiential education is stressed by faculty and, as stated above, in
program design. Basically, all former students viewed this as an
essential part of the Rome Center program.

Traveling is another essentlal part of the Rome Center experi-
ence. Most students visited between six and thirteen countries, with
the average number of visits to any one country ranging between two
and three visits. Full yvear people and males were ﬁore likely to make
visits outside Italy than Fall-only or Spring-only people and females.

Former students tended to give detailed descriptions of their
"“best experience* and, though to a lesser degree, of their *worst

experience." Best expsriences included traveling, developing close
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friendships, llving In a different culture, and, for some, everything.
Worst experiences included problems with other students, problems. in
dealling with certaln rules and regulations, lonellness, and, for many
women, being accosted by Italian men.

Interestingly, less than half developed close friendships with
native Italians, and whether they did so or not did not depend on
their length of stay at the Rome Center. However, there was a rela-
tionship between fluency in speaking Itélian and likelihood of making
friends with native Italians, although the causal direction of this
relationship cannot be determinéd.

On the sufface, it appears that to some degree the campus which
they attended had some influence on their perceptions and behaviors.
However, what more iikely has taken place is a complex interaction
between campus, administration, economic conditions, social change,
the passage of time, and personality of the group attending; For
example, there were differences by campus in how students evaluated
those who were at the Rome Center at the' same time they were, with
some seeing their particular group as more party-oriented or cliquish
than did those at other campuses. This is not to say that the campus
itself may not have had an effect on student attitudes and behaviors.
One can expect to find a difference between the environmental impact
of the international atmosphere of the C.I.V.I.S. and the affluence
and charm of the Villa Tre Colli. Yet is quite possible that economic
and social changes in the U.S. that accompanied the years of these
campuses were more responsible for differences in student character-

istics than were the environmental aspects of the campuses themselves.
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While the tendency, as noted above, is increasingly to attend
for one rather than two semesters, most former Rome Center students
reported that, glven the opportunity to do it over again, they would
do it differently by staying for two semesters. This suggests the
‘need for continued or increased pre-Rome counseling concerning the
advantages and disadvantages of one versus two semesters at the Rome
Center.

In light of the many positive experiences reported, It Is not
surprising that most students were not eager to return to the U.S.
Relatedly, most found it at leasf someﬁhat difficult to re-adjust to
life In the United States after returning from the Rome Center. This
‘'was especially true for full year students, as might be expected.

They experienced vafious initial re-adjustment problems including
difficulties with family and former friends, with re-adjusting to
"normal® school life, and with finances. Many of these and other
problems continued for at least the first full year back in the U.S.
Further, virtually no returning student ﬁndicated that he or she had a
post-Rome orientation (debriefing) program, even though most felt that
such a program would be of considerable value.

After returning to the U.S., Rome Center students did not return
to "normal" life. Besides the problems of re-adjustment noted above,
they did not simply “é]ck up where they left off." For example, there
was a decrease in the number of extra-curricular activities at their
home school following their return from the Rome Center. There was,
however, an lincrease in participation in one activity, foreign lan-

guage club. It does appear, though, that the insights and knowledge
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of these people may be under-utilized, contributing, perhabs, to neg-
ative re-adJﬁstment and long term apathy in engaging In those types of
actlvitlies which gave them pleasure and enjoyment while at the Rome
Center.

On the average, they felt that the Rome Center had a significant
impact on their lives, even more so than their college experience as a
whole. When specifically asked about the Rome Center’s influence on
certain areas of their lives, they indicated that the Rome Center
experience had strongly influenced their vacation plans and eating
habits, and, to a lesser degree, their leisure time reading and choice
of friends. While only about one in six students changed their major
after attending the Rome Center, nearly one in three indicated that
they changed their career plans. The Rome Center experience was seen
by nearly all of those changing their major as "strongiy" to “com-
pletely® Influencing their decision. On the other hand, the Rome
Center was viewed as a strong influence In their decision to change
their career plans by only about half of those indicating a change.

In regard to making friendships wifh native Italians while at
the Rome Center, Just under half of the respondents reported making
such friendships. Only about ten percent of the respondents have been
in contact with native Italians in the past six months. This figure
is significantly related to when one was at the Rome Center, such/;hat
the longer one has been removed from the program in years the less
likely he or she was to report being in contact with native Italian
friends.

Nearly all reported experiencing various lasting positive ef-
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fects. These positive effects included personal growth, self-develop-
ment, lasting friendships, love of travel, appreciation of other
cultures, refined appreciation for art, architecture, and classical
music, and a retained interest in Italian and European culture, poli-
.tics. Less than ten percent indicated that they experienced any last-
ing negative effects. Those mentioning negative effects indicated
such things as the desire but inability to travel and over-reminiscing
of their travels, friends, and other factors related to their Rome
Center experience. While most indicated a love of travel, few have
visited other countrles over the past fwo years, and those countries
which were reported tended to be Canada and Mexico, and, for a very
few, Italy.

It appears that in addition to traveling less than they would
like to, these people are not engaging in leisure-time activities
which they find as challenging as they would like them to be. The fit
between the challenge of their leisure-time activities and their skill
in performing those activities was best .when they were at the Rome
Center, followed by present day activities, and worst for their home
college or university. These respondents also gave the highest rating
of enjoyment of leisure-time activities to their activities at the
Rome Center.

It had been predicted that ratings of enjoyment, especially for
lelsure activities at the Rome Center, would strongly correlate with
the challenge/skill ratlo for those activities due to an anticipated
increase in ratings of challenge associated with those activities.

Yet, this predicted relationship was not found for Rome Center, cur-
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rent, or home university leisure activities. Correlations between fit
and enjoyment were consistently low, as was the predictive ability of
the indices of fit for the respective enjoyment ratings. Such results
appear to be Inconsistent with the ideas of Csikszentmihalyl (1975
- that enjoyment of activities Increases as the ratio between challenge
and skill approaches unity. In addition, contrary to prediction, both
former Rome Center étudents and comparison students generally indi-
cated the desire for current activities that were more challenging,
but this desire for more challenge was not an adequate predictor of
current life satisfaction as was expected. Although the specific
purpose of this research was not to test this theory of "FLOW," it
appears that little or no support for the theory was found, raising
questions about the theory and/or how the variables were operationaily
defined. It could also have been that by having respondents concen-
trate on several leisure activities at one time, the uniqueness of
each activity’s rated challenge, skill, and enjoyment, was confounded.

Generally, all are qulte happy and satisfied with their lives,
although they did indlcate that they were happier at the Rome Center
than they are now, or than when they were at their home college or
university. The predictors of their life happiness will be discussed
further beliow.

Of a list of presented goals, fhese former Rome Center people
rate the goal, *finding personal happiness,* as most important, and,
"to understand the role of God in my life," as the relatively least
important goal, though it was also rated as very important. Some

goals, however, appear to change across time, especially those dealing
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with career development, which tend to show a reductlon in importance
over time.

The Rome Center i{s seen as heiping them achieve their goals more
so than their home school. waever, this may be due to the selection
of goals, some of which were reflective of the Rome Center program.
Nevertheless, this is where an important distinction takes place.
These people see their home school as helping them achjeve some spe-
cific goals, essentially those dealing with career development, more
than the Rome Center does. Generally, however, these goals are rated
somewhat less in importance, resulting in a difference between the
Rome Center and their home schoo! in ratings of goal achievement and
overall attitude. Regardless of attltude score, however, over nlnety
percent of all respondents have tried to influence someone to attend a
foreign study program. On the other hand, less than one-half percent
tried to influence someone not to study abroad.

Evaluations of the importance of each of thesé goals, and rat-
ings of the degree to which these respondents felt that their home
school and the Rome Center helped/inhibited their attainment of each
goal served as the basis for two global attitude scores, one toward
their home school and one toward the Rome Center. While the attitude
scores for both institutions were in the favorable range, the attitude
score for the Rome Center by Rome Center alumni was significantly
higher than their score for their home schooi. The single best pre-
dictor of attitude toward the Rome Center was enjoyment of leisure
time activities at the Rome Center. Similarly, the single best pre-

dictor of attlitude toward the home school was enjoyment of lelsure
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time activities at the home school. It is also important to note that
these attitude scores tend to decrease over time, that is, the langer
one is removed in time from the Rome Center or from the home school,
the lower the attitude score. This decrease is directly related to
- the lower ratings of achievement given to the Rome Center and the home
university.

Finally, It appears that these Rome Center people are relatively
successful educationally and financially. Yet, even this may be at a
"price." They appear to be unsettled, that is, quite llkely to have
moved or changed jobs over the past five years, and, for the most
part, are unmarried in contrast to the comparison group.

Comparison group. As mentioned above, these comparison people
were matched on number and anticipated year of graduation with Loyola
students who attended the Rome Center.

Nearly all of these comparison students indicated that they had
heard of the Rome Center, and approximately one~-fifth indicated that
they had attended a Rome Center sponsoréd presentation. Half of all
the comparison respondents also reported that they had family or
friends who attended the Rome Center. Generally, however, when asked
why they chose not to attend the program most responded that they
decided not to because of other commitments, the expense involved, or
simply’because they were not interested in foreign study.

In addition to the above, some respondents (7%) indicated that
they had inquired into other foreign study programs. As a result of
those inquires and inquires into the Rome Center program, one in six

comparison people did decide to study abroad. Of these, only a few
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actually did participate in forelgn study programs. Most, however,
did not do so generally because of financial considerations.

These comparlison people were asked about their college life
during the first two years and the last two years as a means of com-
‘paring their college lives with the Rome Center students college
lives, pre-Rome and post-Rome. (These comparisons are discussed
further below.) About half of these comparison students lived with
their parents throughout their college experience. The remainder
generally lived in a dormitory or in a private apartment, with a
noticeable increase In thellater place of residence during the second
two college years. Two-thirds. of these respondents engaged in extra-
curricular activities during their first twb years in college at
Loyola University. This figure decreases by only ten percent for the
second two years.

These comparison people, while not attending Loyola’s foreign
study program, they did particiapte in programs, functions, classes,
or activities that offered them some special meaning. Nearly one-
fourth Indicated that they had participated in some program, etc.,
that they saw as worthwhile and having a lasting impact on their life.
Examples of such programs included fraternity or sorority, a special
retreat program, student government, or volunteer work. These pro-
grams or functions were seen as helping them make good friends and as
positively affecting their career plans.

Comparison students, however, for the most part did not see
their education at Loyola as experiential. Most did indicate, nonethe-

less, that their coliege experience at Loyola has had a significant
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impact on their lives.

For the greater part, these comparison students did not visit
any foreign countries while at Loyola. Yet, those who did visit other
countries were more likely to visit a European country than Canada or
Mexico. On the other hand, while most also did not visit any coun-
tries during the past two years, the countries reported were more
likely to be Canada and Mexico.

Like the Réme Center alumnl, in general, comparison people in-
dicated their current lelsure time activities to be quite enjoyable
but less challenging than skillful. They also indicated that they
wished thelr current activities were slightly more challenging. These
ratings of enjoyment, challenge, and skill for current activities were
higher than the ratings for activities at Loyola. Further, like that
for the Rome Center alumni, the resulting challenge/skill ratio was
less than moderately correlated with the ratings of enjoyment. Once
again, theré appears to be ‘a conflict with these results and the pre-
dictions of "FLOW' theory. '

These comparison people are generally quite happy with their
lives these days, happier than when they were at Loyola. One good
predictor of their life satisfaction, however, is the global attitude
rating toward Loyola based on their ratings of importance and achieve-
ment of certain life goals.

Comparison respondents gave their highest ratings of imbortance
to the goals "finding personal happiness" and "to develop a solid
system of values." They rated "to understand the role of God in my

l1ife" and "having many good friends" as relatively lowest in impcr-
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tance. Regardless of the goals rated importance, however, they saw
Loyola as most helping them achleve the goals "to develop reflectlve
and critical thinking" and "to develop a successful career."

As a result of these ratings of importance and achievement, a
- global attitude score toward Loyola University was created. There
scores indicated a moderately favorable attitude toward Lovola, though
somewhat lower than the mean score given by Rome Center alumni in
general and by Loyola Rome Center alumni to their home school. Inter-
estingly, the comparison students’ global attitude rating was signifi-
cantly related to the degree to which they rated their education at
Loyola as experiential,

Finally, nearly all the respondents reported that they have
graduated from college, with over half completing at least some grad-
uate work. Most own their own home, and two-thirds have not moved
from their place of residence over the past five years. Three-fourths
work full time with an average reported yearly Income of between
$35,000 and $49,999. '

Lovola Rome Center people and comparison people. A number of

comparisons were conducted between: (1) individuals who attended both
Loyola University and the Rome Center; and (2) individuals who at-
tended Loyola University but not the Rome Center. These later compar-
ison people were matcﬁed on approximate year of graduation from Loy-
ola.

No significant differences were found for place of residence or
number of extra-curricular activities engaged in while at Loyola.

Similarly, no differences were noted between the groups regarding
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likelihood of changing major and/or career plans while at Loyola.

The impact of their college experience at Loyola was equally
positive for both groups. However, for the Rome Center people, the
impact of the Rome Center on their lives was rated as significantly

~greater. In other words, they view the Rome Center as having a great-
er impact on their lives than Loyola University. While this may be
the case, its effect is not necessarily on their life satisfaction as
will be discussed below.

In their leisure time, both Loyola Rome and non-Rome peopie
engage in activitles which they find equally highly enjoyable and
moderately challenging, and do so with perceived varying levels of
skill. The computed index of fit was about the same for both groups,
Loyola Rome Center alumni slightly tend to indicate more skill and
less challenge than the comparison group. Both groups, nevertheless,
tended to indicate that they desired to engage in activities that were
more challenging to them.

Both groups gave-relatively comparable ratings for the enjoy-
ment, challenge, and skill of the leisure activities they engaged in
at Loyola University, though their overall ratings of enjoyment and
challenge were somewhat lower than the ratings given to present activ-
jties. Yet, there were meaningful differences. Rome Center people
were slightly less skilled and slightly more challenged at Loyolé
Unjversity than were comparison people. This resulted in a better
Index of flt for the Rome Center people. Thls was somewhat surprising
in that one might have predicted just the opposite, that is, a higher

level of skill and a lower level of challenge for the Rome Center
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people while at Loyola. Finally, Loyola Rome students gave the high-
est ratings of enjoyment to the activities they engaged in at the Rome
Center compared to their own or comparison group ratings of Loyola
lelsure activitles. In addition, the relationship between the chal-
~lenge of those activities and their skill in performing them was a
closer fit, as would be suggested b§ Csikszentmihalyi (1985), than for
their and non-Rome students’ activities at Loyola University and in
their present leisure time. While this close fit did not signifi-
cantly predict the ratings of enjoyment, it was positively correlated
with the enjoyment ratings.

There appears to be essentijally no difference between the two
groups in their ratings of lif; gatisfaction, both are above ‘pretty
happy" if not “very happy." Members of both groups were not as happy
when they attended Loyola University as they are at present. Qn the

other hand, the Loyola Rome people indicated that they were slightly

happier at the Rome Center than they are presently.

The above ratings of happiness appear to be related to the rat-
Ings of importance and achlevement of certain life goals. In thelr
ratings of importance of certain life goals, some differences do ap-
pear. Both groups rated "finding personal happiness* and "to develop
a solld system of values" to be their most important goals, and "to
understand the role of God in my life" and "having many good friends"
as their relatijvely least important goals. These goals, nonetheless,
were rated as important. However, they did differ in their ratings of
importance for at least one goal, "to develop reflective and critical

thinking." Loyola Rome people felt this goal to be more important
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than non-Rome people.

There were very important differences in the ratings both groups
gave to Loyola University and, for the Loyola Rome people, to the Rome
Center in helping them achieve the goals. Comparison people see Loy-

‘ola University as helping them most to "develop reflective and criti-
cal thinking" and "to develop a successful career,” and to a lesser
extent "to learn practical information to help me in my career® and
“to develop a solid system of values." Rome Center alumni also see
Loyola University as helping them most "to develop reflective and
critical thinking® and "to develop a successful career." Yet, they
see the University as helping them “to learn practical information to
help me in my career,” and, to a somewhat less extent, "to have many
good friends." These Rome Center alumni, on the other hand, see the
Rome Center as helping them "to get more enjoyment out of life," “to
find personal happiness," "to understand myself better," and "to de-
velop reflective and critical thinking."* Some of the most interesting
differences are In how the two groups see Loyola University and how
Loyola Rome people see Loyola University‘ggg the Rome Center. Essen-
tially, the two groups differ little in how they view Loyola in help-
ing them achieve their goals. However, Loyola Rome people do appear
to evaluate Loyola University somewhat more pragmaticaily than they
evaluate the Rome Center, while théy appear to evaluate the latter as
a center for enjoyment and fostering self-understanding.

One clear exception, however, was for the goal "having many good
friends." Rome Center alumni see the Rome Center as having strongly

helped them to achieve this goal. Yet, they also see Loyola Univer-
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sity as having strongly helped them to achieve it. Comparison people,
on the other hand, rated Loycla‘’s help in achieving this goal lower
than for all other goals except one, “to get more enjoyment out of
life." In addition, there were three goals which received near equal
~ratings of achievement by both groups for Loyola University and by
Loyola Rome Center alumni for the Rome Center. These goals are: "to
develop reflective and critlical thinking"; "to develop a solid system
of values”; and *to be of service to others'. Thus, not only do the
Rome Center alumni and the comparison people view Loyola University
near equal in helping them achieve some goals, but Rome Center alumni
also see no difference between Loyola University and the Rome Center
in helping them achieve certain other goals. In other words, it
appears that Loyola University and the Rome Center have some degree of
overlap in the degree to which they are perceived as helping people
achieve certain goals. It could be that Loyola University Rome Center
people did (could?) not completely separate Loyola University from the
Rome Center. | '

Perhaps the ability to make distinctions between the two insti-
tutions, more than all other aspects, differentiates those who study
abroad from those who do not. Loyola Rome people, unlike the compari-
son people, are able to and do make a comparison and a distinction
between the strengths of the two institutions. They view Loyola
University essentially as a center for cultivating an essential back-
ground for their career development. On the other hand, they view the
Rome Center essentially as a center for more personal development.

As a result of variations in the rated importance of certain
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goals, and variations in how the groups rated Loyola University’s help
to achlieve these goals, and the Rome Center’s help by Rome Center
alumni, differences arose in computed attitude scores. Rome Center
alumni were found to hold a significantly more favorablie attitude
toward the Rome Center than toward Loyola University. The source of
this difference appears to come from the importance/achievement cross-
product given to the goals *finding personal happiness,®” to get more
enjoyment out of life," "to understand myself better," and “having
many good friends." The attitude ratings given by Loyola Rome Center
and non-Rome Center respondents were not statistically different.

Another distinction can be made between Loyola Rome and non-Rome
people. OQOver the years, the former are less likely to be married, to
be home owners, and more likely to have changed residence and employ-
ment than non-Rome people, an indication of the Rome Center alumni‘s
possible restlessness or, perhaps, their flexibility.

On the other hand, Rome people do tend to report higher yearly
earnings and higher levels of educational achievement than non-Rome
people. However, it may be that Romé people tend to come from more
financially secure backgrounds, and/or from families with members who
have already attained high leveis of educatijon.

An attempt was made to evaluate the impact of the Rome Center on
ratings of 1ife satisfaction. Several variables were included in the
analysis, such as attitudes toward the Rome Center and Loyola Univer-
sity, and enjoyment of current leisure time activities. The best pre-
dictors of life satisfaction for both Loyola Rome Center and Loyola

non-Rome Center respondents were the ratings of enjoyment and attitude
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toward Loyola University. These were followed by perceived impact of
educational experience at Loyola on their lives for the comparisqn
people, and by attitude toward the Rome Center for the Rome Center
alumni. Length of stay at the Rome Center and perceived impact of

. their experiences at the Rome Center were not good predictors of life
satisfaction, although attitude toward the Rome Center was a moderate-
ly good predictor of impact of the Rome Center. Attitude toward Loy-
ola University was also a good predictor of ratings of impact of the
Loyola University experience on thelr lives. Enjoyment of leisure
activities at Loyola University served as a slightly better predictor
than enjoyment of Rome Center }eisure activities for the ratings of
enjoyment of current leisure activities. Finally, attitude toward
Loyola, enjoyment of current activities, and, especially, impact of
Loyoia University served as better predictors of life satisfaction for
comparison people than for Rome Center alumni.

There are, of course, several plausible explanations for the
above. It Is possible that the attitude toward Loycla is a better
predictor of life satisfaction because of Loyola‘’s influence, as noted
earlier, on the respondents’ career development. Impact of the Rome
Center on their lives may not be a good predictor of current life
satisfaction because of a lack of variability. Nearly all Rome Center
alumni gave high ratings to the Rome Center on this factor. It could
simply be that the operational deflinlitions and/or sensitivity of sev-
eral variables, such as attlitude toward the Rome Center and Loyocla
University, need be re-examined and, if necessary, improved upon.

Nonetheless, It dosc appear that different variables serve as better
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or as more appropriate predictors of life satisfaction for comparison
pecple than for Rome Center alumni.

Conceptual framework. As dlscussed above, previous investi-
gatlons into the short term Impact of forelgn study found several
‘rellable outcome effects, but there was no investjgation into the
duration of those effects. In addition, some studies reported little
or no impact partly because there was no effect, and partly because
outcome variables that were either irrelevant to the experience or
generally not subject to change were included in the design. It be~-
comes all the more necessary, therefore, to devise a conceptual frame-
work that includes relevant outcomes while excluding factors that are
irrelevant or not easily meas;red.

Two models were presented In the introduction. Both, however,
were not without their own weaknesses. One weakness relevant to the
present research was the concentration only on outcome variables. By
not including input or process variables, one cannot discern the di-
rection or cause for the outcomes, especlially In one-shot posttest-
only designs as In the present case.

Therefore, a general input, process, outcome model was devised.
Variables for inclusion in the mode! came from several sources in-
cluding prior research, discussions with program participants, and
from suggestions by several social psychological theories, including
expectancy value theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and "FLOW" theory
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975).

Such a process, however, does not insure the researcher of suc-

cess in identifying all appropriate meaasurement variables. There are
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numerous benefits and limitations to the use of taxonomlies and con-
ceptual models. Focusing on one or two theoretical issues generally
dictates that certain variables be included, e.g., ratings of enjoy-~
ment, challenge, and skill of leisure time activities, and that other
- potentially equally relevant variables be overlooked or excluded, if
for no other reason than to hold check on the size and the flow of the
research instrument. The consequences of this delimiting process may
be the reason in the present study, for example, that the rating of
the impact of the Rome Center was a poor predictor of Iife satisfac-
tion. Had other variables been included in the gquestionnaire, ones
that better measured the Rome Center impact, the predictive outcome

- could have been different.

Suffice it to say, that once a taxonomy Iis selected to serve in
combination with a selected thecretical approach as a mechanism for
fdentifying and classifying measurement variables, it must be remem-
bered that a taxonomy is not a panacea for all related probiems of
variables identification and measurement. Yet, it is a start, and
does serve as a better guide than a simpler intuitive approach.

Methodological jssues and limitations. While the investigatory
process and subsequent results are bbth interesting and informative in
their own right, this is not to say that the present research is not
without its own wedknesses and limitations. Some of these weaknesses,
such as problems with the return rate and generalizability, problems
with making certain comparisons across groups, using data based on
self-reports, and the "fishing" and the error rate problems, will be

addressed here,
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The return rate for both Rome Center alumni and comparison peo-
ple, for example, was moderately good but potentially troublesome. It
could be that the majority of those with incorrect or outdated ad-
dresses and non-respondents held somewhat unfavorable attitudes toward
- the Rome Center and/or thelir home school. The differential rate of
returnof Rome Center and comparison groups is another problem, e.g.,
differences found between the two groups may have been attenuated or
sharpened with more equal return rates. In other words, by not get-
ting Information from all the people in the sample, we risk distor-
tions of the representativeness of the sample. Therefore, for this
reason alone, these results must be interpreted with caution.

A major part of the results and implications of this study is
based on comparisons between Loyola University students who went to
the Rome Center and a comparison group from Loyola who did not. Both
groups did attend Loyola University, and a attempt was made to match
the groups on anticipated year of graduation; yet, nothing was known
of the comparison students academic major, relevant personality char-
acteristics, etc. It is possible that differences in the ratings of
importance and achievement of certaln goals or of the Impact of Loyola
on their lives are related to differences correlated with personality
factors associated with certain academic majors, etc., and unrelated
to whether or not they went to the Rome Center. g

Next, It should be pointed out that the results of this research
are based on self-reports, which have the potential to be inaccurate,
intentionally or otherwise. This is especially the casé the further

the respondents are removed in years from the program or their home
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school. While some lnaccuracies are llkely to occur when asking
someone to report self-behaviors, e.g., number and type of collegiate
extracurricular activities, it Is even more likely that inaccuracies
will arise when asking people to report on the same activities after a
. period of twenty year or more.

In the present research, where a large number of variables are
examined for significance, two potential problems arise, fishing and
the error rate probiem. The first problem, "fishing,” may be handled
through an a priori analysis strategy based on a presented theoretical
approach. To a large degree, that was the case here. Yet, it is
often not until the data are {n that other types of analyses and/or
variables to include in the analyses are realized. Care must be ta-
ken to insure that such a posterior] analyses are at least based on
the orlginal theoretical approach, with other types of analyses 1eft
to future research. Unfortunately, while such advice may be appropri-
ate in most cases, various a posteriorj anaylses may be justified on
other grounds, e.g., to prevent costs in time and money of such future
research.

In line with the above, and as a result of both the large number
of a priori and a posteriori analyses, some attention must be given to
the error rate problem. As the number of analyses grows, the likeli-
hood of obtaining some proporton of significant effects by chance
alone also gro&s. In the present research, three methods were under-
taken to help control this error rate problem. First, multivariate
_ analyses of variance were incorporated into the analysis strategy to

determine whether any of the significant univariate effects were due



165

to chance. Next, a more conservative test, Scheffe, was generally
used were appropriate as part of the analysis. Finally, in most in-
stances, the acceptable alpha level was changed from the traditional
level of .05 to .005, in a further attempt to reduce chance error.

There are, of course, other potential weaknesses and limitations
relevant to the interpretation of these results. However, in defense
of thls report, it should be mentioned that these limitations should
not necessarlly be Interpreted as fallures that could be removed or
improved upon in future Investigations. As Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar
(1981, p.7) point out, "They are instéad inherent features of this
type of research, which must be kept In mind so that we temper our
reliance on the resulting data."

Future directions. While some guestions about the impact of
foreign study have been answered and others appear to remain unan-
swered, it seems that many more issues have been generated from this
research. This generation of unanswered questions was not entirely
unexpected. The purpose of this research was twofold. First, an
attempt was made to determine the long term effects of studying at
Loyola University’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts. To some degree, this
has been accomplished. The second purpose of this research, however,
was to lay the foundations for future research In evaluating the long
term Impact of studying abroad. Mény questions can be raised both
from the results obtained and from that which could not be studied
here. For example, Rome Center alumni occasionally refer to a rest-
lessness, including a strong desire to travel. It would be inter-

esting to know whether this restlessness is a cause, a result, or a
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correlate of going to the Rome Center. It would alsoc be informative
to understand the process of readjustment to life in the U.S. which
these Rome Center alumnl undergo over the yvears after thelr return
from their foreign study program. This generation of unanswered ques-
tions was not entirely unexpected. The purpose of this research was
twofold. First, an attempt was made to determine the long term ef-
fects of studying at Loyola University’s Rome Center of Liberal Arts.
To some degree, this has been accompilished. The second purpose of
this research, however, was to lay the foundations for future research
in evaluating the long term impact of studying abroad.

Furthermore, it would be_intefesting, to compare life satisfac-
tion ratings and evaluations of attainment of certain life goals for
those who wanted to study abroad but who could not with those who
actually did attend such a program. Such comparisons might lead to a
better understanding of the Impact of the program, than when using
those who only knew of the program but who essentially had no desire
to go, as in the present study. It may:be that those who desire to go
and do, and those who desire to go but do not go are more similaf in
various respects than those who desire to go and do go and those who
do not desire to go . It would be likewise informative to closely
compare two diverse programs in order to better understand some of the
strengths and weaknesses of each. Finally, it would be of value to
focus on those at the extreme of attitudes toward the program, i.e.,
those holding highly favorable attitudes and those with less favorable
attitudes.

For this author’s own purpose, this research will lead into a



167

somewhat more practical direction. More must be learned about why
students choose to participate in experiential learning programs .of
this type and how to identify those who have the need, but for some
reason do not seek out programs of this type which could be of value
- to them. It would be of use to educational systems to understand the
basic needs of those who seek out such programs and to determine what
can be done, in & practical sense, to address those needs without
placing a financlal burden, one reason why many choose not to study
abroad, on the students themselves. While one may travel to Europe,
for example, to learn of European cultures, It is quite possible to
bring any of a number of cultures to the student. Loyola University,
for example, lies in a multicultural urban setting. It is éossible
that students could gain first hand experience with any of a variety
of cultures by interacting with the resources at hand. In addition,
by better understanding the needs of those participating in programs
like the Rome Center, one can adapt the investigatory mechanisms to
other groups and explore their needs, and, more importantly, creative-
ly develop comparable programs which may have an equally rich and
beneficial impact on the lives of the students participating in them.
Finally, I return to an issue only lightly touched upon thus
far, and that is the problems encountered by the returning students in
re—aajuéting to “normal* school! life, not being able to discuss their
experliences, and for some, In the dissolution of the energy and growth
sparked by their foreign study experience. In the present research,
the Rome Center experience, in general, was found to be a rather poor

predictor of life satisfaction. Perhaps this should be of no great
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surprise given the events and processes that take place after the
student returns to the U.S. The student returns after one or two
semesters changed, excited, with one set of needs satisfied and an-
other set created, and re-enters a life that for the greater part
.remained unchanged. A post-foreign study orientation might be bene-
ficial in alleviating some of the readjustment problems, but it could
be of far greater worth to build on the experience and education of
those people by creating a general and/or supplemental program of
international focus at the home school. Students could be asked to
take classes deéling with some international issue or with an inter-
national focus as an extenéion_of the Rome Center program. They could
-also serve as guest speakers for any number of courses generally
included in most college curricula, e.g., world art, world cultures,
and world history. The value of such a program would be multifold.
It could help to eliminate many of the obstacles to growth and assimi
lation encountered by returning students by giving them a forum in
which to share their experiences and insights and a springboard for
bullding on their educational and experiential growth, much the same
as a student in any major academic program grows in his/her knowledge
of that area by taking a determined progression of courses. In this
regard, Triandis and Brislin (1984) discuss the benefits of cross
cultural research in the area of psychology. These benefits include
theory expansion, increasing the range of variables, unconfounding
variables, and study of the context in which behavior occurs. Such a
program or series of courses would also be of considerable value to

all students, especially those who would like to go to the Rome Center
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for simllar reasons, but cannot because of varlous restrictions or
committments. As Cole (1984, p.998) points out, "...American college
students are not obtaining a realistic picture of their place in the
world from their college education." Coursework, the text, and other
~readings could be well supplemented and highlighted by discussions of
first-hand experiences by former foreign study students. Finally, it
is my belief that such a program or series of courses expanding on the
foreign study experience could be of tremendous value to the sojourner
in better understanding his/her experiences and in learning how to
derive maximum value from similar experiences here in the United

States.



REFERENCES

Bachstrom, C. H., & Hursh-Cesar, G. (1981). Survey Research (second
edition). New York: Wiley & Sons.

’ Bandura, A. (1977). Soclal learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall.

Bar-Tal, D. (1978). Soclal outcomes of the schoollng process. In
D. Bar-Tal & L. Saxe (Eds.>, Social psychology of education
(pp. 149-164). Washington, D.C.: Hemisphere.

Bicknese, G. (1968). Juniors in Germany: Effects and opinions (Report
No. FL 001 915). (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 042
390)>. _

Bloom, B, S. (Ed.), Engelhart, M. D., Furst, E. J., Hill, W. H., &
Krathwohi, D. R. (1968). Taxonomy ¢of educational objectives:
The classlflcatxon of educational gcal New York: David McKay

Company, Inc.

Bryant, F. B., & Veroff, J. (1984). Dimensions of subjective mental
health in American men and women. Journal of Health and Social
Benavior, 25, 116-135.

Campbell, A, (1981). The §gg§§ of well-being in Amerjca: Recent
patterns and trends. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Carsello, C., & Creaser, J. (1976). How college students change
during study abroad. College Student Journal, 10, 276-278.

Cole, M. (1984). The world beyond our borders: What might our stu-
dents need to know about it? American Psychologist, 39, 998-
1005.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Csikszentmihalyl, M. (1982). Toward a psychology of optimal experi-
ence. In L. Wheeler (Ed.), Review of Personality and Social
Psychology (pp. 13-36). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Diener, E., Emmons, R., Larsen, R., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satis-
faction with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49,
71-76.

Dillman, D. ¢1978). Mail and telephone surveys: The total design

method. New York: Wiley. 170




171

Dollar, R. J. (1966). Student characteristics and choice of housing.

Journal of College Student Personnel, 7, 147-150.

Duncan, 0. D. (1966>. Path Analysis: Sociological Examples. Ameérican
Journal of Socioloay, 72, 1-16.

Duncan, 0. D. (1975). Introduction to structural equatjon modeis.
New York: Academic Press.

Felaman, K. A., & Newcomb, T. M. (1969). The impact of college on
students. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention and
behavior: An introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Hyman, H. H., Wright, C. R., & Reed, J. S. (1975). The enduring
effects of education. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Klineberg, 0O, & Hull IV, W. F. (1979). At a foreian university: An
international study of adaption and coping. New York: Praeger.

Maslow, A. (1954). Motivation and personality. New York: Harper &
Brothers.

Maslow, A. (9162). Toward a psychology of being. New York: Van
Nostrand.

McCombie, R. P. (1984). Foreign study: An analysis of the short term
effect. Unpublished master‘s thesis, Loyola University of Chi-
cago, Chicago.

Pace, C. R., & Stern, G. G. (1958). An:approach to the measurement of
psychological characteristics of college environments. Journal

of Educational Psychology, 49, 269-277.

Pfnister, A. 0. (1972). The evaluation of overseas study programs:
Two case studies (Report No. HE 003 686). Denver, CO: Denver
Unjversity School of Education. (ERIC Document Reproductijon
Service No. ED 062 905).

Posner, G., Jr. (1974). The extensiveness of curriculum structure: A
conceptual scheme. Review of Educational Research, 44, 401-407.

Riccio, G. J. (1978>. The history of Loyola University of Chicago’s
Rome Center of Liberal Arts, 1962-1977. Unpublished doctoral

dissertation, Loyola University of Chicago, Chicago.

Sanford, N., Freeman, M., Webster, H., & Brown, D. (1956). Personal-
ity development during college years. Journal of Social Issues,
12, 3-70.



172

Stewart, L. H. (1972). Change In personality test scores during
college. In K.A. Feldman (Ed.)>, College and student. New York:
Pergamon Press.

Sudman, S. (1976). Applied sampling. New York: Academic Press, Inc.

Watts, W. A., & Whittaker, D. N. E. (1966). Some sociopsychological
differences between highly-committed members of the Free Speech
Movement and the student population at Berkley. Journal of
Applied Behavioral Sciences, 2, 41-62.



APPENDIX A



172

ROME CENTER ALUMNI SURVEY SAMPLING DESIGN

Selecting a sample for this study posed a number of decisions
and problems. One goal of the study was to have a sample large enough
to represent the popuiation within a reasonable degree of sampling
error and to permit analyses of effects of several respondent cate-
gories (year of attendance, Loyola/non-Loyola, and Fall-only, Spring-
only, and full year attendance). With these considerations as well as
past research of this general nature (Sudman, 1976} as guides, it was
decided that a sample of about 1400 Rome Center alumni and alumnae
should be selected. That is, desiring a total of 1000 completed re-
turns and assuming an optimistic return rate of 70% by using the
“total design method* (Dillman, 1978), lead to the decision that an
original sample of Jjust over 1400 (1000/.7 = 1428) would satisfy the
research requirements.

Once this decision was made, the next step was to determine a
sampling design and plan that would yield a final sample that would
represent the Rome Center student population and be cost efficient in
the sense of ylelding a hlgh rate of return at minimal expense. Two
alternative plans were devised. The first was a proportionate strati-
fied design. That is, by using the Rome Center office archives, it
was fortunately possible to stratify all the attenders according to
the categories of year of attendance, home universiy (Loyocla or non-
Loyola), and semester(s) attended (Fall, Spring, or full year). By

computing the proportion of students out of the totai Rome Center
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population In each subcategory (l.e., each partlcular combination of
vear, home school, and semester) and multiplying this proportion by
the desired sample size, [t was possible to determine the number of
students to select from that particular sﬂbcategory. For example,

- the archives showed that 210 non-Loyola students attended the Rome
Center for the full year in the academic year 1966-67. This repre-
sented a proportion of .0337 of the total of 6238 attenders from 1961-
62 through 1982-1983 (the last year for which the figures were avaijl-
able when this sampling plan was originally devised). Muitiplying
this proportion by the original sampie size (.0337 x 1400 = 47.18)
yielded a sample size of 47 for that subcategory. Similar computa-
tions were used, of course, for all 128 subcategories to generate a
total sample of 1400.

Whereas proportionate stratified sampling generally produces a
sample that represents the population and reduces sampling error by
capturing the variance due to the stratified variables, there were
problems with its strict use In this study. One concern was that the
accuracy of addresses would be lower as a function of how long ago
students had attended the Rome Center. Another concern was that, bad
addresses aside, the rate of return might differ as a function of home
university and time since being in Rome. The operation of any of
these influences would naturally bias the results.

To gain some estimates of the proportion of inaccurate addresses
and possible differentjal return rates, a small pilot study was con-
ducted. A sample of 100 Rome Center attenders was selected (10 per

year, every other year, from 1962-63 through 1980-81) in approximate
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proportions of home university (e.g., for 1968-69, three Loyola and
seven non-Loyola students were randomly pi;ked). A brief gquestion-
naire was sent to these former students followed at appropriate inter-
vals by a reminder postcard and later a reminder letter accompanied by
-another copy of the questionnaire. Overall, the proportion of bad
addresses was 29%, and the raw response rate (not correcting for bad
addresses) of completed gquestionnaires was 32%. However, as suspect-
ed, these figures were not constant across respondent categories.
Thus, for the Loyola students the bad address rate was only 18% and
the raw return rate was 45%, while for non-Loyola people these fligures
~ were 34% and 25%, respectively. In addition, after plotting these
‘returns over time it was apparent that they fluctuated from year to
vear and did so differently for the Loyola and non-Loyola groups.

Using the plotted response rates It was possible to fit a least-
squared regression line to determine a best estimated sampling propor-
tion for each year of attendance separately for the Loyola and non-
Loyola groups. In general, expected return rates increased from the
past to more recent years and did so at a faster rate for Loyola than
for non-Loyola people. With these estimated return rates, it was then
possible to compute a new set of sample sizes that would correct for
differential expected rates of return. That is, types of people who
were estimated to be most likely to have low return rates could be
oversampled to assure adequate numbers of respondents In each strati-
fication subcategory.

Before these new samplie sizes could be computed, however, an-

other factor had to be considered. It was desired that the total
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returns approximate the proportions of Loyola and non-Loyola attenders
In the population. Specifically, since about 27% of RC attenders
through 1982-83 were from Loyola and 73% were non-Loyola, It was de-
sired to select a sample that would yvleld about those same percentages
- among the actual respondents. To accomplish this, some further modij-

fications of the new sampling plan were necessary.

From the pilot study It was estimated that the return rates (now
corrected by removing those initially selected who were identified as
having inaccurate addresses and therefore no longer part of the sam-
ple) would be 56% for Loyocla and 39% for non-Loyola students. Also,
as noted above, it was known from the archives that the proportions of

"Loyola and non-Loyola students were .27 and .73, respectively. For
the sake of convenience of calculation, a total sample of 1000 was

assumed. In the following, L = Loyola and N = non-Loyola students.

Thus:
L +N= 1000
considering the .73(.56)L = .27(.39)N
above information .409L = .105N
3.895L = N
Let N =1
thus, 4.895L = 1000
solving yields L = 204, and N = 796

If actual returns conformed to estimates from the pilot study,

these sample sizes would yield proportions of respondents correspond-
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ing to the proportions of Loyola and non-Loyoia students in the Rome

Center population. That is,

Loyoia 204 Non-Loyola 796
x.56 x.39
114 returns + 310 returns = 424 total returns where

114 equals about 27% and 310 equals about 73% of the 424 returns. In
order to obtain 204 Loyola and 796 non-Loyola students, these numbers
had to be increased by the complement of their estimated proportions

of bad addresses (18% and 34%, respectively) by oversampling. Thus:

for Loyola 204 = (1-.18)X, solving for X = 249
Non-Loyola 796 = ({-.34)X, solving for X = 1206
Total to be sampled 1455

Since this total sample size was somewhat larger than the 1400 de-
sired, the sizes of each subcategory sample were reduced by the pro-
portion 1400/1455 or .962. This correction yielded a total Loyola
sample of 240 (i.e., 249 x .962 = 240) and 1160 for the non-Loyola
group (i.e., 1206 x .962 = 1160).

With these totals and knowledge of the proportidns of the popu-
lation in each stratification subcategory it was possible to calculate
a number of students to select from those subcategories in order to
obtain the above total sample size. After these numbers had been
calculated, they were agalin adjusted by the flgures derived from the
aforementjoned regression analysis of expected returns as a function

of time since attending the Rome Center. For example, based on the
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analysis designed to produce returns in proportion to the numbers of
Loyola and non-Loyola students in the population, it was calculated
that 5! people should be selected to represent the full year, non-
Loyola group for academic year 1966-67 (cf. the sample of 47 for this
. subcategory selected by proportionate stratified sampling previously
described). However, based on the regression analysis to correct for
the expected effects of time since attending the Rome Center on return
rates, it was determined that the 1966-67 group should be oversampled
by a factor of 1.27. Thus, the revised sample size for this subcate-
gory was 51 x 1.27 = 65 students.

As described above, two glternative sampling plans were devised,
-both resulting in the same total sample size but differing in how this
total was apportioned among the stratification subcategories. The
proportionate stratification scheme was rather routine, but it did not
take account of probable bad addresses and return rates and was there-
fore expected to vield disproportionately high numbers of Lovola re-
spondents--especially from the moét rebent attenders. The revised
scheme based on Information from the pilot study was more complex in
order to obtain returns corresponding to the percentage of Loyola and
non-Loyola people in the population, but was projected to yield fewer
total returns owing to the oversampling of less likely respondents.
In short, both plans had their advantages and disadvantages and each
was based on the best available (j.e., Rome Center archives and pilot
results) but still imperfect information. Rather than choosing be-
tween the two, it was decided that the most judicious course would be

to "split the difference." That is, the sample sizes calculated for
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each population subcategory by the two methods were simply averaged.
For example, the final sample size for the 1966-67 full year, non-
Loyola group was 56, which is the average of the 47 selected by pro-
portionate stratification and the 65 determined from the dispropor-

- tionate sampling that took account of differential expected inaccurate
addresses and response rates. As such, the final sampling procedure
can be designated as a modified proportionate sampling design.

As previously noted, the calculations illustrated here were
based on the years 1961-62 through 1982-83. Using the “split the
difference* procedure and rounding averages up to get whole numbers
per subcategory, the total sample size for this time period was 1436.
‘When the population sizes for the three subsequent years became avail-
able, a similar method for determining sample sizes was used based on
projections from the earlier analysis. In the absence of pilot data,
though, the same sample sizes were used for each of those three years
which resulted in a final total sample size of 1661. The number of
students selected for the compérison group was simply set to be equal
to the number of Loyola students in the Rome Center sampie.

As is almost always the case in survey research, the final sam-
ple size and the number selected for each population subcategory for
this study resulted from a combination of rigorous mathematics and
human judgment. Compromises were made in order to balance the rela-
tive advantages of the alternative sampling schemes. The most impor-
tant fact about the sampling design for this survey is that once the
sample size for a population stratum was determined, respondents were

selected on a random basis to represent that group. It is thls ran-
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domization that assures sample representativeness.

John D. Edwards

Consultant
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PART I.

1.

DURING WHAT YEAR DID YOU ATTEND THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate the year(s) on the line provided below.

19 Spring 1962 through 1985-86

DID YOU ATTEND THE ROME CENTER FOR THE FALL SEMESTER ONLY, THE SPRING
SEMESTER ONLY, OR FOR THE FULL ACADEMIC YEAR?
Indicate your response by placing an X" on the appropriate line below.
A
25%  FALL SEMESTER ONLY

27%

SPRING SEMESTER ONLY

L8% FULL ACADEMIC YEAR

WHAT COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY DID YOU ATTEND PRIOR TO ATTENDING THE ROME
CENTER? 7
Indicate the name(s) of the coilege or university on the line(s) provided below.

24% - Loyola University of Chicago

76% - Non-Loyola

WHAT WAS YOUR ACADEMIC MAJOR BEFORE ATTENDING THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate your major on the line below.

WHERE DID YOU LIVE DURING THE SEMESTER BEFORE GOING TO ROME?
Indicate your response by piacing an “X" on one of the lines below.

60% DORMITORY

3% FRATERNITY/SORORITY HOUSE

13% MY OWN APARTMENT

22% ‘ .

AT HOME WITH PARENTS

* * =
WITH RELATIVES less than 1%

R

OTHER

IN THE TWELVE MONTH PERIOD BEFORE GOING TO ROME, DID YOU VISIT ITALY?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the appropriate line.

86% NO, | DID NOT VISIT ITALY IN THE YEAR BEFORE GOING TO ROME.
14%

YES, | VISITED ITALY DURING THE YEAR BEFORE GOING TO ROME.

WHAT COUNTRIES (IF ANY) DID YOU VISIT ANY TIME IN YOUR LIFE PRIOR TO GOING TQO THE
ROME CENTER? AS BEST AS YOU CAN RECALL, LIST THE COUNTRIES YOU VISITED AND THE
NUMBER OF VISITS YOU MADE TO EACH OF THOSE COUNTRIES.

On the lines below indicate the countries you visited and the number of visits you made to each
of those countries. f you did not visit any foreign countries, write NONE.
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8. DURING YOUR COLLEGE YEARS BEFORE GOING TO THE ROME CENTER, YOU MAY HAVE
PARTICIPATED IN NONE OR SOME OF THE FOLLOWING EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES.
INDICATE THOSE ACTIVITIES WHICH YOU PARTICIPATED IN BEFORE GOING TO ROME.
Ptace an “X" betore all the activities which you participated in.

10%  coLLEGE NEWSPAPER 21%  stupenTicLASS POLITICS
% coiece macazinervearsoox 9% soGIAL FRAT OR SORORITY

17% v oR vARSITY SPORTS 3% COLLEGE BANDIORCHESTRA

12% THEATRE l | ‘ _327?, OTHER_

10%  FOREIGN LANGUAGECLUB - _3%  OTHER

9. DID YOU ATTEND A SPECIAL ORIENTATION PROGRAM PRIOR TO LEAVING FOR THE ROME

CENTER?
Place an *X” on the line betfore the appropriate response.

72% NO, | DID NOT ATTEND A PRE-ROME ORIENTATION. (GO TO #10.)

3825_ YES, | ATTENDED A PRE-ROME ORIENTATION.
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9a. |F YOU ANSWERED "“YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, HOW HELPFUL WAS THE
ORIENTATION IN PREPARING YOU FOR WHAT YOU ACTUALLY EXPERIENCED AT THE
ROME CENTER?
indicate your response by placing an "X above the number that best corresponds to
how heipful you feel the orientation was.

X=b4,7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT EXTREMELY
HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL

10. DID YOU GO TO THE ROME CENTER WITH ANY CLOSE PERSONAL FRIENDS?
indicate your response by placing an “X' before the appropriate answer.

éé%_ NO, | DID NOT GO WITH ANY CLOSE FRIEND(S). (GO to #11)

_3.5_%__ YES, | WENT WITH CLOSE FRIEND(S).

10a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES"” TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, HOW MANY CLOSE FRIENDS
DID YOU GO TO ROME WITH?

indicate the number of friends you went to Rome with on the line below.

I WENT TO ROME WITH 2 CLOSE FRIENDS.

11. HOW DID YOU CROSS THE OCEAN.TO GET TO THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate how you traveiled to italy by placing an “X" on the appropriate line.

__.E(}é BOAT

3% PROPELLER AIRPLANE

93% JET AIRCRAFT

12. WHAT WAS THE MAIN REASON WHY YOU ATTENDED LOYOLA'S ROME CENTER? *
Indicate your reason on the lines below.

13. TO WHAT DEGREE WAS THIS REASON FOR GOING FULFILLED?
Indicate your response by pilacing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to the
degree to which your reason for going was fulfilled.

X=6.5
7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT COMPLETELY
FULFILLED FULFILLED FULFILLED
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14. HOW DIFFICULT WAS IT INITIALLY (i.e,, DURING THE FIRST TWO WEEKS OR SO) TO ADJUST
TO YOUR NEW LIFESTYLE AT THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to ow
difficutt it was to adjust to the lifestyle at the Rome Center.

X=2.8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT EXTREMELY
DIFFICULT DIFFICULT DIFFICULT

15. WHAT KINDS OF PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER DURING THE FIRST TWO WEEKS OR SO
AT THE ROME CENTER?
indicate any probiems you might have encountered initially at the Rome Center. If you did not
encounter any problems, write NONE.

NONE = 28%

16. THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS DEAL WITH VARIOUS ASPECTS OF THE ROME CENTER
EXPERIENCE. USE THE SCALE BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR DEGREE OF AGREEMENT OR
DISAGREEMENT WITH EACH STATEMENT.

Indicate your response by writing the appropriate number on the line provided before each

statement.
5(' VERY STRONGLY VERY STRONGLY
DISAGREE UNCERTAIN AGREE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. 8a. CLASSES WERE MORE DEMANDING AT THE ROME CENTER THAN AT MY HOME
UNIVERSITY.
_3_'_1.b | FELT THAT THERE WAS NOT ENOUGH COUNSELING OR SUPPORT FROM THE
ROME CENTER FACULTY AND ADMINISTRATION.
u"7c. | HAD AS MUCH PRIV;\CY AT THE ROME CENTER AS | DESIRED.
_H’;é_d I STUDIED LESS AT THE ROME CENTER THAN | NORMALLY DID AT MY HOME
COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY.
2'Oe. | OFTEN EXPERIENCED A SENSE OF BOREDOM IN THE EVENINGS AT THE

ROME CENTER AFTER THE INITIAL EXCITEMENT PASSED.

2. 3f. WHILE AT THE ROME CENTER, | PREFERRED TO DO MY TRAVELING ALONE
RATHER THAN WITH OTHERS.

.1
3 g. | BECAME INTERESTED IN EUROPEAN SPORTS AND SPORTING EVENTS.
——Nh. . | OFTEN DATED NATIVE ITALIANS.

(Question #16 Continued on Next Page}
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i STUDENTS VWHO WERE AT THE ROME CENTER FOR ONE SEMESTER AND
STUDENTS WHO WERE AT THE ROME CENTER FOR TWO SEMESTERS DID NOT
ASSOCIATE MUCH WITH EACH OTHER.

_i'_z_j. WHILE AT THE ROME CENTER, | DEVOTED MORE TIME TO SOCIALIZING THAN
TO ACADEMICS.

2. 1

K. I TENDED TO STAY AROUND THE ROME CENTER MORE THAN TRAVEL AROUND
ROME OR ITALY OR OTHER COUNTRIES.

TO WHAT EXTENT WOULD YOU SAY THAT THE ROME CENTER PROGRAM INVOLVED
EXPERIENTIAL EDUCATION, i.E. LEARNING BY DOING?

Indicate your response by placing an *X" above the number that best corresponds to the extent
to which your beiieve that the Rome Center program involved experiential education.

X=5.8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT TO SOME A GREAT
ALL EXTENT DEAL

WHAT WOULD YQU SAY WAS YOUR BEST EXPERIENCE WHILE AT THE ROME CENTER?

WHAT WOULD YQOU SAY WAS YOUR WORST EXPERIENCE WHILE AT THE ROME CENTER?

DID YOU DEVELOP ESPECIALLY CLOSE FRIENDSHIPS WITH ANY ITALIAN CITIZENS?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" before the appropriate statement below.

_5_8;5% NO, | MADE NO SPECIAL FRIENDSHIPS WITH ANY ITALIANS.
L1,
_5% YES, | MADE SOME ESPECIALLY CLOSE FRIENDSHIPS WITH AT LEAST ONE NATIVE
ITALIAN.

AT THE TIME YOU LEFT THE ROME CENTER, HOW WELL DO YOU THINK YOU WERE ABLE TO
SPEAK THE ITALIAN LANGUAGE?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to how able
you believe you could speak the Italian language at the time you were leaving Rome.

X=3.8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
KNEW ONLY A LIKE A
FEW PHRASES NATIVE



189

23. COMPARED TO HOW WELL YOU COULD CONVERSE IN ITALIAN AT THE TIME YOU WERE

24.

25.

LEAVING THE ROME CENTER, HOW FLUENT ARE YOU TODAY IN THE ITALIAN LANGUAGE?
Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number that best corresponds to how weli
you believe you can speak ltalian compared to how well you could speak it when leaving Rome.

X=2 . 3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MUCH ABOUT THE: MUCH
WORSE SAME BETTER

ALL THINGS CONSIDERED, HOW WELL DID THE ROME CENTER MEET YOUR PRE-ROME
EXPECTATIONS?

Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number that best corresponds to your
feelings.

X=5' 8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WAS MUCH LESS ABOUT WHAT WAS MUCH MORE
THAN | EXPECTED | EXPECTED THAN | EXPECTED

WHILE AT THE ROME CENTER YOU PROBABLY VISITED ONE OR MORE COUNTRIES BESIDES
ITALY. AS BEST AS YOU CAN RECALL, PLEASE LIST THE COUNTRIES YOU VISITED AND THE
NUMBER OF VISITS YOU MADE TO EACH OF THOSE COUNTRIES.

On the lines below indicate the countries you visited and the number of visits you made to each
of those countries. .

CEUNTRIES VISITED # OF VISITS
X=8.3 X=11.6




26.

27.

28.

190

THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF ADJECTIVES WHICH MAY OR MAY NOT DESCRIBE THE
STUDENTS WHO WERE AT THE ROME CENTER WHEN YOU WERE THERE. USING THE SCALE
BELOW INDICATE THE DEGREE TO WHICH EACH ADJECTIVE DESCRIBES THE STUDENTS AT
THE ROME CENTER WHEN YOU WERE THERE. .
Indicate your response by writing the appropriate number on the line provided before each
adjective.

— NOT AT ALL EXACT
X DESCRIPTIVE UNCERTAIN DESCRIPTION
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

a. ACADEMIC-ORIENTED

o5 b. PARTY-ORIENTED

3'1 c. SNOBBISH

.2 d. MATURE

e. OUTGOING

f. CLIQUISH

IF YOU WERE ABLE TO “RE-DO" YOUR ROME CENTER EXPERIENCE, WOULD YOU DO
ANYTHING DIFFERENTLY?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" before the appropriate statement below.
3_2% NO, IF | COULD DO IT ALL OVER AGAIN | WOULD DO IT EXACTLY THE SAME.
(GO TO #28))

68%

YES, IF | COULD DO IT AGAIN | WOULD DO IT DIFFERENTLY.

27a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, WHAT (OR HOW) WOULD YOU DO
(THINGS) DIFFERENTLY?

HOW EAGER WERE YOU TO RETURN TO THE U.S. AFTER YOUR SEMESTER(S) AT THE ROME
CENTER?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to your
feelings about returning to the U.S.

X=3 . 2
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DID NOT WANT WANTED VERY 4
TO RETURN MUCH TO RETURN
TO U.S. TO U.S.
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HOW EASY/DIFFICULT WAS IT INITIALLY TO RE-ADJUST TO LIFE IN THE U.S. AFTER
RETURNING FROM THE ROME CENTER?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to how easy or
difficult it was initially to re-adjust to life in the U.S.

X=3.9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
EXTREMELY SOMEWHAT EASY EXTREMELY
EASY AND DIFFICULT DIFFICULT

WHAT KINDS OF PROBLEMS, IF ANY, DID YOU INITIALLY ENCOUNTER UPON RETURNING TO
THE U.S.?
Indicate your response on the lines below. If you experienced no probiems write NONE.

NONE = 26%

OTHER THAN THE ABOVE, WHAT KINDS OF PROBLEMS IN RE-ADJUSTING OR RE-ADAPTING TO
LIFE IN THE U.S. DID YOU EXPERIENCE DURING THE FIRST FULL YEAR AFTER RETURNING TO
THE U.S. FROM ROME? indicate your response on the lines below. lf you experienced no problems,
write NONE.

NONE = 52%

DID YOU HAVE ANY TYPE OF A POST-ROME ORIENTATION PROGRAM AFTER RETURNING TO

THE US.?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the appropriate line below.

ﬂ NO, | DID NOT HAVE ANY POST-ROME ORIENTATION.

_B_ﬁ YES, i HAD A POST-ROME ORIENTATION BACK IN THE U.S.
IN LIGHT OF YOUR EXPERIENCES IN RE-ADJUSTING TO LIFE BACK IN THE U.S., HOW
HELPFUL DO YOU THINK THAT A POST-ROME ORIENTATION PROGRAM WOQULD BE?
Indicate your response by piacing an “X" above the umber that best corresponds to how heipful
you feel a post-Rome Center orientation program would be.

X=3.3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT EXTREMELY
HELPFUL HELPFUL HELPFUL
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34. DID YOU CHANGE YOUR ACADEMIC MAJOR AT ANY TIME AFTER ATTENDING THE ROME

35.

36.

CENTER?
Indicate your response by pilacing an “X” on the appropriate line below.

83%

NO, | DID NOT CHANGE MY MAJOR. (GO TO #35.)

17% YES, | CHANGED MY MAJOR.

34a. IF YOU ANSWERED *“YES™ TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, WHAT PART DID ATTENDING THE
ROME CENTER PLAY IN YOUR DECISION?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best reflects the extent to
which the Rome Center influenced your decision.

X=L.6
~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DID NOT SOMEWHAT COMPLETELY
INFLUENCE INFLUENCED INFLUENCED

DID YOU CHANGE YOUR CAREER PLANS AT ANY TIME AFTER ATTENDING THE ROME
CENTER? . :
indicate your response by placing an X" on the appropriate line below.

Z% NO, | DID NOT CHANGE MY CAREER PLANS. (GO TO #36.)

271 YES, | CHANGED MY CAREER PLANS.

35a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, WHAT PART DID ATTENDING
THE ROME CENTER PLAY IN YOUR DECISION?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best reflects the extent
to which the Rome Center influenced your decision.

X=4.4
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
DID NOT SOMEWHAT COMPLETELY
INFLUENCE INFLUENCED INFLUENCED

AFTER RETURNING TO YOUR HOMEi UNIVERSITY WERE YOU INVOLVED IN ANY OF THE
FOLLOWING EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES?
Check as many as apply by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate activities.

6% COLLEGE NEWSPAPER 12% STUDENT/CLASS POLITICS
5% COLLEGE MAGAZINE/YEARBOOK 16% SOCIAL FRAT OR SORORITY
9% JV OR VARSITY SPORTS 1% COLLEGE BAND/ORCHESTRA
6% THEATRE . 27% OTHER

10% FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLUB % OTHER
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NOTE: If you chose not to become invoived in such activities, please describe why you chose
not to. :

HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED ANY LASTING POSITIVE EFFECTS OR INFLUENCES AS A DIRECT
RESULT OF ATTENDING THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the appropriate line below.

1. 5% No. | HAVE NOT EXPERIENCED ANY PARTICULAR LASTING POSITIVE EFFECTS.
(GO TO #38).

_?_8'_5% YES, | HAVE EXPERIENCED LASTING POSITIVE EFFECTS.

37a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES"” TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LASTING
POSITIVE EFFECTS ON THE LINES BELOW.

HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED ANY LASTING NEGATIVE EFFECTS OR INFLUENCES AS A DIRECT
RESULT OF ATTENDING THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the appropriate line below.

91% NO, | HAVE NOT EXPERIENCED ANY PARTICULAR LASTING NEGATIVE EFFECTS.
(GO TO #39,)

9% YES, { HAVE EXPERIENCED LASTING NEGATIVE EFFECTS.

38a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, PLEASE DESCRIBE THE LASTING
NEGATIVE EFFECTS ON THE LINES BELOW.

10
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CONCEIVABLY THE ROME CENTER MAY HAVE INFLUENCED YOUR LIFE IN A NUMBER OF
WAYS. THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF AREAS WHICH THE ROME CENTER MAY HAVE
INFLUENCED. '

USE THE SCALE BELOW TO INDICATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE ROME CENTER
INFLUENCED EACH AREA. .
Indicate your response by writing any number from 1 to 7 on the line provided before each
statement below.

NOT AT A GREAT
T ALL SOMEWHMAT DEAL
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5.k a. VACATION PLANS
_?:ﬁb WHERE | LIVE
3.6
c. LEISURE TIME READING
3.8
Z ___d CHOICE OF FRIENDS
2.6 e. MY RELIGIOUS PRACTICES
.0
_12__ f. POLITICAL AFFILIATION
B2, EATING HABITS
2.9 h. SELECTION OF TV PROGRAMS

ALL OTHER LIFE EVENTS/EXPERIENCES CONSIDERED, HOW MUCH OF AN IMPACT HAS
THE ROME CENTER HAD ON YOUR LIFE?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to your
feeling about the impact of the Rome Center on your life.

X=5.9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NO SOME GREAT
IMPACT IMPACT

IMPACT

ALL OTHER LIFE EVENTS/EXPERIENCES CONSIDERED, HOW MUCH OF AN IMPACT HAS
YOUR COLLEGE EXPERIENCE AS A WHOLE HAD ON YOUR LIFE?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number that best corresponds to your
feeling about the impact of your coilege experience on your life.

X=5.7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NO SOME GREAT
IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

11
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42. AS A RESULT OF YOUR EXPOSURE TO THE ROME CENTER, YOU MAY HAVE TRIED TO

43.

INFLUENCE SOMEONE INTO ATTENDING OR NOT ATTENDING A FOREIGN STUDY
PROGRAM. .
Indicate your response by placing an “X™ on the line before the appropriate statement below.

9_17.0_. | HAVE TRIED TO INFLUENCE SOMEONE INTO ATTENDING A FOREIGN STUDY

PROGRAM.

1% I HAVE TRIED TO INFLUENCE SOMEONE NOT TO ATTEND A FOREIGN STUDY
PROGRAM.

8% NEITHER.

DURING THE PAST SIX MONTHS HAVE YOU BEEN IN VERBAL OR WRITTEN CONTACT WITH
ANY NATIVE iTALIAN FRIENDS (S) YOU MADE WHILE ATTENDING THE ROME CENTER?
(Note: For those students who recently returned from the Rome Center, indicate only whether
or not you have been in contact with them in the six months or so since you returned to the
U.S.) Indicate your response by placing an *X". on the appropriate line below.

89%  NO, | HAVE NOT BEEN IN CONTACT DURING THE PAST SIX MONTHS.

% YES, | HAVE BEEN IN CONTACT DURING THE PAST SiX MONTHS.

.

DURING THE PAST TWO YEARS, YOU MAY HAVE VISITED ONE OR MORE FOREIGN COUNTRIES.
ON THE LINES BELOW, PLEASE LIST THOSE COUNTRIES WHICH YOU MAY HAVE VISITED AND
THE NUMBER OF VISITS TO EACH COUNTRY MADE DURING THE PAST TWO YEARS.

(Note: For those students who have recently returned from the Rome Center do not include those
countries you visited while attending the Rome Center.)

If you did not visit any countries, write NONE.

COUNTRIES VISITED # OF VISITS

12
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PART Il. LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES

| WOULD LIKE YOU TO TAKE A FEW MOMENTS TO THINK OF THE THINGS YOU LIKE TO DO WHEN
YOU ARE NOT WORKING (OR NOT STUDYING, IF IN SCHOOL), THAT IS THE THINGS YOU DO IN
YOUR LEISURE TIME WHICH GIVE YOU SOME DEGREE OF PLEASURE OR ENJOYMENT.

1. OF ALL THE THINGS YOU LIKE TO DO DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME, THERE ARE PROBABLY
SOME THINGS WHICH YOU DO MORE OFTEN THAN OTHERS. PLEASE LIST THE THREE OR

FOUR THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME.
Indicate the things you do most often during your leisure time on the lines provided below.

M
@

@

4

2. IN GENERAL, HOW ENJOYABLE AHE THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR

LEISURE TIME?
Indicate your response by piacing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how

enjoyable you think those things are.

X=6 * 3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE

3.  IN GENERAL, HOW CHALLENGING ARE THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
challenging you think those things are.

X=k, 5
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING

4. IN GENERAL, HOW SKILLFUL ARE YOU AT DOING THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING

YOUR LEISURE TIME?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how

skillful you are at doing those things.

X=5.6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
SKILLFUL SKILLFUL SKILLFUL

13
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5. DO YOU WISH THAT YOU SPENT MORE OF YOUR FREE TIME DOING THINGS THAT
CHALLENGE YOU, LESS TIME, OR DO YOU LIKE IT THE WAY T IS?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how you
feel.

X=5.1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WISH | SPENT LIKE IT WISH | SPENT
LESS TIME ASITIS MORE TIME

NEXT, | WOULD LIKE YOU TO TAKE A FEW MOMENTS TO THINK OF THINGS YOU LIKED TO DO AT
YOUR HOME COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY DURING THE YEAR(S) BEFORE YOU WENT TO THE ROME
CENTER. THAT IS THE THINGS YOQU DID IN YOUR LEISURE TIME, WHEN YOU WERE NOT STUDYING
OR NOT WORKING, WHICH GAVE YOU SOME DEGREE OF PLEASURE OR ENJOYMENT.

6. OF ALL THE THINGS YOU LIKED TO DO DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT YOUR HOME
COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY BEFORE YOU WENT TO THE ROME CENTER, THERE PROBABLY
WERE SOME THINGS WHICH YOU DID MORE OFTEN THAN OTHERS. PLEASE LIST THE THREE
OR FOUR THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR LEI!SURE TIME AT YOUR HOME
COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY.

Indicate the things you did most often during your ieisure time at your home college or university
on the Lines provided beiow. )

M

2

)]

4

7. IN GENERAL, HOW ENJOYABLE WERE THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT YOUR HOME COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
enjoyable you think those things were.

X=5.7 7= ¢
1 2 .3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL : SOMEWHAT VERY
ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE

8. IN GENERAL, HOW CHALLENGING WERE THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT YOUR HOME COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY?
Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
challenging you think those things were.

X=3.9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING

14
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IN GENERAL, HOW SKILLFUL WERE YOU AT DOING THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN
DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT YOUR HOME COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY?

Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
skillful you were at doing those things.

X=5.1
1 2 3 4 ] 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
SKILLFUL SKILLFUL SKILLFUL

- FINALLY, | WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK OF THE THINGS WHICH YOU LIKED TO DO AT THE ROME
CENTER WHEN YOU WERE NOT WORKING OR NOT STUDYING, THAT IS THE THINGS YOU DID [N
YOUR LEISURE TIME WHICH GAVE YOU SOME DEGREE OF PLEASURE OR ENJOYMENT.

10.

11.

12.

13.

OF ALL THE THINGS YOU LIKED TO DO DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT THE ROME CENTER,
THERE PROBABLY WERE SOME THINGS WHICH YOU DID MORE OFTEN THAN OTHERS.
PLEASE LIST THE THREE OR FOUR THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR LEISURE
TIME AT THE ROME CENTER.

M

@

)

4

IN GENERAL, HOW ENJOYABLE WERE THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT THE ROME CENTER?

Indicate your response by placing an “X' above the number which best corresponds to how
enjoyable you think those things were.

X=6.6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE

IN GENERAL, HOW CHALLENGING WERE THE THINGS YQOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT THE ROME CENTER? .

Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
challenging you think those things were.

X=4.8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING

IN GENERAL, HOW SKILLFUL WERE YOU AT DOING THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN
DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT THE ROME CENTER?

indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
skillful you were at doing those things. e

X=5.3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
SKILLFUL SKILLFUL SKILLFUL

15
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PART Ill. LIFE SATISFACTION

1.

TAKING ALL THINGS TOGETHER, HOW HAPPY WOULD YOU SAY THINGS ARE THESE
DAYS —WOQULD YOU SAY YOU'RE NOT TOO HAPPY, PRETTY HAPPY, OR VERY HAPPY

THESE DAYS?
Indicate your response by piacing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how

things are these days. 'fzS L
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT TOO ' PRETTY VERY
HAPPY HAPPY HAPPY

COMPARED TO YOUR LIFE TODAY, HOW WERE THINGS WHEN YOU WERE AT THE ROME
CENTER—WERE THINGS NOT QUITE AS HAPPY FOR YOU THEN THAN THEY ARE NOW,
HAPPIER FOR YOU THEN, OR WHAT?

Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
things were, compared to today.

X=4,8
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT QUITE ABOUT _ HAPPIER
AS HAPPY THEN THE SAME THEN

COMPARED TO YOUR LIFE TODAY, HOW WERE THINGS WHEN YOU WERE AT YOUR HOME
COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY — WERE THINGS NOT QUITE AS HAPPY, FOR YOU THEN THAN
THEY ARE NOW, HAPPIER FOR YOU THEN, OR WHAT?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
things were compared to today.

X=3.6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT QUITE ABOUT HAPPIER
AS HAPPY THEN THE SAME THEN

SOME THINGS IN OUR LIVES ARE VERY SATISFYING TO ONE PERSON, WHILE ANOTHER MAY
NOT FIND THEM SATISFYING AT ALL. I'D LIKE TO ASK HOW MUCH SATISFACTION YOU HAVE
GOTTEN FROM SOME OF THE DIFFERENT THINGS BELOW.

Using the scale below, ranging from *1 = no satisfaction” to “7 = complete satisfaction,”
indicate the level of satisfaction you receive for each of the things below. Indicate your response
by writing the appropriate number on the Line provided betore each statement.

(NOTE: If the statement does not apply to you, please write “DNA" on the line by the statement.)

NO SOME GREAT
_ SATISFACTION SATISFACTION SATISFACTION
X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5.9 a. THE THINGS YOU DO IN YOUR LEISURE TIME
iéb THE WORK YOU DO IN AND AROUND THE HOUSE/APARTMENT
5.5 c. THE WORK YOU DO ON YOUR JOB
_6_'_?:d BEING WITH YOUR FRIENDS
6 L ] 2

e BEING WITH YOUR FAMILY

16



200

BELOW ARE FIVE STATEMENTS WITH WHICH YOU MAY AGREE OR DISAGREE. USING THE 1.7
SCALE BELOW, INDICATE YOUR AGREEMENT WITH EACH ITEM BY PLACING THE
APPROPRIATE NUMBER ON THE LINE PRECEDING THAT ITEM.

PLEASE BE OPEN AND HONEST IN YOUR RESPONDING.

STRONGLY NEITHER AGREE STRONGLY
i DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE AGREE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

L" . 7
1 IN MOST WAYS MY LIFE IS CLOSE TO MY IDEAL.

.2 -
i_Z THE CONDITIONS OF MY LIFE ARE EXCELLENT.

.1
2__3 | AM SATISFIED WITH MY LIFE.
5' 2 4. SO FAR | HAVE GOTTEN THE IMPORTANT THINGS | WANT IN LIFE.
L.6

[4))

IF 1 COULD LIVE MY LIFE OVER, | WOULD CHANGE ALMOST NOTHING.

17
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PART IV. LIFE GOALS
RATING OF IMPORTANCE OF LIFE GOALS

THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF POSSIBLE LIFE GOALS WHICH YOU MAY OR MAY NOT HOLD.-YOUR
TASK IS TO INDICATE HOW UNIMPORTANT/IMPORTANT EACH OF THESE GOALS ARE FOR YOU
PERSONALLY.

USING THE SCALE BELOW WHERE “1 = LITTLE OR NOT IMPORTANCE,” “3 = SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT,” “5 = VERY IMPORTANT,” and “7 = EXTREMELY IMPORTANT,” RATE EACH GOAL'S
IMPORTANCE TO YOU. FOR EXAMPLE, IF A PARTICULAR GOAL IS ONLY SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT
FOR YOU, YOU MIGHT WRITE A “2" ON THE LINE BEFORE THE GOAL. HOWEVER, IF THE GOAL IS
RELATIVELY IMPORTANT FOR YOU, YOU MIGHT WRITE A “4” OR A 5" ON THE LINE.

Indicate your view of each goals importance for you by writing the appropriate number from 1 to 7 on
the line before each listed goal.

UTTLE OR NO SOMEWHAT VERY EXTREMELY
IMPORTANCE IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

X
RATING GOALS
6.2

1. FINDING PERSONAL HAPPINESS

5:9 2. TO DEVELOP A SOLID SYSTEM OF VALUES

TO GET MORE ENJOYMENT OUT OF LIFE

L. 4 TO UNDERSTAND THE ROLE OF GOD IN MY LIFE
TO DEVELOP A SUCCESSFUL CAREER

'S 6. TO UNDERSTAND MYSELF BETTER

0 7. TO LEARN PRACTICAL INFORMATION TO HELP ME IN MY CAREER

—Z__. 8. TO DEVELOP REFLECTIVE AND CRITICAL THINKING
A '

5_ 9. TO BE OF SERVICE TO OTHERS .
A

.2__10. HAVING MANY GOOD FRIENDS

18
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RATING OF ACHIEVEMENT OF LIFE GOALS

REGARDLESS OF HOW IMPORTANT OR UNIMPORTANT YOU FELT EACH OF THE GOALS IN THE
PREVIOUS LIST TO BE, BOTH THE ROME CENTER AND YOUR HOME UNIVERSITY MAY HAVE,
HELPED OR INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF EACH OF THESE GOALS.

THERE ARE TWO TASKS HERE. FIRST, PLEASE RATE THE DEGREE TO WHICH YOU BELIEVE THAT
THE ROME CENTER HAS HELPED OR INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF EACH GOAL. SECOND,
PLEASE RATE THE DEGREE TO WHICH YOU BELIEVE THAT YOUR HOME COLLEGE OR UNIVERSITY
HAS HELPED OR INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF EACH GOAL.

FOR EXAMPLE, IF YOU FELT THAT FOR A PARTICULAR GOAL THE ROME CENTER, IN CGENERAL,
HAS SOMEWHAT INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF THAT GOAL, YOU MIGHT WRITE A “3" ON
THE LINE BEFORE THE LISTED GOAL. ON THE OTHER HAND, YOU FELT THAT THE ROME CENTER
STRONGLY HELPED YOU TO ACHIEVE THE GOAL, YOU MIGHT WRITE A “6" ON THE LINE
PROVIDED. ’

DO THIS FIRST FOR THE ROME CENTER, THEN REDO THE RATINGS FOR YOUR HOME COLLEGE
OR UNIVERSITY. . .

Indicate your views.by writing-the appropriate number from 1 to 7 on the space provided before each
listed goal. One column is for your views on the Rome Center's influence and the second column is for
your views on your home coilege or university's influence.

VERY STRONGLY VERY STRONGLY
INHIBITED NEITHER HELPED
_ 2 3 4 5 6 7
X X
ROME HOME
CENTER  COLLEGE GOALS
5.8 L.8 1. FINDING PERSONAL HAPPINESS
5.0 5.1 2. TO DEVELOP A SOLID SYSTEM OF VALUES
6.2 L.8 3. TO GET MORE ENJOYMENT OUT OF LIFE
L.8 b.6 4. TO UNDERSTAND THE ROLE OF GOD IN MY LIFE
4.6 5.k 5. TO DEVELOP A SUCCESSFUL CAREER
549 5.2 6. TO UNDERSTAND MYSELF BETTER
4.6 5'3
7. TO LEARN PRACTICAL INFORMATION TO HELP ME IN MY
CAREER
5:5 5:5 8. TO DEVELOP REFLECTIVE AND CRITICAL THINKING
4.8 4.9 9. TO BE OF SERVICE TO OTHERS
5.6 5.2 10. HAVING MANY GOOD FRIENDS

19
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PART V. DEMOGRAPHICS

1.

WHAT IS THE LAST LEVEL OF SCHOOL YOU HAVE COMPLETED?
Indicate your last level completed by piacing an “X" on the line before the appropriate response.
Check only one.

8% a. SOME COLLEGE

37% b. COLLEGE GRADUATE
17%

SOME GRADUATE WORK

20% 4 MASTERS DEGREE

% e. DOCTORATE DEGREE

14% f. PROFESSIONAL (MD, JD, DDS, etc.)

2%

g. OTHER (Please Indicate)

DO YOU OWN OR RENT YOUR HOME OR APARTMENT?
'B&?ate your response by placing an X" before one of the following.
2777 owN

467 RENT

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN YOUR PRESENT RESIDENCE.
Indicate how long you have lived in your present residence by writing the number of years and/or
months on the lines below.

6

I HAVE LIVED HERE_—___ YEARS __._é_MONTHS.

HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU MOVED DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS?
Indicate your response by writing the number of times you have moved during the past five years
on the line below.

| HAVE MOVED 1 '7TIMES DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS.

WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT MARITAL STATUS?
Indicate your marital status by placing an “X" on thé line before the appropriate category below.
Check only one.

50%

NEVER MARRIED

45% CURRENTLY MARRIED
*

WIDOWED

adla DIVORCED OR SEPARATED
*

CLERGY py

* = less than 1%

20
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ARE YOU OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the iine before the appropriate category below.
_72%  NO, | AM NOT OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT.

28% YES, | AM OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT.

ARE YOU MARRIED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT?

Indicate your response by piaging an X" on the iine before the appropriate category below.
ose married:

8L% NO, | AM NOT MARRIED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE/DESCENT.

ié% YES, | AM MARRIED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE/DESCENT.

SO WE CAN ANALYZE THIS STUDY BY BROAD INCOME GROUPS, PLEASE INDICATE YOUR
APPROXIMATE HOUSEHOLD INCOME FOR 1985.

Indicate your response by placing an “X’* on the line before the appropriate category below.
__7.7_" UNDER $7,500

2%

__ 5% $10,000 TO 514,999

$7,500 TO $9,999

_li% $15,000 TO $24,999

_15% 25,000 TO 534,999

14% $35,000 TO $49,999

19% $50,000 TO §74,999

227 $75,000 AND OVER ‘

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BEST CATEGORIZES YOUR PRESENT
EMPLOYMENT STATUS.
Indicate your response by placing an “X on the iine before single most appropriate statement.

66%
14%

WORKING, FULL-TIME - .

WORKING, PART-TIME

1% UNEMPLOYED
*

RETIRED

11% IN SCHOOL

L KEEPING HOUSE

*

UNABLE TO WORK
*

ARMED SERVICES
3%

OTHER
* = less than 1% 21
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11.

12.

13.
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IF CURRENTLY EMPLOYED OR RECENTLY EMPLOYED, WHAT KIND OF WORK DO YOU DO (DID
YOU DO ON YOUR LAST REGULAR JOB)? WHAT IS (WAS) YOUR MAIN OCCUPATION CALLED?
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR OCCUPATION IN A WORD OR A BRIEF PHRASE ON THE LINE BELOW.

TO WHAT EXTENT DOES YOUR CURRENT POSITION INVOLVE FOREIGN TRAVEL.
Indicate the extent to which your current occupation involves foreign travel by placing an “X”
above the appropriate number below.

X=1.6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT SOMEWHAT A GREAT
ALL DEAL

COUNTING YOUR PRESENT JOB, HOW MANY DIFFERENT JOBS HAVE YOU HELD DURING THE
PAST FIVE YEARS? DO NOT COUNT POSITION CHANGES WITHIN THE SAME COMPANY.
Indicate your response by writing the number of jobs you have held over the past five years on
the line beiow. =

| HAVE HELD JOBS.Z'-Z OVER THE PAST FIVE YEARS.
FINALLY, IN THE SPACE BELOW AND ON THE BACK PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS ABOUT

THE ROME CENTER EXPERIENCE OR ITS EFFECTS ON YOU NOT ASKED ABOUT IN OTHER
QUESTIONS.

22
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PART I
1.

208

DURING WHAT YEARS DID YOU ATTEND LOYOLA UNIVERSITY AS AN UNDERGRADUATE?
indicate the years on the line beiow.

FROM 19 TO19 .

WHILE ATTENDING LOYOLA HAD YOU HEARD OF THE ROME CENTER OF LIBERAL ARTS,
LOYOLA'S FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAM IN ROME, ITALY?
indicate your response by pilacing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

3% NO, WHILE ATTENDING LOYOLA | DID NOT KNOW OF THE ROME CENTER. .

97% YES, WHILE ATTENDING LOYOLA | HEARD OF THE ROME CENTER. “

(NOTE: IF YOU ANSWERED “NO" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION #7
AND CONTINUE FROM THERE.,)

WHILE AT LOYOLA DID YOU EVER ATTEND ANY PRESENTATIONS, SLIDE SHOWS, TALKS,
ETC., CONCERNING THE ROME CENTER?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

81% NO. | NEVER ATTENDED ANY OF THE ROME CENTER'S PRESENTATIONS.

19% YES. | ATTENDED AT LEAST ONE ROME CENTER PRESENTATION.

WHILE AT LOYOLA, DID YOU EVER VISIT THE ROME CENTER OFFICE OR ELSEWHERE TQ
INQUIRE ABOUT INFORMATION REGARDING LOYOLA'S FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAM?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

86_% NO, | NEVER ATTENDED ANY OF THE ROME CENTER'S PRESENTATIONS.
_1_.4;%_ YES, | ATTENDED AT LEAST ONE ROME CENTER PRESENTATION.

OF ALL THE REASONS BELOW, WHICH WOULD YOU SAY BEST INDICATES THE ONE REASON
WHY YOU DID NOT ATTEND THE ROME CENTER?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the most appropriate statement
below. (Check Oniy One.)

2%

NEVER HEARD OF THE ROME CENTER WHILE IN COLLEGE

30% TOQ EXPENSIVE TO STUDY ABROAD
11%

WAS NOT INTERESTED IN FOREIGN STUDY

31% HAD OTHER COMMITMENTS, E.G., JOB, SCHOOL ACTIVITIES

3% WANTED TO FINISH COLLEGE AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE

2% PARENTS WOULD NOT PERMIT ME AT THAT TIME

| DID ATTEND THE ROME CENTER (WHAT YEAR? )

(20%) otHen OF combination of above
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WHILE AT LOYOLA, DID YOU HAVE ANY FRIENDS OR RELATIVES WHO ATTENDED THE ROME
CENTER?

Indicate your response by placing an X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

50%_ NO., | HAD NO FRIEND OR RELATIVE WHO ATTENDED THE ROME CENTER

50% YES. ! HAD A FRIEND OR RELATIVE WHO ATTENDED THE ROME CENTER

DID YOU INQUIRE INTO ANY FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAMS (OTHER THAN THE ROME CENTER)
WHILE ATTENDING LOYOLA?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement betow.
227‘1. NO. | DID NOT INQUIRE INTO FOREIGN STUDY.
_77‘3_ YES, I INQUIRED INTO FOREIGN STUDY.

DID YOU EVER PLAN ON ATTENDING ANY FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAM, INCLUDING LOYOLA'S
ROME CENTER PROGRAM?

Indicate your response by placing an "X" on the line before the appropriate statement beiow.

8u%

NO. | DID NOT PLAN ON ATTENDING ANY FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAM.
167‘1 YES. | PLANNED ON ATTENDING A FOREIGN STUDY PROGRAM.

8a. IF YOU ANSWERED "YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION. PLEASE DESCRIBE WHAT
FOLLOWED, THAT IS DID YOU GO. OR NOT GO. AND WHY?
Indicate your response on the lines beiow.

WHERE DID YOU LIVE DURING YOUR SOPHOMORE YEAR IN COLLEGE?
Indicate your response by piacing an "X on the line before the appropriate residence below.

2
3%

_]:_j_i%: APARTMENT

DORMITORY

FRATERNITY/SORORITY HOUSE

: AT HOME WITH PARENTS

2% .

WITH OTHER RELATIVES

OTHER

WHERE DID YOU LIVE DURING YOUR SENIOR YEAR IN COLLEGE?
Indicate your response by placing an X" on the line before the appropriate residence below.

(o]

.. DORMITORY
3% FRATERNITY/SORORITY HOUSE
30% APARTMENT
Sh%
AT HOME WITH PARENTS
2% WITH OTHER RELATIVES
1%

OTHER
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12.

13.

14.

1S.
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DURING YOUR FRESHMAN OR SOPHOMORE YEARS IN COLLEGE YOU MAY HAVE

PARTICIPATED IN SOME OR NONE OF THE FOLLOWING EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES.

INDICATE THOSE ACTIVITIES YOU DID PARTICIPATE IN DURING YOUR FRESHMAN OR
SOPHOMORE YEARS IN COLLEGE.

Place an X" before ail the activities which you participated in.

L 7%

COLLEGE NEWSPAPER STUDENT/CLASS POLITICS

2% COLLEGE MAGAZINE/YEARBOOK 19% SOCIAL FRAT OR SORORITY
9% JV OR VARSITY SPORTS 1% COLLEGE BAND/ORCHESTRA
3% THEATRE 21% OTHER
6% -

FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLUB OTHER

DURING YOUR JUNIOR OR SENIOR YEARS IN COLLEGE YOU MAY HAVE PARTICIPATED IN
SOME OR NONE OF THE FOLLOWING EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES. INDICATE THOSE
ACTIVITIES YOU DID PARTICIPATE IN DURING YOUR JUNIOR OR SENIOR YEARS IN COLLEGE.
Place an “X" before all the activities which you participated in.

b COLLEGE NEW§PAPER 6% STUDENT/CLASS POLITICS
5% COLLEGE MAGAZINE/YEARBOOK 20% SOCIAL FRAT OR SORORITY
6% JV OR VARSITY SPORTS . 1% COLLEGE BAND/ORCHESTRA
5% THEATRE 25% OTHER

&% FOREIGN LANGUAGE CLUB 6% OTHER

DID YOU CHANGE YOUR ACADEMIC MAJOR AT ANY TIME DURING YOUR JUNIOR OR SENIOR
YEAR AT LOYOLA?

Indicate your response by piacing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.
.8_571 NO, 1 DID NOT CHANGE MY MAJOR.

1_5;7?.. YES, | CHANGED MY MAJOR. .

DID YOU CHANGE YOUR CAREER PLANS AT ANY TIME DURING YOUR JUNIOR OR SENIOR
YEAR AT LOYOLA?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement befow.

7% NO. | DID NOT CHANGE MY CAREER PLANS.

28% YES, | CHANGED MY CAREER PLANS.

DID YOU VISIT ANY FOREIGN COUNTRIES AT ANY TIME IN YOUR LIFE UP TO YOUR JUNIOR

YEAR IN COLLEGE?
indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

62% NO, | DID NOT VISIT ANY FOREIGN COUNTRIES. (GO TO #16.)

38% YES, | DIiD VISIT ONE OR MORE COUNTRIES.




15a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, INDICATE THE COUNTRIES 211

YOU VISITED ON THE LINES BELOW.

COUNTRIES VISITED # OF VISITS

DID YOU VISIT ANY FOREIGN COUNTRIES DURING YOUR JUNIOR OR SENIOR YEAR IN

COLLEGE? .
Indicate your response by placing an X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

88% NO. | DID NOT VISIT ANY FOREIGN COUNTRIES. (GO TO #17,)

12% YES. | DID VISIT ONE OR MORE COUNTRIES.

16a. IF YOU ANSWERED “YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION. INDICATE THE COUNTRIES
YOU VISITED ON THE LINES BELOW.

COUNTRIES VISITED # OF VISITS

WAS THERE ANY PARTICULAR PROGRAM OR FUNCTION SPONSORED BY LOYOLA WHICH
YOU ENGAGED IN THAT YOU FEEL WAS VERY WORTHWHILE, HAVING A LASTING IMPACT ON

YOUR LIFE? :
Indicate your response by placing an X" on the line before the appropriate statement below.

7% NO, 1 DO NOT RECALL ANY PROGRAM/FUNCTION. (GO TO #18)

33;72_ YES, | RECALL SUCH A PARTICULAR PROGRAM/FUNCTION.

/



18.

19.

20.
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17a. IF YOU ANSWERED "“YES" TO THE ABOVE QUESTION, WHAT PROGRAM OR
FUNCTION WAS IT, AND HOW DID IT AFFECT YOUR LIFE?
Indicate your response on the lines beiow.

TO WHAT EXTENT WOULD YOU SAY THAT YOUR EDUCATION AT LOYOLA INVOLVED
EXPERIENTIAL EDUCATION, LE., LEARNING BY DOING?

Indicate your response by pilacing an “X above the number that best corresponds to the extent
to which you believe that your program at Loyola involved experiential education.

£=3.9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT TO SOME A GREAT
AT ALL _ EXTENT DEAL

ALL OTHER LIFE EVENTS/EXPERIENCES CONSIDERED, HOW MUCH OF AN IMPACT, HAS
YOQUR COLLEGE EXPERIENCE AS A WHOLE HAD ON YOUR LIFE?

Indicate your response by placing an “X™ above the number that best corresponds to your feeling
about the inpact of your college experience on your life.

X=5.L
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NO SOME GREAT
IMPACT IMPACT IMPACT

DURING THE PAST TWO YEARS, YOU MAY HAVE VISITED ONE OR MORE FOREIGN
COUNTRIES. ON THE LINES BELOW PLEASE INDICATE THOSE COUNTRIES WHICH YOU MAY
HAVE VISITED AND THE NUMBER OF VISITS TO EACH MADE DURING THE PAST

TWO YEARS.

If you did not visit any countries, write NONE.

COUNTRIES VISITED # OF VISITS
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PART Il. LEISURE TIME ACTIVITIES
| WOULD LIKE YOU TO TAKE A FEW MOMENTS TO THINK OF THE THINGS YOU LIKE TO DO WHEN

YOU ARE NOT WORKING (OR NOT STUDYING, IF IN SCHOOL), THAT IS THE THINGS YOU DO IN
YOUR LEISURE TIME WHICH GIVE YOU SOME DEGREE OF PLEASURE OR ENJOYMENT.

1. OF ALL THE THINGS YQU LIKE TO DO DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME, THERE ARE PROBABLY
SOME THINGS WHICH YOU DO MORE OFTEN THAN OTHERS. PLEASE LIST THE THREE OR
FOUR THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME.

Indicate the things you do most often during your leisure time on the lines provided beiow.

1)

2

@

(4

2. IN GENERAL, HOW ENJOYABLE ARE THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR

LEISURE TIME? T
Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
enjoyable you think those things are.

X=6.3
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL . SOMEWHAT VERY
ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE

3. IN GENERAL. HOW CHALLENGING ARE THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
chailenging you think those things are.

X=b.7
1 2 3 4 ] 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING

4. IN GENERAL, HOW SKILLFUL ARE YOU AT DOING THE THINGS YOU DO MOST OFTEN DURING

YOUR LEISURE TIME? .
indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
skiliful you are at doing those things.

X=5.6
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
SKILLFUL SKILLFUL SKILLFUL

5. DO YOU WISH THAT YOUR SPENT MORE OF YOUR FREE TIME DOING THINGS THAT
CHALLENGE YOU, LESS TIME, OR DO YOU LIKE IT THE WAY IT IS?
Indicate your response by placing an X' above the number which best corresponds to how you

feel.”
x=5l O
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WISH | SPENT LIKE IT WISH | SPENT
LESS TIME ASITIS MORE TIME
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| WOULD LIKE YOU TO TAKE A FEW MOMENTS TO THINK OF THE THINGS YOU LIKED TO DO AT
LOYOLA UNIVERSITY WHEN YOU WERE NOT WORKING OR NOT STUDYING, THAT IS THE THINGS
YOU DID IN YOUR LEISURE TIME WHICH GAVE YOU SOME DEGREE OF PLEASURE OR

ENJOYMENT.

6. OF ALL THE THINGS YOU LIKED TO DO DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT LOYOLA
UNIVERSITY, THERE PROBABLY WERE SOME THINGS WHICH YOU DID MORE OFTEN THAN

OTHERS. _

PLEASE LIST THE THREE OR FOUR THINGS YQU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR LEISURE
TIME AT LOYOLA UIVERSITY.

indicate the things you did most often during your leisure time at Loyoia on the lines provided
below.

(1

(2)

3

(4)

7. IN GENERAL, HOW ENJOYABLE WERE THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT LOYOLA UNIVERSITY?
indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
enjoyable you think those things were.

e X=5.7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT ALL . SOMEWHAT VERY
ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE ENJOYABLE

8. IN GENERAL, HOW CHALLENGING WERE THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN DURING YOUR
LEISURE TIME AT LOYOLA UNIVERSITY?
Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
challenging you think those things were.

X=4.0
1 2 3 4 "5 6 7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
CHALLENGING CHALLENGING CHALLENGING

9. IN GENERAL, HOW-SKILLFUL WERE YOU AT DOING THE THINGS YOU DID MOST OFTEN
DURING YOUR LEISURE TIME AT LOYOLA UNIVERSITY?
Indicate your response by placing an X" above the number which best corresponds to how
skillful you were at doing those things.

1 2 3 4 5 6 /7
NOT AT ALL SOMEWHAT VERY
SKILLFUL SKILLFUL SKILLFUL
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PART Ill. LIFE SATISFACTION

1.

TAKING ALL THINGS TOGETHER, HOW HAPPY WOULD YOU SAY THINGS ARE THESE
DAYS —WOULD YOU SAY YOU'RE NOT TOO HAPPY, PRETTY HAPPY, OR VERY HAPPY
THESE DAYS?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how

things are these days. v
o 4 X=5,04
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT TOO PRETTY VERY
HAPPY HAPPY HAPPY

COMPARED TO YOUR LIFE TODAY, HOW WERE THINGS WHEN YOU WERE AT LOYOLA
UNIVERSITY —WERE THINGS NOT QUITE AS HAPPY FOR YOU THEN THAN THEY ARE NOW,
HAPPIER FOR YOU THEN, OR WHAT?

Indicate your response by placing an “X" above the number which best corresponds to how
things were, compared to today.

X=3.7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT QUITE ABOUT HAPPIER
AS HAPPY THEN = - THE SAME THEN

SOME THINGS IN QUR LIVES ARE VERY SATISFYING TO ONE PERSON, WHILE ANOTHER MAY
NOT FIND THEM SATISFYING AT ALL. I'D LIKE TO ASK HOW MUCH SATISFACTION YOU HAVE
GOTTEN FROM SOME OF THE DIFFERENT THINGS BELOW.

Using the scale below. ranging from “1 = no satisfaction” to 7 = complete satisfaction,”
indicate the level of satisfaction you receive for each of the things below. Indicate your response
by writing the appropriate number on the Line provided before each statement.

(NOTE: !f the statement does not apply to you, please write “DNA™ on the line by the statement.)

NO SOME GREAT
_ SATISFACTION SATISFACTION SATISFACTION
X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5:8 . THE THINGS YOU DO IN YOUR LEISURE TIME
4.8
—__ b THE WORK YOU DO IN AND AROUND THE HOUSE/APARTMENT
.6
2+0 . THE WORK YOU DO ON YOUR J0B -
604 BEING WITH YOUR FRIENDS
6.3

e BEING WITH YOUR FAMILY
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BELOW ARE FIVE STATEMENTS WITH WHICH YOU MAY AGREE OR DISAGREE. USING THE 1.7
SCALE BELOW, INDICATE YOUR AGREEMENT WITH EACH ITEM BY PLACING THE
APPROFPRIATE NUMBER ON THE LINE PRECEDING THAT ITEM.

PLEASE BE OPEN AND HONEST IN YOUR RESPONDING.

STRONGLY NEITHER AGREE STRONGLY
'i DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE AGREE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
L.5
1. IN MOST WAYS MY LIFE IS CLOSE TO MY IDEAL.

._'_82. THE CONDITIONS OF MY LIFE ARE EXCELLENT.
_5_._2_3. I AM SATISFIED WITH MY LIFE.

5.0 4. SO FAR | HAVE GOTTEN THE IMPORTANT THINGS | WANT IN LIFE.

L.y
—5 IF 1 COULD LIVE MY LIFE OVER, | WOULD CHANGE ALMOST NOTHING.
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PART IV. LIFE GOALS
RATING OF IMPORTANCE OF LIFE GOALS

THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF POSSIBLE LIFE GOALS WHICH YOU MAY OR MAY NOT HOLD. YOUR
TASK IS TO INDICATE HOW UNIMPORTANT/IMPORTANT EACH OF THESE GOALS ARE FOR YOU
PERSONALLY.

USING THE SCALE BELOW WHERE “1 = LITTLE OR NO IMPORTANCE.” *3 = SOMEWHAT
IMPORTANT,” “5 = VERY IMPORTANT,” and “7 = EXTREMELY IMPORTANT,” RATE EACH GOAL'S
IMPORTANCE TO YOU. FOR EXAMPLE, IF A PARTICULAR GOAL IS ONLY SLIGHTLY IMPORTANT
FOR YOU, YOU MIGHT WRITE A 2" ON THE LINE BEFORE THE GOAL. HOWEVER, |F THE GOAL IS
RELATIVELY IMPORTANT FOR YOU, YOU MIGHT WRITE A “4” OR A 5" ON THE LINE.

indicate your view of each goais importance for you by writing the appropriate number from 110 7 on
the line before each listed goal.

LITTLE ORNO SOMEWHAT VERY EXTREMELY
IMPORTANCE IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

X
RATING GOALS
6.0

1. FINDING PERSONAL HAPPINESS
2. TO DEVELOP A SOLID SYSTEM OF VALUES

5.1 3. TO GET MORE ENJOYMENT OUT OF LIFE

_L.L_._B_. 4. TO UNDERSTAND THE ROLE OF GOD IN MY LIFE

._5.._.3. 5 TO DEVELOP A SUCCESSFUL CAREER

_5_'L_" 6. TO UNDERSTAND MYSELF BETTER

;5'_1 7. TO LEARN PRACTICAL INFORMATION TO HELP ME iIN MY CAREER
_5_.i 8 TO DEVELOP REFLECTIVE AND CRITICAL THINKING

._5_'i 9. TO BE OF SERVICE TO OTHERS

4,6 .

—.10. HAVING MANY GOOD FRIENDS

10



218
RATING OF ACHIEVEMENT OF LIFE GOALS

REGARDLESS OF HOW IMPORTANT OR UNIMPORTANT YOU FELT EACH OF THE GOALS IN THE
PREVIOUS LIST TO BE LOYOLA UNIVERSITY MAY HAVE HELPED OR INHIBITED YOUR
ACHIEVEMENT OF EACH OF THESE GOALS.

YOUR TASK HERE IS TO RATE THE DEGREE TO WHICH YOU BELIEVE THAT LOYOLA UNIVERSITY
HAS HELPED OR INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF EACH GOAL.

FOR EXAMPLE, iIF YOU FEEL THAT FOR A PARTICULAR GOAL LOYOLA UNIVERSITY IN GENERAL,
HAS SOMEWHAT INHIBITED YOUR ACHIEVEMENT OF THAT GOAL, YOU MIGHT WRITE A 3" ON
THE LINE BEFORE THE LISTED GOAL. IF, ON THE OTHER HAND, YOU FEEL THAT LOYOLA
UNIVERSITY STRONGLY HELPED YOU TO ACHIEVE THE GOAL, YOU MIGHT WRITE A "6 ON THE
LINE PROVIDED.

Iindicate your views by writing the appropriate number from 1 to 7 on the space provided before each
listed goal.

VERY STRONGLY VERY STRONGLY
INHIBITED ) NEITHER HELPED
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
X
RATING GOALS

.8 ‘
.}i___ 1. FINDING PERSONAL HAPPINESS
50 5 TODEVELOP A SOLID SYSTEM OF VALUES

k.5 3. TO GET MORE ENJOYMENT QUT OF LIFE

?'9_ 4. TO UNDERSTAND THE ROLE OF GOD IN MY LIFE

5LL_&. 5. TO DEVELOP A SUCCESSFUL CAREER

L»_9_ 6. TO UNDERSTAND MYSELF BETTER

50 7 10 LEARN PRACTICAL INFORMATION TO HELP ME IN MY CAREER
545 5 70 DEVELOP REFLECTIVE AND CRITICAL THINKING

4.8

——>. 9. TO BE OF SERVICE TO OTHERS

L. ’
7 10.  HAVING MANY GOOD FRIENDS

11



PART V. DEMOGRAPHICS
1.

- 58%

219
WHAT IS THE LAST LEVEL OF SCHOOL YOU HAVE COMPLETED?
Indicate your last level completed by placing an X" on the line before the appropriate response.

Check only one.

1% a. SOME COLLEGE

39% b. COLLEGE GRADUATE
22%
C.

27% d.

SOME GRADUATE WORK

MASTERS DEGREE

2% o DOGTORATE DEGREE
10% (

PROFESSIONAL (MD, JD, DDS, etc.)

1% g. OTHER (Please Indicate)

DO YOU OWN OR RENT YOUR HOME OR APARTMENT?
Indicate your response by piacing an X" before one of the following.

78% OWN
22%

RENT

HOW LONG HAVE YOU LIVED IN YOUR PRESENT RESIDENCE.
Indicate how long you have lived in your present residence by writing the number of years and/or
months on the lines below.

| HAVE LIVED HEHE_9.___YEARS _L.MONTHS.

HOW MANY TIMES HAVE YOU MOVED DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS?
Indicate your response by writing the number of times you have moved during the past five years
on the line below. ’ :

I HAVE MOVED__l__TIMES DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS.

WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT MARITAL STATUS?
Indicate your marital status by. placing an “X" on the'line before the appropriate category. below.
Check only one.

39% NEVER MARRIED

CURRENTLY MARRIED

1% WIDOWED

2% DIVORCED OR SEPARATED

0%

CLERGY 4

12



220
ARE YOU OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT?
Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate category beiow.
90% NO, | AM NOT OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT.

10%

YES, | AM OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT.

ARE YOU MARRIED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE OR DESCENT?
Indicate your response by piacing an “X"” on the iine before the appropriate category below.

23& NO, | AM NOT MARR!ED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE/DESCENT.

—?—%, YES, | AM MARRIED TO SOMEONE OF ITALIAN HERITAGE/DESCENT.

SO WE CAN ANALYZE THIS STUDY BY BROAD INCOME GROUPS, PLEASE INDICATE YOUR
APPROXIMATE HOUSEHOLD INCOME FOR 1985.

Indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before the appropriate category beiow.

L UNDER $7,500

1%

$7,500 TO $£9,999

3% $10,000 T0 $14,999
17%

22%

$15,000 TO $24,999

$25,000 TO $34.999

18% $35,000 TO $49,999

20% $50,000 TO 874,999

_1.%. $75,000 AND OVER

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS BEST CATEGORIZES YOUR PRESENT
EMPLOYMENT STATUS.
indicate your response by placing an “X" on the line before single most appropriate statement.

2

]

WORKING, FULL-TIME

1% WORKING, PART-TIME

2% UNEMPLOYED
0%
% RETIRED
2% IN SCHOOL
?% KEEPING HOUSE
1%
UNABLE TO WORK
0% ARMED SERVICES
2%

OTHER

13



10.

1.

12.

13.

221
IF CURRENTLY EMPLOYED OR RECENTLY EMPLOYED, WHAT KIND OF WORK DO YOU DO (DID
YOU DO ON YOUR LAST REGULAR JOB)? WHAT IS (WAS) YOUR MAIN OCCUPATION CALLED?
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR OCCUPATION IN A WORD OR A BRIEF PHRASE ON THE LINE BELOW.

TO WHAT EXTENT DOES YOUR CURRENT POSITION INVOLVE FOREIGN TRAVEL.
Indicate the extent to which your current occupation invoives foreign travel by placing an X"
above the appropriate number below.

X=1.4
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
NOT AT SOMEWHAT A GREAT
ALL ~ DEAL

COUNTING YOUR PRESENT JOB, HOW MANY DIFFERENT JOBS HAVE YOU HELD DURING THE
PAST FIVE YEARS? DO NOT COUNT POSITION CHANGES WITHIN THE SAME COMPANY.
Indicate your response by writing the number of jobs you have held over the past five years on
the line beiow. .

| HAVE HELD JOBSL&OVER THE PAST FIVE YEARS.
FINALLY. IN THE SPACE BELOW AND ON THE BACK PLEASE ADD ANY COMMENTS ABOUT

FOREIGN STUDY. THE ROME CENTER, OR YOUR COLLEGE EXPERIENCE NOT ASKED ABOUT
IN OTHER QUESTIONS.

14
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Sample Size, Number of Completed Returns, Number of Inaccurate Addresses, and

Number of Non-Responses by Year, Loyola/Non-Loyola, and Semester at the Rome Center

“
IOYOLA  1OYOLA  LOYOIA  NON-10Y NON-LOY NON-LOY

YEAR F. YEAR FAIL SPRING F. YEAR FALL SPRING TOTAL ILOYOLA NON-IOY F. YEAR FALL SPRING COMP

62 1 b3 8 3 12 6 by 3 3 12 6 b n

2 9 2 13 22 2 13 L 22 1 9

62-63 2 2 2 o 1 0 6 7 o 1 5 6 15 17 b 3 11 14 8 9 0 2 7 6 h 7

2 6 1 2 1 3 5 18 o 1 3 14 12 44 Lo11 8 33 7 2b 1 3 L 17 0o 11

6364 3 3 2 o0 1 0 15 13 1 2 3 0 23 18 & 3 19 15 18 15 1 3 4 o &4 3
0o 5 1 2 2 10 38 2 5 3 6 17 58 3 9 15 49 10 43 3 7 h 8 2

h-65 1 5 1 1 2 1A 13 i 1 1 19 22 3 7 16 15 t5 18 2 1 2 3 8 ¢

4 10 1 2 1 4 15 42 2 b 2 4 25 66 6-16 19 %0 19 52 3 6 3 8 1 1€

65-66 5 2 2 0o 1 0 1 18 11 1 2 2 24 18 2 4 22 4 20 13 2 2 2 3 6 5

8 12 3 1 2 10 39 3 1 5 22 64 11 17 11 b7 18 51 2 6 2 7 6 17

66-67 6 1 5 0 0 2 20 14 o 1 1 0o 23 22 2 7 21 15 21 {9 1 1 1 2 ? 5

b 10 o 1 0 2 22 56 o 1 1 2 27 72 4 13 23 59 26 66 0o 2 S 0o 13

67-68 7 34 L o 1 1 13 23 0 o0 0o 0 16 " 29 3 n 6 13 23 161 27 0o 1 0o 1 9 6

h 12 1 2,23 % 2 2 1 1 32 78 6:16 26 62 27 71 3 4 2 3 1 16

68-69 8 2 7 0o 1 1 17 21 0 o 2 1 22 A 3 9 19 22 19 28 o t '3 2 5 5

3 12 1 2 0 2 23 61 1 1 1 4 29 82 h 16 25 66 26 73 2 3 1 6 6 16

69-70 9 6 2 o 1 1 2 15 15 o 1 1 2 23 23 7 5 16 18 21 17 0 2 2 4 2 7

3 11 o 1 0 23 53 1 2 1 4 28 7 3 15 25 59 26 64 3 1 7 6 15
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LOYOLA  LOYOLA  LOYOLA  NON-10Y NON-LOY NON-LOY

YEAR F. YEAR FALL SPRING F. YEAR FALL SPRING TOTAL 1OYOLA NON-IOY F. YEAR FALL SPRING COMP
plsz 21 4 1 6 0 3 2 6 3 10 7 7 & 36 47 13 3 23 i 1o 4 16 7 10 6 B 7
1 6 0 6 2 7 2 11 2 19 4 15 11 64 3 19 8 Uus 3 17 2 25 6 22 4 19

62-83 22 2 ! 3 1 3 3 7 2 v & 15 4 M 15 8 5 3% 10 9 3 17 5 18 7 h 4
o 3 0 4 3 9 2 11 5 23 1 20 11 70 3 16 8 sh 2 14 5 27 L 29 8 16

83-84 23 2 2 3 0 2 8 8 1 15 6 15 5 L5 22 7 10 38 12 10 3 18 6 17 13 81 6
1 5 3 6 0 10 2 1 2 23 0 20 8 75 L 21 4 9 3 16 5 29 0 30 L 21

84-85 24 2 2 5 1 9 1 7 h 11 9 1 5 48 22 16 4 32 18 9 6 16 10 23 6 6 1¢
1 5 0 6 0 10 0 11 3 23 1 20 5 75 ¢ 21 L L 16 3 29 1 30 0 21
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1 = Completed Returns

2 = Non-Response

%IA = Percent of Inaccurate Addresses 3 = TInaccurate Addresses

%R/T = Percent of Returns v )} = Total Sub-Sample
%R/(T—IA) = Percent of Corrected Returns - 5 = For R.C. - Deceased
(Total Minus Inaccurate Addresses) For Comp. - Attended
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Respondent Indicated Semester at the Rome Center and loyola/Non-Loyola

10YOoLA ILOYOLA  LOYOLA

F. YEAR

FALL

SPRING

NON-10Y NON-IOY NON-LOY

F. YEAR

15

1

17

20

13

17

15

15

14

18

20

13

17

15

FALL

SPRING

TOTAL

12

il2

15 .

23

19

24

23

16

22

23

15

23

19

24

23

16

22

23

" LOYOILA

NON-LOY

11

19

16

22

21

13

19

16

i1

19

16

22

21

13

19

16

F. YEAR

19

16

19

21

16

19

21

18

15

20

21

16

19

21

FALL

0
0

0
1

1
2

3
2

1
1

0
0

0
0

1
0

SPRING
12
12
?
7
I
N
2
2
2
2
1
1
0
0
3
0
1
2

comp

L2z



YEAR

70-71

71-72

72-73

73-7h

7h-75

75-76

76-77

77-78

78-79

79-80

80-81

10

i1

12

13

1

15

16

17

18

i9

20

LOYOLA  LOYOLA

F. YEAR

1
1

2
2

5
5

3
3

Iy
4

3
3

u
L

1
1

1
i

2
1

5
5

FALL
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
2
3
3

LOYOILA
SPRING

NON-I0Y NON-LOY NON-IOY

F. YEAR FALL  SPRING

ih 1 1
14 i i

18 5 3
19 3 3

11 6 3
11 -6 3

8 7 3
8 7 3

6 3 n
7 2 4

3 5 6
3. 5 5

L 5 I
3 5 5

7 5 5
6 6 5

8 10 y
9 8 5

5 10 6
5 9 7

5 8 6
5 8 . 6

TOTAL

21

29

26

22

19

19

19

22

27

26

3

21

29

26

22

19

19

i9

22

27

26

3

LOYOLA

5
5

3
I

6
6

y
y

6
6

5
[

6
6

5
5

5

5

5
5

i2
12

NON-10Y

16

26

20

18

13

ih

13

17

22

21

19

16

25

20

18

13

13

13

17

22

21

19

F. YEAR

15

15
20

21
16

16

11
11

10
11

11
10

10
10

10

11

11

FALL

10

i1

11

SPRING

10

10

COoMP

822



YEAR

81-82

82-83

83-84

84-85

85-86

Total

21

22

23

2u

25

LOYOLA  10YOIA  LOYOILA

F. YEAR

3
Ly

2
2

2
2

L
2

5
5

69
6
1
2

i

FALL SPRING

7 3 L 12
6 3 6

3 3 8 12
3 3 7

2 3 8 15
3 2 8

3 9 8 11
5 9 7

b 5 9 9
b 5 6

35 52 2y 127
Lo b9 ' 242

10

14

15

11

i2

126

NON-IOY NON-10Y NON-1OY
F. YEAR FALL

SPRING

16

i5

i3

12

127

Respondent Indicated Semester

or Home University

Recorded Semester or Home

University

15

15

ih

12

133

TOTAL  LOYOILA

b5

L8

Wy

655

13
36 13
8 -
bl 8
7
b5 7
16
L8 16
14
by 1y
156
655 154

NON-IOY

23

36

38

32

30

g7

23

36

38

32

30

501

F.

io

10

12

L

31l

YEAR FALL
19
10 16
i5
9 17
17
10 18
1h
9 16
13
11 16
162
307 166
2

SPRING

10

19

18

22

17

179

10

18

17

23

17

182

COMP

125

622



APPROVAL SHEET

The dissertation submitted by Randy P.McCombie has been read
and approved by the following committee:

Dr. John D. Edwards, Director
Associate Professor, Psychology and
Director, Applied Social Psychology Program

Dr. Emll Posavac
Professor, Psychology and
Chairperson, Department of Psychology

Dr. Frederick Bryant
Assistant Professor, Psychology

Pr. Aldona Walker
Adjunct Professor,
Assistant Dean, Rome Center

The final copies have been examined by the director of the
dissertation and the signature which appears below verifies
the fact that any necessary changes have been incorporated
and that the dissertation is now given final approval by the
Committee with reference to content and form.

The dissertation is therefore accepted in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Date Director‘s Signature



	Foreign Study: An Analysis of the Long Term Impact
	Recommended Citation

	img001
	img002
	img003
	img004
	img005
	img006
	img007
	img008
	img009
	img010
	img011
	img012
	img013
	img014
	img015
	img016
	img017
	img018
	img019
	img020
	img021
	img022
	img023
	img024
	img025
	img026
	img027
	img028
	img029
	img030
	img031
	img032
	img033
	img034
	img035
	img036
	img037
	img038
	img039
	img040
	img041
	img042
	img043
	img044
	img045
	img046
	img047
	img048
	img049
	img050
	img051
	img052
	img053
	img054
	img055
	img056
	img057
	img058
	img059
	img060
	img061
	img062
	img063
	img064
	img065
	img066
	img067
	img068
	img069
	img070
	img071
	img072
	img073
	img074
	img075
	img076
	img077
	img078
	img079
	img080
	img081
	img082
	img083
	img084
	img085
	img086
	img087
	img088
	img089
	img090
	img091
	img092
	img093
	img094
	img095
	img096
	img097
	img098
	img099
	img100
	img101
	img102
	img103
	img104
	img105
	img106
	img107
	img108
	img109
	img110
	img111
	img112
	img113
	img114
	img115
	img116
	img117
	img118
	img119
	img120
	img121
	img122
	img123
	img124
	img125
	img126
	img127
	img128
	img129
	img130
	img131
	img132
	img133
	img134
	img135
	img136
	img137
	img138
	img139
	img140
	img141
	img142
	img143
	img144
	img145
	img146
	img147
	img148
	img149
	img150
	img151
	img152
	img153
	img154
	img155
	img156
	img157
	img158
	img159
	img160
	img161
	img162
	img163
	img164
	img165
	img166
	img167
	img168
	img169
	img170
	img171
	img172
	img173
	img174
	img175
	img176
	img177
	img178
	img179
	img180
	img181
	img182
	img183
	img184
	img185
	img186
	img187
	img188
	img189
	img190
	img191
	img192
	img193
	img194
	img195
	img196
	img197
	img198
	img199
	img200
	img201
	img202
	img203
	img204
	img205
	img206
	img207
	img208
	img209
	img210
	img211
	img212
	img213
	img214
	img215
	img216
	img217
	img218
	img219
	img220
	img221
	img222
	img223
	img224
	img225
	img226
	img227
	img228
	img229
	img230
	img231
	img232
	img233
	img234
	img235
	img236
	img237
	img238

