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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Foreign Study: An Analysis of the Short Term Effect

Since the turn of the twentieth century, an ever
increasing number of high school graduates have elected to
continue their academic education by enrolling in two or
four year college degree granting programs. An accompany-
ing effect has been a growing interest in the effects of
the college experience on these students resulting in a
"myriad of informal observations and formal studies on the
subject during the past century" (Feldman, 1972). These
investigations include studies on such aspects as: housing
policy, e.g., Elton & Bate, 1966; vocational choice, e.g.,
Holland, 1963; the college environment, e.g., Pace & Stern,
1958; work study, e.g., Wilson & Lyons, 1961; fraternities
and sororities, e.g., Kamens, 1967; crowding in dormitor-
ies, e.g., Baum & Valins, 1977; and so on.

Despite the interest in the college experience in
general, there remains one area that has received relative-
ly little research attention. This neglected element is
that of foreign study and the influence it has upon those
who choose to live and study abroad.

Marion (1974) points out that while the practice of
studying abroad has a rather "ancient history" it was not

1



until the second decade of this century that programs for
undergraduate students "officially" began in the United
States. However, as he further reports, even as recently
as 1955 there were still less than 2,000 students who had
taken advantage of this opportunity. Yet, what once may
have been an educational extra for only the rather wealthy
has ". . .with the advent of low-cost, intercontinental
travel by jet aircraft. . .now come within the reach of
many" (James, 1976).

The number of American students studying in other
countries has increased dramatically such that in 1968
there were approximately 10,000 students enrolled in nearly
300 foreign study programs. These numbers have steadily
increased with at least 12,000 students annually enrolled
in programs located in 50 or more countries. In addition,
according to Michie (in Pfnister, 1972) these foreign
study programs have gained acceptance at such a rate that
currently over ". . .half of the American liberal arts
colleges permit their students to earn credit overseas."

Unfortunately, along with this rapid growth in the
’number and size of foreign study programs there has not
been a corresponding growth in the number and gquality of
evaluations examining impact of these programs. While the
evaluations that have been conducted have been, for the
most part, rather limited in scope and weak in design,

several key findings have emerged that appear to hold
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constant over program design and program location. Some of
these findings point to rather positive outcomes for the
student, other findings indicate the existence of certain
deficiencies in program orientation and emphasis that
result in less than optimal outcomes.

Carsello and Creaser (1975), for example, examined the
results of over 200 interviews with American students who
were studying abroad in various programs in France, Spain,
and Switzerland and found that these students experienced
both positive and negative changes. Reported positive
changes were generally those related to the new experiences
students had in the foreign country, including increased
interest in travel, art, foreign languages, history, archi-
tecture, and meeting strangers. Reported negative changes,
on the other hand, were generally found to be those related
to decreased efficiency in study skills and in reported
deficiencies in personal health maintenance.

In a study that included the use of a control group,
Nash (1976) examined the effects of study abroad on the
self-realization of a group of junior-year students study-
ing in France. He concluded that, unlike the control
group students who elected not to study overseas, students
studying abroad developed an increase in personal autonomy,
an expansion or differentiation of self, and a more liber-
al political position. Other hypothesized positive changes

including greater self-assurance and an increase in



flexibility and tolerance of ambiguity were not found to
be significant. Unfortunately, however, a questionable
research design coupled with inappropriate statistical
analyses tends to reduce to a large extent the validity
and reliability of the findings.

Additional positive outcomes resulting from spending
a semester or two studying abroad that have been reported
in the literature include: improved interpersonal skills
(James, 1976), an increased proficiency in the language of
the host country (Garraty & Adams, in Nash, 1976), increased
independence and self-understanding, and greater tolerance
of others (Bicknese, 1968).

Before drawing any conclusions about the "positive-
ness" of foreign study, however, from the number and/or
type of reported outcomes it would do well to consider the
results found in more comprehensive examinations of foreign
study pfégrams. Two examples of such "in-depth" evalua-
tions of foreign study programs, which simultaneously point
out some of the striking differences that exist between
many programs as well as the variations of reported out-
comes, are: (a) An evaluation of overseas study programs:
two case studies--Central America and Spain by A.C.
Pfnister (1972); and (b) A comprehensive appraisal of
the Denmark Study Center by G.A. Farrah (1974).

The Pfnister report concerns itself with two somewhat

different approaches to evaluating foreign study programs.
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The first approach summarizes the opinions of a commission
directed by Goshen (Indiana) College to evaluate théir
foreign study program, "the Study-Service Term." The
second approach deals with the attempts of a group of study
directors to establish some form of program evaluation,
concerning American foreign study programs associated with
the University of Madrid, Spain. The present report will
limit itself to an examination of the first approach
illustrating the efforts of one institution to appraise
its program.

Goshen College--Study Service Term. Goshen is a small

(about 1100 students) four-year liberal arts college sup-
ported by the Mennonite Church. One of the features of its
academic program is a regquired term of study and service

in a foreign country. This study-service term consists of
seven weeks of general classroom experience and seven

weeks of community service work in a foreign environment.

A major emphasis of the program is to integrate the academ-
ic and the experiential aspects of the study-service term
(SST) into the mainstream of the students' academic program
at Goshen. The study phase of the program consists of a
rather traditional academic setting although the classes
are typically conducted by nationals of the host country
who frequently intersperse their lectures with course re-
lated field trips. Students are required to complete a

term project which generally consists of a research paper



examining some facet of the foreign culture and/or their
experiences in it.

The service part of the program varies considerably
among students in regard to their assignments. For example,
one student might serve as a general education teacher
while a second student might work with a community organi-
zation to develop the art of animal husbandry.

The purpose of the four-man commission was to deter-
mine the extent to which the program, as designed, was
succeeding. This was attempted by on-site visits by mem-
bers of the commission.

Pfnister reports that the general conclusion was
positive. Most students were perceived as achieving sub-
stantial gains from both their educational and service
experiences. Further, it was their contention that the
program added to the traditional four-year liberal arts
course by either contributing directly to the student's
academic program or by serving as a broadening interdisci-
plinary experience.

One important outcome of the commission's report,
however, was their ability to generalize their analysis of
the Goshen College program to a general analysis of the
state of the art of current foreign study programs. The
commissioners examined such issues as: (1) the integration
of the term abroad into the student's general college

program; (2) the problem of integrating the academic with



the experiential aspects of the program; (3)nthe estab-
lishment and maintenance of academic standards for 6ver—
seas study; (4) the use of orientation programs to reduce
culture shock; (5) the necessities of training in the
language of the host country; and (6) the problems associ-
ated with choice of program site and the program's impact
on the host country.

While the Pfnister report was for the most part a
recitation of the success of the Goshen SST, the report is
lacking in at least one respect. It concentrates solely
on the Goshen program itself and excludes any mention of
the program's impact on the student as well as any mention
of the students' assessment of the program, which are po-
tentially important aspects to assessing the success and
impact of a program.

St. Cloud State College--the Denmark Study Center.

The second evaluation to be described attempted to assess
both the cognitive and the affective features of one for-
eign study program. This study was somewhat more compre-
hensive than that of Pfnister. The evaluation was con-
ducted on a foreign study program, operating out of St.
Cloud State College, Minnesota, and situated in Frederica,
Denmark, known as the Denmark Study Center. This appraisal
was divided into several sections including descriptions
of: (1) the objectives of the Denmark Study Center com-

posed of curriculum, staff, and student government design;



(2) the procedures employed at the Denmark Study Center,
both operational and liaison; (3) the methods of analysis;
(4) conclusions; and (5) evaluations of the program by
several staff and students associated with the pgoram.
For purposes of simplification only those sections concerned
with the conclusions, statistical analyses, and the staff
and student evaluations will be examined.

Briefly, the Denmark Study Center (DSC) operates as
an extension of the St. Cloud State College, Minnesota. The
program consists of a single quarter preparation phase at
home college followed by a three quarter study abroad phase
in Federica, Denmark. The program was designed to be ".
a low cost inter-cultural experience for students of var-
ious academic levels and backgrounds." A small urban area
was chosen as the site of the program in order to avoid
the formation of an American ghetto and to better promote
community contact. Instruction is given by St. Cloud
faculty members. The students of the present study repre-
sented all years of college study with the most commonly
reported majors being liberal arts and undeclared. The
majority of students lived in a youth hostel about one
mile from the center of the city.

Students were given the opportunity, if they so
desired, to interact with business and social agencies of
the community, via an academic course--Education lQ3.»

Group discussions dealt with student perceptions of their



involvement with these agencies and perceived achievement
of program goals. 1In addition, students who participated
in Education 103 turned in written reports concerning their
perceptions of the degree of achievement of program goals.

In order to assess student opinions regarding the
successfulness of the DSC, i.e., to what extent they per-
ceived that the various goals of the program were met,
students responded to both written gquestionnaires and oral
discussions. The written questionnaire, a post-study only
design, asked students to reply to a series of nine ques-
tions. Two methods of interpretation of results were used.
The first method was to compute a total weighted score for
each student and compare scores. The second method was to
examine the percentage of students who responded to various
question categories.

No significant differences were found between students
based upon traditional characteristics, e.g., sex, age,
academic major. Overall, students tended to respond favor-
ably to the program. Unfortunately, however, many of the
questions were somewhat leading while others appeared to
be rather difficult to respond to and/or interpret.

In general, students felt that the experience was
enjoyable and brought them closer to the Danish people.
They also felt that a career awareness was gained from
their experiences with the program. On the other hand,

students felt that there was a language barrier which
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hindered their effectiveness. They further felt that the
period of work within the community should be lengthened.
It was suggested, however, that all major academic objec-
tives were realized.

Finally, several reports written by faculty and
student members were presented. However, these reports
were for the greater part based upon anecdotal experiences
to the almost complete neglect of objective data collection.

As a result, this second appraisal, though more ex-
panded than the first, also cannot be conceived as a com-
prehensive appraisal of the impact of foreign study on those
who chose to participate in such programs. Both evalua-
tions fall under the category heading of what Cook and
Campbell (1979) refer to as the one group posttest-only
design. Briefly, this is a research design in which obser-
vations are made on a group of individuals only after they
have received a treatment of some kind, e.g., exposure to
a foreign study program, and in which no measures are
taken on a comparison or no-treatment control group. The
~weaknesses of such a design, growing out of its inability
to make appropriate comparisons, are many. As Cook and
Campbell indicate, while the new design is ". . .useful
for suggesting new ideas, (it is) normally not sufficient
for permitting strong tests of causal hypotheses because
(it) fail(s) to rule out a number of plausible alternative

interpretations™ (p. 95). A truly comprehensive approach
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should include both pre- and post-evaluations as well as
the use of a "matched" control group thereby reducing or
eliminating such threats to the internal validity of the
study such as the effects of maturation, history, and self-
selection.

The focus of the present paper will now turn to the
development and utilization of a more appropriate research
design for effectively examining the impact of the foreign
study experience on students attending one such program,
Loyola University of Chicago's Rome Center of Liberal Arts.
Before examining the design of the study, however, a brief
history and description of the target program will be pre-
sented. (Note: For a more complete history of Loyola's

Rome Center the reader is referred to Riccio, 1978.)

The Rome Center of Liberal Arts

As Riccio (1978) points out, the creation of Loyola
University of Chicago's Rome Center came about largely
through the ideas of one man, John Felice, an instructor
at Loyola who organized study tours of Europe in the sum-
mers of 1960 and 1961. During the latter tour Felice met
with the then President of Italy and arranged for Loyola
students to use a former (1960) Olympic housing complex in
Rome as a foreign study center. This center, known as the
International Student Center or Centro Instruzioni Vioggio

Internazionale Studente (0IVIS) was located on the banks
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of the Tiber River at the foot of Monte Mario, the highest
hill in present-day Rome. The section of the center under
the jurisdiction of Loyola University officially became
known as the~"Loyola Center of Humanistic Studies at Rome."
The complex cafeteria and recreational facilities of the
complex were shared with other foreign students primarily
from Iran and Nigeria.

In February, 1962, the first group of students, 92 in
all, and three instructors arrived by ship in Rome. The
following academic year, 1962-63, saw an increase in the
number of students with 70 coming from Loyola University
and 50 from other cooperating colleges and universities,
bringing the total to 120. The number of faculty members
also increased to ten.

It was during the early years of the Rome Center that
many of the features emphasized in today's program had
their beginnings. Some of these extras were "free" Fridays,
packaged tours outside of Italy, extended vacation periods,
and on-site classes. Although the initial emphasis at the
Center was on art and history, the academic focus would
soon change as well as the location of the Rome Center
- itself.

The Olympic complex served as the Rome Center from
January, 1962 to June, 1966. During the summer of 1966
Loyola University leased ten acres of the fifteenth century

Villa Tie Calli. The villa had a rather stately, 0ld World
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appearance and according to Riccio was considered to be the
most beautiful of the Rome Center campuses.

There were no foreign students specifically sharing
the facility but arrangements were made to teach night
courses in English to Italian citizens. The Rome Center
students, ever increasing in number, unfortunately gained
a reputation for being less serious than their predecessors
toward their academic studies.

Financial considerations dictated a move for the
Rome Center in 1972 ending a six-year stay at the Villa
Tie Calli. From 1972 to 1978 the Center was located at the
Villa Maria Teresa also located on Monte Mario. It was
during this period that the Rome Center experienced serious
repercussions stemming from the worsening economic situa-
tion in the U.S. Rising costs began to restrict numbers of
students from engaging in foreign study. Enrollment at the
Rome Center dropped by nearly 100 students in a span of a
few years. Several key administrative and service positions
at the Rome Center were reduced to part-time, e.g., nurse
and housing director, while other positions were eliminated
altogether, e.g., Dean of Women.

New directors were appointed to the Rome Center in
1973 and 1975 who were committed to returning stability to
the program. One method used was to expand the curriculum
to include business and economics courses hoping (and .

eventually succeeding) to attract students from these majors.
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A second method was to select a location for the Rome Cen-
ter which would be more economically suitable.

In 1978 the campus was moved to its present site on
Monte Mario located ". . .twenty minutes and 200 lire from
downtown Rome" (p. 3, Rome Center brochure). Currently,
the enrollment at the Rome Center averages about 300 stu-
dents with 25 full- or part-time faculty members. The
Center itself, in addition to its dormitory, dining, and
classroom facilities, contains a chapel, infirmary, coffee
bar, and recreation rooms. Moreover, it contains an
excellent library with over 55,000 volumes.

At present the Rome Center continues to be a "total
educational system" emphasizing academic, social, spiritual,
physical, and personal growth through coursework, travel,
and experience. It is not, however, a total immersion
program. All classes, except for fhe Italian language
courses, are conducted in English.

Previous studies of Loyola's Rome Center have examined
various aspects of the student's experiences, both academic
and non-academic. Two of the better designed studies have
been the unpublished investigations of Petzel et al. (1975)
and of Posavac (1976).

The first principal study to examine students' per-
ceptions of the Rome Center was conducted at the Center
itself. Petzel et al. distributed questionnaires directly

to the students resulting in a rather high return rate.
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The questionnaire was quite broad in that it dealt with
such diverse topics as financing, perceived quality of
instruction, aspects of personal growth, school and non-
school sponsored tours, and number of telephone calls to
home. It was most evident that students felt very positive
toward the program. Personal growth was considered to be
the most valuable outcome, followed by travel experiences.
Most students felt that two semesters were necessary to
obtain full advantage of various Rome Center opportunities,
i.e., academic, travel, cultural, and personal development.
Unfortunately, it is impossible to ascertain whether these
students are largely those who signed up for one or two
academic semesters, or a representation of both. On the
negative side, however, students for the greater part felt
that the Rome Center program was poorly integrated in the
Italian culture, that they received little or no help
regarding physical (health) and sexual problems from the
faculty and/or administration, and that to some extent
their academic study skills were weakened.

Using a series of open and closed ended questions,
Posavac examined the opinions of four groups relevant to
the Rome Center: former Rome Center students, students who
were planning on attending the Rome Center, non-Rome Center
upper level students, and freshmen students in an intro-
ductory Psychology course. Two general but important .find-

ings were discovered. First, Rome Center students, i.e.,
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those who already attended the Rome Center, were quite
enthusiastic about their experiences. It appeared to be
the interpersonal, though to some degree intrapersonal,
experiences that were largely responsible for this enthus-
iasm. Second, there appeared to be large discrepancies
between what Rome Center students felt was the most impor-
tant aspect of their semester(s) abroad, i.e., inter- and
intrapersonal growth, and what non-Rome Center students
perceived as most likely to be important to students
studying abroad, i.e., the international aspects of the
program.

While both studies are important in that several key
issues were focused upon, each suffered from its own
methodological weaknesses. The Petzel et al. study failed
to examine the opinions of Rome Center students before they
departed for Rome, and, further, did not make use of a
matched control group in some type of guasi-experimental
design (e.g., Cook & Campbell, 1979). Posavac, on the
other hand, did use a control group, but with limited num-
bers of students responding in each of his groups combined
with the narrow focus of the questionnaire (a result of a
severe constraint on the time permitted to collect data),
many important and relevant issues were left unexamined.

The present study will attempt to correct for these
weaknesses in two ways. First, a research design which

will examine the opinions of both Rome Center and non-Rome
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Center students in a pre-post investigatory process will
be used. Such a design should reduce many of the potential
threats to internal validity that were found in previous
studies. Second, in order to more fully appreciate and
better interpret the Rome Center experience and its impact
on the students who go there, an instrument that takes into
consideration the various types of outcomes experienced
through the use of a systematic approach toward identifying

such outcomes will be employed.

Research Design and Questionnaire Construction

In an endeavor to understand the short-term impact of
a semester or two studying abroad on those who choose to
do so one must also simultaneously examine those who choose
not to study abroad. Due to this self-selective process,
however, a true experimental design is not possible.

Cook and Campbell (1979) discuss the problems of
creating a research design when one is unable to control
for assignment to conditions, i.e., foreign study versus
non-foreign study. By nature of their decision to engage
in one program of study rather than another, individuals
are likely to differ in many respects which would otherwise
be theoretically canceled out through random assignment.

By the nature of their decision to live and study in a
foreign country, Rome Center students are different than

their counterparts who choose, for whatever reason, not
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to study abroad. As a result, the process of designing
an appropriate non-treatment control group becomes quite
problematic.

Closely tied to this self-selection process is the
potential for uncontrolled variation within the treatment
condition itself. By opting to spend one semester at the
Rome Center rather than two semesters or a full year,
students are likely to vary both in the quantity and qual-
ity of their experiences. As a result, further threats to
internal validity, e.g., selection by maturation and selec-
tion by history effects, are introduced into the study
thereby reducing the investigator's ability to establish
reasonable causal inference. It is, therefore, essential
to make use of a research design which will control for
such threats and, thus, eliminate various alternative
explanations.

One generally interpretable design appropriate for
situations where random assignment is not possible is the
untreated control group design with pretest and posttest
(Cook & Campbell, 1979). This "quasi-experimental" design

is diagramed as follows:

- ———— - -
——— v —————
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The "01" designates an initial outcome measure, a
pretest, at time 1, while the "02" signifies a secohd out-
come measure, a posttest, at time 2, with the "X" indicat-
ing a "treatment", e.g., a semester or two at a foreign
study center. The dotted line indicates that the two
groups are nonequivalent along some dimension and, as in
the present case, not randomly assigned to conditions.

Measures can be taken to match the groups as best
as possible along several pre-chosen dimensions. For
example, given that the "treatment" group is composed of a
specific male/female ratio it is possible to maintain a
similar ratio in the "control" group. Other identifiable
characteristics, such as academic major and year in school,
can also be included in the matching process. Yet, again,
care must be taken to keep in mind that there is no perfect
matching process and that attempts to reduce disparity
between groups can often lead to misperceived equality.

An expanded version of the above design was created
to include the multiple levels of treatment in the present
study. [Note: While this illustrated design indicates ‘the
‘intended research strategy, circumstances made it impos-
sible to take pre-test measures of either the Spring-only
students (X2) or of the control students (Y).] This design
is seen below where "X1" refers to first semester only,
and "X3" full year at the Rome Center. The "Y" indicates

the "treatment" which the control group, i.e., non-Rome
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Center students, receive by remaining in the U.S. at Loyola
University of Chicago. As in the previous design, dotted
lines are used to indicate non-random assignment to condi-

tions.

01 X1 02
ook o2
o % 02
v o2

A Taxonomy of Outcomes

Agside from numerous methodological flaws, previous
studies have suffered from a lack of a priori conceptual
analyses of what outcomes to look for, e.g., Feldman (1973).
As a result, several such studies have reported little or
no impact because outcome variables which are either
irrelevant to the experience or generally hard to change
were incorporated into the design.

Bar-Tal (1978), on the other hand, has suggested a
taxonomy for classifying outcomes of the schooling process,
referring to such outcomes as ". . .those social reactions
of pupils that are learned or modified as a result of pu-
Pils' presence in a school." His notion of social reac-

tions is based upon Allport's concept that social-reactions
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consist of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that are in-
fluenced by the presence of others. Bar-Tal's taxonomy
includes two major categories, both of which are subdivided
into three subcategories, producing a total of nine unique
cells.

Type of outcome. The first major category of his

taxonomy is type of outcome, which is subdivided into
beliefs, attitudes, and social behaviors, all of which he
views as reactions that pupils learn in school. Borrowing
from the writings of numerous other social psychologists,
who have similarly recognized the distinctions between
these three dimensions, Bar-Tal presents definitions of
these outcome types:
Beliefs consist of the cognitive knowledge that
individuals have about their world or hypotheses
that individuals possess concerning "the nature of
the object and its relation to other objects.”
Attitudes are defined as evaluations on a negative-
positive dimension of abstract or concrete objects
or propositions. This definition of attitudes
corresponds to that of many psychologists who regard
evaluation or affect as the single defining dimen-
sion of attitudes. Finally social behaviors are
observable patterns of reactions that are carried
out as the result of the influence of others.
(Bar-Tal, 1978, p. 154-155)

His distinction between beliefs, attitudes, and be-
haviors is found in research indicating that these dimen-
sions might not always be related, and that the existence
of one does not automatically indicate the existence of

any others. Many situations are described in the literature

in which individuals' beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors do
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not coincide. For example, many students may believe
that long hours of studying are essential to obtain good
grades, which they evaluate quite positively. Yet, they
do not engage in long hours of study. Somewhat similarly,
some children may hold relatively positive attitudes
toward some racial group and believe that members of such
a group are essentially equal to themselves. However,
because of other pressures, e.g., pressures to conform
from within their own peer group, they behave in a manner
that is disfavorable to members of that racial group.

On the other hand, innumerable situations also exist
in which all three dimensions, beliefs, attitudes, and
behaviors, are in conjunction. For example, a student
might believe that engaging in extracurricular activities
is important to being a well-rounded student, and the
student holds favorable attitudes toward engaging in ex-
tracurricular activities. Finally, the student actually
engages in a number of these activities, e.g., a member
of the band, choir, student council, and varsity sports
team.

Thus, the first major category of Bar-Tal's taxonomy
enables the researcher to examine almost any social out-
come variable and note the presence or absence of relation-
ships between the three suggested dimensions.

Object of reaction. The second major category of

Bar-Tal's taxonomy classifies outcomes on the basis of the
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object toward which the reaction is directed. The subcat—
egories of this dimension include reactions toward the
self, reactions toward others, and reactions toward non-
human objects. With regard to this second category, Bar-
Tal appreciates the tendency for humans to differ in their
reactions toward self, others, and non-human objects. He
points out that while reactions toward non-human objects,
which include ideas and concepts as well as physical enti-
ties, are generally universal, global, and undifferentiated;
however, reactions toward humans, i.e., the self and others,
are usually quite complex. Further, reactions toward
others, in most cases, have been found to differ greatly
from reactions toward the self (e.g., Kelly, 1973; Weiner,
1974).

The result of these two categories is a three by
three matrix yielding nine distinct cells, consisting of
beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors toward the self, others,
and non-human objects. Such a taxonomy, if properly de-
fined and incorporated into an evaluative inquiry, such as
the present study, would provide a framework for identify-
ing various outcomes of the schooling process, i.e., for-

" eign study program.

A more appreciable understanding of the usefulness
of Bar-Tal's system may be obtained through the use of
exXamples. For instance, one might use the Bar-Tal taxonomy

in evaluating the degree of self-dependency which students
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were hypothesized to develop while attending a specific
foreign study program. Some students might, through vari-
ous educational experiences, come to hold strong beliefs
in the importance of self-dependency as a means to achiev-
ing personal goals. At the same time, these students come
to hold positive attitudes toward achievement of self-
dependence. Finally, such students might engage in behav-
iors that are indicative of self-dependence, e.g., holding
a part-time job while attending college, which tend to
strengthen the beliefs and attitudes. All three areas
could be examined in order to more fully understand the
importance of self-dependency to the student and ways in
which the student may have changed as a result of attending
a particular educational program.

As Bar-Tal concludes:
The classroom is a major source of socialization
experiences for children. (Students) not only acquire
academic skills in school, but they also learn social
reactions that may be important for their future
success in adult life. Those social reactions that
are learned in school are called social outcomes of
the schooling process. The taxonomy suggested here,
by making possible the classification of these
social outcomes and by defining their scope, should
facilitate their investigation. (Bar-Tal, p. 161)
While a taxonomy such as this is a useful tool for
classifying a variety of social reactions, as mentioned
above, one must keep in mind that it is not without its

limitations. It does appear to be limited to certain types

of outcomes misleading the investigator and potentially



causing him to overlook others that could be of greater
concern or interest. For example, Bar-Tal's classification
system, by focusing solely on social outcomes, overlooks
other outcomes such as knowledge or skills, both of which
could be important to an evaluation of the impact of an
educational system. Second, while Bar-Tal's system does
enable one to identify various types of outcomes it does
not suggest ways of determining/classifying the importance
or relevance of such outcomes. Finally, Bar-Tal does not
fully explain or illustrate what is meant by various types
of reactions, such as behaviors toward the self, leaving
one to attempt to define or describe such issues as best

possible.

Measurement Instruments

With the development of a formal research design and
a method of classifying/identifying outcomes, the focus of
the study turns to the development of the measuring instru-
ments. Dressel (1978) warns of potential difficulties in
variable selection ranging from level of measurement, i.e.,
nominal, ordinal, interval, or ratio, to type of variable
~selected, i.e., input, process, outcome. Many variables
relating to persons, procedures, and instruments are con-
sidered by Dressel to be overlooked though such variables
are ". . .part of the evaluation process and may greatly

affect the amount and nature of the evidence collected"



26
(p. 112). Care must be taken to include a wide range of
variables so that the assessment of change is not limited
to only those areas where change is intuitively expected
to occur but rather includes also those areas where change
may be restrained or restricted as a result of the treat-
ment, i.e., participation in a foreign study program. It
is for this reason that the aforementioned taxonomy, with
consideration for its weaknesses, was used as an aid in
questionnaire development.

The present study called for the development of four
questionnaires: (1) a pre-questionnaire for the Rome Cen-
ter students--to be administered to the students prior to
their departure for Rome; (2) a post-questionnaire--to be
administered to the students upon their arrival back in
the United States; (3) a pre-questionnaire for the compar-
ison group--to be administered to the comparison students
at the same time as the pre-Rome questionnaire; and (4)

a post-questionnaire for the comparison students--to be
administered at the same time as their Rome Center counter-
parts received their post-Rome questionnaires. Unfortun-
ately, as will be seen below, difficulties made it impos-
sible to develop and administer the four questionnaires.

As a result, only three questionnaires were actually
developed and administered: (1) a pre-questionnaire for

the Rome Center students; (2) a post-questionnaire for the

Rome Center students; and (3) a (post-only) questionnaire
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for the comparison students.

Past research has identified a number of variébles
relevant to the present study, some of which, however, are
more readily fitted into the Bar-Tal model than others.
These variables include: self-assurance and tolerance of
others (Nash, 1976); political orientation and career goals
(James, 1976); personal stability, resourcefulness, and
interdependence (Chickering, 1969): and campus cultures
and role orientations (Bolton & Kammeyer, 1972). Yet,
while past research does play an important role in variable
identification, one must not neglect two other equally
valuable, if not more important, sources of information
about relevant variables to study, program administrators
and those who have had direct experience with the program.

In the present study, instrument development initial-
ly began with meetings involving those individuals directly
concerned with the evaluation process and with the outcomes
of the evaluation. These individuals included the Vice-
President and Dean of Faculties of Loyola University, the
Dean of the School of Arts and Sciences, and the Associate
Dean of Academic Affairs as well as the Director and Assis-
tant Director of the Rome Center. While these meetings
were extremely helpful in facilitating question content
development, a series of interviews with former Rome Center
faculty, administrators, and students was conducted to

gain further insight into all aspects of the Rome Center
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experience. In addition, a number of telephone interviews
(n = 33) were conducted with former Rome Center students
living in the greater Chicago area to gain both a clearer
understanding of the possible outcomes of attending the
Rome Center as well as a mechanism for generating response
categories for suggested survey questions. The majority
of these former students were continuing their undergrad-
uate studies at Loyoia's Lake Shore Campus at the time of
the phone interviéws.

Most of the former Rome Center students interviewed
explained that they decided to go to the Rome Center for
the purpose of traveling and/or study abroad, while others
mentioned such reasons as wanting a change in their lives
or going because friends or relatives who had attended in
the past had advised them to go. All students spoke vivid-
ly of their experiences, some of which they considered
good, some of which they considered bad. Generally, their
best experiences centered around traveling or making
friends. Their worst experiences, on the other hand, were
likely to stem from problems associated with the language
barrier. Many of both types of experiences, however, were
likely to be idiosyncratic, e.g., waiting in the rain for
eight hours to get a ride. Most students felt that the
general atmosphere of the Rome Center was friendly and
cooperative, although there were those who felt that there

were definite pressures to conform with the majority.
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Students and faculty alike spoke of the manner in
which coursework was made more meaningful through the fre-
guent use of field trips and on-site classes. On the other
hand, both groups were likely to state that study habits
tended to suffer because of the many distractions such as
the desire to travel. Faculty members spoke of their
ability to interact with their students on a close personal
level, something they felt was not possible in the tradi-
tional American college.

The advantages of study abroad, as perceived by both
groups, included such things as the ability to more quickly
and fully learn a foreign language, experience many differ-
ent cultures, depending on the extent of travel, the fos-
tering of self-confi&ence, maturity, independence, etc.,
the development of close personal relationships, and, of
course, the ability to see other parts of the world. Some
of the disadvantages that students and faculty were likely
to suggest were such things as the straining of relation-
ships because of the lack of privacy, the inability to
function properly because of the language barriers, and
the tendency to become ambivalent toward academic work.

' Nevertheless, both groups were enthusiastic toward the
Center as well as their many experiences abroad. While
most students felt that there was room for improvement, the
general feeling was that the Rome Center experience lived

up to and often exceeded their expectations.
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Unfortunately, however, while the above meetings and
interviews were in progress, the departure date for those
students planning on attending the Rome Center for the
first semester was drawing near. It quickly became evident
that immediate decisions needed to be made regarding ques-
tion content domains for the pre-questionnaire. Based on
selective past research and limited contact with those
associated with the program, five general content areas
were selected: (1) reasons for going to the Rome Center;
(2) attitudes toward foreigners, fine art and architecture,
and the United States; (3) perceived importance of a number
of life goals; (4) attitudes toward cooperation with
others, group goals, personal trust, and personal growth;
and (5) general demographic information, including age,
gender, grade point average, academic major, and residence
prior to attending the Rome Center.

The results of the previously described meetings and
interviews, as well as the information obtained from the
pre-questionnaire, helped to refine general content domains
and generate specific response categories for both the post-
questionnaire and the comparison group questionnaire.
Specifically, the design of the post?questionnaire was to
include components from the three general parts of the
program (e.g., Dressel, 1976), i.e., inputs, processes,
and outcomes, as described below. It is suggested, at this

point, that the inputs, including those characteristics
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which students bring with them, can directly affect the
outcomes they experience; however, it is more likely the
case that these inputs are influenced and modified by the
processes, i.e., the Rome Center program, and, thus, have
only an indirect influence on students' outcomes and
experiences.

Some of the content areas and questions included in
the post-Rome instrument focused on the various inputs and
processes as well as the outcomes of the Rome Center exper-
lence. Student characteristics such as age, gender, grade
point average, academic major, and residence prior to
attending the Rome Center were again included as major
types of student input data. Input variables included
students' degree of preparation and orientation prior to
attending the Rome Center, in addition to their perceptions
and expectations concerning the Rome Center. Process var-
iables included all those factors related to the Rome Cen-
ter experience, from academics to travel. It also included
the student's degree of interaction with the Italian
community, their best and worst experiences, and the extent
of their involvement with those activities sponsored by
the Rome Center. Finally, some of the potential outcomes
were perceived changes in self-reliance, assertiveness,
appreciation of art and architecture, and self-understand-
ing.

Additional questions included attitudes toward the
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social/academic atmosphere of the Rome Center, number of
school and non-school sponsored tours made while at the
Center, perceptions regarding amount of time needed to take
full advantage of various opportunities offered at the Rome
Center, and development of friendships with native Italians.

For purposes of comparison, the control group ques-
tionnaire included many questions found in the pre-Rome
and post-Rome instruments such as attitudes toward groups
and group goals, perceptions of why others choose to study
at the Rome Center, and the ranking of importance and
rating of achievement (post-questionnaire only) of a number
of life goals. Yet, while there was this modest degree of
overlap, the control group questionnaire contained many
unique items. These questions included students' percep-
tions of foreign study and of those who choose to study
abroad, reasons why they chose not to study abroad, and
perceptions of Rome Center admission requirements.

Of import to the present study, it should be pointed
out that some categories of variables suggested by Bar-
Tal's taxonomy were found to be more readily conceived and
constructed than others, e.g., behaviors toward others
versus behavior toward the self. At the same time some
areas, such as attitudes and beliefs about the self, were
considered to be of more relevance to the present study
than other areas, such areas as behaviors toward non-human

Oobjects, with the end result being the creation of
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instruments that, on the surface at least, do not appear

to make full use of the Bar-Tal taxonomy. Nonetheless,
through the process of interfacing survey questions with
the Bar-Tal framework two objectives are met. First, one
is better able to determine the extent to which various
types and objects of social outcomes are accounted for.
Second, once questions are classified, the postulation of
hypotheses, prior to the study, and/or the development of

post hoc explanations based upon research is facilitated.

General Hypotheses

One area where change might be expected as a result
of studying abroad is in student perceptions of those
attending the Rome Center with them and of those native
Italians with whom they had the opportunity to come into
contact. Based upon the work of Festinger, Schachter, and
Back (1950), it might be predicted that through the sharing
of living quarters and new experiences by students at the
Rome Center, close relationships should develop among these
students, closer perhaps than among non-Rome Center students
where, for instance, there are no external language barriers
~ restricting interaction to a relatively small group of
students and faculty. Similarly, Saegart, Swap, and Zajonc
(1973) have shown that the effects of mere exposure, i.e.,
simple interactions, with others has an effect on the

likableness of these others, such that the more frequently
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individuals interact the more positively one person will
rate the other. 1In this respect, an additional prediction
might be that increased exposure to members of various
ethnic groups should influence their perceived attractive-
ness leading to positive changes in the perceptions of
Rome Center students of "foreigners" or members of specific
cultural groups. However, this depends on the initial
reaction being positive or at least neutral.

A second area where change might be hypothesized to
occur as a result of studying at the Rome Center is in
student attitudes toward specific college/life goals, such
as getting high grades or meeting new friends. Reasons
for such change are possibly as numerous as there are in-
fluences at the Rome Center. One theory, however, relevant
to the prediction of such change is social comparison
theory (Festinger, 1954). Festinger contends that individ-
uals have a drive to evaluate their own opinions and abil-
ities. This need is suggested to be greatest when indi-
viduals are uncertain about the relative goodness of their
opinions or abilities. According to this theory some type
of group tends to serve as the source of comparison, with
an attractive group being the potentially influential.

For Rome Center students this group may take many forms
including Rome Center faculty members, the Italian commun-
ity, the Catholic Church, the combined group of stqdents

at the Center, and any of a number of subgroups such as
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the relatively large Loyola of Chicago contingent, the
full year students (as opposed to single semester students),
and/or students representing a particular dominant academic
major. Since these Rome Center students, unlike their non-
foreign study counterparts, are entering situations where
their own goals may not be the norm they may come to ques-
tion the goodness of their views and perhaps alter their
opinions according to those held by whatever group they
"elect" to choose as a social reference. Moreover, the
Rome Center program itself may wish to foster certain goals
adding additional "conflict" to the situation.

Personal growth, i.e., perceived self-esteem, self-
assurance, and independence, is still another area where
change might be expected to occur. Such growth could
result from changes in students' behaviors, attitudes, and/
or beliefs. For example, given the problem of living in
a new culture, Rome Center students are quite likely to
develop novel methods of communicating with those unable
to understand their own native English. Such methods are
likely to be viewed by these students as indicators of
their own self-competence and eventually as evidence of
their ability to control their external environment. Lef-
court (1973) and others (e.g., Corah & Boffa, 1970; Langer,
1975, 1976, 1977; Wortman, 1975) have demonstrated a
connection between degree of perceived control of one's

environment and various personality characteristics
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including self-esteem and self-assurance. Given that Rome
Center students are more likely to be faced with opportun-
ities to develop effective "survival" skills than those
who elect not to study abroad, it can be hypothesized
that positive changes should occur in student perceptions
of their own personal growth.

The amount of student change should be a direct func-
tion of several factors including length of exposure to
treatment, i.e., the foreign experience, size of contingent
from own home school, and residence prior to attending the
Rome Center. Those staying for only one semester (Fall-
only or Spring-only) should not be expected to change as
much as those attending for a full academic year. The
second factor of school contingent size concerns the number
of students coming from any one college or university.

More students, for example, come from Loyola University
than any other college or university. However, large num-
bers of students also come from Loyola Marymount and the
University of Santa Clara. On the other hand, some stu-
dents are the sole "representatives" of their schools,
e.g., Bucknell University, Ithaca College, Kansas Univer-
sity, and Wheaton College. It shoula be expected that
students coming en masse would be likely to serve as an
initial support group for one another while students coming
"alone" may be more likely to experience initial adjustment

problems due to a lack of such support.
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In a similar vein, it might be expected that stu-
dent's residence prior to attending the Rome Centerbshould
have an effect upon initial adjustment problems and ulti-
mately, perhaps, on overall satisfaction such that those
students used to living with non-related others, e.g.,
students sharing private apartments or living in college
dormitories, should experience fewer initial adjustment
problems than students who live with their parents.

Finally, one additional variable that should exert
influence on student perceptions of satisfaction is student
academic major. Due to the nature of varying academic
and intellectual interests students with some majors, e.g.,
languages or fine arts, should be expected to gain more
from the Rome Center experience than others, e.g., mathe-
matics or natural science. This may result at least in

part from the academic focus of the program.



METHOD

Participants. Between September, 1981 and May, 1982,

305 undergraduate students attended Loyola University of
Chicago's Rome Center of Liberal Arts. These students
registered for either the Fall semester (Fall-only), the
full academic year (full year), or the Spring semester
(Spring=-only).

Of the 305 students, 127 (42%) registered for the
Fall semester only, 73 (24%) registered for the full aca-
demic year, and 105 (34%) registered for the Spring semes-
ter only. Altogether there were 98 male and 207 female
students enrolled in the program.

Approximately one-third (n = 98) of the students came
from Loyola University itself while the remaining two-
thirds (n = 207) came from 76 other colleges and universi-
ties across the United States including the University of
Santa Clara, Loyola Marymount College, Marquette University
and Southern Methodist University. These 76 schools were
categorized into groups according to school contingent
size: (1) very large, Loyola University--98 students;

(2) large, University of Santa Clara--20 students, and
Loyola Marymount--18 students; (3) medium, SMU--11 stu-

dents, Marquette University--11 students, Loyola of New
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Orleans--10 students, Canisius College--8 students, USF--
8 students, and Fairfield College--6 students; and (4)
small, includes all other colleges and universities having
three or fewer "representatives" attending.

Finally, there were 17 freshmen, 84 sophomores, 158
juniors, and 46 seniors attending, with an average age of
19.

Procedure. In August, 1981, prior to their departure
for Rome, the Fall-only and the full year students were
sent a five-page (Pre) questionnaire. An introductory
letter accompanied the survey instrument explaining the
nature of the study. The students were asked to complete
the questionnaire and return it in an enclosea, stamped
envelope. In addition to questions of a demographic nature
the questionnaire sought student opinions on the United
States, fine art and architecture, and foreigners vis-a-vis
a series of semantic differential scales. Also, students
were asked to indicate their degree of agreement or dis-
agreement with a series of attitude statements. Finally,
they were asked to rank order, in order of importance to
them, a list of 12 goals thought to be common to most
'college students.

In April, 1982 the students of the Fall-only group,
having returned from Rome, were sent a second (Post)
questionnaire. This ten-page booklet was again accompanied

by a letter explaining the nature of the study and
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requesting their assistance in completing and returning
the enclosed survey instrument. The significance of post-
guestionnaire was emphasized as well as the importance of
receiving completed questionnaires from all students.

The post-guestionnaire contained a number of open- and
closed-ended questions dealing with: reasons for going to
the Rome Center; the potential advantages, disadvantages,
and influences of the program; the degree of student
preparation; best and worst experiences; recommendations
for improving the Center; and overall evaluation of the
student's Rome Center experience. The instrument also
contained the list of goals, identical to those in the pre-
questionnaire, which the students were once again asked to
rank order. (Note: the post-questionnaire also included a
thirteenth goal, the Jesuit goal of international education,
along with the original twelve.) In the post-guestionnaire
students were also requested to rate the degree to which
they perceived that the Rome Center helped or inhibited
their attainment of each goal. Finally, students were
presented with a series of 26 attitude statements, iden-
tical to those included in the pre-questionnaire, to which
students were once again asked to indicate their degree of
agreement or disagreement.

In June, 1982, after a majority of full year and
Spring-only students had returned to the United States,

copies of the post-questionnaire were sent to these students.
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For all three groups, i.e., Fall-only, Spring-only,
and full year, an intensive follow-up procedure was main-
tained for the post-questionnaire such that one week
following the initial mailing of the instrument all stu-
dents were sent a postcard as a "thank-you" for those who
had completed the questionnaire and as a "reminder" for
those who had not yet returned a completed instrument to
do so as soon as possible. Approximately two weeks later
a second copy of the (post) questionnaire was sent to those
who had not returned a completed questionnaire. An explan-
atory letter was also included with a more direct appearl
for their assistance. Ten days to two weeks later those
who still had not complied were sent a third and final
copy of the questionnaire along with a more "personal"
request for their assistance.

A comparison group of students (n = 95) was selected
from Loyola University students who had not attended the
Rome Center. These students were matched on a number of
characteristics, including gender, academic major, and
year in school, with those students from Loyola of Chicago
who were currently studying in Rome.

In May, 1982, questionnaires (post-only) were sent
to the comparison group along with an introductory letter
explaining the nature of the study and the method by which
they as participants had been selected. Questions in this

instruments dealt with a number of issues including:
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student opinions on foreign study and foreign study pro-
grams; Loyola University's foreign study program and
student perceptions regarding its admission requirements;
student perceptions of a typical Rome Center student; and
their views on why most Rome Center students probably go
to the Rome Center, why they might go given the opportunity,
and what most former Rome Center students would say was
their greatest benefit from the Rome Center experience.
Furthermore, this questionnaire contained the series of
26 attitude statements that had been included in the pre-
and post-Rome Center questionnaires, as well as the list of
13 common college goals to be ranked in order of importance
and rated as to the degree which students perceived that
Loyola University had helped or inhibited their attainment
of each goal. Finally, a number of demographic gquestions
were included in the comparison instrument (see Appendix

A for the complete questionnaires).



RESULTS

Of the 200 pre-questionnaires sent to the Fall-only
and full year students, 117 completed returns were received
for an overall return rate of 59%. Of these, there were
66 (52%) from the Fall-only group and 46 (63%) from the
full year group. (As indicated earlier, Spring-only stu-
dents were not sent pre-questionnaires.) Five remaining
students, one male and four females, were unidentified as
to home university and semester at the Rome Center.

The return rate for the post-questionnaire was some-
what higher than that of the pre-questionnaire with 66%
returned. There were 94 returns (73%) from the Fall-only
group, 47 returns (62%) from the full year group, and 62
returns (59%) from the Spring-only group. In addition,
there were six questionnaires unidentifiable as to semester
at the Rome Center bringing the overall return post-
questionnaire total to 209.

While nearly one-third (32.5%) of the students who
completed both the pre-instrument and the post-instrument,
the majority of returns (67.5%) were from students who
completed only one or the other. The breakdown of returns
is presented in Table 1.

The overall return rate for the matched comparison

43
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Table 1

Number of Students Completing Pre-, Post-, or Both

Questionnaires

Loyola Non-Loyola
Pre-Test Only
(N = 37)4
Fall-only 1 13
Full Year 8 10
Spring-only¥* 0 0
Both Pre- & Post-Test
(N = 80)
Fall-only 12 40
Full Year 7 21
Spring-only* 0 0
Post-Test Only
(N = 129)b
Fall-only 9 29
Full Year 5 14
Spring-only 24 36
TOTAL = 246 66 163

*Note: Spring-only students did not receive pre-
questionnaires

%Includes 5 unidentified pre-test only students

bIncludes 12 unidentified post-test only students
-4 Fall-only, 2 Spring-only, 6 unknown
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group was 67%, with a total of 64 completed returns.

Characteristics of respondents. Of the 112 completed

pre-questionnaires identified as to gender and/or home
university, approximately one-fourth (n = 28) were from
students attending Loyola University while the remaining
three-fourths were from those students attending other
colleges and universities, hereafter referred to as non-
Loyola students. These percentages approach the actual
proportion of Loyola/non-Loyola students attending the
Rome Center as presented above. There were 28 males and
84 females responding to the initial survey. This infor-
mation is presented in Table 2.

Approximately one-half (48%) of the students respond-
ing to the pre-questionnaire resided on campus, while one-
third (33%) lived at home with their parents and one-fifth
(19%) 1lived in private apartments. This information is
also presented in Table 2.

As shown in Table 3, the 209 completed post-question-
naires again approached the actual percentages of Loyola/
non-Loyola students with 57 Loyola students responding
and 140 non-Loyola students responding. There were 63 males
and 134 females completing the post-questionnaire. Twelve
remaining questionnaires were unidentifiable as to student
gender or home university.

One-half (51%) of all Rome Center students responding

to the post-questionnaire indicated that they had resided



Table 2

Number of Students Completing Pre-Questionnaire

SEMESTER AT THE

ROME CENTER Loyola Non-Loyola
Fall-Only

Males 3 18

Females 10 35
Full Year

Males 6

Females 25
TOTAL = 112*%* 28 84
Residence Prior to Attending the Rome Center
Fall-Only

On Campus 26

Private Apartment 2 11

With Parents 10 16
Full Year

On Campus 21

Private Apartment 4

With Parents

*Not included in this total were 4 unidentified females
and 1 unidentified male who responded to the pre-test

only



Table 3

- 47

Number of Students Completing Post-Questionnaire

SEMESTER AT THE ROME CENTER Loyola Non-Loyola
Fall-Only

Males 6 26

Females 15 43
Full Year

Males 9

Females 5 26
Spring-0Only

Males 4 11

Females 20 25
TOTAL = 1972 57 140
Residence Prior to Attending the Rome Center
Fall-Only

On Campus 44

Private Apartment 5 12

With Parents 15 26
Full Year

On Campus 31

Private Apartment

With Parents 8
Spring-Only

On Campus 10 17

Private Apartment 2 13

With Parents 12 15
TOTAL = 2370 66 171

aThis figure does not include 12 partially identified stu-

dents who responded to the post-test only.

brhis figure does not include 5 pre-test only students and
6 post-test only students who could not be identified as

to residence or semester at Rome.
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in college dormitories during the academic semester prior
to attending the Rome Center. The remaining students indi-
cated that they either lived with their parents (31%) or
lived in a private apartment (18%) prior to attending the
Rome Center. A breakdown of these residence categories
is presented in Table 3.

There was a significant difference (x2(2) = 15.84, p
< .0005) between Loyola and non-Loyola students for resi-
dence prior to attending the Rome Center. While one-half
(50%) of the Loyola students resided at home with their
parents prior to attending the Rome Center, only one-fourth
(24%) of non-Loyola students did. On the other hand, while
over one-half of non-Loyola students (57%) resided on campus,
less than one-third (31%) of Loyola students did. Equal
percentages of both groups (18%) had lived in private apart-
ments. In addition, full year students (63%) were more
likely to have resided on campus than were Fall-only (44%)
or Spring-only (46%) students.

Of the 64 completed questionnaires from the comparison
group (all Loyola) there were 10 males (16%) and 54 females
(84%) responding. The percentages of students in the com-
parison group who were living in dormitories (48%), with
their parents (44%), or off campus in private apartments
(8%) varied to some degree with their matched counterparts
from Loyola who attended the Rome Center. The information

on the comparison group is presented in Table 4.



Table 4

Number of Students Completing Comparison Questionnaire

RESIDENCE MALES FEMALES
On campus 5 26
Private Apartment 0 5
With Parents 5 23

TOTAL = 64 10 54
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Mean grade point averages also differed somewhat be-
tween groups. In general, Loyola students (GPA = 3.077)
maintained slightly higher grade point averages than non-
Loyola students (GPA = 2.952), and females (GPA = 3.052)
held higher averages than males (GPA = 2.847). These dif-
ferences, along with those between Fall, full year, and
Spring students, however, were not significant. These
averages are presented in Table 5.

Finally, students' academic majors varied overall
across groups, but did not differ significantly between
semester at the Rome Center or between Loyola students
attending the Rome Center and non-Rome Center Loyola stu-
dents in the comparison group. Nearly three-fourths of
both Rome Center and non-Rome Center students reported
majoring in either the social sciences (33%), business-
finance (28%), or the languages (11%). A listing of academ-

ic majors for all respondents is presented below in Table 6.

The Pre-Questionnaire
Descriptive statistics were computed for a number of
background variables to provide information regarding the
characteristics of those responding to the pre-question-
naire. As reported above, there were 117 respondents with
28 from Loyola University and 84 non-Loyola students. Five
additional students were unidentifiable as to semester at

the Rome Center or residence prior to leaving for Rome.
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Grade Point Averages of All Rome Center Students
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SEMESTER AT THE

ROME CENTER Loyola Non-Loyola
FALL-ONLY
Males 2.96 2.71
Females 3.08 2.96
FULL YEAR
Males 3.17 2.91
Females 3.05 2.84
SPRING-ONLY
Males 3.02 3.01
Females 3.20 3.02
Grade Point Averages of Loyola Rome Center
and Comparison Students
Males Females
COMPARISON
(X = 3.230) 3.568 3.167
LOYOLA ROME CENTER
2.941 3.129

(X = 3.077)




Table 6

Academic Majors of Rome Center* & Comparison Students
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LOYOLA NON-LOYOLA COMPARISON

MAJOR + n : n : n
Social Sciences 33 22 33 54 38 24
Language 17 11 9 14 14 9
Business-Finance 15 10 33 54 5 3
Mathematics 3 2 1 1 5 3
Natural Sciences 9 6 3 5 9 6
Fine Arts 3 2 9 14 14 9
Education 3 2 2 3 3 2
Nursing/ 3 2 1 1 6 4
Dental Hygiene

Theology 2 1 2 3 0 0
Communication Arts 8 5 6 10 0 0
Undecided 5 3 2 4 6 4
TOTAL: 66 163 64

*Does not include 17 unidentified respondents
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Students indicating that they were attending the Rome Center
for the Fall semester only (n = 66) outnumbered those plan-
ning to attend for the full academic year (n = 46). There
were 34 males and 83 females of which 54 (48%) indicated
that they were living on campus the semester prior to going
to Rome, 37 (33%) reporting that they were living with their
parents, and 21 (19%) indicating that they were living in
private apartments.

Nearly two-thirds of the students responding indicated
their academic major as either social science (34.8%) or
business/finance (28.6%). The remainder of the students
reported their majors as follows: (1) Language arts (9.8%);
(2) fine arts (8.9%); (3) communication arts (6.3%); (4)
theology (3.6%); (5) undecided (3.6%); (6) education
(2.7%); and natural science (1.8%).

Chi-squares computed on gender, residence prior to
attending the Rome Center, academic major, and year in
school indicated no significant relationships across the
various groups responding including Fall-only/full year and
Loyola/non-Loyola. However, there was a greater tendency
for Loyola students (54%) to indicate that they had re-
sided at home with their parents than for non-Loyola stu-
dents (26%). The latter, on the other hand, were more
likely to indicate that they had lived on campus (56%) than
were non-Loyola students (25%). Finally, a greater per¥

centage of non-Loyola students (35%) reported their major
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as business-finance than did Loyola students (11%).

Ranking of goals. The pre-questionnaire began with a

presentation of twelve goals common to most college students
which the students were asked to rank order in order of
importance to them. Nearly 40% of those responding selected
the goal "To understand myself better" as their most impor-
tant goal, with an additional 20% of the respondents ranking
it either as their second or third most important goal. It
should be emphasized that this goal of self-understanding
was not necessarily a defined goal of the Rome Center pro-
gram.

In addition to the above goal, "Meeting new and
different types of people" and "learning practical infor-
mation and skills that prepare me for a career" were also
selected as important goals and were ranked as numbers two
and three, respectively. These rankings appeared to hold
constant across various types of students including Fall-
only versus full year, gender, residence prior to attending
the Rome Center, academic major, and year in school. These
rankings are presented in Table 7.

Clearly, the least important goal, i.e., that goal
ranked lowest overall, was "Possession of wealth," with 72%
of those responding ranking it in the 10th, 11th, or 12th
pPosition. Two other goals ranked low in importance by
most students were "Getting high grades" and "having ex-

Periences that most other people have not had."
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Table 7

Ranking of Goals in Order of Importance -- Pre-Questionnaire*

FALL- FULL NON-
GOALS ONLY  YEAR LOYOLA LOYOLA
1. Experiencing a sense
of community 4 6 4 4
2. To understand the
role of God 9 7 9 9
3. Getting high grades 11 11 10 11
4. To get more enjoyment
out of life 6 5 6 6
5. Learning practical
information 3 4 3 3
6. Having many good
friends 7 9 7 7
7. Possession of
wealth 12 12 12 12
8. To be of service to
others 5 3 5 5
9. Acquire appreciation
of art 8 8 8 8
10. To understand myself
better 1 1 1 1l
1l1. Meeting new types
of people 2 2 2 2
12. Having new
experiences 10 10 11 10

*Note: Spring-only students did not receive Pre-question-
naires.

These ranks are based on the mean rankings combined over
respondents. Lower ranks indicate more important goals.
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For purposes of analysis student goal rankings were

categorized as follows: (a) a ranking of 1 through 4 was
classified as high importance; (b) a ranking of 5 through
9 was classified as medium importance; and (c) a ranking

of 9 through 12 was classified as low importance. Chi
square analyses conducted on these categories found no sig-
nificant relationships between goal rankings and such fac-
tors as semester at the Rome Center, year in school, Loyola/
non-Loyola, sex, and academic major (all p's <.05).
Attitudes. The next part of the questionnaire asked
the students to indicate their degree of agreement or dis-
agreement with a series of 26 attitude statements. The 26
statements were originally selected from statements in four

separate attitude scales. The four dimensions and their

representative items were: (1) cooperation toward group
goals, items 1,4,7,10,12, and 16; (2) identification with
groups, items 2,6,9,13,15, and 18; (3) trust in people,

items 3,5,8,11,14, and 17; and (4) self-understanding and
personal maturity, items 19,20,21,22,23,24,25, and 26.
Reliability analyses conducted on these attitude
factors yielded the following coefficients: (1) coopera-
tion, .084; (2) identification, .628; (3) trust, .689;
and (4) self-understanding, .604. Further inspection
revealed that two items (items 1 and 12) were the principal

agents responsible for the low alpha in the cooperation

factor. When these items were deleted the coefficiént rose
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to .354, still much lower than the other alpha's and at a
somewhat questionable level of acceptance for research
with groups.

The representative items for each attitude factor were
combined to produce four scores to serve as dependent var-
iables in a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).

The results of this MANOVA revealed no significant inter-
actions of main effects for the four dependent variables

by semester at the Rome Center, Loyola/non-Loyola background,
gender, or residence prior to attending the Rome Center (all
p's < .0l1). On the average, students were likely to see
themselves as rather mature and understanding of themselves
and others (X = 5.21), likely to identify with groups (X =
5.05) and work toward group goals (X = 4.42), and generally
trustful of others (X = 4.43). Mean responses to individ-
ual items are presented in Appendix A.

Semantic differentials. Students next responded to a

series of semantic differentials on the "United States,"”
"fine art and architecture," and "foreigners." These
scales were designed such that respondents could indicate
the degree to which they felt that the listed dimensions,
e.g., good/bad, valuable/invaluable, and clean/dirty,
reflected their perceptions of the target items. Although
the average scores for all items were quite positive and
varied little across groups, students in general tended to

respond somewhat more favorably toward fine art and
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architecture (X = 6.40 on seven-point scale) than they did
toward the United States (X = 5.91) or foreigners (Y‘= 5.56).

The six rating scores given to each of the three tar-
get items were summed across items and median scores were
computed. These medians were then used to categorize stu-
dent responses into two groups, above median and below med-
ian. Chi square analyses were then conducted on these
categories by semester at the Rome Center, school contingent
size, residence, and year in school. No significant rela-
tionships were found for any of these dimensions across any
of the three items (all p's > .05).

Reasons for going to the Rome Center. When asked to

select from a list of five options the one option which
they felt most reflected their reason for going to the Rome
Center, more students (42%) indicated "For the cultural
opportunities" than any of the other options. Two options
which were selected to a somewhat lesser degree were "An
opportunity to travel through Europe" (29%) and "For inter-
personal growth" (25%).

Students were next asked to choose the one option which
they felt represented the most likely reason why "former"
Rome Center chose to spend a semester or two in Rome. The
most frequently selected reason was "An opportunity to
travel through Europe" (57%). Further, when asked to se-
lect the reason that they felt the typical former Rome

Center student would give if asked what was most important
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about his/her semester at the Rome Center, students were
most likely to indicate either "Interpersonal growth" (42%)
or "For the cultural opportunities" (35%).

Chi squares conducted on these three gquestions found
no significant relationships across the various dimensions,
including Fall/full year, contingent size, year in school,
gender, residence, or major (all p's > .05).

Countries visited. Finally, when asked to indicate

whether they at some previous time in their lives had
visited a foreign country, 62% (n = 69) of these students
indicated that they had visited at least one foreign country.
Once again, however, there were no significant differences
across the various dimensions regarding likelihood of having
traveled to a foreign country (all p's > .05).

The countries most likely to be visited were Canada
(42%) and Mexico (35%); however, one-fourth (n = 17) of
the students who traveled reported that they had been to
Italy at least once. The average number of countries
visited varied across groups, though not significantly (all
p's > .05). For example, those students planning on attend-
ing for the Fall semester only reported visiting more
countries (X = 2.4) than those students planning on attend-
ing the Rome Center for the full academic year (X = 1.2).
Also, Loyola students reported visiting more countries on

the average (X = 3.1) than did non-Loyola students (X=1.5).
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The Post-Questionnaire

As reported above, there were 209 completed post-
guestionnaires of which 57 were from students who attended
Loyola University and 140 were from students who attended
other schools. The remaining 12 students were unidentified
as to home university or gender. Six of these were also
unidentifiable as to semester at the Rome Center.

Ninety-four (46%) of these post-questionnaire respon-
dents had attended the Rome Center for the Fall semester
only, 47 (23%) attended for the full academic year, and 62
(31%) attended the Rome Center during the Spring semester
only. There were 134 females and 63 males. 1In the semester
prior to attending the Center 50% of the respondents indi-
cated that they had lived on campus, 20% indicated that
they had lived in private apartments, and 30% had lived
with their parents. Finally, the students reported their
majors as follows: (a) social science (33.5%); (b) busi-
ness/finance (26.4%); (c) language arts (10.7%); (d) fine
arts (7.6%); (e) communication arts (5.1%); (f) natural
science (5.6%); (g) undecided (3.5%); (h) education (2.0%);
(i) theology (1.5%); (3j) mathematics (1.5%); and (k)
nursing/dental hygiene (1.5%).

Analyses conducted across respondent characteristics
found significant relationships between semester at the
Rome Center and residence prior to attending (x2(4) = 16.45,

P <.005) and between Loyola/non-Loyola students and residence
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prior to attending the Rome Center (x2(2) = 10.76, p< .005).
Full year students (70%) were more likely to have resided
on campus prior to leaving for Rome than either Fall-only
(42%) or Spring-only (46%) students, while Fall-only stu-
dents (46%) were more likely to indicate that they had lived
at home with their parents than either full year (20%) or
Spring-only (29%) students. Loyola students (51%) were
also more likely than non-Loyola students (28%) to have
lived at home, while the latter were more likely to indi-
cate that they had lived on campus (57%) than had Loyola
students (33%). All other relationships were found to be
non-significant (all p's > .05).

Reasons for going to the Rome Center. The post-gques-

tionnaire began by asking the now former Rome Center stu-
dents: "What was the main reason why you decided to go to
the Rome Center?" and "Was this reason fulfilled?" The
reasons given by these students for going to Rome varied to
some degree. The most common reasons given for going in
order of prevalence were: (1) to travel, to see Europe
(23.1%); (2) to learn about the cultures of other countries
(19.7%); and (3) to study abroad (14.4%). All other re-

Sponses were each reported by less than 6.0% of these stu-

dents. These responses included: (a) to experience living
in another country (5.3%); (b) to get away, needed a break
(5.3%); (c) personal growth (4.3%); (d) to live in Rome

(3.82); (e) to study specifically in Italy (3.8%); (f) to
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experience the Italian culture (3.4%); (g) to learn about
one's heritage (3.4%); (h) to learn the Italian language
(2.4%); (i) to get a better understanding of the world
(2.4%); (j) the Rome Center was the best program for my
needs (2.4%); and (k) all other responses (5.8%).

Fall-only students (27%) and Spring-only students
(24%) were more likely to indicate that "travel" was their
primary reason for going to the Rome Center than were full
year students (13%), while the latter were more likely to
indicate "learning about the cultures of other countries”
(24%) as their main reasons for going. Nearly one-third
(32%) of all Loyola students indicated that their reason
for going to Rome was "to travel," yet only one-third (19%)
of non-Loyola students indicated "travel" as their main
reason for attending the Rome Center.

Combining the above two factors, other group differ-
ences can be seen in the responses to this question where
42% of Loyola Spring-only students indicated "travel" as
their main reason for attending compared with only 9% of
non-Loyola full year students. Further, while 17% of Loyola
full year students indicated "to get a better understanding
of the world" as their main reason for going, there were no
full year non-Loyola students who responded with that rea-
son, nor were there any Spring-only non-Loyola students who
indicated that reason as their main reason for going.

For purposes of simplification, responses were
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reduced to five categories: travel; understanding cul-
tures; study abroad; reference to Italy; and all others.
Chi square analyses conducted on these categories by semes-
ter at the Rome Center, Loyola/non-Loyola, gender, residence
prior to attending the Rome Center, academic major, and
year in school found no significant relationships (all p's
> .05).

Finally, virtually all students (97%) reported having
their reasons for going to the Rome Center fulfilled.

Orientation and preparation. Students were asked about

their preparation for the Rome Center experience, including
whether or not they had attended a special orientation
program at their school prior to leaving for Rome and, if
so, what kinds of things were discussed at the orientation
which in their view were important in helping them prepare
for what they actually experienced in Rome. They were fur-
ther asked to mention things that were not discussed

which they felt, in light of their actual experiences,
could have been helpful.

Only one-fourth (n = 50) of all students reported
attending a special orientation program. Analyses conducted
between number of representatives from schools and whether
Oor not students attended an orientation program prior to
attending the Rome Center yielded a significant relation-
ship (x2(3) = 17.78, p = .0005). Only those schools with

high representation had more than 50% of the students
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reporting attending an orientation program. All other stu-
dent groups had less than 30% indicating that they had
attended such a program.

A marginal relationship (x2(4) = 11.60, p =.02) be-
tween semester at the Rome Center and indication of attend-
ing a pre-Rome orientation program was also found. Full
year students (36%) had a greater frequency than Fall-only
(27%) or Spring-only (13%) students of reporting having
attended such a program. Moreover, while two-thirds (67%)
of the Fall-only Loyola students reported attending an or-
ientation program there were no (0%) Spring-only Loyola
students reporting that they had attended a pre-Rome orien-
tation program.

Those students attending an orientation program prior
to their departure for Rome felt that a number of important
topics were discussed at these programs. These topics in-
cluded the following: (a) what to take and what not to
take, e.g., appropriate and inappropriate clothing; (b)
money matters, e.g., what form to carry money in, check
cashing and money exchanging policies; (c) travel oppor-
tunities, e.g., how to travel, places to travel to, Eurail
passes; (d) academics, including course descriptions and
availability; (e) general warnings, many of which were
related to the above topics, also differences in electrical
units, cautions when traveling, etc.; and (f) descriptions

of the Rome Center itself, e.g., living arrangements,
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physical appearance, social life, and lack of modern con-
veniences. These same students also felt that some éreas
were either insufficiently covered or not covered at all.
The kinds of things these students felt would have been
important or helpful in preparing them for their experiences
at the Rome Center included: (a) more specifics on types of
clothing to take; (b) descriptions of types of weather to
expect in Rome and while traveling throughout the continents;
(c) further explanations of travel options, e.g., traveling
on trains, Eurail passes, Kilometer passes, air passes; (a)
mail service, e.g., how to best mail letters and packages,
the Vatican mail service; (e) descriptions of European
manners, customs, laws; (f) discussions on the disadvan-
tages of the Rome Center, e.g., laundry facilities, differ-
ences in voltage, noise in dorms; and (g) more specifics on
classes and academic opportunities.

When questioned about "personal preparation" for what
they expected to experience at the Rome Center, two-thirds
(66%) of the students indicated that they had done things
to prepare themselves. Full year students (75%) were some-
what more likely than Fall-only (64%) or Spring-only (65%)
-to indicate that they had personally prepared themselves
in some way.

When describing how they prepared themselves student
responses fell into three general categories: talking with

others; reading; and academic studies. Students reported
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talking with others who had been to the Rome Center, people
who had traveled abroad, and/or with native Italians 1living
in the United States. Those who reported reading before
departing for the Rome Center reported reading various books
and magazines dealing with Rome, Italy, and Europe. These
books and magazines included selections from the recommended
reading list in the Rome Center catalogue. Finally, stu-
dents reported studying various topic areas, e.g., art,
geography, history, and language, especially Italian, either
on their own or in registered college courses. No relation-
ship was found between whether students had attended an
orientation program and whether they had prepared themselves
for what they expected to experience in Rome.

Students were asked how well prepared they were for
their experiences at the Rome Center. Three out of five
(60.5%) of all respondents felt that they were "more than
somewhat prepared," while one-fourth (26%) felt that they
were "somewhat prepared." The remainder (13.5%) indicated
that they were "less than somewhat prepared." There were,
however, no significant relationships found between semester
at the Rome Center or any other major dimension and student
response to this question. Interestingly, while no signi-
ficant relationship was found between how well prepared
students felt they were and whether or not they had attend-
ed a special orientation program, there was a slight ten-

dency for those who did not attend an orientation program
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63%) to indicate that they were well prepared for what they
had experienced in Rome compared to those who had attended
a pre-Rome program (53%). On the other hand, there was a
somewhat greater tendency for those who had prepared them-
selves to indicate that they felt quite prepared for their
experiences (64%), more so than those who did not prepare
themselves (53%).

Finally, students were asked in light of their ex-
periences at the Rome Center how they could have better
prepared themselves before leaving for Rome. The most fre-
quently mentioned response was to "have studied Italian"
(37%). On the other hand, a number of students reiterated
a theme of the Rome Center Program that an understanding of
the Italian language should not be required of students
before leaving for Rome; nonetheless, they did emphasize
the importance of language skills. Other comments included:
reading more about the Italian and other European cultures,
art, history, music, and politics; engaging in increased
"preplanning," i.e., deciding before hand what they would
see and do while in Europe, including looking into special
programs and tours; learning more about what to take and
not to take; pack less to take to Europe; talk (more)
with former Rome Center students about their experiences;
and finding out about a number of specifics, especially
weather patterns and general financial matters.

Friends and acquaintances. Nearly one-half (46%) of
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the students responding indicated that they went with a
close personal friend and/or acquaintance. Of these 49%
indicated that they went with one friend or acquaintance,
31% indicated going with two others, 12% reported going
with three, and 8% reported going to Rome with four or more
friends or acquaintances. Full year students and non-Loyola
students had a greater frequency of reporting that they
went with friends; however, these differences were found
to be non-significant (all p's >.05).

Best and worst experiences. Like their reasons for

going to the Rome Center, students' "best" and "worst"
experiences while at the Rome Center varied quite exten-
sively. Reported "best" experience included: (1) the
experience of developing close friendships (25.5%); (2)
learning about the experiencing the Italian culture (as one
student put it: "Becoming Italian!") (16%); (3) traveling
throughout Europe (15%); (4) living specifically in Rome
(7%); (5) personal growth in the form of independence, self-
reliance, etc. (5%); (6) seeing the Pope (4%); (7) special
events at the Rome Center, e.g., the masses, the dinners,
etc. (3.5%); (8) being on one's own (3%); (9) everything
(3%); (10) a specific school trip, especially the "Greece
trip" (2.5%); (11) the class field trips (2%); (12)
meeting Italian relatives (1.5%); (13) the opportunity

to visit other cultures (1.5%); (14) a special teacher

or course (1%); (15) learning to speak Italian (1%); (16)
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"difficult to say" (3.5%); and (17) all other (6%)‘;

On the other hand, those experiences which students
reported as their "worst" included (each reported by less
than 10% of the students): (1) problems with other stu-
dents (8.3%); (2) problems in dealing with the Rome Center
administration (7.8%); (3) "bad" experiences while travel-
ing (6.7%); (4) dealing with the regulations at the Rome
Center (6.2%); (5) theft (5.7%); (6) the mass transpor-
tation system, especially the train strikes (4.7%); (7)
lack of modern facilities (4.1%); (8) problems with courses
(4.1%); (9) the first week experience, the initial impact
(4.1%); (10) pushy Italian men (3.6%); (11) isolation of
school from community (3.1%); (12) "my roommate" (3.1%);
(13) leaving at the end (2.6%); (14) the food at the Rome
Center (2.6%); (15) seeing friends leave at end of semes-
ter, or "forced" to leave (2.6%); (16) student cliques
(2.1%); (17) running out of money (2.1%); (18) the noise
at the Rome Center (2.1%); and (19) all other (18.1%).

"No bad experiences" were reported by 6.2% of the students.

School and non-school sponsored tours. Students were

asked to indicate the number of school sponsored tours and
the number of non-school sponsored tours which they went on
while at the Rome Center. The mean number of school spon-
sored tours was 2.3 while the mean number of non-school
sponsored tours was 5.9. However, comments made by many

students suggested that the term "tour" was ambiguous and
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confusing. A number of students indicated that they felt
the questions were referring specifically to paid "gﬁided"
tours. On the other hand, a number of other students indi-
cated that they felt the questions were referring to any
"trip" outside of Rome. As a result, the data were con-
sidered to be unreliable and were not submitted to further
statistical analysis.

Friendships with native Italians. Full year students

(81%) only slightly more often reported forming friendships
with Italian citizens than either Fall-only (75%) or Spring-
only (73%) students. They also more frequently indicated
that they had remained in contact with these new friends
after returning to the U.S. (67%) than did Spring-only
(51%) or Fall-only (49%) students. These differences, how-
ever, were not statistically significant.

While almost no differences existed between responses
from those students who had previously lived on campus (74%),
in private apartments (74%), or with their parents (79%)
regarding the development of friendships with native Ital-
ians, thére were observed differences in their reporting of
remaining in contact with them. Of the private apartment
dwellers, 62% reported remaining in contact with their
Italian friends, while only 49% of on campus students, and
37% of those living with parents indicated that they had
maintained contact with their new Italian friends since

rYeturning to the U.S.
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Process and outcome measures. Students were asked to

respond to four sets of questions dealing with various
aspects of the Rome Center experience. 1In order to better
manage the tremendous amount of data contained in these
question sets, all items were categorized into two major
subgroups: processes and outcomes. Processes included
those items dealing with the Rome Center experience itself
and potential disadvantages associated with attending the
Center. Outcomes included items dealing with ways which
students believed that they had changed as an outgrowth of
attending the Rome Center and items dealing with potential
benefits (and one potential disadvantage) that may have
resulted from attending the Rome Center.

Variables within both of these categories were factor
analyzed using a principal factoring with iteration solu-
tion with varimax rotation. Each of the two factor analy-
ses produced six factors considered to be both reliable and
meaningful.

In the "process" category, the six factors that were
produced accounted for 65% of the total variance. These
factors contained from two to four items each with factor
loadings above .30, a value arbitrarily selected as the
cut-off point. Three of the factors contained only posi-
tive loadings while each of the three remaining factors
contained one negatively loaded item. These factors and

their representative items were: (1) difficulty of
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academics; (2) the contact between the school and the
Italian community; (3) teaching staff and administrative
support; (4) value of staff programs; (5) loneliness;

and (6) problems with other students. Two items which did
not produce an adequate loading on any factor were item

418 "not enough money" and item 512 "the benefits derived
depend upon the student group attending." These factors and
their item loadings are presented in Table 8. Factor score
coefficients were computed in order to combine these repre-
sentative items into factor scores for use in further
analysis.

It should be mentioned, at this point, that the number
and item composition of these process factors, as well as
that of the outcome factors below, was, as with any factor
analysis, somewhat arbitrarily determined. Ultimately, the
wisdom of the chosen factors is partially reflected in the
results obtained when analyzed.

In the outcome category, six factors were produced
which accounted for 64% of the total variance. These fac-
tors contained from two to six items each with factor load-
ings above the .30 cut-off. Five of the six factors con-
tained only positive loadings with only the sixth factor
containing a negatively loaded item.} These factors and
their representative items were: (1) personal growth;

(2) the foreign experience; (3) art appreciation; (4)

Italian language; (5) understanding of self; and (6)



Table 8

Process Factors and Item Loadings

73

ITEM #

=1 =2 =3 =4 =5 )

411 Not enough privacy -.100 .333 .007 -.376 067 .466
412 Problems with

courses -.140 .040 .379 -.147 178 .021
413 Conflicts with

students -.066 -.011 .180 .049 .071 .619
414 Isolation of

school from city .085 .544 .,083 -.009 -.038 .105
415 Language barrier .087 .084 -.016 -.014 .653 .063
416 Away from family

and friends -.102 .085 .076 .081 .405 .033
418 Not enough money -.150 .174 .031 -.163 .004 .01l0
419 Not enough coun-

seling or support -.030 .181 .782 -.099 -.088 .132
511 Not much contact .114 .733 .120 -.034 .025 -.069
512 Benefits depend

upon other

students .087 -.002 .139 .025 .063 .091
513 R.C. administration

environment for

growth -.192 -.331 -.455 .321 .063 -.089
514 Lectures meaning-

ful due to field-

trips .017 .004 -.164 .655 .094 .023
515 studied less at

R.C. .710 .111 .047 .0l6 .015 -.063
516 Classes less

demanding at R.C. .946 .094 -.057 .036 -.044

-.090
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concern for a global understanding. These factors and
their item loadings are presented in Table 9. As with the
process factors, factor coefficients for these outcome fac-
tors were computed and used to combine factor scores for
use in further analysis.

Multivariate analysis of variance of process and out-

come factors. A multivariate analysis of variance was first

performed using the six process factors and the six outcome
factors as dependent variables and semester at the Rome
Center (3 levels), Loyola/non-Loyola (2 levels), and resi-
decne prior to attending the Rome Center (3 levels) as
independent factors. One highly significant effect was
found, a main effect of Loyola/non-Loyola (Hotellings F(12,
155) = 3.81, p <.001). The major source of this effect was
in the Loyola students' more positive approach to their
studies at the Rome Center (process factor 1), their con-
ception of a high degree of contact between the Italian
community and the school (process factor 2), and their be-
lief in the (greater) amount of benefits they received
from their Rome Center experiences (outcome factor 1).

A second, but less pronounced, effect of semester at
the Rome Center was also found (Hotellings F(24,308) = 1.93,
P = .006). The nature of this effect lies in the Spring-
only and the full year students' more positive evaluation
of the support they received from the Rome Center adminis-

tration (process factor 3) and the extent to which they



Table 9
Outcome Factors and Item Loadings

75

ITEM # F F F F

=1 =2 =3 =4 =5 =6

311 Learned Italian .077 .055 -.027 .725 .066 -.036
312 Became indepen-

dent .593 .377 -.044 .090 .126 -.060
313 Learned about

a culture .088 .750 .053 .143 .017 .028
314 Developed close

relationships .105 .332 .143 -.054 .123 .148
315 Traveled through

Italy .243 .392 .122 -.086 -.156 .220
316 Lived different

life .123  .417 .129 -.064 .185 .040
317 Broadened appre-

ciation for art .021 .232 .859 -.013 ~-.021 -.017
318 Became self-

assertive .625 .225 .239 -.024 .102 .254
319 Gained appreci-

ation of another

country/culture .130 .485 .185 .152 ,159 .383
417 ¥ell behind in

course require-

ments .036 -.058 .114 -.023 .023 -.303
811 More self-reliant .726 .124 -.026 .087 .322 -.090
812 Ciritcal of

U.S. 1life .146 .158 .062 .267 .342 -.192
813 Drawn closer

to family .166 .064 .058 -.101 .516 .064
814 More understand-

ing of myself .409 .120 .108 .107 .706 .086
815 Speak better

Italian .055 -.052 .071 .749 -.079 .152
816 More assertive .740 .055 .124 .152 .315 .178
817 Understand U.S.

foreign policy

more .144 .104 .116 .021 .071 .407
818 Appreciate fine .

art .112 .138 .704 .079 .190 -.012
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believed they experienced a high(er) degree of personal
growth (outcome factor 1).

A multivariate analysis of variance was next per-
formed on the six process factor variables by semester at
the Rome Center (3) and size of school representation (4).
While there was no interaction effect between the two in-
dependent variables, there was a significant main’effect
recorded for size of school representation (Hotellings F
(18,518) = 2.20, p <.005) and a marginal effect for semester
at the Rome Center (Hotellings F(12,346) = 1.79, p <.05).
The source of the effect for size of school representation
lies primarily between Loyola students and students from all
other schools. One-way analyses revealed a significant
effect of school representativeness for the first two pro-
cess factors, academics and contact with the Italian commun-
ity. 1In the first factor, a significant effect (F(3,200)
= 4.73, p <.005) was found such that Loyola University
students were less likely than students coming from schools
with five or fewer representatives to agree with the repre-
sentative factor items (516 and 517). 1In the second pro-
cess factor, the significant effect (F(3,197) = 1.78, p <
.05) was such that Loyola University students were less
likely than students coming from schools with "high" repre-
sentativeness to agree with items dealing with contact with
the Italian community (411,414,511, and negatively with

513).
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The main effect of semester at the Rome Center was
found primarily between the Fall-only students and students
attending the Rome Center for the full year and Spring-only
semester. One-way analyses revealed a significant main
effect for semester at the Rome Center in the third factor
dealing with support from the Rome Center teaching staff and
administration (F(2,179) = 5.45, p = .005). This effect was
such that full year and Spring-only students were more
likely to agree that the Rome Center staff provided enough
counseling and support and provided a stable environment
within which student growth could take place.

Further analyses revealed a significant relationship
between whether or not students attended a pre-Rome orienta-
tion program and how they perceived their coursework and
study habits (Process 1) such that students who attended
a pre-Rome orientation program were more likely to indicate
that they studied more and that classes were more demanding
at the Rome Center than at their home university (F(1,205)
= 13.15, p =.0001).

An analysis (MANOVA) was performed on the six outcome
factors by semester at the Rome Center (3) and size of school
representation (4). While an interaction effect was mar-
ginally evident, it was not significant (Hotellings F(36,
1058) = 1.41, p = .057). There were no significant effects
found for semester at the Rome Center (Hotellings 5(12,350)

= 1.67, p = .07) or size of school representation
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(Hotellings F(18,530) = 1.48, p = .09).

While the above MANOVA found no significant effects,
preplanned analyses did find several effects for the outcome
variables. The first outcome variable had a significant
effect for semester at the Rome Center (F(2,198) = 5.47,

p <.005). The first variable dealing with personal growth
was such that Fall-only students were less likely than full
year students to indicate that they achieved positive de-
gree of personal growth in various areas, e.g., indepen-
dence, self-reliance, etc. While the responses of Spring-
only students were closer to those of full year students
than they were to Fall-only students the differences were
not significant.

For the third outcome variable a marginal main effect
of school representation was found (F(3,200) = 2.95, p <.05).
The effect was such that Loyola University students were
less likely to indicate that they had become more apprecia-
tive of fine art and architecture than were students coming
from schools with "medium" representation.

Finally, the sixth outcome variable dealing somewhat
Obscurely with a concern for world mindedness had a main
effect of school representativeness (F(3,199) = 3.74, p <
.05) such that students from "highly" representative
schools were significantly less likely than students from
schools with "low" representativeness to indicate agreement

with the factor items.
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While there was a slight tendency for those students
who attended a pre-Rome orientation program to indicate that
they had experienced each of the six major outcomes to a
somewhat more positive degree than those who had not attend-
ed such a program, no significant relationships were found
(all p's >.05).

Multiple regression analysis. Finally, the six pro-

cess factor scores and the six outcome factor scores were
used as criterion (dependent) variables in a series of
multiple regressions in an attempt to identify the "best"

predictor variable or combination of predictors for each of

these factors. Predictor variables included: (1) semester
at the Rome Center; (2) school contingency size; (3) res-
idence prior to attending the Rome Center; (4) whether or

not the student had attended a pre-Rome orientation program;
(5) the degree to which students felt that they were pre-
pared for their experiences at the Rome Center; (6) the
reason for going to the Rome Center; and (7) whether or
not the student went to the Rome Center with friends or
acquaintances. In attempting to predict the six outcome
factors some additional variables were included: (1) the
six process factors; and (2) the number of visits made to
other countries while at the Rome Center.

Although a number of statistically significant linear
relationships were observed, no single predictor variable

or combination of predictor variables ever accounted for
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more than 20% of the total variance (R2?) for any of the six
process factors or any of the six outcome factors.

One possible reason for the apparent low predictabil-
ity of these outcomes comes from the imperfect reliability
of these variables themselves, as well as, that of the
predictors, i.e., the six process factors. As was previous-
ly suggested by the arbitrary fashion in which these fac-
tors were created, a more rigorous set of standards for
including an item in the indices might have made them, i.e.,
the 12 factors, more reliable, thus enhancing their inter-
relation. The reliability of a measure of some variable
sets a limit on how it will be related to other variables
and, ultimately, on the detection of significant relation-
ships.

Countries visited. When asked to indicate the number

of countries, other than Italy, visited while at the Rome
Center a mean number of 6.25 countries was reported with a
range of 0 to 13 countries. Students varied according to
semester at the Rome Center in response to this item. On
the average, full year students reported visiting the most
countries (7.49), followed by Spring-only (6.46) and Fall-
only (5.61) students.

In addition to the absolute number of countries
visited, students were asked to indicate the number of times
that they visited each country giving a better picture of

their travels. When countries visited were multipled by
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the number of different visits in each country, four cat-
egories of near equal size were computed. These categories
are as follows: (1) 0 to 5 combined visits (27.7%); (2)

6 to 8 combined visits (25.7%); (3) 9 to 12 combined
visits (26.7%); and (4) 13 to 26 (highest) combined visits
(19.9%).

Significant relationships were found between total
number of visits and semester at the Rome Center (x2(6) =
30.47, p <.0001), residence prior to attending the Rome
Center (x2(6) = 22.15, p = .001), and gender (x2(3) = 12.95,
p = .005). Nearly half (44%) of those who had lived with
their parents prior to going to Rome made only 0 to 5 com-
bined visits each, while almost half (47%) of those who had
lived in private apartments made 9 to 12 combined visits
each. The number of visits while in Europe for each of
these groups reflect to some degree their spirit of indepen-
dence prior to leaving for Rome. Those who had resided on
campus were nearly evenly divided up among the four cate-
gories. The greater proportion of males (60%) made 9 to
26 visits, while the greater portion of females (60%) made
only 0 to 8 visits. Analysis of variance conducted on total
number of visits by semester at the Rome Center yielded a
significant effect (F(2,195) = 16.01, p <.0001). A Tukey-
BSD procedure found that all groups differed significantly
from each other with full year students reporting going on

significantly more visits (X = 11.5) than Spring-only
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students (X = 8.9) who reported going on significantly
more trips than Fall-only students (X = 7.2).

Change of major and/or career. Students were asked

if between their arrival at the Rome Center and the present
time they had changed their academic major and if they had
changed their career plans. While only 6.6% (n = 13) of
the students indicated a change of major, more than one-
fourth (28%, n = 56) reported a change of career plans.

There was no statistical relationship, however, be-
tween reported change of major and reported change of career
plans (x2(1) = 5.32, p >.01).

No significant relationships were found between school
contingent size or semester at the Rome Center and, more
notably, academic major and an indicated change in career
plans. Interestingly, however, those students who resided
in private apartments prior to attending the Rome Center
more frequently reported a change of career plans (42%)
than either those who had been living on campus (25%) or
those who had been living with their parents (28%). This
may be attributed to the greater number of visits to other
countries made by these students, as well as, the high(er)
degree to which these students reported experiencing the
positive aspects of the Rome Center program.

Students majoring in math, n = 3 (100%), theology,

h =2 (67%), undecided, n = 4 (57%), education, n = 2 (50%),

and natural science, n = 5 (45.5%) more often reported a
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change of career plans than did students majoring in commun-

ication arts, n = 4 (33%), social science, n = 18 (27%),

languages, n 5 (24%), business/finance, n = 12 (22%),

3 (20%0, or nursing/dental hygiene, n = 0

fine arts, n

The way the Rome Center was perceived as influencing
a change in careef plans, for those who indicated such a
change, fell into two broad categories, the first dealing
with specific changes or "(now) definite" career plans and
the second with the perception of increased career oppor-
tunities. For example, a number of students reported
specific career plans focusing on careers in international
business, marketing, or law, foreign service, or teaching
in Rome. On the other hand, a number of students, while no
longer certain of what career they planned to pursue, felt
that by attending the Rome Center they had become aware of
more options than they had envisioned before going to Rome.
Students in both of these groups expressed the strong de-
sire to include foreign travel in whatever careers they
eventually did decide to pursue.

Optimal time necessary to take advantage of R.C.

opportunities. Three questions were asked of the former

Rome Center students concerning the perceived optimal length
of time needed to take advantage of specific "opportunities"”

of the Rome Center. These opportunitites were: academics,

travel, and culture.
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Students were nearly evenly split in reporting the
optimal length of time needed to take advantage of aéademic
offerings of the Rome Center with 45% indicating one semes-
ter and 49% indicating two semesters with the remaining 6%
indicating a longer period of time. For those students
indicating longer than two semesters, most felt that a full
year, i.e., two semesters plus the summer, would be the
optimal length of time.

There was a significant relationship (x2(6) = 29.29,
p = .0001) found between semester at the Rome Center and
response to this question. Approximately one-half of the
Fall-only students (54%) and the Spring-only students (54%)
felt that one semester was sufficient while more than three-
quarters of the full year students (83%) indicated that
two or more semesters were necessary.

The time required to take advantage of the travel
oppoftunities of the Rome Center was also significantly
related to semester at the Rome Center (x2?(6) = 18.02, p =
.006). While no full year students felt that one semester
would be an optimal length of time to take advantage of
the travel opportunities, 16% of the Fall-only and 21% of
the Spring-only students felt that a single semester was
sufficient. Nearly equal percentages of all three groups
however, indicated that two semesters were optimal (Fall
54%, Spring 58%, full year 53%).

Finally, when asked about the optimal length of time
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needed to take advantage of the cultural opportunities, most
students (62%) felt that two semesters were optimal with
the remainder evenly split between one semester (19%) and
more than two semesters (19%). While the full year stu-
dents were once again more likely to indicate that two se-
mesters or longer would be the most optimal length of time
than were Fall-only or Spring-only students, there was no
significant relationship between response and semester at
the Rome Center.

Perceived worth. Students were asked if they felt

attending the Rome Center to be worthwhile. The majority
of students responding (92%) felt that attending was very
worthwhile.

A significant relationship was found between whether
or not students went to the Rome Center with a friend and
their résponse to this question (x2(2) = 9.92, p = .007).
While 13.4% of those not going with friends found the ex-
perience to be somewhat or less than somewhat worthwhile,
only 2.2% of those who went to Rome with friends indicated
that they considered it so.

Recommendations by students. Students felt that there

were a number of things that they would like to see changed
at the Rome Center and a number of things that they would
like to keep as is, i.e., not be changed. Among the changes
that they would like to see take place at the Rome Center

were: (1) an increase in the interaction between Rome
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Center students and members of the Italian community, in-
cluding Italian students; (2) changes within administrative
policies regarding "parental rules," primarily an end to
such rules; (3) specific changes in the physical condition
of the Rome Center, such as a reduction in noise levels
(perhaps through the introduction of carpeted floors), im-
proved heating units, availability of modern washing facil-
ities, and a better variety and increased portions of food.
Other suggestions included the development of a physical
education program or the availability of physical education
equipment, a wider range of academic courses, a stress on
learning and using the Italian language, an increase in the
number and type of activities that involve Rome Center
students as a group, and the availability of optimal off-
campus living quarters.

Some of the things students recommended keeping in-
cluded: (1) on-site classes, especially the art classes;
(2) school sponsored tours in and outside the city of Rome;
(3) time off to travel, especially the long (four-day)
weekends and extended vacations; (4) tours led by specific
instructors (notably Fr. Vogel); (5) the freedom to travel;
and (6) the Italian staff, i.e., the maids and porters.

Some other things which the students felt were important
to the Rome Center program and should not be changed were
the academic program, "Renaldo's" bar, and the (small) size

of the student body.
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Students were asked about the degree to which they
would ". . .recommend attending the Rome Center to their
friends?" Of the students responding, 84% indicated that
they would very highly recommend attending the Rome Center,
13% would only somewhat recommend the experience, and the
remaining 3% would probably not recommend attending the
program to their friends. (As a side note, more so than
those majoring in any other field, nearly one-fourth (23%)
of those students majoring in the social sciences felt that
they would only "somewhat" recommend attending the Rome
Center to their friends).

Finally, when asked if they felt that having attended
the Rome Center would make a difference in their lives in
the future, the response was almost unanimous with 98.6%
responding "yes." When asked how and/or why they thought
it would make a difference in their lives, students respond-
ed with reasons that varied considerably in their specific-
ity. The most common responses, however, included: (1) an
increase in openmindedness and tolerance of others; (2) a
strong desire/intention to return to Italy (Europe) to
travel, to live and/or to work there; (3) an increase in
personal independence, self-reliance, and self-assertion;
(4) an increased awareness of world events, i.e., world-
mindedness; (5) a greater appreciation for and understand-
ing of other cultures and countries, and of the United

States and its people.
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Other responses included the friendships developed at

the Rome Center, an increased appreciation of art, archi-
tecture, classical history, etc., the desire to travel more,
personal growth, and perceived changes in attitudes towards
one's self, family, goals, career choice, and education. It
should be noted that no student responded with a single
explanation. Typically, responses were more "complicated,"
such as: "I realize how important it is to be flexible and
calm in surprise situations. Also, I have developed a much
stronger belief in a simple life-style, and the family unit
is much more important to me now" and "Living and traveling
so closely to others made me tolerant of others. I basi-
cally learned a lot about other people, both European and
American. Through classes plus sight-seeing on my own I
learned a lot of history and culture; now I feel I under-
stand the world in general much more. I now feel more open-
minded and less conforming."

Group and interpersonal attitudes. As in the pre-

questionnaires students were asked to respond to a series of
26 attitude statements which they were to indicate their
degree of agreement or disagreement. Negative items were
reversed scored and the 26 statements reduced to four fac-
tors. These factors were the same as in the pre-question-
naire attitudes: (1) cooperation toward group goals (X =
4.07), items 1,4,7,10,12, and 16; (2) identification with

groups (X = 4.43), items 2,6,9,13,15, and 18; (3) trust in
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people (X = 4.67), items 3,6,8,11,14, and 17; and (4) self-

understanding and personal maturity (X = 5.37), items 19,20,
21,22,23,24,25, and 26.

Reliabilities conducted on these factors produced the
following coefficients: (1) cooperation, .083; (2) identi-
fication, .610; (3) trust, .764; and (4) self-understand-
ing, .619. Once again, further inspection revealed that
two items (items 1 and 12) in the cooperation factor were
primarily responsible for its low alpha. When these two
items were deleted in a second reliability analysis the
coefficient rose to .384. Again, however, as with the pre-
test, such a low alpha could be viewed as suitable solely
for exploratory purposes.

In general, students from all groups tended to only
somewhat agree with these items. Mean scores for each of
the 26 attitude statements are presented in Appendix B.

The representative items were combined for each atti-
tude factor and these factors were used as dependent varia-
bles in a MANOVA. Analyses revealed no significant inter-
action or main effects for semester at the Rome Center,
school contingency size, and/or residence prior to attending
the Rome Center (all p's > .05).

Goal rankings and goal ratings. As in the pre-ques-

tionnaire, students were again asked to rank a list of goals,
common to most college students, in order of importance to

them. Twelve goals were listed followed by an additional
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goal, "the Jesuit goal of international education." Like

the first twelve this thirteenth goal was to be givén a
rank of one (most important goal) to twelve (least important
goal). The rankings for all thirteen goals are presented

in Table 10.

Students in all major groups ranked the goal "to
understand myself better" as the most important goal. This
was followed by "meeting new and different types of people,"
number two, and "to get more enjoyment out of life" as
number three. There were, however, some differences in
ranking across groups.

Students in all groups ranked the additional Jesuit
goal of international education as the most important goal,
above the goal "to understand myself better" (mean rankings
were 1.90 and 2.32, respectively).

On the lower end of the scale, "possession of wealth"
was clearly seen as the least important goal, behind "get-
ting high grades" (number 11), "having experiences that
most other people have not had" (number 10), and "acquiring
an appreciation of art and the classics”" (number 9).
Students' low evaluation of the latter goal, acquiring an
appreciation of art, is of interest in light of its "impor-
tance" in the Rome Center program.

As was done with the rankings in the pre-questionnaire,
the rankings in the post-questionnaire were reduced to

three categories: (1) high importance (rankings of 1 to 4);
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Table 10

Ranking of Goals in Order of Importance - Post-Questionnaire

FALL- FULL SPRING- |LOYOLA NON

GOALS ONLY YEAR ONLY LOYOLA
1. Experiencing a sense
of community 6 3 5 4 6
2. To understand the
role of God 8 7 8 8 8
3. Getting high grades 11 11 11 11 11

4., To get more enjoyment
out of life 4 4 3 3 3

5. Learning practical
information 3 8 7 7 5

6. Having many good

friends 5 6 4 6 4
7. Possession of wealth 12 12 12 12 12
8. To be of service to

others 7 5 6 5 7
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 9 9 9 9 9
10. To understand myself

better 1 1 1 1l 1
11. Meeting new types of

people 2 2 2 2 2
12, Having new

experiences 10 10 10 10 10
(13.) The Jesuit goal of

education (1) (1) (1) (1) (1)
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(2) medium importance (rankings of 5 to 8); and (3) low

importance (rankings of 9 to 12). Following this goals were
examined individually for relationships with the various
major demographic dimensions, i.e., semester at the Rome
Center, size of school contingent, residence prior to attend-
ing the Rome Center, year in school, and academic major.

No significant relationships were found for any of these
variables (all p's > .01).

Students were next asked to rate the degree to which
they felt that the Rome Center helped or inhibited their
achievement of each listed goal. The mean rating scores are
presented in Table 11.

Regardless of how important the goals were to them,
students indicated that the Rome Center best helped them
to: (1) have experiences that most other people have not
had; (2) meet new and different types of people; and (3)
acquire an appreciation of art and the classics. (Recalling
that these goals were ranked 10th, 2nd, and 9th, respective-
ly, in importance, one might perceive a degree of inconsis-
tency between the intended goals of the Rome Center program
and the goals of the students attending the program.)

Aside from "possession of wealth" students, in general,
Perceived the Rome Center as helping them to achieve all the
listed goals to some degree with a mean overall rating of
5.39 falling between the scale points of 5.00 indicating

that the Rome Center "helped" the student to achieve the
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Table 11

Mean Ratings of Achievement of Goals - Post-Questionnaire*

FALL- FULL SPRING LOYOLA NON
GOALS ONLY YEAR ONLY LOYOLA

1. Experiencing a sense
of community 5.45 5.62 5.66 5.68 5.51

2. To understand the
role of God 4.85 5.02 4.90 5.12 4.82

3. Getting high grades 4.32 4.43 4.07 4.26 4.31

4. To get more enjoyment

out of life 6.08 5.89 6.05 5.98 6.07
5. Learning practical

information 4.72 4.60 4.71 4.63 4,73
6. Having many good

friends 5.50 5.72 5.74 5.56 5.66
7. Possession of wealth 3.38 3.45 3.45 3.32 3.46

8. To be of service to
others 4.83 4,83 4.84 4.84 4.85

9. Acquire appreciatibn
of art 6.25 6.51 6.15 6.07 6.37

10. To understand myself
better 5.89 6.00 5.81 5.98 5.89

1l1. Meeting new types of
people 6.38 6.51 6.31 6.33 6.42

12, Having new
experiences 6.43 6.45 6.58 6.53 6.49

(13.) The Jesuit goal
of education (5.94) (5.83) (5.71) (5.98) (5.83)

Note: Ratings made on 1 to 7 point scale where 1 indicates
that the school very strongly inhibited the achievement of
the goal and 7 indicates that the school very strongly helped
in achieving the goal.
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goal and 6.00 indicating that the Rome Center "strongly

helped " the student to achieve the goal.

Regarding the Jesuit goal of education, which had been
ranked as the most important goal, students indicated that
the Rome Center did help them to achieve this goal but less
so than five other goals.

Ratings of achievement for the thirteen goals were
summed for each respondent and analyses were then conducted
on these total ratings. No significant interaction or main
effects were found across the major demographic dimensions
(all p's > .05).

Finally a goal measure of attitude toward the Rome
Center program was created by multiplying the rankings of
importance given to each of the 13 goals by the ratings of
achievement given to each of these goals. These products
were then summed across the 13 goals to give a single
attitude score.

The scores for the "sumproduct" ranged from a low of
196 to a high of 592, with a higher score indicative of a
more favorable attitude toward the Rome Center. The overall
average sumproduct was 507 with Spring-only students (X =
515) having only slightly higher scores than either full
Year students (¥ = 510) or Fall-only students (X = 502).

Analyses revealed no significant differences between
groups based on semester at the Rome Center (F (2,192) =

0.46, p > .05), school contingent size (F (3,191) = 1.88,
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p > .05), or residence prior to attending the Rome Center

(F (2,192) = 2.63, p > .05). No differences were found
between groups based on whether or not they had attended a
pre-Rome orientation program (F (1,192) = 0.90, p > .05).

The sumproduct attitude score was used as a dependent
measure for a series of multiple regressions entering the
six process factors, the six outcome factors, and/or the
four attitude factors. While the six process factors, alone,
accounted for only 15% of the variance (52), and the four
attitude factors, alone, accounted for 15% of the variance,
the six outcome factors, alone, accounted for 27% of the
variance.

When both the six process factors and the six outcome
factors were entered into the regression analysis only six
factors could account for 34% of the explained variance.
These factors and their incrementally expiained percentage
of variance were: (1) outcome 2, the foreign experience -
15%; (2) outcome 5, understanding of self - 22%; (3) pro-
cess 2, contact between school and the Italian community -
27%; (4) outcome 3, art appreciation - 30%; (5) process 5,
loneliness -32%; and (6) outcome 4, understanding the Italian
language and general communicator - 34%. This result might
lead one to conclude that the computed sumproduct is too
global a measure to pinpoint variation in group differences

Yesulting from the Rome Center experience.
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Pre-questionnaire/Post-questionnaire, Changes

and Effects

Attitude factor scores and goal rankings. Of the total

number of students responding to the two questionnaires, 80
completed both the pre-questionnaire and the post-question-
naire. Approximately one-fourth (n = 19) were from Loyola
University. Of the remaining 61 students 10 were from
schools with a large contingent, 13 were from schools with
a medium contingent, and 38 were from schools with a small

contingent.

Attitude statements. Analyses (ANOVA) were conducted

to ascertain whether students varied in post-attitude factor
ratings by semester at the Rome Center, residence prior to
attending the Rome Center, and/or school contingent size
while controlling for pre-Rome attitude ratings on the four
factors. 1In analyzing the four attitude factors, coopera-
tion, identification, trust, and self-understanding, no
significant interaction or main effects were found between
any of the groups (all p's > .05).

On the average, students tended to become slightly
less "positive" in their responses to items in all four
attitude categories, ranging from an average of 4.1 (down
from 4.4) on items dealing with cooperation toward group
goals to an average high of 5.2 (down from 5.5) on items

dealing with self-understanding. This would tend to indicate
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that the Rome Center may have a somewhat moderating effect

on student attitudes, at least in regard to the four selected
categories. Such "changes" could, however, be explained as

a regression toward the mean.

Pre-Rome attitude factor scores were used to predict
post-Rome attitude factor scores. Pre-ratings on the coop-
eration factor accounted for only 30% of the total variance
(52) for the post-Rome ratings on cooperation (F (1,71) =
31.14, p > .0001). Pre-ratingson the identification factor
accounted for only 23% of the total variance on post-
raings of the identification factor (F (1,71) = 21.25, p >
.0001). The relationship between pre-Rome trust scores and
post-Rome trust scores was highest, with pre-ratings account-
ing for 45% of the total variance (F (1,70) = 21.25, p >
.0001). Finally, the weakest relationship appeared to be
between pre-ratings on the self-understanding factor and
post-ratings on that factor with the former accounting for
only 18% of the variance on the post-Rome self factor (F
(1,71) = 16.12, p = .0001).

Goal rankings. While the mean scores of all twelve

of the goals presented to the students to rank order in
order of importance changed from pre to post only six
changes were observed in positioning. Four of these changes
were of only one position. These goals were : (1) goal 2,
to understand the role of God in my life, changed from

Position 9 up to position 8; (2) goal 5, learning practical
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information for a career, changed from position 3 down to

position 4; (3) goal 6, having many good friends, changed
from 7 up to 6; and (4) goal 9, acquiring an appreciation
of art, changed from position 8 down to position 9. (As
described earlier, goal rankings ranged from 1, most impor-
tan goal, to 12, least important goal.) The most noticable
changes were in goals 4 and 8. On the average students
changed their rankings of goal 4, "to get more enjoyment out
of life," from 6th position up to 3rd position, while they
changed their rankings of goal 8, "to be of service to
others," from 4th position to 7th position. It would appear
from this that Rome Center students tend to become somewhat
more concerned about their own lives than about the 1lives
of others, due, at least in part, to their increased inde-
pendencé and sense of self-efficacy. These pre-post rank-
ings and mean rank scores are presented in Table 12.

These changes in position, however, do not necessarily
reflect the degree of mean change within each goal score.
For instance, while goal 4 changed three positions and +0.81
in mean rank score from pre to post, goal 8 which also
changed three positions changed only -0.22 in mean score.
Other goals which did not change position were found to
chnage mean rank scores more so than goal 8. For example,
goal 11, "meeting different types of people," was ranked
2nd in both pre and post questionnaires but changed -0.44

in mean score, and goal 7, "possession of wealth," ranked
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Table 12

Ranking of Goals in Order of Importance -- Pre- vs. Post-
Questionnaires*

PRE POST

GOALS RANK X SCORE RANK X SCORE
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 5 5.74 5 5.61
2. To understand the

role of God 9 6.85 8 7.01
3. Getting high grades 11 8.14 11 8.43
4, To get more enjoyment

out of life 6 5.96 3 5.15
5. Learning practical

information 3 5.13 4 5.41
6. Having many good

friends 7 6.26 6 5.68
7. Possession of wealth 12 9.98 12 9.50
8. To be of service to

others 4 5.66 7 5.93
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 8 6.84 9 7.21
10. To understand myself

better 1 3.35 1 3.01
11. Meeting new types of

people 2 4.29 2 4,73
12. Having new experiences 10 7.78 10 8.13

*Note: Table includes only those students who completed
both Pre & Post-tests.
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last in both rankings changed +0.48 in its mean rank score.

In order to ascertain the degree of correspondence
between pre and post goal rankings two approaches were
utilized. The first approach, Kendall Tau coefficient, in-
spected the rankings for degree of agreement by focusing
on the number of inversions in order. This approach was
rather descriptive in nature. The second approach, Chi
Square, made use of a more exact test of relationship. The
results of these analyses are presented in Table 13.

Goal rankings for both pre and post responses were
first reduced to three categories: (1) high importance,
ranks 1 through 4; (2) medium importance, ranks 5 through
8; and (3) low importance, ranks 9 through 12. For 10 of
the twelve pre-post comparisons tau coefficients values of
.26 to .53 were produced, with significance levels for all
less than .005. These coefficients indicate that given
any pair of objects randomly drawn from among all those
ranked the likelihood of these two objects showing the same
rank order in both rankings is from .26 (goal 5) to .53
(goal 2) more than the likelihood that they would produce
a different order. Further, nine out of ten of these goal
ranking comparisons produced Xzs with significance levels
of .005 or better. The one exception was goal 5 with x2(4)
= 11.47, p < .05.

The remaining two goals, goal 9 and goal 10, were the

goals that were ranked one and two respectively by both pre
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Table 13
Consistency of Changes in Goal Rankings -- Pre- vs. Post-
Questionnaires
GOALS e sign. x? P
1. Experiencing a sense

of community .433 .0000 27.76 .0001
2. To understand the

role of God .534 .0000 32.94 .0000
3. Getting high grades .324 .0002 17.81 .0013
4, To get more enjoyment

out of life .288 .0013 14.86 .0050
5. Learning practical

information .257 .0040 11.47 .0218
6. Having many good

friends .340 .0003 15.27 .0042
7. Possession of wealth .286 .0000 33.67 .0000
8. To be of service to

others .443 .0000 26.47 .0000
9. Acquire appreciation

of art . 447 .0000 26.35 .0000
10. To understand myself

better .112 .0461 5.77 .2169
11. Meeting new types of

people .105 .1164 3.10 .5419
12, Having new

experiences .394 .0000 18.24 .0011
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and post Rome students. The tau coefficient for goal 9 was

.112, p = .05, with a x2(4) = 5.77, p = .22. For goal 10
the tau coefficient was .105, p = .12, with a X2(4) = 3.10,
p = .54.

In effect what the above analyses indicate is that with
the exception of goals 9 and 10 pre-goal rankings were quite

similar to post-goal rankings, and when change in a goal's

rank did occur it was generally insignificant.
Comparison Group

A questionnaire was sent to 95 students who were at-
tending Loyola University and who had not attended the Rome
Center. These students were matched on a number of charac-
teristics with those Loyola students attending the Rome
Center, including: gender, year in school, and academic
major. Of the 95 questionnaires sent 64 were completed and
returned for an overall return rate of 67%.

Chi square analyses computed between Loyola Rome
Center and Loyola non-Rome Center students responding to the
questionnaires indicated no significant differences between
their backgrounds.

Although nearly all (97%) of the comparison group
students had heard of Loyola's foreign study program, only
about one out of five (18%) had attended any of the various
slide presentations, talks, etc., held by the Rome Center

office or had visited the Rome Center office at Loyola's’
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Lake Shore Campus to inquire about the program (21%). The

11 students who had attended presentations conducted by the
Rome Center office reported coming away with generally
positive feelings regarding the program and with the belief
that attending the program would be culturally enriching as
well as a very worthwhile experience. Most felt that it
would be interesting to attend the Center with only one of
these eleven students expressing concern over time allotted
to completing course requirements. A typical response was
presented by one Jjunior pre-med student, "I came away with
positive feelings. I think it would be a very inspiration-
al, enjoyable, and educating experience."

Perceived benefits and disadvantages. Students were

asked to describe the main benefits and disadvantages that
they might personally experience by spending a semester at
the Rome Center. Among the benefits most often suggested
were: (1) the exposure to a new and different culture (66%);
(2) travel opportunities (34%); (3) meeting with new and
culturally different people (23%); (4) personal growth,
a widening lookout on life (12.5%); (5) learning a new
language (9%); and (6) greater independence (8%). (It
appears that these "reasons for going to the Rome Center"
do not vary to any great extent from the response given by
the Rome Center students in the pre-questionnaire.)

By far the most frequently mentioned disadvantage was

the perceived expense involved with attending the Rome
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Center (42%), including expenses for traveling to the Center

and throughout Europe. Other potential disadvantages that
were expressed include: (1) loneliness, homesickness,
missing family and friends (23%); (2) limited class offer-
ings combined with a concern of falling behind in require-
ments for graduation (22%); (3) concern over the language
barrier (17%); and (4) an apprehension that grades might
suffer (9%). Eight of the students responding (13%) indi-
cated that they perceived no potential disadvantages in
their spending a semester or two at the Rome Center.

Possible reasons for going to the Rome Center. When

asked to choose from a list of responses the one response
which best represented their view on why they might spend a
semester in Rome given the opportunity to do so, most
students selected either "for the opportunity to travel
through Europe" (44%) or "for the cultural opportunities"”
(44%). Regardless of whether or not students indicated that
they had relatives who had attended the Rome Center in the
past, had themselves attended a slide presentation sponsored
by the Rome Center office, had visited the Rome Center office,
or actually planned on attending the Rome Center in the
future no student indicated that given the opportunity to
study at the Rome Center would they do so primarily for the
special courses available there.

When students were asked to select the one reason

which best described in their opinion the reason why most
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students go to the Rome Center the majority of students (66%)

indicated "for the opportunity to travel." “"For the cul-
tural opportunities" was selected by only 15% of the re-
spondents.

Chi square analyses conducted between reason why the
responding student might attend the Rome Center and whether
or not they had inquired into the program or had attended
a slide presentation yielded no significant relationships
(all p's > .05). 1In addition, no significant relationships
were found between student response to either of these two
questions on why they or others might go to Rome and the
student's year in school, residence, gender, or academic
major (all p's > .05).

Perceptions of admission requirements. Like other

foreign study programs Loyola does have general requirements
for acceptance into its Rome Center program. However,
unlike most other foreign study programs Loyola does not
require that the student be versed in the language of the
host country (i.e., Italian), nor does it limit acceptance
to only those with "high" grade point averages. When
responding to questions regarding these requirements most
comparison group students (82%) indicated that they thought
Students must be at least "somewhat" versed in the Italian
language before leaving for the Rome Center. The remaining
18% indicated that they believed that students need not

know any Italian prior to leaving for Rome. Two—fifthsb
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of these comparison students felt that the minimum grade

point average required to be eligible for acceptance was 3.00
or higher. The average indicated GPA was 2.65 on a four-
point scale. Finally, when asked to compare the costs of
studying at Loyola's Lake Shore campus with the perceived
costs of studying for a sememster at the Rome Center one-
half of the students responding felt that it was "much more
expensive" to study in Rome with 15% of these indicating
that it was probably a "great deal more expensive." One-
third (35%) of the comparison students responding, however,
indicated that they believed it would probably be "about
the same" or "only somewhat more expensive" to study at
Loyola's Rome Center than at the Lake Shore campus.

No significant relationships were found between student
response to these questions and whether or not they had
inquired into attending the Rome Center (all p's > .05).

Perceptions of a "typical" Rome Center student. 1In

order to gain a better understanding of students' percep-
tions of Rome Center students the comparison students were
asked to describe "the style of person that typically
attends the Rome Center," i.e., describe a typical Rome
Center student. Although most students focused on only

two or three specific characteristics the following descrip-
tion of the "typical" Rome Center student emerges from their
Collective responses. Generally the average Rome Center

Student is perceived to come from an above average income
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to wealthy family. He/she is seen as one who enjoys the

experience of meeting new people and observing other cultures.
The typical student is believed to be above average in in-
telligence, and either a sophomore or junior in college
majoring in a nonscience field, typically liberal arts,
history, art, music, or philosophy. Finally, the Rome Center
student is seen as an individual who is adventurous, ener-
getic, independent, sociable, eager to learn, and one who
knows what he or she wants to get out of life. Overall

the picture painted by these descriptions was a rather posi-
tive one.

Friends or relatives who have attended the Rome Center.

Slightly more than half of the students responding (55%)
indicated that they had either friends or relatives who had
attended the Rome Center. When asked to describe ways
which they felt that their friends or relatives had changed
as a result of their experiences at the Rome Center most of
these students (75%) responded with generally favorable
comments. They saw their friends/relatives as having be-
coming more mature and "cultured" with an increased aware-
ness of the world. Some saw their friends as being more
Oopen to others, more acceptable and understanding toward
those "different" from themselves, and/or as having an im-
Proved outlook on life. Examples of such responses were:
"they have become more accepting of individual differences

among people"; "They say they'd go back in a minute”; and
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"More worldly." Some, however, (16%) perceived their friends

as more restless, unable or unwilling to "return to the life
of a student," and/or a little snobbish. Finally, a few
students (9%) felt that there was little or not change in
their friends or relatives since returning to the United
States from the Rome Center.

Plans for foreign study. The majority of students

(87%) in the comparison group plan not to attend the Rome
Center in the future. Similarly, most (87%) do not plan to
attend any foreign study program, although one out of five
have inquired into other foreign study programs besides
Loyola's Rome Center.

When asked for the reasons for their decision to attend
the Rome Center the eight students who indicated that they
planned on going expressed varying reasons. Among the
responses given three indicated specific academic interests,
i.e., English, Italian, and architecture and history; two
expressed the desire to live in and study other cultures;
and one perceived attending the Rome Center as an opportunity
for achieving personal growth.

Those students planning to attend the Rome Center were
more likely to indicate that they had friends or relatives
who had previously attended the program (62.5%) than were
students who planned not to attend (54.7%). This relation-
ship, however, was not significant (x?(l) = .17, p < .05).

Those students planning on attending also indicated more:
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often that they had attended presentations sponsored by

the Rome Center office (25%) or had visited the Rome CCnter
office (37.5%) than those students not planning on attend-
ing the Rome Center (19% and 21%). However, whether it was
the increased exposure to the Rome Center office that re-
sulted in their "decision to attend" or whether it was
their "decision to attend"” that resulted in their more
frequent visits to the Rome Center office cannot at this
point be determined.

Those students indicating that they planned to attend
the Rome Center program had the following majors: social
science (n = 2); languages (n = 2); natural science (n = 2);
and fine arts (n = 2). These academic majors would appear
to be somewhat similar to the majors of those attending
the program. One-half of these students resided on campus,
the remaining half lived with their parents.

Those students not planning on attending the Rome
Center also varied somewhat in their reasons for their
decision not to attend. Without question, however, the most
common response involved the perceived expense associated
with attending the program, with 54% (n = 30) of those
responding indicating this as their prime reason for going.
The second most common reason given (n = 18) involved the
perceived lack of "major" courses offered at the Rome Center,
courses seen as hecessary for graduation. This reason was

usually combined with the desire not to lose academic time
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so that they could graduate as soon as possible. Other

reasons given included: the desire not to travel so far
from home; a commitment to other responsibilities, e.g.,
varsity sports, school activities, and employment, that would
make travel to Rome impossible; and a perceived satisfaction
with the programs offered at Loyola's Lake Shore campus.

Attitudes. As in the pre-Rome questionnaire and the
post-Rome questionnaire, a series of 26 attitude statements
were included in the comparison group gquestionnaire.
Students were asked to indicate the degree to which they
agreed or disagreed with each of the statements.

These 26 statements were again reduced to four factors
(i.e., cooperation toward group goals, identification with
groups, trust in people, and self-understanding) and sub-
mitted to reliability analyses. The following coefficients
were produced: (1) cooperation, .328; (2) identification,
.720; (3) trust, .843; and (4) self, .646. While the
coefficient alpha for the cooperation factor was at an ac-
ceptable .328 and approximately equal to the "improved"
alphas of the pre-~ and post-rating scores for this factor,
it was found that times 1 and 12 were again inhibiting its
coefficient alpha. When these two items were deleted the
reliability for the cooperation factor rose to .581l.

On the average, student responses to items composing
these four categories were only moderately positive, that

is, students only somewhat agreed with items concerning
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self-understanding (X = 5.12), identification with groups

(X = 4.58), trust in others (X = 4.42), and cooperation with
others toward group goals (X = 4.26). Mean student respon-
ses to the 26 attitudes statement are presented in Appendix
C.

Analyses (MANOVA) revealed no significant interaction
or main effects for year in school, residence, academic
major, or gender (all p's > .01). In addition, there did
not appear to be any noticable trends among these groups in
regard to their responses to the attitude statements.

Ranking and rating of achievement of personal goals.

The comparison group of students were presented with the
list of goals which they would be likely to have as college
students. The students were asked to rank the goals from 1
to 12 in order of importance to them.

Like their Rome Center (Loyola) counterparts the
students of the comparison group indicated "to understand
myself better" as the most important goal to them. They
also ranked the added "Jesuit goal of education" as their
most important goal had it been included in the list of the
original twelve. The second most important goal was "learn-
ing practical information and skills that prepare me for
a career" (ranked seventh by the Loyola Rome Center students
on their post-questionnaire), followed by "to be of service
to others" (ranked fifth by Loyola Rome Center students). A

listing of the rankings of these goals by the comparison
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group is presented in Table 14.

These students felt that "possession of wealth" was
their least important goal behind "having new experiences"
ranked eleventh, "to understand the role of God and religion
in my life" ranked tenth, and "having many good friends" and
"getting high grades" ranked ninth and eighth respectively.

Goal rankings were again reduced to three categories:
(1) high importance (ranks 1 to 4); (2) medium importance
(ranks 5 to 8); and (3) low importance (ranks 9 to 12).

Chi square analyses were then conducted for ranking by resi-
dence, gender, year in school, and academic major for each
goal. No significant relationships were found (all p's >
.01).

There were, however, several noticable variations in
average ratings among the various groups. For example,
males tended to rate the goals "to get more enjoyment out of
life" and "possession of wealth" on the average somewhat
higher in importance than did females, while females rated
"meeting different types of people" higher in importance than
did males. This could suggest that males and females could
be attracted to the Rome Center by focusing on different
issues.

Students were next asked to rate the degree to which
they perceived that Loyola University helped or inhibited
their achievement of each goal, regardless of the goal's

importance to them. These students indicated that Loyola
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Ranking of Goals in Order of Importance - Comparison Group

GOALS RANK
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 6
2. To understand the

role of God 10
3. Getting high grades 8
4. To get more enjoyment

out of 1life 4
5. Learning practical

information 2
6. Having many good

friends 9
7. Possession of wealth 12
8. To be of service to

others 3
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 7
10. To understand myself

better 1
11, Meeting new types of

people 5
12, Having new experiences 11

(13.) The Jesuit goal of
education

(1)
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"helped" them to achieve all but one of the goals, with the

mean ratings falling between 4.50 and 5.60. The goals which
the students felt that Loyola most helped them to achieve
were: (1) meeting people, 5.53; (2) understanding one's
self, 5.50; and (3) the Jesuit goal of education, 5.47. The
only goal which these students felt that Loyola "inhibited"
their achievement of was "possession of wealth," 3.87. The
mean ratings of achievement for the 13 goals are presented

in Table 15.

Finally, a global measure of the comparison student's
attitude toward Loyola University was computed by multi-
plying the rank given to each goal by the rating of achieve-
ment for each and then summing across all 13 goals. The
scores for this sumproduct ranged from a low of 201 to a
high of 588 with a mean of 464. Higher scores were indica-
tive of a more favorable attitude toward Loyola University.

Analyses revealed only one significant difference
between groups using the various demographic factors as in-
dependent variables. There was an effect of residence (F
(2,58) = 4.51, p < .05). By employing a Tukey-HSD proce-
dure, it was found that the students living in private
apartments (X = 380) had significantly lower attitude scores
toward Loyola University in regards to the University help-
ing them to achieve their goals than did students residing
with their parents (X = 463) or students living on campus

(X = 477). The latter two groups were not significantly
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Table 15

Mean Ratings of Achievement of Goals - Comparison Group

MEAN

GOALS RATING
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 4.89
2. To understand the

role of God 5.16
3. Getting high grades 4.63
4, To get more enjoyment

out of life 4.84
5. Learning practical

information 5.36
6. Having many good

friends 4.98
7. Possession of wealth 3.86
8. To be of service to

others 4,92
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 5.25
10. To understand myself

better 5.50
11. Meeting new types of

people 5.52
12, Having new experiences 4,78

(13.) The Jesuit goal of
education (5.45)
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different from each other.

Change in major and/or career. Of the students re-

sponding to the comparison questionnaire, one-fourth indi-
cated that they had changed their majors during the past
academic year. Of those who reported changing their majors
one-third (n = 5) were majoring in social science and one-
third (n = 5) were majoring in the languages. The remain-
ing students were majoring in natural sciences (2), mathe-
matics (1), fine arts (1), and undetermined (l1). From this
there would appear to be no major differences between Loyola
Rome Center and non-Rome Center students in relative numbers
and areas of academic change.

Nearly two-fifths (38%) of the comparison students re-
ported that they had changed their career plans during that
same period of time. Approximately half of those who indi-
cated a change in major also indicate a change of career
plans. The numbers of students indicating a change of
career plans once again appears to parallel that of Loyola
students who attended the Rome Center (31%). Unfortunately,
however, comparison group students were not asked why they
had changed their career plans. As a result, it is difficult
to determine if students in the two groups changed their
Plans for generally similar or different reasons. One would,
however, speculate the latter given the reasons put forth
by the Loyola Rome Center students.

Countries visited. Nearly one-half (45%) of the
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comparison students reported that they had at one time or

another visited a foreign country. Of those who indicated
so 40% responded that they had been to Italy at least once.
Again, as with students attending the Rome Center
program, the two most frequently mentioned countries visited
by comparison students were Canada and Mexico. Three-
fourths (76%) of those who had visited foreign countries
reported visiting at least one other country besides the
three mentioned, with most visiting countries in Europe.
Of those who indicated that they had visited foreign coun-
tries 13 reported visiting one country, four visited two
countries, three visited three countries, three visited four
countries, and six indicated that they visited five or more

countries.
Loyola Rome Center Students versus Comparison Students

Analyses revealed that Loyola Rome Center students
responding to pre- and/or post-Rome questionnaires and non-
Rome Center students responding to the comparison question-
naire did not differ significantly across major demographic
areas. The results from these analyses are presented in
Table 16.

Countries visited. Analyses were conducted on the

number of countries visited by comparison students and by
Loyola Rome Center students before they left for Rome. The

mean number of countries visited by comparison students was
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Table 16
Demographics -~ Pre-Rome Loyola and Post-Rome Loyola vs.
Comparison
GENDER
Pre-Rome Loyola/Comparison Xz(l) 2.32, p .01
Post-Rome Loyola/Comparison Xz(l) 2.73, .01
RESIDENCE
Pre-Rome Loyola/Comparison X2(2) 6.02, .01
Post-Rome Loyola/Comparison X2(2) 3.56, p .01
YEAR IN SCHOOL
Pre-Rome Loyola/Comparison X2(3) 0.42, p .01
Post-Rome Loyola/Comparison X2(3) 2.10, .01
MAJOR
Pre-Rome Loyola/Comparison xz(lO) = 22.20, > .01
Post-Rome Loyola/Comparison X2(10) = 13.08, > .01
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1.41 while the mean number of countries visited by Loyola

Rome Center students was 2.14. The difference, howevér, was
not statistically significant (F (1,90) = 1.60, p > .05).

Approximately equal percentages of Loyola Rome Center
students responding to the pre-questionnaire (14%) and
comparison students (16%) indicated that they had visited
Italy at least once.

Reason for "going" to the Rome Center. Loyola Rome

Center students were asked to select from a list of five
reasons the one which best indicated why they planned to
attend the Rome Center. Comparison students were asked to
select from an identical list the one response which might
best describe why they would attend the Rome Center given
the opportunity to do so. While Loyola Rome Center students,
as mentioned earlier, were evenly divided among three choices,
"for interpersonal growth" (32%), "an opportunity to travel"
(32%), and "for cultural opportunities"” (36%), Loyola non-
Rome Center students, for the greater part chose only the
latter two responses (44% each). Only a few comparison
group students indicated "interpersonal growth" (8%) or "to
get away" (5%). Chi square analyses found no significant
difference between the two groups in their selection (x2(3)
=7.97, p > .01).

Both groups were asked to select from the same list
of five reasons the one option which they felt best described

the reason why most Rome Center students probably go'to Rome.
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The greater percentage of both comparison students (66%) and

Loyola Rome Center students (58%) indicated that most
students probably go "to travel through Europe." The next
most frequent response was "for the cultural opportunities,"”
with 15% of the comparison students and 23% of the Loyola
Rome Center students selecting this response. Finally,
while the remaining Rome Center students (19%) indicated
"for interpersonal growth" as the most likely reason, com-
parison students were equally divided among that and the re-
maining two choices. Again, however, no significant dif-
ference was found between the groups (x2(14) = 11.07, p >
.01).

Attitude statements. Pre-Rome and post-Rome Loyola

students and comparison students were all asked to respond
to a series of 26 attitude statements. These statements
were reduced to four factors as described above.

Marginally significant differences were found between
pre~Rome Loyola students and comparison students on two of
the four factor scores: (1) identification with groups,

(F (1,89) = 4.32, p < .05); and (2) trust in people (F (1,87)
=6.23, p < .05). Loyola Rome Center students (X = 4.96)
tended to agree slightly more with statements concerning

the importance of identifying with groups than did compari-
son students (X = 4.58). Loyola Rome Center students (X =
4.90) were also somewhat more trustful of others than were

comparison students (X - 4.42). There were no differences
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found for the remainign two attitude factors: (1) coopera-

tion toward group goals (F (1,88) = 0.72, p >,05); and (2)
self-understanding (F (1,88) = 3.62, p > .05). While
Loyola Rome Center students were slightly more positive in
their responses to these statements than the comparison
students, neither group was extreme in their responses.
Interestingly, when the responses of post-Rome students
were compared with those of comparison students no signifi-
cant differences were found for any of the four attitude
factors (all p's > .05). While Loyola Rome Center students
were generally more agreeable with statements dealing with
personal maturity and trust in others, they were less agree-
able than comparison students concefning identification
with groups and cooperation to reach group goals. Further,
Loyola Rome Center students tended to become even more
"moderate" from pre to post bringing their responses closer
in line with those of the comparison students.

Goal rankings and ratings. Pre-Rome Center Loyola

students were compared with the non-Rome students in their
ranking of importance of 12 goals. A number of differences
in rankings occurred between the two groups. For example,
Loyola Rome Center students ranked "meeting new types of
people" as their second most important goal, with a mean
score of 4.89. Comparison students, on the other hand,
ranked it lower, as their fifth most important goal, with a

mean score of 5.89. Further, while comparison studenfs
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ranked the goal "to be of service to others" as their

third most important goal, with a mean score of 5.05, Loyola
Rome Center students ranked it fifth, with a mean score of
5.68. These rankings are presented in Table 17.

The rankings given to each of these goals were reduced
to four categories: (1) very low importance; (2) low
importance; (3) high importance; and (4) very high impor-
tance. Chi square analyses were then conducted on each of
the goals between the two groups.

Only one marginally significant relationship was found.
Comparison students were found to place higher importance on
the goal "learning practical information and skills that
prepare me for a career" than were Loyola Pre-Rome Center
students (x2(3) = 10.34, p < .05).

When the goal rankings of the post-Rome Center Loyola
students were compared with the rankings of comparison
students three significant relationships were found. Com-
parison students indicated that the goal of "learning prac-
tical information..." was more important to them than it
was to the Rome Center students (x2(3) = 18.80, p < .01).
Loyola Rome Center students, on the other hand, ranked the
goals "having many good friends" (X2(3) = 8.65, p < .05) and
"meeting new and different types of people" (X2(3) = 8.84,

P <.05) higher in importance than did the non-Rome students.
These rankings are presented in Table 18.

From the above it appears that (Loyola) Rome Center
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Ranking of Goals - Pre-Rome Loyola vs. Comparison
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PRE-ROME LOYOLA

COMPARISON

GOALS RANK z SCORE RANKAX.SCORE
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 4 5.39 6 6.41
2., To understand the

role of God 9 6.64 10 7.58
3. Getting high grades 10 7.54 8 7.38
4. To get more enjoyment

out of life 6 6.18 4 5.77
5. Learning practical

information 3 5.14 2 4,13
6. Having many good

friends 7 6.36 9 7.45
7. Possession of wealth 12 9.71 12 9.28
8. To be of service to

others 5 5.64 3 5.05
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 8 6.39 7 7.34
10. To understand myself

better 1 4,25 1 3.52
11. Meeting new types of

people 2 4.89 5 5.98
12, Having new experiences 11 8.11 11 8.09




Table 18
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Ranking of Goals - Post-Rome Loyola vs. Comparison

POST-ROME LOYOLA

COMPARISON

GOALS RANK Z SCORE RANK Z SCORE
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 4 5.39 6 6.41
2., To understand the _

role of God 8 6.97 10 7.58
3. Getting high grades 11 8.54 8 7.38
4. To get more enjoyment

out of life 3 5.33 4 5.77
5. Learning practical

information 7 6.35 2 4.13
6. Having many good

friends 6 6.21 9 7.45
7. Possession of wealth 12 10.02 12 9.28
8. To be of service to

others 5 6.11 3 5.05
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 9 7.18 7 7.34
10. To understand myself

better 1 3.23 1 3.52
11. Meeting new types of

people 2 4.49 5 5.98
12, Having new experiences 10 7.70 11 8.09
(13.) The Jesuit goal of

education (1) 2.25 (1) 1.91
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students differ from those who choose not to study abroad

in what they consider to be important goals while in college.
Some of these differences are apparent before they attend
the foreign study program, perhaps accounting for student's
choice regarding study abroad. For example, the (pre)

Rome Center students are more concerned with meeting new
people and having many friends than are the comparison
students. Other differences seem to result from the Rome
Center's impact on its students. For example, the Rome
Center seems to reduce the importance of learning practical
information, getting high grades, and an appreciation of art
(an oversaturation, perhaps?), but raises the importance of
enjoying life, having many friends, and understanding the
role of God in their lives.

Both post-Rome students and comparison students were
asked to rate the degree to which their "schools" helped or
inhibited their attainment of each goal. These ratings are
presented in Table 19.

These ratings were summed for each student in order
to compute a total rating of performance regardless of
importance of the goals. Post-Rome Loyola students gave
higher ratings to the Rome Center on eight of the goals while
comparison students gave higher ratings to Loyola University
on five of the goals; two of these latter rating differences
(goals 2 and 8), however, were very minimal.

Two of the goals which Loyola Rome Center students



126

Table 19

Rating of Goal Achievement - Post-Rome Loyola vs. Comparison

POST~ROME LOYOLA COMPARISON

GOALS X RATINGS X RATINGS
1. Experiencing a sense

of community 5.68 4.89
2. To understand the

role of God 5.12 5.16
3. Getting high grades 4.26 4.63
4., To get more enjoyment

out of life 5.98 4.84
5. Learning practical

information 4.63 5.36
6. Having many good

friends 5.56 4.98
7. Possession of wealth 3.32 3.86
8. To be of service to

others 4.84 4.92
9. Acquire appreciation

of art 6.07 5.25
10. To understand myself

better 5.98 5.50
11. Meeting new types of

people 6.33 5.52
12, Having new experiences 6.53 4,78

(13.) The Jesuit goal of
education 5.98 5.45
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gave higher ratings of achievement than comparison students

were goal 5, to get hore enjoyment out of life, and goal 12,
having new experiences. On the other hand, two goals which
comparison students gave higher ratings were goal 5, learn-
ing practical information, and goal 7, possession of wealth.
Apparently, there is a difference of focus between the two
campuses, at least in the minds of the students.

A significant difference was found in the overall
rating given by these two groups of students (F (1,117) =
13.75, p < .01) such that Loyola Rome Center students gave
higher ratings to the Rome Center's performance than com-
parison students gave to Loyola University's performance.

Finally, as described above global attitude measures
were again created by multiplying the ranking given to each
goal by the rating given to it and then summing across all
13 goals. The underlying basis of this attitude measure is
that students perceive some goals to be more important than
other goals, and that something (e.g., Loyola University
or the Rome Center) which facilitates the achievement of
one's more desired goals is something that will be perceived
as "good." In the present case, high ratings were indica-

tive of the institution's or program's "goodness" as a
facilitator for the achievement of one's goals. A signifi-
cant difference was found in the attitude ratings of the
two groups to their respective schools such that Loyola

Rome Center students gave higher ratings to the Rome ‘
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Center than the comparison students gave to Loyola University

(F (1,115) = 6.66, p < .05). While making such cross-
comparisons is somewhat questionable (i.e., a comparison
between the impact of one institution on one group of
students with the impact of another institution or program
on a different group of students), it is possible to enter-
tain the notion that Rome Center students are generally more
satisfied with the Rome Center program than non-Rome Center

students are satisfied with the program at Loyola University.



DISCUSSION

The present study attempted to determine some of the
immediate effects resulting from the experiences associated
with attending a foreign study program, specifically Loyola
University of Chicago's Rome Center for Liberal Arts. From
the responses of students attending that program it was
determined that most, if not all, students perceived them-
selves as having changed significantly. However, the re-
sults of numerous comparisons did not appear to completely
substantiate these self-perceptions.

The investigation began with a series of face-to-face
and telephone interviews with former administrators, faculty
members, and students of this program. The results of
these interviews combined with an extensive literature
review led to the selection of a specific research design
and the development of a series of survey instruments.

Students planning on attending Loyola's Rome Center
during the 1981-1982 academic year were sent a five-page
questionnaire prior to their departure for Rome and a more
detailed ten-page gquestionnaire upon their return to the
United States. In addition, a group of students attending
Loyola's Lake Shore Campus but who had not attended the

foreign study program were also sent a survey questionnaire.

129
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These students were matched on a number of demographic
characteristics with those from Loyola who were studying
in Rome.

Student responses to all three guestionnaires were
examined and comparisons were made within and between
groups. Students who attended the Rome Center were not
uniform in their background. They varied in their academic
major, although most were majoring in either social science,
business/finance, or the languages. For non-Loyola stu-
dents two other major areas were also frequently mentioned,
fine arts and communication arts. Students varied in their
place of residence prior to leaving for the Rome Center.
While most tended to live on campus, a significant number
lived at home with their parents. There were differences
for year in school although the majority were either
sophomores or juniors. Finally, there was a most noticable
difference in the male/female ratio of students attending
the Rome Center with nearly three times as many females
attending as males.

Most students reported visiting a number of foreign
countries prior to leaving for Rome; yet, there was a
significant number who had not visited any other countries.

There was a home school effect with differences in
the numbers of students coming from any one school. There
was the large Loyola contingent, a number of large- and .

medium-sized contingents, and a number of small contingents
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in which many students were the sole representatives of
their college or university.

There were differences in the numbers of students
attending the Rome Center for the Fall-only semester, the
Spring-only semester, or for the full academic year.

The reasons these students gave for attending the Rome
Center also varied considerably. As a result, and somewhat
contrary to the impressions of those not studying in Rome,
there probably is not any one typical Rome Center student.

As expected, pre-Rome Center students were found to
be rather positive in their views of fine art and architec-
ture, foreigners, and the United States. On the other
hand, while they were not extreme in their attitude ratings
on all issues, they did agree more with statements regarding
the need for identification with groups and general feel-
ings of trust toward others, than they did with statements
concerning the need for cooperation with others toward
group goals and with statements concerning their own self-
development, e.g., degree of maturity, independence, etc.

Rome Center students, like all other college stu-
dents, were found to have a number of goals which were
important to them and a number which were not so important.
Such goals as "meeting new people" and "getting more enjoy-
ment out of life" were generally given higher ratings of
importance than other goals such as "possession of wealth"

and "getting high grades." Apparently, pre-Rome Center
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students are more concerned with experiencing the new and
different rather than concentrating on the practical.

it later became apparent with the post-Rome question-
naire that some students had attended special orientation
programs prior to attending the Rome Center, while other
students had not. Students also varied in their degree of
personal preparation for what ﬁhey expected to experience
in Rome. It is conceivable and to some degree observable
that the variation in these two sources of preparation did
have an influence on student experiences and outcomes,
though not always in the expected direction. For instance,
students who did not take part in pre-Rome orientation
programs were more likely than those who did to consider
themselves well-prepared for what they experienced, leaving
one to at least question the general formats of these
orientation programs. On the other hand, it should be
noted that students from large contingents were more likely
to attend these programs. Thus, rather than the problem
being with the orientation program, it is quite possible
that students coming "en masse," and again those most
likely to have attended orientation programs, come with a
false sense of security believing that they can rely on
others and do not overly concern themselves with intense
preparation. Students of medium and small contingent size,
those least likely to have participated in orientation pro-

grams, might have expected that they would have to rely on
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their own preparedness and, thus, decided to take more time
to prepare themselves. Then, having no major referehce
group to compare their degree of preparedness to, they per-
ceived their degree of preparation to be average. This
would account for the lack of a significant difference
between large and medium/small groups in response to this
issue of personal preparation.

The Rome Center experience. For probably all these

students attending the Rome Center was a rather unique
experience, totally unlike anything they may have encounter-
ed in the United States. This experience was most likely
the result of an interaction between student characteristics
(e.g., gender), program design (e.g., on-site classes),

and student initiative (e.g., specific travel incidents).

As mentioned above, students varied along many dimen-
sions prior to attending the Rome Center, for example,
gender. Males in our society are perhaps more likely than
females to be considered independent and adventuresome;
yet, one finds that there are nearly three times as many
females attending the program as males. This should indi-
cate that a rather select group of each gender is attending
the Rome Center. Students also varied in their residence
prior to attending the Rome Center. Most of these students,
for one reason or another, did not live at home the semester
before leaving for Rome. Instead, they lived on campus

and in private apartments. Again, one would expect these



134
students to possibly be more independent.

Some students had more foreign exposure than others;
for example, many students indicated that they had already
been to Europe at least once. A number of these students
specifically visited Italy. Other students, though never
having traveled abroad, were of Italian heritage. Thus,
while they did not possess the experience of traveling, they
had the "advantage" of being able to identify with the
Italian people.

Finally, students chose to attend the program for
different lengths of time. Reasons effecting this choice
may have included such things as cost factors, other
commitments, e.g., sports, concerns about graduating on
time, and/or individual expectations about the amount of
time necessary to achieve personal goals associated with
their decision to study abroad.

It was hypothesized that all the above factors should
have some influence on student experiences and outcomes.

To some degree this was found to be true. Males, for in-
stance, reported traveling more than females. Students who
lived in private apartments and on campus prior to going to
Rome also indicated that while attending the Rome Center
they visited other countries more often than those who had
lived with their parents. These groups, i.e., males and
students not living at home, also reported experiencing the

benefits of the program to a greater degree than females
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and students living with their parents.

Students varied according to the semester(s) spent at
the Rome Center in their perceptions of the extent to
which they experienced several general process factors
associated with the program, e.g., the amount of contact
with the Italian community. These students also differed
in their perceptions of their own changes and the degree to
which they received a number of outcomes related to the
Rome Center experience, e.g., personal growth. There were
additional differences found in the extent to which students
established and maintained friendships with native Italians,
in the number of visits to other countries while at the
Rome Center, in their perceptions of the optimal amount of
time necessary to take full advantage of several opportun-
ities offered by the Rome Center, and in their overall
attitude toward the program as measured by the combined
rankings and ratings of achievement of a number of life
goals.

While some of these differences were between each of
the three "semester" groups, e.g., 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 year and Spring-only stu-
dents, unlike Fall-only students, reported maintaining a

high degree of contact with Italian friends after returning
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to the United States. This seems to point to several issues.
First, students choose to spend different amounts of time
abroad. Second, full year students tended to perceive an
advantage in attending for a greater length of time than
single semester students and they appeared to use this in-
creased time to their benefit. Finally, when these three
groups are rank ordered according to the degree to which
they perceived themselves as having received the most bene-
fit from the program, full year students generally lead,
followed closely by Spring-only students, with Fall-only
students coming in last.

The above differences may have resulted from the
specific characteristics associated with students who
attend one semester versus another, or both. Yet, analyses
tended to reveal that, prior to going to Rome, students
did not significantly differ from each other according to
planned semester(s) abroad. What more than likely is taking
place, however, is a first semester where the majority of
students (Fall and full year students only) are slow to
explore themselves and their environment followed by a
second semester where half of the student body (Spring-only
students) has the opportunity to follow the lead of a more
experienced group of students (full year students). Thus,
rather than taking a relatively long time to overcome
initial hesitancies, Spring-only students may quickly

absorb the confidence and experience of their compatriots
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and are, thus, able to better realize the benefits of the
program.

Another area where variation among student responses
was expected to be found was according to the size of the
school's representation. Student groups were divided into
four categories: (1) very large, all Loyola University
students; (2) large, composed of students from Santa Clara
and Loyola Marymount; (3) medium, composed of students from
six colleges or universities having 6 to 11 representatives;
and (4) small, composed of all remaining students having 3
or less representatives each. While on the face of it a
problem of internal variation might appear to exist such
that some groups could be expected to show less internal
variation than other groups, e.g., group 1 versus group 3,
the students within each group do maintain a common bond
of representation. They are alike to the extent that they
attended the Rome Center with others who attended in large
or small groups. With this in mind it was discovered that
differences existed between these four groups in many situ-
ations. Unfortunately, these differences were not found
to be consistent across items; that is, no clear pattern
was found as that existing between those attending for
different semester periods at the Rome Center.

Finally, a number of other chanées took place over
the course of the experience. It was hypothesized that

students attending the Rome Center would develop extremely
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close relationships with others in the program. This was
found to be so. These students shared experiences uﬁknown
to most U.S. college students, at times even depending upon
one another for their very lives. Discussions with former
Rome Center students seem to indicate that these close
friendships remain strong long after the student returns
home.

Personal growth was another area where these students
perceived themselves as changing over the duration of their
experience. This growth, in the form of increased indepen-
dence, self-reliance, and self-assertion, seems to be close-
ly tied to student experiences while traveling abroad.
However, as mentioned earlier, it is also related to the
semester (s) at the Rome Center, pointing, perhaps, to a
need for a reexamination of the program focus.

Interestingly, these "ex-Rome Center" students seemed
to have become less concerned about cooperating with others
to achieve group goals or of being of service to others
while becoming more concerned with having many good friends
and getting more enjoyment out of life. This need for
enjoyment, however, does not necessarily include having new
‘experiences. Further, these students are less concerned
with getting good grades and learning practical information
and skills needed for a career, indicating a potential for
the development of various academic and/or social problems

when foreign study students return to the United States.
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What appears to be lacking at this point is a necessary
post-Rome Center orientation program designed to help the
returning student re-enter college and community life in
the U.S.

It should be noted, however, that these "new" atti-
tudes and behaviors may be short-lived, for this investiga-
tion has focused only upon the immediate impact of the Rome
Center experience. It may be the case that after a few
weeks or months re-exposure to life in the U.S. that the
concerns of these former Rome Center students take an
entirely new direction, one that is more pragmatic, for
example.

Rome Center students and comparison students. The

backgrounds of the two groups were held constant by match-
ing the comparison group with those Loyola students who
were attending the Rome Center. One might argue, however,
with some degree of confidence, that regardless of matching
these two groups differed from the start by virtue of their
decision to study or not to study abroad, and as such no
comparisons ought to be made. Nevertheless, as this was
at the time the only "relevant" comparison group available,
the comparisons were made.

On some issues the two groups‘were quite similar in
their responses as in the goals most important to them and
in their attitude ratings on various issues. On the other

hand, there were differences. Rome Center students seemed
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to have had more exposure to foreign cultures prior to
leaving for Rome than non-Rome students. The comparison
students, in contrast, appear to be more concerned with
completing their college education within a specified
length of time and, in doing so, learning specific skills
to prepare them for a life career.

Comparison students indicated that it would be diffi-
cult for them to attend the Rome Center due to various
responsibilities, interests, and/or commitments. One fur-
ther issue was the perceived expense associated with the
foreign study program which was probably viewed as the
greatest barrier to their attending the program. Open dis-
cussions with past Rome Center students revealed that these
issues, especially the expense involved, were initially of
much concern to them but through various means these obstac-
les were overcome.

Perhaps one problem that exists for not only the
comparison students but also for the Rome Center program
itself is the misperceptions which non-Rome Center students
appear to hold regarding program requirements and of the
students who choose to live and study there. It was found
that comparison students held a number of erroneous beliefs
toward the language requirement, the minimum grade point
average necessary for acceptance, and the type of courses
offered at the Center. Unfortunately, these misperceptions

may alone be responsible for the decision of many such
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students to not seek further information from the Rome
Center office as demonstrated, perhaps, by the percentage
of comparison students who neither attend presentations
sponsored by the office nor visit the office to inquire
about the program.

Significance of the Rome Center program. Few would

argue that attending the Rome Center does not make a differ-
ence in the lives of the students who live and study there.
One need only ask a former Rome Center student about their
experiences to receive a wealth of pertinent information on
the program. Even those who choose not to attend the pro-
gram but do have friends and/or relatives who have attended
the program attest to the changes, mostly positive, but

some negative, that they see in post-Rome Center students.

The most obvious effects are the excitement which
these students bring back with them and the desire they
hold to return to Rome (and Europe in general).

Students perceive themselves as achieving personal
growth, including independence, assertiveness, and tolerance
for others. They believe that by attending the program they
have become more aware of options for life style and occu-
pation than they would have had they remained in the U.S.
They also feel that the friends they made while in Rome,
those who closely shared in their experiences, will probably
remain intimately close to them throughout their liYgsL

Finally, students feel that they became rather world minded,
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more understanding of global events, and of international/
intercultural issues because of the Rome Center program.

Understanding changes resulting from Rome Center

experiences. Two issues not discussed thus far are: (1) a

theoretical explanation for the Rome Center experience and
its effect; and (2) the long-term impact of the Rome Center
experience.

In regard to the first, one approach comes from
Csikszentmihalyi (1981) focusing on the degree of corre-
pondence or fit between one's opportunities and one's capa-
bilities. Csikszentmihalyi argues that in the past too much
emphasis had been placed on predicting others' behaviors to
the neglect of understanding experience. This has been
done, he believes, because of the usefulness of behavior as
a means of measuring people's internal states. However,
Csikszentmihalyi contends that if the most important aspect
of human life is the quality of experience then more empha-
sis must be placed on understanding subjective experiences.

For Csikszentmihalyi, experience, in general, is the
focusing of attention on the interplay of data in con-
sciousness which results from an ordered input process,
i.e., free from conflict or interruption which requires
energy. Information serves as the primary source of energy
but can become a problem when it is too complex or too
simple, regardless of the cause of this variation. The

optimal experience, then, is defined in terms of two related
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dimensions--what there is to do and what one is capable of

doing. As he explains:
Part of the information that gets processed in con-
sciousness consists in an evaluation of the oppor-
tunities for action present in a given 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. (p. 16-17)

This interplay may be seen in Figure 1, taken from
Csikszenmihalyi (p. 17).

The term "Flow," borrowed by Csikszentmihalyi from
the self-reports of numerous individuals reporting their
experiences, is used in referring to the optimal experience
which as mentioned evolves when a near perfect relationship
exists between one's skills and the challenges experienced.
The result of possessing greater levels of action capabili-
ties than action opportunities ranges from boredom to
anxiety depending on the level of the skill. On the other
hand, when the challenges one faces are greater than one's
capabilities to deal with them, the result ranges from
worry to, again, anxiety.

The general concepts described here are not new and
may be seen in the works of other psychologists, e.g., Ban-
dura's (1977) research dealing with the relationship

between beliefs concerning ability, i.e., degree of self-

efficacy, and resultant outcomes, and Maslow's (1954, 1962)



(CHALLENGES)

ACTION OPPORTUNITIES
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ANXIETY

WORRY

BOREDOM

ANXTIETY

(SKILLS)
ACTION CAPABILITIES

Figure 1. The relationship between action capabilities

and action opportunities. (Csikszentmihalyi,
1981, p. 17)
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conception of peak experiences in the process of attaining
self-actualization. The ideas of Csikszentmihalyi, however,
play an important part in understanding the outcomes often
reported by students attending foreign study programs and
in their appreciation for a program such as the Rome Center
which includes "experience" as one of its goals.

Csikszentmihalyi contends that while the majority of
our everyday experiences are not optimal, most people have
learned to accept or deal with those experiences that are
worrisome or boring. Yet people often specifically seek
out new experiences in their quest for an optimal experi-
ence. While many of these experiences are more attractive
than enjoyable, e.g., television, some serve to heighten
self-understanding.

In a series of interviews mentioned earlier, many
former Rome Center students described as their reason(s) for
attending the Rome Center program as including the follow-
ing: fulfilling a need to get away; the desire to do
something out of the ordinary; the desire to experience
another culture; and the desire for greater awareness and
personal growth. While these reasons do not necessarily
‘say anything about the quality of their experiences prior
to going to the Rome Center, they do seem to point to a need
of these students to expose themselves to new levels of
challenge/action opportunity. It would seem that the Rome

Center appears to serve as a facilitator for resolving/
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fulfilling this need.

With this facilitator role of the Rome Center and the
concept of "Flow" in mind, it might be proposed that the
degree to which Rome Center students are exposed to various
opportunities which meet or challenge their capabilities
the more likely they will be to report experiencing positive
outcomes as a result of their stay abroad.

Regarding the second unresolved issue, that of the
long-term impact of the Rome Center experience, one can
only at this point guess as to the likelihood of any effects,
as well as, to their strength and duration. The present
investigation has focused only upon the immediate impact;
thus, it is impossible to determine whether the changes (and
lack of change in some areas) are of a short duration or tend
to persist or even increase in intensity over the ensuing
years. There do not appear to be any reported investigations
examining the long-term effects of studying abroad. This
neglect may be due, at least in part, to the many presumed
difficulties associated with such a potentially complex
study. With the large number of students taking part in
foreign study programs and the vast amount of financial and
academic resources being funnelled into them, it is reason-
able to expect that research into the long-term effects
should be of considerable value to both policy makers and
program participants. It is hoped that such research will

not be ignored for long.
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PART I. FRatings of Percensl Goals
. e e ’ ' .
“The following I3 a list of possible conls yot mry or may'not Yeve as oa
ceodleps student. You arc ashed to rouk the listod o of {uportance
to you, with 1 irdiczcting the nost impor aut gonl, ¢ second vost
{mportant poal, end so en up t;~T3 2 cating the ) voal.  Read
“over the cntire list before making your vankings.
placing tha appr ‘pri te rans hudbct ir the space
goal.
RANK

5 1. Erpericucing a sc nse of community with other people.

e

Y

9 2. To understand the role of Cod and religion in oy 1ife.

orzation and skills thot prepare me for & carcer.

Ly 1 (]
7 6. Haviny rpany good frieands.

(327, Povccssion of wealth.

4o, 7o b2 of service to ethers, applydug nycelf to human welfare.

:8 §. heguizing an approciation of art end the clossices,

1 10.70 u.herftand Dj'Llf bctcur.

10 12.Heving experiences that most other pecple have not had.
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PART 2: Croup end Intcrpersonal Attfitudes .

The following statements deal with varfous group end interpersonzl attitudes.
Use the ccale below to indicate your degree of agrecment or disagroerment with
gazh statement,  Indicate your views by writing zny numbder f{ron 1 te 7 on the

Tinc before cach ctatcrﬂrc._ . L. ’
-very gtrongly' stronely . . . strongly. vcr} strengly
cicegree ditagree disag ;ree .uncertg§n _agree agree - apree.
g 1o 2 3 “ 56 7
5;iil. A person 45 ri"HL in feeling annoyed or angry when other mesbers of his

b, 6o fIoup JE“DAU justifinble preup demands,
*Ce2. Tt 4s du wat for eon individuzl to be clesely ddentiffed with at lcast

ust loo%iug cut for thomselves.
riticized when they refuse to deo something
seoeven witen the actien in quostic is
ach 1ts goals.
T sle can be trusted. . e
i et fiourish and grew without identifying
b6 self with grot : . : )
S 1. Trerc is nothing wrong with mombers of a group trying to persuade
" indiiferent or wildly dissenting members to go along with the group.
?-%ﬁ}. Most preple would try to take advantage of you 1f they got thz chrnce.
3.0, [SEANER ctrengly with some greup usually do so at the exponse
., ot and inﬂ1"1du“l self-felfdillzent.
35510, pc ple are best off 4f left to regulare their own be-
havior rotidr Lh:n scttdng up group norms and szactions. '

53717, dost of the tirz t;‘ to be helpful.

R anaiii
3;§“}z. It 45 prcper for a group te decide to mate out sene kind of purnishumc
to group mumbirs who act without rogard to the goels and rules of th

group.

21794 ! as .
3"‘}:. In life 22 individuzl sheuld for the ost part “go 1t alone" assuring
himself of privacy, hzving wuch time himself, ettempting to resisc

. bcing influonced by othe .
1'1?45 Hast pco;lc vould try to be fair with you if they got the chance.
ﬁigilﬁ. loa's nater state is as an iundependoent, unattached individual; he ccts
d{a conflice thh his cssential qualities when he'acts with othcrs 2s a
g vecber of a2 hizhly unified group.
%;_116. Confornity to the policies of your group wheon you are not wholcheartedly
in egreercont with then is wrong, even when the policice are the resclt

of a de e procesa in *uicx you wore free to porticipate.

r”

Cenerally spyasting, you can't be too careiul in dealing with ;oonl;.
Individuarls do not really fulfill thedr buson poteatiols unless the

iovolve themselvos In sowe group

I fecel that I do Mot use my time very effliciently,

I au quite confddent obout wmy obility te get along in new situatiens.

I think that T hove become incrcasingly telerant of people whose views
arc ddfferent from mine, e
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‘ . v F
’2. I do rot fcol confident in mceciﬂr strangorn.
* 23. 1 believe that I an sensitive Lo the feellngs of othcr
= 24, 1 do not understand nyself very well.
J7775. 1 feel that I an not psychologically indcpendent of my parents.
87726, 1 belicve thet ny rate of raturation is rorc rapid than that of my

{riends,

PART 3: VYMeaningse

The purpose of this task s to rcasure meanings of certain things to various
people by having thes ju"e then epninst a scries of descriptive scales. In
tak!lng this task, plcare cake your judgments on thc b*sis of what these things
nean to you. -

¢

~ Here 1s how you are to use thesc scale ¢s: If you feel that the conccpt at the

top of the page is very clescly related to one end of the scale (for imstance,
very falx), you should ploce your check mark as follows:

«

fair X : : : ) : unfair

If you fccl that the concept is only slightly reclated to one or the other end
of the ccale (for inmstance, slightly strong), you should place your check mark
as follous: :

&
75

weak H : H D i strong

The ¢ircction toward which you check, of Courgg, depends on which of the two
ends of thc scale scen rost characteristic of the things you are judging.

The fssue to be rated will appear in beold letters. Rate your feclings about
each issue by placiag an "X" on cach scale &s illugtrgted above.

THE UNITED STATES

good H s : : : : bad
worthless : : T - : : _valuable
clean : P : : : dirty
beautiful : K s H : : ugly
aw{ul : : : s 2 : nice
unpleasant : : : : H : pleasant
FINE ART AND ARCHITECTURE
food : H : s : : bad
. worthless : : H H s : valuable
clean : : : : H : dirty
beautifel : : : : : ___ugly
awlul : : : H : : adce
unpleasant : : : ! : : pleasant
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j ' .
JORLIGNERS
good s s K N : : bad
worthless : : : : : : valuable
clean : : : ¢ : : dirty
Leovtiful : & : : : ] ugly
awful : : H : : : nice
Mnpleesant : : : : : : pleasant

PART 4: Rome Cuntcr

The fo)lovinb qua:t‘cns refer to the Xome teater. Please select the option
&hich best repzesents your view. .

+
% 1. Vay do you fecl that you chose to spend a scmester in collepe in Rome?
25 '8 For interparsonal grewth (i.c., learning to get along uita cther Rouwe
. ! . genter students).
29 b, &n opportunity to travel throuyh Lurope
1 c. For the speeial courses availadble there.
92 “d. Tor the culturzl opportunities (i.e., muscuns, architecture, Itali“n
culture).
3 e.To gct ava) froo the "Ancrichn way of life.

v
£ 2, ¥“y do you feal that t Roma Center students choose to’ spcnd a

senester in college in R ne?
14 'a, For interperssnal growth.
" 57 'b. An cppertunity to trovel throush Purope.
1: e. For the special courses available there.
2?7 d. For the culturzl opp ortualtiLs.
1 e. To ge: avay {rom tue "Araricon” way of life.

.

% -3; Yhat do vou foel that the typical fovrur Rore Cgﬁter student will say

vhen askad vhat was most jcportant about hia/her scmester at the Rome
. Centern? .
k2 &. For interpersonal growth.
20 b. An opportunity to travel through Europe’
0 €. Yor the specicl courses available there. .
35 d. TFor the cultural oprortunitics *

3 c. To get eway from the "Americon' way of 11fe
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..

Nl
. PART 5: Background Information

In order to interpret the responsea you have given and to make possible
comparisons bulween differont types of people, it is {mportant that we have

the following Snforcation about your background.

1. Age: 20,1 years
2. Sex: 3% esle 297
83 fc->1e71% .

3. Year in school: 3% Fr. 115 Soph. 617 Jr. 25% sr.

4. lojor ficle:

5. chidcﬂcc during last collepe scmester:
n - .

9 h8 idor"itory

[frcte:nity/sorority Louse

personel epartrent, away fron fardly
3 33 at hoze vith fanily .

6. Iave you previously visited o:he* countrices? 61% Yes = _39% _ No
If yes, please list countries visited and length of stey.

7. Dlease {11l in the last'fcup digits nf ynnr social security nuzber:
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o

PAKT I, The follewirg quentions deal vith your experiences at loyola's

24 Vas thla reason fulfilled? 3

- Pooe Center of lileral Arta,

o thal vas the 2a1n reason why you docided to £o o tho Rome Contar?

JE

ro 9775 yes

-

3. The following are terefits you may or may rot have persomlly received frea

&

sllentinzg the Fone “Centlr, Uatnr the scale bolow rate the depree to vhich
you recelved each barefit, with § §nlicating that ycu ¢id4 not recelve it,
2 iedicating that you recetved the terafit to zoas e¢xtent, £nd 3 inllcatinrg
thst you recelved the terefit to & freat deals Indfcate your views by
sriting 2 §, 2, or 3 on the line befare cach aLatc:;cn!..

ROT AT T0 S0E . & CREAT . .
f $4A EXTERT DEAL :
X g ' 2 3

5
;:_3___ Se Learncd 5 cezrunicato ln Italian
?_'_._62‘_ t. Bccun pore indcpondent

2.0 ¢y Learncd about a different culture

2.6 ds Teveloped close personal rslationships with other atudents

2.80 o+ Trevelcd through Italy ard cther countries in Europe
2.50 e Iived v diffcrent ptyle of 1ife . .
I ¢+ Proadencd ry knowledge of and appreciation for:-classicel.art .

2.1t5 h. Eecaxo noro self-assertive

2,65 $. Calred rore appreciation of the culture, values and behavlor of
&nother country and fta people

The fellewint aro disydvantares that you xay or ray not have persomally
eaperfenced shile attenling tae Hono Center. Using the gcalo btelov rate the
depree to which you experferced cach disadvantare, with ! indlcating that you
di¢ not exjuricnce 1t, 2 $rdicating that you exrericnced ft to sose extent,
en! 3 irdlcating that yeu exverierced the diendvantasa to a ereat desl,
Indlcate your vicus Ly writing 4 1, 2, or 3 on the line bofore cach staterent,

¥OT AT 70 sqw & GEZAT
- ALL EXTEN? TEAL "
X t N . i
4 .

"10.
*<Y », Vot ornough privacy
2
* 27 b, Froblens with courses

1.8/ d. Igolaticn of school from city
1_-_7.9, ¢ languape tarrter .
1_-__50 . Ausy frea faxtly snd frlcnds
1.0 . Foll tehind In toima of courto requircaonts noeded for graduation
1' Yl Kot enoush ronaey .

i { Fot enoughi counculing or cupport fxon on !‘o:c Contloer faculty -
ad/or laff :
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3.'“1. following etatements deal with varfoua aspects of the floxe Center itsclf.
Use tho scale tolov to indicate your depree of sprecment or_disasrecaent with
each statenent, Inficate your resjonse by wrlting Any nuatsr frem ! to 7 on
the }ine bofore esch atatemont,

YIRY STRONGLY STROMGLY . ' BTHONGLY VERY STRONCLY
DISIGRER  DISACREE DISACHEE UMCERTAIN  ACRER  AGREE AGRES
X 8 2 3 A [ 6 2

b.91 8. There was not much contact botvcen the school and the Ttalian comaunity.

b,27 b, The tenefits & student derives fream attonliing the Roze Center largoly
Sopord ugon the jarticulzyr group of studenis attending the hoae Centor
el that tiame.

4
L.86 6+ “ho Rozo Center adminlstration and teachinz staffl provide a atadle .
enviroraent within vhich growth can take place,

5;65 . &, lacturea en! schoolwork were xado mors meaniniful due to fisldtrips,
L.95 e, I £tudicd less at tho Reme Center than I rorrally do.
4,71 g, Clessos were lese demanding at the Romc Centor than at »y hoxo university,

. : R
€. \het would you eay vas your test experience vhile at the Roma Centaor?

7¢ Wust vould you say wam your vorst experlence while.at the Rone Centor?

8, Tho follouing concern ways in vhich you may or nay not have changed as a2 recult
of your experiences at the Acme Conter, Use tho czale below to irdicate tio
€cgree Lo xhifch you believa you have charred, Indicate your response by writing
81y humbtor from I to 2 onthe line lefore cach otatement,

ROt AT 4 YERY
j(_ M $ A A BOILATY i so
e g 3 & s 6 ?

' 5;_5_0__ &+ Horo self-reliant .
L.73 b, Hore criticsl of “fast race® of U.S. 1ifostyle
a’_‘_f’_(_)__ ¢. Praun closer to =y fu.!ly' <, }
5.'_3_{1_ de Fors unlerstaniing of wyself . ' -
5:65 o, Spesk better Italisn

5;95__ £+ llave Locomo mors asasertive

1}.._12_ ¢ Unlergtaid U.S, foretgn yoliey more

5;§§_ tie Apprectsats fine exrt more
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S. Eotveen your artival at the Toas Ccnut ard the preaent tizs have you changed
your acadezle rafor? .
9% 50 7% v

(U you ansvered YE3, \vhzt $a your now major? )}

£0. Petveen yeur srrival &t the Roze Center and the present tixe have you changed
our career Jlans?

(If you zrovered Y55, in uhat viys, “‘ any. has ¢tlerding ths Dore Center

$rfluenced your career p)an.,'l

$1. Did you forz eny friendzhips vith rative It-1ians while at the Rozs Center?
Tl A
2% w720 wis

-~
(If you arsvercd YNS, have you reratined in centact vith any of these mative -’
T Itallan fricids sirce rl.‘leru!f; to tha Unitcd Statea?)

. o . ‘2/" X0 5);# 1ES

12, Wow pany rrhzol sponsared toury ~- outside of Moas == did you ¢o on?
In.llcatc your resporse in tho box provided.

T went on |2 3 | &chool sponsorsd toura, - ) . .

13, How many teurs, pon-acheol spansoved -- outsldes of Roae -~ did you go on?
Indtcalo your responce in the tox provided.

1 vont e 5.9 . non-ochool sponsorcd tourss

P .
f4, Vet S5 the oplizal dength of tize nceded to take advantase of tho acadenic
offerirns of tho Reae Conter? Imdlcate your rosponso Ly placirg an "L o on
13 tofore your chojce,
. lu:!* &¢ Ons cencsler ’ ) .
Ll Y. Two cemcators . .

o . e *
65 Ce l'.on.r'cr (llou long? )

15. that o the optizal Yensth of {izo needed to tuke odvantage of (he iravel
opportunitica of tho fluzo Conter? Indlcate your response by phclnb an
*X* on tho lino ltofore yous cholce,

. o . .
’ 147 8. Oro semcster :

:° b, Two scmosters
_?.(__"’__ ¢ Lonser (How long? )
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6, What §8 the cptiral lom‘v_(h of tine reeded to lake zdvantage of the cultural
orjortunitics offered by the Romo Center? Indicate your r'cu-onsc by placirs,
* g "I" on the lino Lefere your cholco. .

»:
1975 , Ond scxeater
o',

/7 b, Tvo senesters

s
19 6, fonver (llov' long? )

£2. Did you atterd & specisl orlcntation progras £t your scheool prior o your

feeving for ths Nceo Conter? .-76,': ¥0 :—1 s
If you ensvered YB3, please reopond to "a® e¢rd TLT telows

(&) Yhet kirts ofethirsy wvere dlecunsed at the prorraw vhich you feel wereo
espzclally fzyortant or beolyful §In preparing you for what you actually
erporienced at ths Rome Center?

{'53- Yhat kind of thin<y were not diccuszed or coverced which you feel would
have luen Snportant or helpful §n preparing you for your exgpericnccs at
the Noao Center?

$8, D4 you perserally rrotare vour=elf in any vay for vhat you cypeeted to
expirience at Whs Rons Center (L.2., did you 1e2d &ny specdflce tooka, talk
ith teathiers vho had toen to Euxops, ete.)?
3% wo 663 yog

§¢ you anavered YE3, please dessrito hov yeu propared yoursolfs

o

§9¢ In Mcht of your exporfences at tho flene Center, how would you suy you could
bove better propared yourcelf i<fora leaving for Home?
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20, T1d you go to the Rose Cenler with any cloce perzonal frienla or ucquslnhncu
tm: yeur hase university? -
51&/3 30 IR v ¢S m
Ir you snawercd YT3, how rany close frierds or acquaintarcea did you go
-with to the Kcao Uenter? Inlicate your responze §n the twz provideds

I went vith 2.2 clcan frieniz cr acquaintences,

28, Use the fuilosdr.z scele to ansver the rext serics of gueations. Indlicate your
vlevg Ly writlng any pualer froz § to 7 on tho lue beforo cach stateroat,

[ 4

1T AT . VERY
Y § 5 GOMEMIAT $axc s
PR S | 2 3 & 5 4 7

-!'-‘9- &, ¥ general, bLow vell preparcd verc you fer your experlenced at the
Eoat Centex?
- 6. 6 o 'Y you fInd ettenling the Roze Center to be worthuhile?
6 1;

ce ¥ould you recenzornd attonding the Dome Csntor to your friends?

22. ¥rat are ceno chergea you would like to oee teke place at the Roma Conter?

23¢ Vsl ers rovo thinss which yeu feel are {rportant to the Noze Conter program
that you vould 1iko to keup as §s, 1.6, Fot le changed?

21, o you thirk havirg attenicd the Rore Center wild rake & difference in your.: .
ife Sn tho future? 1« Ko 99y —

CIf you rnsvered Y3, pleess dezeribe bow andfor why you think 4t will make a
dSflevences
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RURT 21, Batings of Yersonal Coals

&¢ The folleving 5 & Yol of possible roals you may or 22y ot hava ga a

collere ttudent, You are asked to ratx the listed roxls in order of
$rportznze to you, with 1 Inticating the roat J=iortant pcal, 2 irdicating
the retond kost forartant goal, anl £o on up to 12 tniicating the least
5”-3'[--1& gc.\l. iicad ovar tne entire list tefore miking your rankinsa.
Yr:iicete your views Ly placing tho appropriate nusber 4n the apace provided
tsfere cach llated gosl,

LK .

SRR Exporienzing & sense of conmunity with other people

Gma——

8 £+ To undoratanl the role of Col and religlon $n £y 2ife

np——

1,

oo X, Cotting high gradea
3 ":2' To got kers enjoyment out of 1ife
5. Leexrning przctical inforrsation and akilla that yrepare no lor A carecexr

.6 6. Raving many goud frisnda

"12 <, Possosslon of wealth -

7 Ge %o Ye of cervice to others, epplying eyself to huxan welfare
9 9, Acquiring an eppreciation of art ard the clacsics

1 %0, 7o understand Ayself botter

2 it. Hc'allr\t; new £nd different types of people

D

10 £24Yaving experiences that most othor people have not had

L

Tha Jesult goal for interrational education $s stated aa followst *To obtiin
en Inloprated develorront of &11 my jotlentizlities 23 & hu.-\n peroon «- religlous,
intellcctual, cocisl, cultural, ani joysical.” .

“If thic gosl had teen 3nelunded §n he nbove Yist of 12 roals, vhore would

you rark 4t In coajarieon with tha rest?  Tuat ts, If you feel §¢ i3 as
§ryortant as the real you rarked as 21, give §t a §, 8f you feel Lt 10 as
$ujorisnt es the oro you rarked #12, rive 1t & 12, or §f you feel $¢ falls
$n tolween, givo 1t a rank soacwhero Letween § and 12, Inlicate your vicw
by plecing an appropriate rank ausbor from L To 12 in the tox provided,

1
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!

FART 111, fatings of Achlevement of Tersonal Cosls

ficcardless of hov §mportant or uninportant yeu feel the poals in the'
previouz 11t aight bLe, tho Rome Center may have helpced you or have prevented
you frex achieving theze goala, Please riate tho degrce to which the floae
Cenler Lids ficlped er Yrhiblted your aenteveernt of theae goals, Uco the
follewlrz scale where § Inflcates that the fione Conter very ntrorsly frhitited
your achlevirg the rFoal arnd 2 inflcates that the Roza Center sery stronely
helped §n yeur acntevirny tho goal. .

For exerple, 1€ the listed rorl vas “getting high craden® snd you folt
that §n ¢eneral the flcze Center drnibited your gettlng hirh prades you wvould
srite 2 3 in the sjace provided” Ua wie other hanl, 1f you felt that the
Poue Center stronsly hnlrad you to get high grades you would park a 6 In the
gpice provided. Jrdlcate your views Ly placing the appropsriate nunter {rom
§?0 7 in e spazo provided before each liated gosl.

VIRY STRCHGLY  STRONSLY " STROUGLY VERY STRCMGLY

JHITLLTED INEserd  IMMIBITED  HEITUER  MELPCD HELIED HLLIED -
M S 2 J- & 5 6 - ?
X RN .
55 1, Experfenzing a cense of coraunity with other people

L,90 2, To understand lhe role of God amd religion &n ry 1ife

P

h.29 3, cetting high grades

.6-02 ﬁ. To ret noro enjoyment out of Iifo

.3011-1 7. Posseaston of wealth

h.67. 5+ Learning practical informntion art skilla that prepare me for & enveor

5'62 6. Naving rany pood fricids

.

4&“ 8, Yo bo of ucrv!c'o to ;:thoru, ‘applylna nysolf to huaapn cervice
6;_22___ 9..Acqu&r1ng en appreciation of art end the classica

5;2_3___10. To unde.rahni pyselfl batler )

,6‘..3_5;_!1. Hesting nov and diffcrent typos of poorle

6:_5_1;__12. Havlna‘ nev experiences that most other people have not had

5-85 $3. To eblaln an 1nlcar.nted dcvalopaent of all ny potentialitics zs s
. huran person .
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t
PIRT IV, Croup and Tnterporscral Attitudes
The follovirg statemants deal with varlous group and Interpersoml attitolas,
Ure tha rcale tolaw Lo Jirdicata your dervee of asTceaent or dlsarToesent with

ﬁ_:_?} gtatencats Inilicate your vlews by writing any nuaber fros 1 ta 2 on the
ns tefore each statcment,

$IRY SIRONSLY STRCIGLY STRCHCLY  YERY STRONCLY

DISAGLLE Dit#G2EE  DISAGREE UNCYRTATR  ACREY AGKEER AGRER
-t 2 .2 b 5 é ?
' '

¢ -
522 $: & pereon s right $n feelins annoyed or angry when other seabers of
Mt./ncr froup Ignore Justifiable de=anda,

b.20 2. 18 3¢ Yuportant for an fratvidual to bs closely identifled with
at lezat one group. o

3.97 3. Kost of the tixc people sre Juat Yooking cul for themsclves,

[} . *

k.05 Lo Croup nestors chonld not te eriticired wvhen they refuse to do conething
1o vhilch they have po intoreat, cven when the action in gquestion §s
geceassry for hc group to xcacn Lts goalas.

hf’é_ 5. Cenorally ercaking, most peoplo can be trusted.
l"" 50 €. Han %3 e sccisl enfraly he cannot flourish ard grow eithout Sdentifying
biinsolf with szoxe gyoup, .
N
bh7 7+ Thaore 48 nothing vreng with zeaters of e group {rying to fersuada

iniifferent or nilily dicsenting reators to go slong with the gfroup.

. ' - - .
.3'3£ €. lsst peojple would try to tite cdvantage of you &f they got the chance.

_b.O-’é @: People vho 1dentify strongly with soms group usually do 50 at the
exponss of their doveloj<ent and indfvidual self-fulfillaent,

L.23 10, In the long run, peopls are bost off 1f left to regulato thelr oun
. behavior xathicr than cetting up group rorms and sanctlionsg

,_5-16 £1, Bost of the tima peopls try lo bo helpful.

3.71 $2,1¢ 1s 1rojor for & group to declds to rote out some kind of punishaent to
S group neaters whio act without avgard to the goals ani rulen of the group.

.3'19 £3.In Yife an intividual thould for the mozt part ®go 1t alono“ egauring
imoelf of yrivacy, havirg nuch tixo to hiwself, attcmpting Lo reslst
telng $nflucnced by others,

o ;
5:07 34, Kost people would try to to fair with you if thoy got ths chance.

.3-10 £S. Han's ratural stale $s 23 an inlepenlent, urattached $anlividuals he
e ol .
"acts In conflict with his esaentlal qualities whom ho acts with others
88 & xchber of a highly unifled group.

3'§;§.~$6.Confomina to tha policlen of your proup vhen you are not uhlolchurtcdly
fn sgreorcntl with them §s wrons, evon vhen the policties are tho reeull
of a deaocratic process fn vhich you were freo Lo jurticipate,



¥IDY STRAAUGLY STaeoNnLY STROWILY. YERY STNCHGLY
DISACHLY VISAGRLE DISAGRES WOCERTAIN  AGEEE  auntx CILE
R} 2 p 5 [ 6 7?7,

3.85 19, Censrally epcaking you can't be too carcful 1a dcaling vith poople.

h,i8 18, Inilviduala do rotl re2lly fulfil}l thelr husan |\olenlill unless they
fovolve theaselves In zuas group.

3.23 £2. T feol that 1 do not uso ay tira very effectively,
5.92 20,1 2a Qquite canl.’ldcnt atoul oy ebility to get along In now sltuations,

5.76 21 T think that T have Yecone Yncreaningly telerant of peopls ~hose vicus
&ro different f{ren airne,

2'2_3___ 22, ¥ do not fcel confident in mcoting strangera.

5‘&__ 23. 1 tolieve that I 2n sensttive to tho feolings of others.
2-_._5_1____ 24, T do ot urderstand nyself very well, )

3-33__ 25. 1 feel that I am not psychologically $ndcpendant of my parents,

4,80 26, ¥ Lellcve that xy rate of raturation $o sore rnpld than that of sy
friends, . .

PIRT Y. . Countricz visftod uix!le at the Reno Center

In e sraco providad below indicate the countries, other than Italy,
shich you vizited while attending the Hera Centor, Indlcate the country
virited and the approxizale length of stay in cach country, If you visited &
sjccific country on more than one occaajon §ndlcate the nuxboer of times you
vent ha 5 PR—

ent to thatl ccunlry X= .25
conrmy 1B OF sTAY UKPER_OF Y1STTS

1,
2,
3
5,
S. .
6.
T
8.

PART ¥I, Tdentificetion rurlor

167

In onder thal we kay ts able to cheek your roze off of the mailing Yiat vhen
your guesticnnaire §3 soturned as woll oa match up the present questionnaire with

ond you may bave ceapleted prior to your dejariuve for the Rezs Center, veo rek
you to please f1llis the lset four digits of your soclal gocurity nualer in the

spaces rrovided.
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FLNT V11, 4843 tional cozrents

In ths apsce below pleass writo any additional comments stout your
experience st the Fome Conter arnd what difference you think this experlencs
kst pade (or might make) in your life,
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FRT X,

§. Have you heard of the Rone Center of Lileral Arts, loyola Unfversity's
forelgsn stuly program An ioze, ltaly?

3% vo 977 yps

Wt

(HO‘:Y! If you answered KO, pleaze =kip to queztion #14 and contlnur.)

2. Erve you ever atterded any presentations, zlide shaows, talks, etc,,
concernirg the koao Center?

(If sou zuswered Y55, what feellass ant/or Infoixation did you coac away
¥ith regarding the Roae Center?

)

3. Eave ycu ever vistted the Poze Center cffice §n Mamen Hall to Irquireatout
foforeation regardirg Loyola's foreicn sfudy progsran? ’

797 po 2% yes

&, that would you say might be the maln tenefits, 1f any, that you coul!
porsonally recelve frox apeniing a seacster at the Rone Center in !taly?

8. Yhat would ycu say eight be the zaln dlisatvantares, §f any, that yni could
porsorally experience by apending a gerezter at the Hoas Center In italy?
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!

€ 1r you had the opportunity o spon) & nemester in collera In Rove at
loycla's ficae Center, why do you feel you nipght do 30? (Flease select
the on2 option whilch test represents your vice, laticate your
reaponse Ly placing an "I® on the line before your cho!cu.g
8% 2. For interpersoml grovth (1.e., learning to get alons with
other Hono Center stuients)

43’1 b, An ofpertunity to travel through Europa

(Jf§ ¢. For the specia) ccourses avallatle there

h'j«" d. Fer the cultural opportunities (1,e., museuns, architecture,
1talian culture)

5";' €. To getl avayefroa the Azerican way of life °

7+ Yty do you fecel nost Poze Center students chooae to siend a eemester in
¢ollepe in Rene? (Firase zelect tha orn option which test repreczents
your view, Indlcate your response by placing an "X™ on the line before
your cholce.

67 &. For interjpcersonal growth
6"’" b. &n opportunity to travel through Europe
22 €4 For the special courses available there
}5;;__ 4. For the cultural opportunitiesa

1__073_ 6. To get sway fron the American way of 1life

8, Cenerally sreakine, vhat tyre of stuient do you think ty‘pically attends
loyola's jicue Center? (Flcase describe.,)

L

Q. Hov vell versed in the Ttallan larsuapge do you telicve a student must be
befbre hefche goes to the Keme Center? (Using the scale lelow, where 1
$ndicates that a stufent need not krow any lualian tefore roing to the
Rone Center, and ? {niicates that a student nust ta extremely wcll versed
$n Jtalian tefore ;fodn~ to the licae Center, indicate your response by
eircling the scale nuzber which teat represents your cholce,)

BOT AT . & CREAT
ALL SOHVHAT PrAL
t 2 (3 "R | 6 ?

X= 3.3)&
10, Yhat do you telicve $5 the mininiy prade point averace (CPA) a stulent’
pust have to Le eligible to stuly at the flcas Center? (Indlcate your
yesponse by writing: the nuaters in the tox provided,) ,

2.65
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$1, Compired ¢1th the overall casta fe.r. tultion, houzine, etc,) at *he

. leke Share campus, how exf<n.ive do you (eel Jt would Lo to atuly for
& armerter at the aoxe tenter? (Lains the sculn Lelow, where 1
frdfcates that expenzes at 1he lione Center vould be a rreat deal bere
than et Lake Lhore, anml 7 in'icatca that esprnzes at the hoae 'hentes
would Yte & preat deal sore than at tne Like .hore campus, Intlcatse
your respvwnca Ly cirelins the scale nunber shich test represents your

cholce, )

& CREAT TFiL ABOUT & CREAT DAL

FOUE EXLENSIVE THE SAH: WSS ELILNCIVE
1 2. 3 [N (s) 6 ?

¢ X= 5,42
12, Do you have sny friands or rolatfves who have attended the Tome Center?
L5% po 555 tEs

(If ¥ou enswered YPS, $n vhat ways have they chanped, If any, a¥ a rezule
of tholr experjences at the Fooe Center?

———)
i).. Po you plan on attending tho Romo Center in the future?
87% 1o 137 yes _ L .

that ere the reasons for your decislion to atten! or not attent the vome
Conter? (50 Y for Senlorn, please answer the foliowing questiont shy 4id
you clioose rot to attend the ltoze Lcnler’)

e . . - . - - -

§ et —— e - - - _— .- Ce e e mwen

€ gh, Havo you inquir :d into any. forc\rn atwiy prograas (ot,hcr than Lloyola's
Rone Center prograa)? .

B1% o 197 s .

L]

£5 Do you plan on attending any forelgn study prorru {other then loyo)a a
fiomo Center) in the future? .

87% ko 13° ms o
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f
Fatinza of Persanal Coala

As The folloving ta a 1iat of pozaidle roals you may or may rot have as a
collese stedent, You are aszed %o rank lhe listed poals in onder of
dxportance to you, with | 1mticating the moss imrortant feal, 2 Inclrating

fejartant peal,  ‘ead over lns entire !'3st tefore sakine your vin<ir:i,
Iritzare yeur views by placing the appropriate puaber in Lhe space provided
beforo cach Misted goal.

RANK

6

* Gt

10

t. Experiencing a cemse of conxunity with other people

2. To undersiand the role of Cod znd religlon in &y 1life

' 8

e
2

2

12

3

e

2
1
=

11

3. Cetting high grades

k. To get more enjoyment out of 11fe

5. Leerning practical'lnfomtl::n ard skills that preparc me for a carcer
&. Kavirg cany good friends .

7. Possession of wealth

8. To be of servico to olhers;, applying nyself to human welfare

9. I.c.q'.:iriﬂg an appreciation of art and the classica”

10, To unieratand ryself better .

11, Feeting new and different types of people

$2, Having expericnces that most other people have not had

B, The Jesult goal for international education is stated as follows: *"To obtain
#n fntegrated developrent of all my potentialitica as a huzan person -- religious,
4ntollcctual, social, cultural, and physical.”

If th

ts goal had teen included {n the above 1ist of 12 goala, where would

you rark §t in confarison with the rest? ‘lhat i3, if you fecel 1t 13 as
deportant as the roal you rarked as #1, give 1t a 1, i you feel It §s aa

$mpor
in e

tant as the onc you ranked #12, glve it a 12, or 1f you feel 1t falls
tween, give 1t A rank somcwnere cetveen ! and 12, Inilcate yovur view

by placing an appropriate rank ruober frox 1 to 12 in the box provided,

1 .
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PART JII1. Ratirga of Achieveaent of Pevsonal Goala

Perarilass of hox §mportant or unlm;ortant you feel the gozls ta the
Previous Lis® 21sht be, loyola Ualversity say tave tielred you or have
yrevented you froa achievirs these goals. sleane vate *he desvee o Lich
Lreola has belped or lnndsited your achievesent of thean goals, ‘ue he
felloving 2tale wacre | tnitzatcen *hat loysla Untversity very strascle
§rrfbited your asnteving the goal and 7 Imitcares rar loyoia very noacecly
Pelrod dn yuur achlevelnes the o2l

Vor cuanple, If the 1iauted pgoal w13 “ectting high rradea™ and you rfolt
thatl §n pereral logola Uatveesity 1ohibived your pactlng high prades you
Leold wrtte & 1 3a the spice provided.  on tne othar hand, 3f oo opelt that
Iovels sfynrcts 1 oyen to pen Blpeh crvades you weald mavk 2 6 in toe
L e ate your viess by placins, the appropriate nusbepr traa
}._ to 7 in tho ppice provided tercre each llsted goals

YEAY SITONALY  nTLonany STROICLY  VERY HRLNLLY
LIATRITID JHLTRITED IMMIPITER) NEITHER  HEWIRD HELFED TR RE
. 'f | 2 ¥ & 5 6 7

l’*;ﬁ?__ $. Crpeviencing A zonse of cozaunity with cther people

5,'_1;_6_ 2. Yo vnderstard the role of Cod and roligion in ey lifa
ll'..é'ﬂ__ 2 Cetty res high prades’

'*-ff'i; L, To get rove enjoymcnt out of lifz;

J‘j_{f:‘__ §. Learplrg praclical fnfeixation and skills that prepare me for a cavcer
I’I"‘_?_?“_. &, linvirs pany rood frients

3.‘,%_?. Posgessien of wealth

l“.:_?_@__ fle 70 be of service to others, applying A-y.saif to human welfare
5_'_‘2__(1__ e Leguiring an appreciution of art ant the clasclcs

5;2’2_'!0. To unierstani mysslf better

5“'_-2?‘_!'2;1’.:3"{1'; rew et ~ifferent typea of prople

l&_-_'_?_‘?_xz. Kaving new expericnces that moat othar people hava pot had

S.Lli;’_ij.'&'n cbtain an integrated developzent of ell =y potentiaiities as a
hu~an peraon



176

PART IV, Croup end Intarpcracmal Attitudes

The folloving stalenents deal with varticus rroup and interper=onal attitudas,
. Uge tha zzale telov to Inificato your desree of arvereent or dizapresnrat with
¢ach statezent. Inlica-e your viewa by writing afy nuater from 1 % 2 on tha
1ine tclfure cach statcaent,

YERY STRCIGLY STRONCLY " STRONGLY VERY 3 30iSLY

TIoalter DISAGREE 7TISARFE UKRIERTAIN  AGHEE ALEES ke
_ 2 "3 A s 6 7
X

5.02 $. % prroon §s right 1n feeling annoyed or angry when other merbera of

‘ h!c/h:t Froup lr‘.xore Jusriflable decands,

’4"25 2. It $a Smportant for &n trdividuzl to be closcly jdentifled «ith
[} &% leaat one yroup.

L.09 3. Fost of the tire people are Just looking out for themselves.

- 3.8 4, Crevp necbhors rheuld rot ba eriticized when they refuse to do wormething
0 vhitch they have no interest, even <hea the action {n ques‘lion ia
pecessary for the group to reacn {tas ,oals,

4,36 §. Cencrally speaking, rost people can te trusted.

4ol - 6. M-n §3 a soclal aniralg he c'a;mot flourich and grow without identifying
hinsell with soze group.

b.hb 7. There 1s naothing wrorg with menters of a group tryirg to persuade
drdiffercat or mildly dissenting mnexters to go along with the oroup,

3‘36 B. Host people would try to take advantage of you if they got the charce.

3'71 9. People who tdentify stronzly ¢#ith sosas group usually do so at the
cxpense of thelr developaent arnd §fndividual self-fulfillaent.

3.73 $f2 10, In the long run, people are btest off §f left to resulate thelr own
t‘khavlo' rather than sc'ting up group noras and canctions,

.86 11, Kost of the time people try to be helpful.

k.19 12,1t 35 proper for a group tn declde to mete out zome kind of ounizhoent to
group meaters who act wlthout regard to the goals and rules ol the sroup,

3.18 13.In 11fc an {niividurl should for the most part “yo it alone™ zzsuring
hinsclf of privacy, having such tizo to hiaself, attesptineg to resist
bedrg influcnced by others.,

L.73 14, Most people would try to ba falr with you if they got the chance.

2.2-" 15, Fan's mxtural state i3 as an indepenient, unattached tndividualy he
#cts In conflict vith his ezucatial qualities when ho acts with others

ec A menber of a highly unified geoup.

3:?}1__36. Cenforzling to the policles of your fgroup vhen you ars not wholtheartedly
$n agreenent with thea s wrong, even when the polleies are the result
of & dexocratic procesn $n vhich you were free to participate,
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/
VIDY STRONSLY mTPONILY STROMILY Vil Y /7 lOgiy
Lrsacree PISATIEE  PLIACIEE  UHCERTAIN  AGHEZE  ACKRE RN

4
3.95 19,
b,C8_ gn,

3.3 _15.
5.43 25,

556y,

555 a2

(SN

[ .
2,57 e

3.39 a5,
: l&.hl 26,

PART Y,

2 3 b 5 6 ?
Cenerslly spmaking you can't be too careful 1n deallrg with penple.

Frlividuals do not re2lly fulfill thetr husan patenttal ualacs they
fovoalve thonselves $n foRe cToup.

T feel that I do not vee ky tine very effectlvely,
T an quit® confident atout ny abiliiy to get aleng in new sttaationa,

T 2 that T hoave beacar Sncreastesdy talerunt of people <mone
¥ices £yve Gilfcrent {row mine.

v

T do ot jcel confident In recting stranicrs,

I bedfeve that T as nenzttive to the feelings of others.,

Y do rot unlovotand pyselfl very well,

I feel that I 2z not prycliologpically fndcpenient of my parents,

T Believe that my rate of naturation is porve rapid than that of ny

fricnts,

Backrrourt Inforxation

In oxder o Interjrel tho tespunies you have glven and to wmake posslble

conJuartirona Leturen diffevent type:
<ing infrinstion atout your baskrvernd,

the fulle

L, LT

of rrople, 1t §s $mportant that we bave

yoizse

2,50 10 s 165

ol o
Tt omman e
AN

et

> et . o
3. Yesr dn schocts _IY0 e, DMisopn, BT gp, 119 se,

&, 0307 fields

S, Petveen Scpteuter, 16P1 and the )‘»rv::\cnt‘ tire have you changed ycur

teadenic pa for? . .
——— 30 ~tet .
. A HO s Y13
(1f you answered Yr3, what §a your naw major? — )

6, Fotecen Septeater, 1971 and the p:resent tize have yeu changed your
Srreer plany?

6rt 10
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7e RISILEXCES
be%,Domuory
Praternity/Sorority houss
8[/‘; :3 .
Persomal Apartsent/ Avay Frea fanily

1A
Y5 bt oo Vith Faszily

Have you previously vicited other co'untrlrs?'

[

58% ya  L27wyes

If you enovered YOS, in the stace belew indicate the countries shich veu
bave vizited., lIritcate the country visited amd the avproxtnates lens'nh of
glay in e'ch country. If you visited a specific country eon nore than one
czceston Sndicate the nurter of tisea you went to that ccuntry
CONTRY _ E}IC’TH OF STAY VHITR OF YTUIUS
. Y= 1,41

a.
.
c.
. 4.
<. . D
f.
€
b
L 9

9. Crade Polnt hverage (GPa)r X= 3.2

Tdentiffcation Nuaber, In order that we ray be able to check your nane
eff of the natling Y1t when the questionraire ts returncd vz asi you to
plesce £311 4n the last four diglits of your soclal security nunber in

the Loxes provided,

10
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FAUT VI, Adi1tioral Commenta

In the epace telow please write any additionnl comacnts you might have
about the Reae Center, forelgn atuly progreaz, ctc,
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