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ABSTRACT |

The booklet describes and prgsents recommendations
for im ving the Pulbright-Hays exchange program. The frogram
compr£§§i@an international visitor program and a two-way exchange of
research scholars, lecturers, teachers, and qraduate students. The
ma jor ob1ective of the program 1s to increase mutudl understanding
between people of the United Statesseand other ccuntries. Th docunent
is presented in eight chapters. 6hap+er I introduces the program,
explains administrative procedures and ob1ectives and defines the *
scope of the report. Chapter IT summarizes findings and conclusibns

. of the report including that *he decentralized nature of the projyram

renders most generalizations qganincless. most segments of the
program are suffering from financial cutbacke, and decisions
regarding practices in the f1éld should be mmde wheneyer possible by
people most familiar with cdrcumstances in a particullr country. :
Chaptet III outlines selection processes. Chapter IV explains.
participant orientation and.assistance procedures. Chapter V comments
pn adequacy of allowances *o various groups of grantees. Chapter VI
focuses on methods of evalua*ina various program functions. Chapter
VII presents comments by the International Communication Agency on
administering the teacher exchanage program. The final chapter -
explains t he international visitotr aspect of tniyiﬁcgram. (DB)
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BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL .@ ot

‘Report To The Cong ress |

OF THE UNITED STATES

FIexipii,i'ry--Key To Administering
Fulbright-Hays Exchange Program

To promote understanding between the

) Umted States and other countries, the

Government sponsors the Fulbright-Hays

educational and culturak gxchange programs. .

These' include a two-way academic program
and the international visitors program, which
brings government, Business, media and other
leaders to the United States for short visits.

Bedause circumstances vary from country to

. country, offigials administering the program

overseas should continue to/be flexible in
managing their programs. '

"US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION AWELFARE
" NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION,

THI% DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
, ‘DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
\ EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
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To the President of the Senate and the - #

. ! .
Speaker of the House of Representatives

N
+

This report is one ot a series assessing the U.S,
‘Governnent's public diplomacy programs to promote mutual
urderstanding. This report discusses the management of

the processes for participation in the Fulbright-Hays e
exchange program and thé services to make the exchangee's
experience meaningful, L . '

We believe that information explaining the various.
processes associated .with awarding Fulbright-Hays grants to -
both Americans and foreign nationals will be useful to those .
considering the future of the exchange programs authorized :
by the Mutual Fducational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961,
as anended. ’ ‘

Copies of this repogt are being sent to the Director,
Ctfice of Management and- Pudget; Director, International
Conmunication Agency; the Secretary of Health, Educatiop,

. and Wwelfare; cognizant congressional committees; and
oryanizations and individuals active, in the exchange program.

¢ , Comptroller General
- _ of the United Sta&es

» . ‘ “
. . . ‘ . o
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S FLEXIBILITY~-KEY TO
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS _ : ADMINISTERING THE
FULBRIGHT-HAYS hXCHANGF
PROGRAM
DIGEST ’
| - = == == \

:The purpose of the Fulbright- Hays exchange
progranm is to "increase mutual understanding"
between people of the United States .and other
countries by means of educational and cul-
tural exchanges. This is accomplished through

--exchanges of research scholars, lec-
turers, teachers, and g(ﬁddate stu-
dents- and \

-—-&n international ‘visitors piogram.

! -
Because. the Eulbrlght program is‘an amalgam
oi many programs, GAO focused on aspects
common to all exchange prggrams--selection
of participants; reception, orientation, *
and assistance activities; and evaluation,
followup, and measures of impaqt. g

GAO is not maklng any ;ecommendatléns.
Bécause of different conditions, a goaqd prac-
tice in one country may be a bad practice
in another. GAO believes it is. best to rely
eavﬁly for judgments as to the adequacy of
he practices to-those in the fie}d most
familiar with circumstances in a partlcular .o
country. . _ \ -

The academic programs influence those in
education; the international visitors pro-
gram influences leaders in Such fields as T
politics, government, ‘business, labor, and
the media. Academic participants--from the
United States and abroad--are selected com-
retitively under the supervision of the
independent Roard of Foreign ‘8cholarships.
? International Visitors are selected by sen10r
embassy officials. - R
GAO.identified two overriding issues: )h .

.3 ——Internatlozal Communlcatlon Agency
officials Overseas make except1ons

4

¢
Jear Shegt. Upon vemovnl the report
cover date shouid be noted hereon,
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to policy guidance from Washington

because of circumstances peculiar to

a country. . ‘ '

--Sharp funding reductions in the latter
1960s, coupled with the emphasis on
maintaining the number of academic
grants, resulted in cutbacks on orien-
,tation, allowances, grant periods, and
tollowup in some couyntries. (Seé R
ch, 2.) )

’

H

In February 1979, the S‘esfdent submitted to
the Congress a plan to i1ncrease funding for
the exchange program through.1983. Should

the increase materialize, the International
Communication Agency may want to use some of f
-the .additional money to improve services to
participants. (See ch. 2.) . -

-
-

ACADEMIC_PROGRAMS

While the selection process dgenerally is
performed well, there are several issues
which affect the process: : \

] ‘ »
*

--llaintaining a balance between the
number ot American and foreign
participants (twice as many for- ,
eigners as Americans now partici-
pate).

. *-Awdrding yrants to individuals who
already have studied "abroad.

’ . . . .
--Dilscouraging reénewals of grants.
[ -~ .
--Coordinating with other interna-
tional exchange programs. (See
chs. -3 and 7.) - :

érientation, reception, and assistance vary
f rom country to courtry. Orientation ranges
trom a highly structured, formal program in
Germany for both Americans and Germans to a
very informal briefing for Americans in
Indonesia. Assistance consists of respond-
ina to individual problems-as they occur.
+With the exception of American participants
in Yugoslavia, there Were few complaints.

(See ch., 4.) , , s .‘
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Generally, eyaluation, followup, and measur-
ing impact of exchanges recejve little, if
any, attention. Program officials do not
make evaluations of exchanges and assessments
of overall program impact, although indivi-"
dual participants prepare evaluations of their
experiences. . Program officials say they lack
criteria . for evaluarions and assessmentdg. (oee

ch. 6.)

In Geypany, Ind)a, and nger1a,_American
Fulbri*ghters attend a seminar or cdnference
at. least once during. their sojourn. Thege
provide participants an opporrunlty to meet
important people, dlscuss their experiences, '
and talk to prdgram 6fficials. Eva uations
by parr1c1panrs of these seminars suggesr
that they have a better experierfce because

of them. GAO believes program officials ip
other countries may wish to consider similar
conferences.; (See ch. 6.), .

There is l]flle followup on prev?ouq Fulbright
scholars. While many reasons are offered,
including lack of funds, the pervasiveness

of this problem suggests that officials over-
seas .believe that costs of followups outweigh
benefits., It may be worthwhile to consider
alternatives to traditional notions of fol-
lowup; for example, periodic meetings abroad

- of foreign“Fulbrighters for a seminar related

to their field of srudy might be considered.
(See ch. 6. ) ‘ , o

+
-

Agericans in Yugoslavié face many pnoblems——
lack of suitable housing, inadequate allow-

ances, medical care, and universitjes not

using lecturers productively.- Because of e
these problems, American participants are
encouraged to'remain for a second academic

year, which is usually more productive. Tne
§}\\\d;econd year is unusual in the Fulbrlghr pro-

ram where- the common pracrlpe is to.limit
a grant period to 1 acadenic yearApr less.

“(See ch. 2.)

iid . .

Al



OTHER OBSERVATIONS ' Re

Policy guidance by the Board 6f Foreign
Scholarships provides for mutuality of
exchanges--a reasonable balance in numbers
6f foreign and American participarks. 1In
practice, some officials abroad apply di f-
ferent interpretations for mutuality, such
as equality based on dollars or equality
based fon considerations aof all exchange
opportlunities. (Ste ch. 7.)

Allowances vary‘betWeen countriegs. and program
categdries. With the rising cost of living

)} and inflation, the governing ‘factor in estab-
lishimg allowance rates appears to be the

—desire to maintain the number of grants. _
There appeared to be no major problem with
allowance rates in 11 of the 12 countries
reviewed. The Board and the International
Communication Agency believe that the rising
‘cost of living will have a detrimental effect -
on the program's future by reducing the num-

-, ber of grants awarded. (See ch. 5.)

The teacher exchange program is declining.
The decline is attributed to the Board of
Foreign. Scholarshjips' placing more emphasis
on higher education in view of budget .
restraints. (See ch. 7.) :

A pervasive problem is the lack of adequate
planning by host institutions .for American \
professors going abrpoad. Professors frequen-
tly find classes and books not available and
often are assigned duties different from
those'agreed upon beforehgnd. (See ch. 7.)

The Office of Fducation Fulbright program is
funded and managed seperately from the Inter-
‘national Communication Agency program. Its
‘purpose-is’ to develop expertise in less com-
mon aught languages and cultures. (See'

iv
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INTERNATIONAL VISITQR% PROGRAM

About 2,000 people annually receive grants,

to come to the United States under the Inter-
natignal Visitors Program. - The Program o
appears to have few administrative problems.
(See’ ch. 8.) ‘

<

AGENCY COMMENTS : -

The International Communication Agency agreed
that more attention should be devoted to ori-
entation and that in the "final analysis many
of the tough. judgments must be left to those

nearest to the problem," i.e., binational com-

" missions and overseas posts. The Agency did

not concur with the GAO view om allowances and
stated that it was "finding a number of symp-
toms of a serious problem" with allowances.
(See app. I1.)

The Chairman of the Board of Foreign Schelar- -
ships agreed with many GAO conclusions. He

- believed it would be useful to point out the

Tear Sheet

success of the Fulbright program. Further,
he believed that allowances were becoming a
major problem.- (See app. II1.)

Office of Edugation offi¢ials provided oral.
comments that were generally supportive of
the CAO conclusions. 7They also provided a
nunber of suggested changes that were consid-
ered in the preparation of the report.
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CHAPTER 1

[ 4 ' e 3 s
INTRODUCTION | * \

R Y

. ™~ » * 13 b
The International Communication Agency (ICA) administers

a program ** * * t5 enable the Government of the United States
to JnLrease mutual understanding between the people of the
Unjted States and .the people of other countries by means of = -
educational and cultural exchange * * * " PBefore April 1, .
1978, the program was administered b;}the Department of State.

The program is authorized by the Mutual Edbcational and
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, as amended (Fulbright-Hays Act
(22 U.S.C. 2452)). The 1961 authorization was a consolidation
of existing legislation, }he oldest of which was enacted in
1996. Thus, the prograw is about 33 years old. di/

-~ <
THE EXCHANGE PROGRAM

]

The fiscal year 1978 program amounred to about $55.4 mil-
-lion of which forelgn governments contributed about $5.4 mil-
lion. Approximately $51 million was applied to geographically
identified exchange-of-persons programs, with the. remainder -
going to programs without a specific geographic focus. Thegv://
remainder included funds made available to ¢

~-cover worldwide cooperative programs with ‘ .
private institutions; '

--operate rhe Board of Forelgn ‘Scholarghips . Q 
(BFS);

--promote Americ¢an ‘Studies in foreign univer-
sities; and ’ _ N

--assist foreign students generally in the ]
. United Srares.

These costs do not include the salaries of U.S. Governmenr
employees in the q#fred .States. - . e

s . -

e~
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Number of grants for fiscal year 1978

. _ - Eoreign . American " Total
Academic¢c programs: C N .
Graduate students 1,088 ' 361 1,449
» ' Teachers ‘ 101 92 193
Professors (research- ' :
scholars and lecturers) 534 704 T 1,238
International. visitors 2,368 - 2,368
American specialists - : 109 - _ 109
Total 1 4,091 .7 1,266 5,357
: Academic Programs :
. ® Academic prOgrams_iggluagfygseérbh.%chOIars} lecturers; . =" .
. teachers, and graduate’student#’ These¢ programs are co “"Fiﬁﬂéﬁﬂnxé
L tivelysréferred to"as the Fulbright program and-parxi®¥pants - T
S ~are referred -to generally as~Fu1brig§$_schplarsq_rAﬁadeic T W oL
N grants are generally for a Full academic. yeag, with:. mea min- T
SN imum of 5 mbnths., - ' D . o ST, :fﬁJ
Numef%us officials and distinguished scholars, during the "'i§7
". course of our review, pointed out that the Fulbylight academic. 7 @

-

- program has become a highly prestigious Program recognized
worldwiW as reflecting the best of America.. This recognition
is attributed to the ,elaborate .mechanism that has been estab-
lished to "assure that the best candidates are selected and
to’pkotect'the integrity of the program.

- . ' ' L
o Pinational commissions abroad manage the academic:
. * exchange programs in 44 countries. In the other countriés - .

(there are almost 140 .countries in all), 'the academic -pro-
grams are managed by the embassy cultural affairs offjcex.
. J ¢ B ) :
. The commissions aye active in 43 countries 1/ which have
+ . entered-intg the executive agreements with the United States
" to conduct a program of educational exchange. They are refer-
v red to as‘the.U.q. Educatiqnal Foundation or thefFulbrightl o
.. .Qommission or some variant''of these titles. They are composed. .
' ~ equally of distinguished national edugqtors and cultural lead- C s
v -+ 'ers and Americans from &he U.S. Embassy and resident American

_ )//|: Cooon — S . ‘ T
. . . e ] ) ) \ - ] ’
1/There>¥r¢*44 countries served by a binational commission,
.. " 'but Belgiu and Luxembourg 'share a sihgle commission in
' 'Brussels. .. . . L -

¢

-/ . - x“_g) } -




v ' ] ’ .
comnunity. :The U.S: Ambassador.serves as honorary chairman of
the Lommls§1on.' The U.S. cultural affaqu (or public affaiqu

.Ootticer - 1s dlmoqt dlwaYH a uembet. . .

- N

of Foreifin'Scholarships selects all parficipants in the‘aca-,
demic progrdms. It also uUpG‘queS the programs including the
Ofirce of 'Education Fulbright program. The Board is drawn

‘principally from the American academic community and serves

in a part-timé, ,voluntary capacity, aSQ1qted by a spall secre-
tariat in ICA. -~
. & .
Ptoqrdm adninistration is the responsipility of ICA, spe-
citically the Associate birector for Educatr™nal and Cultural

Aftairs (ECA).. The ECA staff oversees program operations, ande
provides budgetary and personnel support and liaison and guid--
ance to USICA -posts abroad, to a network of cooperating agen-
cies, and to others involyed in the conduct 'of the exchange
ppngam. _ o :

Abtoad binational commissions and poqts (embassies) nom-
lnate tote1qn part1c1pants and place and 3551st American par-—
ticipants. DIn the United States, the Council for International
chhanqo ot Scholars (CIES) 1/ nominates American senior schol-
ars and places and assists forelgn senior scholars. ,The
Institute of Irfternational qucatlon (ITE) nominates American
student pa1t1c1pantq and places and assists foreign student
partlLlpantQ.

4

* P
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@

~Briefly, the programing mechanism works as follows:

--Under the fiscal guidance provided by Washington,
cach enbassy prepares an annual country plan
shagwing the number of exchanges, both foreign and
American, by category. The plans®also set forth

s

l/Tho Councll for Int&>nat10nal Fxchange of Scholars is a
13-member board selected by the Conference Board of Asso-
ciated Research Councils. The latter is composed of the
American Council on Fducation, the American Council of
Learned boc1et;eq, the Mational Research GCouncil, and the
Social Science Research Council, The CIES maintains a
‘program staff in Washingtosn under the administrative
responsibility of .the American Council on qucatlon,

Pyx(pdtute 'Pre51dent1aldy appointed 12 -membex Board .

\

quppOLth by funds from ICA. - '



In priority ordér, (1) -figld, or discipline for
individual exchanges proposed,” (2) university ‘
placement -contemplated, and (3) related informa--
tion: In countries with binational commissions,

S the commissi(nu;;>repare annual programs.: These »
‘augment the U.S. mission's plans.

'—vFollowing‘Washington approval, specific require-
rnents for Americans to participate in academitv
‘.programs-are transmitted to CIES and 1IF. . .
.. - (These agencies advertise the availability
ot the grants widely throughout the acadenmic
communiﬁyg) .
--Applications are reviewed and the nominations o
are made from the besg qualified.

/

Sinultaneously, posts and bihational commissions seek appli-

E cation from foreign academics and nominate from the best -
qualified applicants. CIES and ITE find placements for for- e
eign participants and assist then during the sojourn. Rina-

. tional commissions and posts find placemerfts for American
participants and assist them in their sojourn.

In, the case of the acadenic programs, host institutions-
may provide student tbitions,'professorial stipends, housing,
or other benetits. Thus, the qrant provided by ICA is some-
tines a small part of the total exchange cost or a travel-only

- grant. In addition, toreion students in the program, espe-
cially if seeking a degree, extend their stay in the United
States tor ‘a Second, third, or nmore years. In such cases,
the student is often expected to find education funds from
sources other than ICA. ' -

A ]

International Visitors Program (IVp)
The IVP permits foreigyn leaders and professionals to make
short-term visits to the United States., Fmbagsies select par-
ticipants in the IVP and their itineraries in the United States.
are-prepared by a variety of private programing ageneies in the

Y  United States under contract with ICA. FEmbassies and the pro-
graming agenciesvwork on a Ccase-by-case basis to match the \
visitdr's schedule-with the programing agency's capacity and

~with the availability of American counterparts the visitors

may wish to spes . -
- . ’ . . . .

-

*In.establishing ICA, the President set forth a new gbjecs
tive for the Agency: "7To tel}l ourselves about the world, so as
to enkich our own culture as well as yive us the understanding,
" to deal effectively with_ ptoblems among nations."

! /
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It should e noted that th? oxchange programs, both academic
and qnterhatlonal vigitors, Serve the purpose of this mandate.
They .are the only ICh programs that do this dlrectly
4

kelated O!tlLe of rdugatlpn Program #)‘ .

~

Section 102 {b) (6) of the Mutual qucatlonal and Cul-
tural Exchange Act oft 1961, as amended, authorlzes the Presi-
dent to provide for "* * * promoting modern’foreign langtage
training and .area studies in the United States schools, col-
leges, and universittes * * *" by supporting visits abroad
ot teachers and prospgctive teachers and visits to the United

: States by teachers from other countries. These functions were
delegated by the FPresident to the Secretary of Health; Educa-
tion, and Welfare by Executive Order 11034, as amendeﬁ

In tiscal year 1978, about $3 million was used under this
authority by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare's
Ottice of Education (OE) to provide fellowships. to Americans -
tor study abroad, to provide for foreign participants to visit
"the United States, and for group projects abroad for American
~ 7 participants. ] '

The OF Fulbright program complements the OE Title VI,
National etense Fducation Act, programs which promote foreign
languagye and area studies in the United States. Both-the OE
'"ulbright and "Title VI programs concentrate bn developing .
foreiygn language and area specialists in the less commonly
taught languages and' cultures of the world.

WHY THE REVIEW WAS IMNADE

‘ . -,

- In December 1976, we convened a l2-member panel of experts
on e¢xchange-ot-persons programs for a discussion designed to
help us identify the most important program areas for review.
One such area was the adequacy of the many processes involved
in the prograns. -“These processes, all directly related to tife
individual exchangee, include: selection, reception and orien-
tation, assistance, evaluation, followup, and impact. We were
alertéd to the growing 1ntere5$(1n programs of 1nternt10nak%

T~ exchange Ly the ) A

--proposals to reorganize the Government for _
the conduct of public diplomagyh .
4

——1n¢ore 't 'in international education pro-
groms shown in the FPresident's Commission
on Foreign Language and International ¢
Studies, and : .
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-~-Helsinki accords which,‘amdng other thi%gﬁ,
sought to promote educational exchamgyes. as
well as further development and Iimprovement

v of toreign lanquage teachinq. .

‘It wasicviﬂpnt.when.we initiated'Our review that the
merger ot the Bureau af Fducational and -Cultural AMfgirs in
the State Department and the United States Information
Ayency would eventually result in a number of organizational
changes within the administrative apparatus managying the
exchange progranms. Theretore, we pOnfigeq our attention
during the Yqview t® thege many ‘processes,

DISTINCTION BETWE N ACADEMIC AND

INTERNATIONAL VISITORS PROGRAMS

3
2

The processes associated with the exchange programs vary
between the academic and infernational visitors programs.
Moreover, the term "Fulbright program® is anbiguous. To some,
it means only the academic programs, to others it means the
proyrams covered by the Fulbright-Hays Act which enmbraces
both the academic and international visitors programs. *

Binational commissions carry out the academic programs
in 44 countries; BFS ecxergises important responsibilities
over the academic programs. Neither commissions nor BFS have
canything to do with the international visitors progran. .

’

Academic grants are advertised:and awarded Cdmpetively;
international visitors are carefully chosen by senior embassy
ofticials. . The academic programs seek the "best"; the inter-
national visitors program seeks the "important." Academic
ytantees are required to complete evaluation reports on com-
pletion of their yrants; international visitors 'are not
requited to do anything in a manner of speaking. Academi'c, ,
grantces are provided with orientation naterials dealing wi-th
the culture, history, ctc., of the other counttry; international
visitors do not receive instructional materials (unless they
request them) other than of a practical nature., Acadenic
yrantecs are provided with assistance -when they request it;
international visitors, for the most part, are acconpanied
during their stay in the United States and assistance is
oftered before it is requested. The academic programs are
two-way programs; the international visitors program is a
(nlv—way'}vruthuw._ The academic prograns influence those in
education; the international visitors program influences those
in politics, government, business, labor, media, etc. e

-

l

-

-
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. SCOPE_OF -REVIEW , s '
A We reviewed records and held discﬁééions with officials

\
1

--The :Internationa]l (ommunication Agency in Washinqton,
D (o N * . 7.

Wi

--The Otfice of Lducation, Depa{%ment of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Washington', D.C. (for those programs
authorized by section 102 (b) (6) of the Fulbright-Hays
Act managed directly by them and ‘the teacher exchange
program manaqed under an ICA contract).

——Twelve embassies abroad and eight b1nat10nal commi s-

sions:
A Finland . Binational Commission
GCermany "
~ Yugoslavia ) "
Nigeria Does not have a commission
, Japan ' Binational Commission
’ Philippines "
Colombia ' " -
Ecuador " .
Guatemala Does not have a commission
. Mextico » -
Indonesia ' "

India Binational Commission ~

—-Contracting agencies:

£
-

Council  for International Exchange of Scholars,
Washington, D.C.; .
A N

Institute of Internatlonal Education,,
New York Clty and Wathngton, D.C.; and

African-American Institute, Washington, D.C.

. The 12 cqQuntries combined accounted for slightly more
than 20" percent of the dollar and number of exchanges in the
fiscal year 1978 total worldwide program but accounted for
slightly under 10 percent of the total number of countries
with which exchanges are conducted. ,
We did not include ICA's Amerigan Specialists Program
- in our review. At the time we¢ began our review, it was
believed that material changes in the American Specialists
Frogram would take place probably invalidating any findings

P
~3



we, might make with requ%; to that -program. vuch changes did
occur. An American Part cipant Program i8 now carried out
under guidance furnished by the Associate Director for Pro-
grams. The Aslociate Director tor Educational and Cultural
Affairs, responsible for the exchange programs covered by

our review, continues to have responsibility for a ‘program

- for Acadeﬂip/Cultural Specialist¥,

_ Chapters 2 tHrough 7, which follow," deil exclusively with
the academic exchanges. The concludin)\ chapter, chapter 8,
deals with the International Visijtors Program.

AGENCY COMMENTS

YO

In commenting on this report, the Internatijonal Commyni-
catjon Agency (see app. I) agreed that -additional attention
should be devoted to orientation and that in the "final anal-

ysis many of the tough judgme ts must be left to those nearest

to the program--the binatiohal commissions. and USICA posts."
ICA did not concur with our view on allowances and stated that
it 'was "finding a number of syfptoms of a serious problem"
with allowances. \ N

of Foreign Scholarships (see

app. II) in commenting on th : agreed with many of our
conclusions. He believed it Wouldvbe useful to point out the
success of the PFulbright program. Further, he believed that

allowances wete rapidly .becoming a,major problen.
k]

The.Chairman of the Boa

We also obtained-oral comments from officials'of the
Office of Fducation. “They made a pumber of suggersted changes
and comments which were COnsidengdPin the final prgpagation
of thés report..: :

B &
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. \ © COST AND PARTICIPANTS BY GRANT CATEGORIES
[} by .
, FOR_COUNTRIES QOVERED BY GAO REVIEW (noke a)
e LY (f1scal year 1978)
Graduate studentg Senjor scholaxs - International
. Grants Total - Grants Total visitors
Count.ry U.S. Foreign cost . U.S. ~ Foreign*® cost Grants Cost
-~ (000 - ' (000, . ' (000
: amitted) ' amitted) . . amittéd)
MO lambia 7. 41 $ 144 13 - 1 $ 119 14 § M
Beuador s 24 SCI 4 - 49 33 - 36
" Federal
. ] \ :
Republic ot (

- Gemany 107 126 1,508 56 59 808 42 110
Finland 4 B 91 137 122 21 | 4%
Guatemala - Y | 6 | - 24 10 19
India 2 9 79 Y 39. # 626 26 90
Indonesra 1 18 123 5 6 183 20 93
Japan 3 24 201 12 A5 438 51 136

. Mexico ¢ 14 4 204 9 - 144 33 82
Nigeria - 2° 17 9 16 , 184 73 241
. . )
philippines 3 26 171 6 2 67 . 2] 83
Yugoslavia 20 152 42 14 510 52 14l
CMotal . 150 %313 $2,815 207 159 $3,274 \ 396 $1,124
e —— —) e — ——— . m——

a/Teacher exchanges and American Particfpant grantees are not. included because
Wi the small number. ’ :
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" CHAPTER 2

. _FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

A DECENTRALIZEB PROGRAM

In respect to the processes reviewed, our most important .
conclusions is that ‘differing cirgunstances in each of the '
many countwrnies affect the processes of participant selection,
reception, orientation,_qssistance, evaluation, followup, and
impact. : ' - <

The Board of Foreign Scholarships publishes policy guid-
ance for the academic exchange programs. Top agency manage-
ment officials issue Program instructions to the field imple-
menting BFS policy and formalizing adgﬂhistrativg procedures.
Officials in the field make exceptions to. the policy guidance
when it is deemed necessary to further Mrogranm QQJectives, for
example: - -

[} . ‘

~-Board policy. provides for preference. to be

given. to applicants without a previous oppor-

tunity to study abroad. 1In Japan prior expe-

rience abroad is required in one category of
» aocmademic .exchange, and preference is given to

those who have studied abroad in certain -cate—

gories in Japan and Indonesia. _

‘--Foreign student renewals are permitted for an
additional year or years in order to enable
students to acquire U.S.deyrees. However,
because in some countries foreign students are _
reluctant to return home after an extended stay d
in the Uhitgd States, program officials abroad
do not permi't foreign student renewals,

-—American renewals are generally not permitted
since a grant for a second Year deprives some-
one else; however, in Yugoslavia“ Anerican
ren€wals are encouraged as a matter of policy
because of difficulties Americans have in

settling in theres

~~Board policy provides for mptuality in exchanges,
l.e., a reasonable balance between the number of
foreign and American acadenic participants. But
‘officials in the field apply thé conhcept in varying
. "ways if at all,. g

10 . ‘



—-Field officials are ¥Mpposed to maihgain .

4 contact with former foreign grantees--for v
the most part, shis is virtually ignored
in-all eountries. : : .

4 - . M

--Binational qommissions are understood to be
in° control 'of the program in 44 countries
(8 of the 12 réviewed by.us). In 1977 -
Washifgton reversed some decisjons the

- Commission in Ecuador Rad taken in suspend-
ing the-grants of me American graduate

."student. researchers, resulting in all .the
Ecuadorean Board members resigning. 1/

In addition to varying country circumstances, there may
be a historical reason why officials in the field deviate-
_from Washington guidance. From 1953 to April 1978, manage--
ment in Washington was in the State Department while manage-
ment in the field°was the responsibility of ICA (formerly the
" United States Information Agency). We believe Washington
officials should .continue to allow field officials broad lati-
tude in man#iging @ountry programs. ° :

R - -

EMPHASIS ON NUMBER OF GRANTS
" The emphasis on Kee ing the number of grants up is having
an impact on the selectign and other processes. for example:

--Because increasing program costs in Japan
caused a reduction in the number of grants,
program officials there proposed a reduction
in allowances for Americans in Japan for the
1979-80 academic yeatr. BFS objected because

/ S

~ *

1/BFS noted that the iIncident in 1977 regarding the resigpa-
tion of the Ecuadorean members of the binational commission
¢ould have been avoided had there been earlier and more’
adequate consultation between the post, the Department of
State staff and the BFS. It involved a Commission recommen-
dation that a grant to an-Ame€rican graduate student be ter-—
minated for cause. The Commission was not informed, how-
ever, that a grant termimation involves the concurrence of
the BFS, which as the grant selector alse must be the grant
terminator. Because of a failure to communicate promptly
as events occurred, the Commission members resigned (later
withdrawing their resignations) before the case was ever
referred to the BFS.

s .
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. 1t believed that any impairment of allowances
. would be .unwise. Officials im Japan dropped
their proposal ket remained concerned that

reductions in the numbers of ‘participants
would hurt pragram visibility and impact in
Japan. ) S ’ : -

--During our review in the Philippines, we noted
¢ fKat American post-doctoral grants were for a
' S¥month duration. Officials there téld us that
they 5-month grant was not as productive nor as _
.dezirable a$ a full academic year grant and that s
most Philippine universities would prefer an :
American lecturer for a full academic year. But
the Commisstion was unwilling.to reduce the number
of grants in order to expand the duration of
them even -though it was realized it would be ;
more effective in terms of cost to do so. '

-
] an

‘ _ The impact on the processes resulting from the emphasis
on keepbing the number of grants up is shown in the following
examples: .

--In Finland, presenting a formal orientation
"program for American Fulbright grantees .has
been a problem, acgording to officials there,
because, among other reasons, the Commission
has limited funds for orientation.
\

=-In Germany, the Fulbright alumni magazine,
used in part for followup, was terminated
in 1968 ‘because of funding cuts and there
are no plans to resume publication.

~

--Indian grantees .are provided an informal -
predeparture orientation’ at one of four main
cities; formal orientation i4 not held
because of the.distances involved and .
expense of bringing them to one location. ,};
--In both Japan and Indonesia, we were informed
that one American applicant may be accepted
over another cause of the difference in
~allowance requirements. ; :
During the seco half of the 1960s, the Frogram expe-
rienced severe funding cuts. The chart on page 14 shows the .
“trend in spending for the last 20 years in-1972 dollars.




_l
Mo $39 nillion in 1559, the program climbed to about $75
mtllion in 1966 and sharplydropped to.the $39 million level
in 1969. Fxcept for a signitficant reduction jn 1977, it has
renained at about the 1969 level since then in real terms.
VN _

. Recause ot the reduction in the latter 1960s, program
officials have worked hard to obtain external funding. This
tunding takes several forms: increased fund¥ng by other
governnent iy host institutional cost-sharing (universities
pay tuitic@, allowances, and stipends or parts thereof),
and partial grant {unding,with'the grantee or some other
progran picking up the remainder.

An indication of how far program officials have gone to
strech program dollars can be seen in a practice employed
in Japan. Al4 Japanese recipients of all-expense grants are
asked whether they are willing and able to pay one-way air
transpoftation to the United States in order to make funds
available for additional grants. 1In 1977-78, 10 of 22 recip-
ients replied positively.

Y . v

The Board noted in its conments on the report that the
"nunber of grants versus program resources is a real dilemma,
particularly with static budgets and shrinking dollars." The
Board feared "* * * that if grants are reduced to minimum
nunbers there is a danger that the Fulbright Program will be
too small to continue to exist.",

Pecause of the emphasis on keeping the number of grants
up and earlier funding reductions, some of the processes
relating to the exchanges may be shortchanged. There is no
way to assess the impact of (1) increasing grant periods at
the expense of grant numbers, (2) enhancing orientation at
tte expense of {followup, or (3) improving allowances at the
exjensg of sorie other aspect. Such decisions are soft judg-
ments best left to knowledgeable field officials.

POSSIBLE FUNDING INCREASES AND OPTIONS

The Foreign Relations Authorizatiofg Act, Fiscal Year
1979, approved October 7, 1978, called on the President to
submit a plan to the Congress for signiffantly increasgd
financial resources for the exchange-of-persons program.

. By message dated February 23, 1979, the President sub-
mitted the plan to thef Congress. With a fiscal year 1979
actual increase;of about $4.4 million, and a proposed budget
increase o{'abdﬂt‘§%,6 million for fiscal year 1980, the
Fresident's plan calls for additional $5 million-a-year
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growths for fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983. For the same
. 5-year period, further increases of over $30 million are '
- projected to cover overseas cost increases. ~
_ ,1% these increases materjalize, four options or com-
o, binations thereof would be to (1) increase the number'of
grants, (2) improve allowances and serygjcesy  (3) concentrate
increased funding in a few countries to make a substantial
. difference in those countries in both numbers of grants
and improved services, and/or (4) increase support for coop-"
erative programs with private dinstitutions. The third option
might be coupled with stkategies to attract additional host
.country funding or to initiate the process to establish
. .new binational commissions. ’ "

. ASSESSMENT OF THE ‘PROCESSES

Essentially, our review was directed to Jhe processes
of anmexchange, i.e., the selection process, receilving and
orienting ‘exchangees, assistihg them during their sojourn,
subsequent followup, evalution of the exchange experience,.
q@d assessing the impact of the exchange.

- 0

. Generally, we believe the processes of selection, orlen-
tation, and assistance are handled adequately. This judgmertt-
takes into account (1) -deviations from Washington policy
guidance that’ are justified based on circumstances peculiar

, to the country and (2) the skimping on some services in some
countries to keep the number of grants up.. '
. L

‘ We do believe commissionhs and posts may wish to gjve
consideration® to a practice now employed in some countries
-~ with good results. This is the use of a conference for -
"% American Fulbrighters for (1) cultural orientation,. ¥2) pro-
. T s . 1 . . .
gram evaluation, and (3) a discussion of 1nd1v1dual admini-
strative needs and concerns with ICA officers in the field:s
The conference is used in Germany, India, and Nigeria.
. _

In Germany, it is a week long progran, that brings
together American Fulbrighters and, recently, Fulbright gran—
tees from some other European programs. In 1977, conferees
discussed American studies in Europe.. The topic in 1978 was
"Educational Reforms in Europe and the Impact on Exchranges."
During the meetinly, Commission officials meet with grantees,
identify problqmﬁ} and incorporate needed changes in program

_activities andiorientation materials to better meet grantee
: needs. ’ v a ' S '
. - .
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An India, the Cemmission sponsors a formal l-week ori-
entation seminar, usudlly in September, for all American
Fulbrighters. The Prime Minister attended the 1977 confer-
ence. ’ : -

The Nigerian midpoint conference, a 2- to 5-day?evént,
provides the American Fulbrighters in Nigeria with an oppor-
tunity to meet and discuss matters of common interest. The
December 1977 conference included a Nigerian ctultural presen-
tation and meetings with cultural officers from other embassids
and with prominent Nigerians. As for program administration,
feedback from grantees. is used in improving the ‘orientation
program. L ' ' :

These conferenced provide-an opportunity for the Ful-
brighters to (1) be addressed by the American: Ambassador and °
other important people, (2) get to know one another, and (3) -
mutually reinforce one another in their efforts to cope with
common problems. After reviewing m ny grantee-prepared eval- .

a uation reports, we found that the"American Fulbrighters . in
Germany, India, and Nigeria found their experiences more
satisfying as a consequence of these conferences.

~

THE PROBLEM IN YUGOSLAVIA

The only substantjal problem disclosed in our review is
the pervasive difficulty~faced by American grantees in *
Yugoslavia:: (See pp. 32 to 34.) -A costly solution to the -
problem, one that appears reasonable under the circumstances,
1s the practice in Yugoslavia to encourage American grantees
to reneéw their grant for a second year during which they
have either resolved or learned to‘l1ivd with the problems.
This is costly because, depending on hdw one looks at it, it
makes each grant cost about -twice as much &r it effectively
cuts in half the number of Americans who would otherwise
'+ g benefit from a Fulbright grant to Yugoslavia. Although we-
A&have no recommenda(TBn ko make with respect to this problen,
" it is evident that action underway need be continued to
alleviate the problems as muth as possible.

ABSENCE OF FOLLOWUP, EVALUATION
—_— - nYOUVALllVNNe
AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT

: >
Many reports on the Fulbright program over the years have
pointed out the lack of followup. Our review in 12 countries
showed that followup was limited and informal. (See pp. 45 to
47.) We found no convincing reason for not doing the followup.
Perhaps it is not considered worth doing by field officials.

1
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It may be worthwhile to consider alternatives to ftradi-
tional notions of followup. One suggested alternative is
periodically reconvening foreign Fulbrighters abroad for a
semjipar on -current developments in their academic field
.(American sEecialists might be 'included). Although some sem-
inars directed to former Fulbrighters and non-Fulbrighters
alike may occur, an official. program, instead of followup as
it is now understood, would focus attention on its importance.
Also, this type of sponsored seminar would.permit the accum-
ulatiom of experjence helpful to program devélopmenr

Little is being done in the areas of evaluation and
-impact, other than rhrough grantee-prepared evaluation
reports—--the obvious compllcar1on is the lack of suitable

criteria. . ‘ R

On the other hand, it'is clear that the program pro-

motes cross-gultural awareness and international education
leadlng tQ murual”undersrandlng. .

17
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CHAPTER * 3 e | oy

‘ _ ,  SELECTION
' /

. The qualities and personalities of the individual parti-
cipants determine the outcome of the exchanges in the Fulbright
program, because it is a person-to-person program. The impor-
tance of the selection process cannot be.overstated. ‘

THE PROCESS

’ "The selection of grantees for the Fulbright prégram
ianlves long and complex operations. The selection process
varles with é¢ach specific country and with each program
category, '

.

The‘selection process lhegins with the annual country '

proposal prepared by ‘the binalhjonal commission or post. The
proposal outlines the goals to be attained through thge
exchanges during the year in broad terms. It establishes -
target numbers of exchanges for each category of exchange, -
Y restrictions on the exchangees' pursuits while in the

cuntry, and the priorities of selection, if any. The offi-
cials who prepare the country proposal control the direction
and priorities of the Fulbright program for that country.
. The Board of Foreign Scholarships approves ald4 country pro-
posals before they are implemented. \

American selections

v

‘ Specific country requirements are furnished to private’
agencies . in the United States who operate under contract to
ICA. The principal contract agency for students is IIE in
Mew York City. 1IIE widely advertises the availability of
the ICA Fulbright student grants. '

Student applications are réviewed by a campus commi ttee
which may rank the students against’ one another as to ability,
suitability, and adaptability for a foreign exchange. At
this level, the personal attributes of the applicant can be
judged through® interviews. No applications can be eliminated
at this point. / S

Following the campus committee review, the applications
are sent to IIE where they are screened for eligibility,.
The applications are then presented to the appropriate IIE

-
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national screening committees. 1/ There are 13 area and 15
subject muttcr Lommittoes. The committees rank the applicants
and compile a anel) of recommended principal and alternative
candidates [01 sach/country.

Selection ot American senior schelars is similar. Follow-
"ing receipt ot gpecitic country requirements, CIES (located
in washington, I'.C.) advertises the avajlability of grants and
receives applications for them. Generally, sefior scholars
are protessors who go abroad to lecture or to do research.
Application papers, including references, are reviewed by CIES
advisory LommlttLLb——made up of subject-matter and geogra-
phical-area speciallsts. There are 5 area andsabout 50
subject-matter advisory comriittees. The aéEandvisory com-
mittces compile the recommended country panels of principal
and alternate candidates.

Both 11IE and CIES send the recommended panels of prin-
cipal and alternate candidates and their- app11 cations to
the appropriate posts or binational commissions and through
ICA to the BES, : )

. The panels and applications are reviewed at the posts
or binational ftommissions for suitability for the exchange;
projects are creened for political sensitivity and feasi-
bility; and pﬂicement‘ and attfiliations with appropriate
ins thutlons are arranged. If posts or binational commis-
sions op]ect to the ranking of principal and alternate can-

~didates, they make their objections and alternative choices
known to BRFS

: . J
In some instances the foreign governments are inyolﬁfi//
in the relection process at this time. In Indonesia, fo
xample, the Government must approve all overseas exchanges
fygnd selects the American students whom they co-sponsor.

Foreign selection

" The process of selecting foreign participants abroad is
similar to the one used in the United States for American ;
participants. Grant opportunitiés are based on country pro-

posals approved by BFS,

1/RFS noted in Ats comments "that ;Es/mémbers of screening and

advisory c 11ttees assisting ITT—#nd CIES are unpaid, selec—

ted academics who serve in a voluntary capacity. Without
their expert services and the resulting peer review system,
the Fulbright program would be much more vulnerable to cri-
ticism in its selection process."

19
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_ Potential applicants are notified of the opportunities
in a variety of ways. In Yugoslavia and Fcuador, advertise-
‘ments were pubilished in mass circulation newspapers because
otticials in these countries felt this was the best way to
notity potential applicants. On the. other hand, no adver-
tisements are made in Mexico and Indonesia; instead the
grant opportunities are made known to key people who in turn.
pass the intormation on until it eventually reaches potential
applicants., '

Applidations are screened in a variety ot ways, -but the °
process in every case is layered and the.posts or commissions
in the end campile listinds, generally ranked in order, of
the principal and alternative candidates for the exchange.
The selection committees averseas send their recommended pan-
els through ICA to IIE and CIES for placement in and accept-
ance by U.S. institutions, and to BFS for final aprgasval .

N IIE sends foreign student applications to the institu-
tions requéested by the students as well as other institutions
that have the programs of study desired by the applicant. v\
1IFE also seeks funding support from the institutions. The
goal is to give the applicant as many chofices and the best
financial arrangements possible to minimize the cost to the
program. The student makes-the final choice  among. the -
institutions which have agreed to accept him/her. <
CIES follows a similar pattern in placing foreign senior
scholars. Also, a common practice is tor a senior schol ar
to personally make contact from abroad with the desired host
institution to work out suitable arrangements.

’ Board ot Foreign Scholarships ' ‘

a -

BFS has tinal approval aﬁthority over each selecti
NO grants are issued nor notifications of award made befor
‘ BFS has approved selected candidates. BRFS has six area sub-
committees to review the panels of nominees dgainst country .
praoposals and the BES polcy statement. BFS also has a sub-
committee to review and approve the OF Fulbright nominees.
Following the BFS review and approval, grantees are notified.

SOME. IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIOMNS
AFEECTING THE SELECTION PROCESS

Mutual understanding

The €&rm "mutual understanding” is used in the basic
legislative authorization for the FullMright program. "Mutua-
lity" is advanced by having a reasonable balance in participa-
tion by American and foreigners. (See ch. 7.)

w0 Il




Repeat grantees and student renewals

Advancing "understanding” means involving as many parti-=
cipants as possible which in turn'leads to policies on avoid-
1ng repeaters and minimizlng renewals. Strictly speaking,

a repeater is -a.-grantee who préviously received a Fulbright
grant. Less strictly speaking, a repeater‘can be defined as

a grantee who previousky studied in the United States. A
renewal is an additional grant tacked on to an existing grant,
usually for a similar period og time as the existing grant.

‘ BFS policy discourages selecting repeaters and geeks to
minimize renewals except for grants to foreign students seeking’
degrees in the United States. 1In practice, however, officials
abroad sometimes deviate from the policy in view of circum-
stances existing in the counitries in which they operate. :
Consequently, officials in Japan require Japanese lecturers
and researchers to have had previous experience in the

United States.. Those officials also give preference to
American senior scholars with prior experience in Japan. -
Similarly, in Indonesia, previous experience is required for
.grantees 1n certain categories. These deviations from B¥S
policy are justified on the basis that they are necessary
tothe success of the exchange. R

In 11 of the 12 countries visited, we found few cases
where American scholars had their grants renewed for an-
.~ additional period. In the remaining country, Yugoslavia,
officials there encouraged American grantees to renew their
grant for an additional year. Because of the problems
experienced by American grantees in Yugoslavia (see p. 32),
this policy is designed to improve the overall quallty of
the exchange experience.
[ J
Foreign studénts not retutning home

For years, many foreign stidents' in the United States
have sought to remain in the United States on completion of *
their studies. ICA officials have sought - to minimize ‘this
problem in the Fulbright program through the selection process.

In India, only employef Ph. D. candidates are selected
for the program and their l-year grant is nonrenewable. “In
some other countries mature and employed candidates are
selected. Many of these are employed by universities or
~governments.

“In ‘the Philippines, we found that 11 of 85 or 13 percent
of Filipino grantees from 1970 to 1976 did not return home.
The Commission in the Philippines recently ipstituted 1- -year



nonrenewable, nondegree grants which should, reduce this prob-
lem. Based on our findings in the 12 countries reviewed, we
found that foreign students not returning home is not a prob-
lem in the Fulbright program.

. >

Coordination with other '‘programs

Y ~ » . .
We found 'no fbrmdﬁ coordination in the field among the
various international exchange programs. Officials abroad
responsible for the Fulbright exchanges were aware of other
exchange programs and, in some instances, this influenced
their choice of participants, :

In both Japan and India, we were informed that officials
use the Fulbright program to balance the number of American
and foreign participants in the totgl exchange effort with the
United States, :

- In some countries, the Agency for international Develop-
ment (AID) and the ICA Fulbright program both operate. The

" AID program, among other things, brings foreign students to

the Uni ted States for development-related training. The ICA
program brings foreign students to the United States for edu-

. cation under a program designed to enhance mutual understand-

ing.

Should the ICA program be diyrected to achieving an AID
country objective? Officials in Guatemala said the Fulbright

program was not tied directly to Guatemala economic develop-

ment needs. We were also informed that the integrity of the
Fulbright sprogram might be questioned by Ghatemalans if Lt\
were. In view of the small size of the ICA student program

' there (one each year), the matfer is of litth%yxnmequence.

In both Ihdonesia and the Philippines there is no formal
coordination between AID and ICA although there are frequent
contacts between managing officials. 1In bo%h countries, ICA
exchanges are seen-a%) tontributing to economic development
objectives but with exchanges directed in areas excluded in"
AID programing. . s

In Colombia, ICA does not program to meet the needs of
the AID program but eqtablishes priorities for developing
countries goals. These may or may not coincide with AID goals
but do support the needs of a developing country. (The remain-
ing countries covered in our review do not have AID programs.)

¥

In our opinibn, the judgment as to whether and to what

"extent the ICA program ought to be¥ directed to meeting 'd '

country's economic development goals should reﬁy heavily on
U.S. officials managing the ICA program in the country.
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BFS, 1in résponding t;\;re above view, noted that the
Fulbright-Hays Act did not ¥ntend for the academic program

to achieve AID country objectives. The Board further noted
that "it was not so conceived by the Congress nor ever so
viewed by the Board of Foreign Scholarships. The basic ques-
tion 1s one of-great consequence.” The Board further stated
"that the extent to which any given countty's academic ex-
change program.-is directed to meeting fhat country's economic
development gcoals is one which should involve consul tation

, between the BFS, ICA, and the appropriate post before

decisions are nade."

We agree that BPFS and 1CA Washington should be consul ted
it the academic program's sole objective is to meet an AID or
economic development goal. )

J ,

Name requests _ ) ~
I / ]
 Fulbright grants are openly announced and awarded com-
petitively. Sometimes a managing official seeks br has been ,

/

requested to seek a specifically named individual to partici-
pate in a particular exchange. For example, a university
abroad, in specifying its needs for an American lecturer in a
certain field with certain expertise, may have a particular
person in mind and may request that person. Because qf the
understanding on open competition, applications for grants
where there are named requests for the position are announced

‘and screened in the same manner as for unnamed requests.

We have been unable to determine the number of named
requests, but based on our ‘'review of individual case files in
12 countries, we would estimate the number of named,requests
at around 5 to 10 percent of the number of senior scholars in
the program. Whether gacase involves a named request is not
always cle'ar. In some instances a particular individual may
be "suggested" rather thhn named. It is‘also possible that
nominating officials could directly inform a preferred
individual of an upceming grant opportunity and ask him to
apply. 1If the preferred individual meets the selection
criteria, fhe name will be included on the qualified lists
and whll probably be the one selected.



CHAPTER 4

ORIENTATION, RECEPTION, AND QgSISTANCE

, According to the Board of Foreign Scholarships' Pdlicy
] ‘Statement of June 9, 1975: ' : :

"The importance to the success of the program of
effective orientétion, briefing, and counseling
of American and national participants is recog-
N ~nized by the Board of Foreign Scholarships. An
& “important function of the Depértment, the bina-
’ tional -Commissions, and posts shall”be to insure
approprjate orientation, briefing, and counseling S )
to assiét.granteeseto derive maximum benefit from

their/experience oad ."
™ ' &’-y ) - b t . l‘ -
» v /
ORIENTA}ION
o ¥ Orientation involves two distinct components, (1) prac-

tical information on living conditions in the host country,
its people, visas, clothing, currency, customs requirements,
medical facilities, and other basic informatipn essential to
enable garticipants to cope with a new environment and (2)
information on the historical, economic, political, and
cul tural background of the host country, social customs and
traditions of the people, and such other information further-
. ing mutual understanding. This can be .referred to as cultural
' orientation. Generally, commissions or posts "are responsi-
ble for orientation programs for both American and foreign
participants. . . '

A\

L

All 12 countries visited have an orientation program
designed to provide participants with practical information .
to ease the adjustment process. Except for Americans in )
Yugoslavia, where there are many problems, we judge this
part of the orientation to be generally adequate based on
the comments of participants. - S

With respect to thHat orientation designed to further
mutual understanding by providing participants with infor-
mation on the historical, palitical, and other background
information of the host country, whether existing programs : .
are adeguate depends on how one sees the objective of the
.program. In view of the costs of orientation, in both
program funds and time, officials can rationalize an abbr
-viated orientation RProgram in order to maximize the objec- :
tives of providing foreign students with U.S. degrees, : <«
providing the most time to American professors to teach- ’
abroad, and providing maximum time for American researchers

R

to conduct their research.

_— _ . {
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In Germany, an excellent orientation program is carried

- out. A considerable portion of the Commigsion's work is

related to the supervision and orientation of both German and
Areritan grantees. In the Executive Director's view, the kind
¢f orientatigmp offered by the Fulbright program has paved the
way tor the €xcellent relationsethe grantees have with the
administrators of the program as well as adapting to the
soogial and academic surroundings in the host country.

Prior to departure, a 3-day orientation session is pro-
vided to German students. Much of this orientation is pro-
vided by the Fulbright Commission and stresses the structure
of the curriculum and "higher education system in ‘the United
States,.—Additionally, various publications and study guides
are provided to the students. Pesides this kind of information,
the Commission has?&ncluded topics related to past and current
atfairs’'in Germany' so as to complement civics education pro-
vided 1n the German schools.

A 3-day orientation session is also held for Cerman ex-
change teachers in conjunction with the orientation conference
tor incoming American teacher gyrantees. This provides the
teachers with an opportunity to meet and discuss the upcoming
grant year. The CGerman teacher grantees are also provided

with a handbook which provides them with practical kinds of

information needed while in the United States.

Review ot German student and teacher grantee evaluation
reports showed-that the grantees were quite receptive to the
orientation and materials provided by the Commission. The
German granteed felt that these sessions helped prepare them
tor the year in the United States and some suggested that the
vession on Germany's past and current affairs was extremely
valuable. OQur discussions with former German grantees con-

,firmed the above sentiments.

-

The commission ofters the following orientation/reception
sessions to Ameriean student, teacher, and’'professor grantees
who will spend 1 academic yefar in Germany: )

b \ :



Date/location

End of July and early Augusty
Bad-Godesberg :

Y

Early August/Bad-Godesberg

Mid-September/Bremen

.

Farly Octobet/Bad—GQdesberg

~

Session for American
students who will be
dttending an 8-week

language course prior
to studies at German

‘universities.

Session for American
and German exchange = . _.
teachers.

-

Session for second group
of American studenfs -
(nonlanguage) .

Session for American
lecturers and research

'scholars.

These sessions arfe designed to provide the grantees with in-
formation on the program year in Germany. Special orientation
programs are also designed for the grantees' spouses and
children. The Commission has prepared two publications which
provide the American grantees with both practical information
on Germany and the German university‘system. These are pro-

vided before arrival in Germany.

In addition, the Commission =~ -

issues four newsletters each academic year which provide
grantees inﬁqrmation on grant requirements.

Our review of former American grantee files showed that
the grantees were very impressed with the orientation sessions
and the materials ptovided to them by the Commission. One ‘#
aspect that was frequently mentioned as being particularly
helpful was the names and.addresses of Fulbrighters.who were

¢ompleting their grant period.

This provided new grantees

with the opportunity to meet and discuss the program with

someone who had Jjust gane through it.

«Besides the orientation provided by the Commi ssion, we
were told by Embassy officials that the Embassy holds two
functions for Fulbrighters in Germany each academic year.
One is an orientation provided by the Ambassaor, and the ,
other is.-a briefing By the program exchange officer and the .
political and economic counselors on the situation in
Germany, how an Embassy functions, etc. -

The Executive Director views’the orientétipn provided
by the Commission and sessions held by the Embassy as the



e

¥

mainstays of the Fulbright Commission's program. In his
estimation, these conferences are the primary reason for

the success enjoyed by the Commission in academic exchanges.
The ettort to design orientation programs and prepare litera-
ture is considered worth the cost. In the past when orienta-
tion was reduced«by the Commission, it had a negative effect
on the program. In the early 1970s, at the height of the
student movement, a large number af grantees demanded to he
excused trom any kind of orientation because they viewed it
as indoctrination. As.a result, the Copmi ssion experienced

a number of problems because the grantees were inadequately
prepared. The Executive Director stated that orientation
$houlde be reintorced rather than reduced. He also said that
all too oftéen, when program funding is-reduced, orientation
is cut back. Although establishing an orientation program
can entail large initial cost and effort, once thisg has been
accomplished, the benefits derived can result in a smooth
running program. The Executive ﬂ@rector said .that these
benefits are worth the effgrt and that an effective orienta-
tion program is the heart of a successful exchange program.

on the other hand, in some of the other countries

covered by our review, orientation programs were weak and
sp.otty, '‘as compared to the German program, and U.S. off1-
cials generallyssaid such things as "it is expensive" and
"1t is difficult" q\do because participants arrive at dif-
ferent times. Highl'y structured, formal orientation programs
as in Cermany are more difficult to implement with the same
degree of effectiveness and efficiency in countries with
small exchange programs. The German. program is the largest-
of the programs throughout the world.

~

IniFinland, program officdials aéknowledgeﬁ a pf em in

.conducting formal orientation seéessions for ‘American partici—

pants and attributed .this to the fact 'that participants arrive
at ditterent times and funds for orientation are limited. In

.earlier years, lengthy orientation sessions for grantees and

their dependents were held. These included lectures on
Finnish society and field trips. In the fall of 1977, the
orientation session was an abbreviated l-day affair. Some

"American grantees in Finland expressed the opinion that

orionta;ioa information is incomplete and untimely.
In Nigeria, all American participants are scheduled for
a 2-day orientation session on‘arrival. In addition, the
Finbassy sponsdrs a 2- to 5-day midpoint :conference for the -
Arericans during which the political, cultural, and economic
situation in Nigeria is addressed. Also at this time,

individual meetings between participants .and Embassy staff .

N

21

A



-

are used to reView and resolve adninistrative natters. We
fcund no complaints from American participants about the"
orientation process in Nigeria. '

In Yugoslavia, Yugoslavian participants are not pro-
vided with an orientation. In order to improve orientation,
Anerican program officials have initiated a program to con-
tact grantees before their departure to the United States to
answer their cuestions and to provide them with the nanes
and addresses ot former grantees. :

'] American grantees to Yugoslavia are provided with a
handbook trom the Commission.and an orientation letter from
the post abroad before leaving the United States and are
given a 3-day orientation session on arrival by the Commis-
sion. Luring the orientation, lectures are given on life in
Yudoslavia and the practical problems of- adjustment, such as
medical care and regYstration with the local police. . Many
American dgrantees expyessed the opinion that the orientation
was inadequate and that the handbook was out of date, but we

‘believe these criticisms result from the problems grantees

initially face in Yuggslavia (see p. 32), rather than the
quality ot the orientation.’ '

Indian grantees receive iﬁdividual'predeparture briéfinds
intornally at one of the four majn cities~-relhi, Bombay,

Caléutta, and Madras. Program officials said that formal

orientation is not held because'of the additional expense of
b1 inging participants to one location and because individual
briefings have worked well. Few’complaints.are made by ’
Indians about orientation. -
’ American grantees in India receive individual briefings
on arrival dealing with their new.assignment and certain
administrative reguirements. In addition, all Fulbrighters

in India, inclyding OF grantecs, are invited to a l-week

orientation seni.nar, usually in September of each year
(expenses are paid by the Fulbright Commission). The senminar,

according to programn officials, serves as (1) a nutual reinforce-

ment for Fulbrighters who have served in.India for 'several
months and (2) orientation for newconers. Housing condi-
tions, transportation, health, education of dependents,
livinyg. habits of Indians, and many other areas are covered
in the seminar. Program officials expressed their view that
the seminar is highly beneficial and well worth the expense.
The Prinme Minister of India participated in the 1977 '
orientation conterence. B . . -

Indonesian student grantees 4are invited to an orientation
program before their departure. The program takes place
over two evenings in the capital city. 1In 1978, five of the

Q L
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eight student grantees attended the program; the three who did

not attend lived outside the capital city. Films on life in
tho Unlted Htatoq are presented and other information is given.
~ ' 4 -

Ambrlcap'grantees in Indonesia are given informal, indi-
vidual briefings. There is no-orientation in any.formal sense.
U.S. officials in Indonesia believe that it is not practical to -
establish a formal orientation program because there are so few
grantees and they arrive at different times. . In addition, a
number ot Fulbrighters have visited Indonesia previously and,
according to these officials, do not need‘q\formal orientation
sessi1o0n, ‘ '

‘Japdnese student grantees have a substantial orientation
program involving difterent activities over a period of time.
Fach gyrantee is assigned to an ,American host family in Japan.
The host t9m111e give the grantee an opportunity to speak
Fnglish and learn about American lifestyles first hand. A g
1-1/2 day tormal orientation session is held in the spring
each year before grantees depart tor the United States.

On the other hand, there is no formal orientatien for
American grantees. Orientation is handled on a case-by-case
basis U.5. officials in Japan said- thut a f®rmal orientation
was lmpldctlcal because grantees arrive at different times.
Fach fall there is a social get- together for all American
Fulbrighters (both ICA and OF gganteeq) at which problems
might be addressed. ' ' :

Filipino grantees receive a formal 2-day orientation
session before departure. American grantees ariving in the ;
Philippines receive an informal orientation on arrival. We
were told that the informal orientation includes a discuésioj
ot the political, social, economic, and academic climate of
the country. U.S. officials said that a formal orientation = -
session is not practical because of the small number of
Anerican grantees and because of the different times of A
arrival,.

Cur review of available American grantee final reports
in the bPhilippines showed that .several grantees were dis-
satisfied with the orientation--one mentioned that it was
nonexistent. U.S. officials acknowledged they have not done

-a good job in providing orientation to American grantees.

) .
* , * . * _ * *
.The attention‘to orientation in the 12 Couﬁ%ties we
isited varies enormously.. Through the use of handbooks

(troviding grantees with the names and addresses of former

.29
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grantees) and written material, grantees, both American and
toreign, generally seem to receive adequate practical infor-
mation to enable them to adjust to the new environment.

However, in several countries, American grantees receive
little, it any, current political, economic, and similar
-information about the host country. Where it is done well,
important officials in the host country provide this'infor-
mation formally in a group. This method contributes to
mutual understanding but is expensive and time consuming.

Foreign grantees residing outside of the capital city
are often unable to participate in,the formal orientation
sessions for departing grantees b‘ause of costs. :

I d - '

Orientation is the responsibility of the commission or
post. Some foreign student participanqﬁ, as identified by
posts, attend an IIE-sponsored English 'language course in the
United States (6 to 12 weeks) which includes some orienta-
tion. Some American scholars stop in Washington en route to
their overseas sojourn and discuss their project with U.S.
Government officials. These U.S.-based orienta;ions, un-
doubtedly helpful in particular situations, should not be )
confused- with the formal process of orientation for Fulbright
participants abroad. Three examples from American professors
all involved in the Nigerian program and commenting-.-on their
departure briefing in Washington, illustrate this. The
grantees said: : . - -

]

--"1t was a farce."

--"It was a delightful, low key briefing.

I. presume the briefers were aware 1 had

. . read intensively about Nigeria and did
' not burden us with elementary data."

-=-"It would be useful tq/ e more time in .
Washington to take care visas, visits,
and perhaps some fime fox cultural training
Or discussion.™ : ~

Public Law 95-426, Oct¥ber 7, 1978, authorizing appro-
priations for the Internatiojal Communication Agency for
. fiscal year 1979, includes a \ission statement for the new
. Agency in section 202, as follows -in part.: :
: "The mission of the International Communi-
cation Agency shall be to further the national
interest by improving United States relations
with other countries and peoples through the
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and educational and cultural activities. In carry-
+ ing out thismission, the International Communication
" Agency shall, among other activities--

broadest posifble sharing of ideas, information,

(1) conduct Government-sponsored information,
educational, and cultural activities designed--

- (A) to provide other eoples with a
‘ better understanding of the policies, values,
1nst1tut10ns, and culture of the United States;
and ’ '

(B) within the statutory limits govern-
ing domestic activities of the Agency, to enhance
understanding on the part of the Government and

‘ y Y people of the United States of the history, culture,
saktitudes, perceptigns, and aspirations of others."

While the experience of living and fupctioning abroad
clearly promotes substantial understanding, we believe a for-
malized,-structured session in which a number of grantees
participate is very helpful to advancing that understanding

* even further. So does BFS as well as program officials in
Germany, Japan (for Japanese participants), India. (at least
for American participants), and Nigeria (again, for American
participants) . ' ¥

In those countries where Fulbrighters are limited in
number, it may be practicable to invite participants in other
. programs similar to the Fulbright program ‘in order to obtain
a sufficient number to promote a rich interchange of ideas.
The inclusion of others would also advance understanding of
history, culture, etc., on their part, as well as extend the
opportunity for future contacts between exchangees. -

RECEPTION

-

Reception can be deflned, based on our review, as meet—
ing the arriving participant at the airport in the host coun-
try (the value of this depends on the country). BAmericans
going abroad apd citizens from other countries arriving in
the United States sometimes need assistance on arrival.

We found ‘no problem in these respects with citizens of
other nations arriving in the United States under Fulbright
auspices. Such individuals are met on arrival or have ‘been
previously provided with adequate instructions to enable

; them to enter and proceed to their destinations on their
Coown. '

-
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In some isolated instances, Americans have complained
about not being met at the airport on arrival. This can be
a problem in some countriés. Infthose instances where com-
plaints have been made, the policy has been to meet arrivals
at the airport, but personnel shortages are offered as the
reason for not meeting some arrivals.

Before the recent opening of the new airport aboutf
40 miles outside of Tokyo, all American grantees were met at
the airport on arrival in Japan. (Currently, they are not
being met. Whether this will present a problem remains to .
be seen. . & ' L

ASSISTANCE TO THE GRANTEF

Grantees have.many problems, Sepﬂznts and professors
have difficulties with income tax laws, extending their
visas, receiving grant funds in advance, extending the
term of their visits, and departing early to return home. >

.In_the United States, private agencies react to tfe
problems experienced by foreigh grantees while in the N
United States and seek to resolve them as best they can.
Abroad, embassy cultural affairs officers (or binationdl
¢ommi ssions) react to the problems American grantees have
during their sojourn. ' :

These agencies, both in the United States and abroéd,
have contacts in the academic institutions to which  the
grantees are assigned and mediate difficulties that arise
between the grantee and the host institution,

With only one significant exception, we found the pro-=
grams of assistance tq be qui te good. Grantee evaluation
reports generally praised the timeliness and effectiveness
of the assistance requested. 1In our reviews - of substantial
numbers of individual exchangeée case files both here and
abrgad, we found that inquiries from grantees were Yesponded
to in a timely, constructive fashion.

Tbe one problem identified during our review has to
do with American grantees in Yugoslavia. The problem is
well known to American officials in Yugoslavia, including

the. Ambassador. Problems experienced by the grantees are

~such that their effectiveness is somewhat limi ted during a

l-year sojourn. Accordingly, the Ppost encourages grantees
to remain in' Yugoslavia for.a second year during which their
effectiveness is much greater.. )

&
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Based on discussions with present grantees and review
of tormer grantees' evaluation reports, we found that re-
peated requests to the Fulbright Commission in Yugoslavia
tor assistance were to no avail. Some ygrantees complained
that the Commission staft simply does not respond to grantee
correspondence. The most frequent and continuous problems
include: lack of suitable housing; inadequate per diem and.
maintenance allowances; getting medical attention; and
universities not using grantees.

Many yrantees have experienced problems in finding
adequate housing. sSearching for housing can take several
weeks or months, resulting in the Fulbright lecturers pay-
ing their own hotel and reéstaurant bills. The grantees
satd that the difficulties in*finding housing places a
strain on the lecturer-university relationship. ICA offi-
cials in Washington told us that housing is a problem
in most all East EKuropean countries.

According to grantees, the stipends in Yugoslavia are
considerably lower than those given to Fulbright lecturers
in other Eastern Furopean countries. The grantees said
that since the qualifications for a Fulbright lecturer in
Yugoslavia are the same as for Fulbright lecturers in Qther
Fastern Furopean countriés, the Commission should equalize
the stipends. (American student allowances are also a prob-
lem in Yugoslavia, see p. 39.) -

x The.yrantees said getting medical attention is a prob-
lem, especially in the smaller cities. Cost was not con- 3
sidered a problem since all Fulbright lecturers are insured; ’
it is a problem of availability and red tape.:. ICA officials

/N in wWashington told us this was a common problem in most East
Furopean countries.-

Many ot the Fulbright lecturers feel their professional
talents and expertise are not being used fully or effici-
éntly. For example, a lecturer may have to wait several
months before getting a classroom and even basic teaching

_ materials; even then, he may end up teaching a basic English. -

‘ course. Grantees said these grant details should be worked
out with the Commission beforé the grantees arrive. They /
said there is a lack of communication among the host instifu-

. . . A .

tions,; the Fulbright Commission, and the Fulbright lectu .
It should be pointed cut that this problem i s not peculiar
to Yugoslavia but exists in mapy countries. (See p. 55.)

-

In December 1977, a group of grantees met to decide what
turther action should be taken to resolve the problems. They
sent a letter to the Amerifan Ambassador outlining the problems

4
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and requesting assistapce. In a February 1978 meeting with
the Ambassador, Fmbassy officials pledged to do what they
could to help. "

The Cultural Affairs Officer, in a memorandum to the
Ambassador, noted that the American grantees have some legiti-
mate complaints. He noted that the Commission has not done
its job properly and suggested to the Ambassador that the
grantees be advised that the Fmbassy will continue to press
the Commission to improve its performance. The official
noted that the Commission has been asked to provide a housing
allowance tor next year's grantees and to provide a housing
supplement for the current Year's grantees.

The Public Affairs Officer advised the Mabassador to
remind the grantees that Yugoslavia is a developing country
in which changes happeh more slowly than in the Uni ted
States and, therefore, when they do not see an immediate
reaction to their complaints, they should not interpret
this to mean a lack of interest or good will on the part
af the Yugoslavians.

In another memorandum to the Ambassador, the Cul tural
Affairs Offjcer said that the United States is going to have
to press fo¥'greater attention to the American grantees'
problems. The Embassy and the U.S. Government support the
Commission and wish to see it continue and improve, and
have no intention of going along with the suggestion from
- an agency of the Yugoslavian Govérnment that the Commission

be abolished. ‘ '

At the time Oof wour-review, it was apparent not much had
been done to alleviate the grantees' problems. Grantees'
letters to the Commission have not been answered and gran-
tees we talked with said that they had not seen any improve-
ments or resolution of the previously discussed problems,

We asked Fmbassy officials to respond as to what ‘actions
are being taken toward resolving these problems. 1Ih their
written response, after conclusion of our fieldwork, they
advised that they had taken a number of steps since our
visit and were determined to-resolve the problems. For
exanple, grantees will be provided identification cards and
letters of introduction which hould be especially helpful
'in clearing red, tape when seek?ﬂgﬁgedical-attention. The
orientation handbook is being up ed and more attention
is to be given to Practical details of life in Yugoslavia
at the orientation session.

L ' -.—)
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CHAPTER 5
ALLOWANCES -

Based on our review in 12 countries, the allowance prac-,
tices did not appear overall to have. adversely affected the
program. This is best illustrated by the large number of
American students, lecturers, and researchers applying for
the small number of grants. FPFor example in 1977-78, there
were 3,095 applications for the 337 student grants and 2,476
applications for the 476 lecturer and researcher grants.

Although there was a-general satisfaction with the allow-
ance practices there were concerns expressed which could have
a negative inmpact in the future. These include inconsistent
practices between the ICA Fulbright academic exchange and t he
related Cftice 'of Education Fulbright program, rising cost
of living, and dependent support. .Another issue.is whether
the potential allowance costs should be a factor in selection.

BESPONSIBILITY

There are no definitive guidelines for allowances, such
as those that govern Federal employees going abroad. Although
individgal couptry programs have established allowance rates,
the practices vary among program categories within countries
and geographical areas. There are, however, some general
guidelines used in preparation of the budget.

7"he responsibility for developing allowance policies
and/or practiceg for the academic exchange program lies in
the hands ot numerous organizations, with the Board of
Foreign Scholarships giving the final approval. The organ-
- ' izations responsible include: ¢
Binational commissicn--establishes the allowance
policies and rates for American grantees and .may.
establish supplements for grantees going to the
United States. EKach commission establishes its
own policies which can and often do lead to differ-
ent practices between commissions.

Monconmi ssion post--establishes rates for Ameri-
' can grantee in cooperation with ICA/Washjngton.
. The rates are ¢enerally based on the Department
of State rates for FSO-4. .These posts have
little or no input into allowances paid to those
going to the United States. _ :

o o o6
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ggggjggxgpvelgmont——in some instances pay and set
the allowances for Ameridan grantees.: In Yugo-
slavia, tor example', the allowance rates are set
by the Yugoslavian Government for all. foreign
- student grantees.

Institute ot International Education--based on a

survey of U.S. unjversities and colleges estab-

lishes allowance rates for foreign student grantees,

These rates vary according to location and cost of

living in the area. The. Institute arranges for

most or all of the cost to be contributed by the
“host institution. (A new mnethod for establishing

allowances is to be used in. the 1979-80 academic >
ycar.)

The Council tor International Exchange of

Scholars--establishes a flat per diem rate for
toreign scholars reqgardless of location. The
Council also arranges for support from host .

ins®itutions,

Oftice of Fducation--establishes allowances for ,
its section 102 (b) (6) of the Mutual Fducational ¢
and Cultural Exchange Act program based on a set .
percentage of per diem allowances (Standardi zed
Regulations) prepared by the lepartment of State.
Cperating under broad guidelines, the, commissions and v
bosts have wide tlexibility in the amount and type of
allowances that will be paid. The diffusion of responsi-;’
bility may lead to some of the i1ssues to be discussed in
subsequent sections. At this point it should be noted
that the maintenance allowance is the area that concerns
most grantees and program officials.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ICA AND
OT _ALLOWANCES

¢
. .

PMitfterent ﬁﬁagtices between Fulbright Frograms (adminis-
tered by ICA and OF) have caused concern among Commission
ofticials and to a lessér, degree norm-Commission countries that
the ICA-sponsored brogram “i&.lesing candidates to the OF pro-
gram which pays a:higher allowance. For exanple both the 1ICA,
and OF awarded grants to American students for compdrable P ro-
gramslin Japan. For the 1978 program year, according to Con-
mission officials, the ICA grant avéraged a monthly maintenance
bayment ot 5600 whereas the OF grant would be $906. This
exanplé is a rough illustration, at best, because there are
other varidbles in determining the tdtal value of the

‘Y-Fk
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allowances to neet living costs, é.g:, OE maintenance
is to-cover housing whereas the ICA maintenance is supple-
mented with either furnished housing or a housing allowance.

It is difficult'to determine whether one Government
program is losing candidates to another Government program.
Most of the concerns on losing candidates were based on
suspicion rather than documented evidence.

ICA, in responding to the report, stated that they
believed that ICA Fulbright candidates for the Soviet Union,
‘yugoslavia, and Romania are systematically lost to the OE
Fulbright program, ~ICA further noted that IIFE believed the:
pattern is persistent and widespread.

Although there may be differences in the various allow-
ance categories among Government programs, it ijs difficult
to.determine if one grant is better than the other because
of support that mdy'be provided by the host institutions.

We are not recommending aligning the OE and ICA Fulbright
allowances because (1) whether one Government program is
losing candidates to another or not (a difficult thing to
prove) , it does not really make any difference in the larger
national interest although it might at the lower program
level and (2) we believe it is essential that program
managers have the flexibility to set and revise allowances
as necessary as they seek to attract worthy applicants to meet
“their program objectives. The loss of an applicant does not
result in a reduction in the number of participants; another-
applicant is selected to replace the one lost.

SUPPORT FOR DEPENDENTS

The support for dependents varies amond programs and
countries. The number of dependents to be supported may
also be a determining factor in the awarding of:a grant.
Concern with the availability or’adequacy of a dependent
allowance is of particular concern in the student program.

A noticeable irony in the support to dependents is,
with the exception of the senior lecturer program, none of
the programs, provide transportation costs for dependents;
‘yet, maintenance allowance is provided for accompaqying
dependents. : . L

The OE policy is to provide (in 1ts student ‘program
abroad),, a dependent allowance of 40 percent of the grantee
maintenance allowance for the first accompanying dependent



and 20 percent for each additional dependent. The ICA depen-
dent allowance practice va ies- among countries. For example,
Colombia may provide a separate dependent allowance for
spouse and children whereas Japan would provide a flat family
aIIOance. : . x

) Officials in Indonesia, the Philippines, and Japan stated
that the high cost of living may discourage applicants with
dependents from applying for or accepting an ICA grant. Fur-
thermore, it appears that the additional cost' for dependents
may be a factor in selecting applicants where there is an
effort to optimize the number of grant opportunities. This
is partiqularly true in Indonesia.

THE ADEQUACY OF ALLOWANCES
—m

In 11 of the 12 countries visited, commission and ICA
officials believed that the allowances were generally
adequate. OQur review of.grantee-prepared evaluation reports

confirmed the adequacy of allowances in the 11 countries. 1In
" the twelfth country, Yugoslavia, there was concern that the
‘inadequate allowances would have a detrimental effect on the
future of the American student program.

Although officials believed that for the most part the
current allowancés were adequate, there was concern that the
rising cost-of-living would jeopardi ze the need to maintain
the number of grant opportunities. The concerns of offij-
cials at the Binational Commission in Japan illustrate the®
problem. They indicated that allowance benefits to American
grantees have played a major role in maintaining the quality
of the program. The current cost of a fully funded (9-month)
American research scholar with a spouse and two dependent
children is about $34,000 (an American graduate student
grantee with a ‘spouse and two depend.ent children is about
$27,000). The increasing cost per grantee has caused a reduc-
tion in the number of grants to Americans. The Commission
equates allowance benefits with "quality" to the extent that
a reduction in benefits means a reduction in quality. The
Commission cansidered sacrificing "quality" for "quantity"
and proposed -a cut in allowances to Americans for the 1979-80
pProgram; however, the Board of Foreign Scholarships rejected
the proposal. The Board stated that:

"* * * there is no 1rreducible minimum level

of grants and that the prime consideration

is assuring that grant conditions and benefit
levels are such that it is possible to maintain
high quality of grantees." \ '



The Commission drqpped the proposal but remained adamant that
the overall visibility of the Fulbright program in Japan
would lessen. AN &
A similar view on ‘adequacy versus visibility was noted
in Indonesia. Post officials stated that allowances provided
Indonesian grantees are barely adequate and that several have’
complained that the book allowance ($200) and travel (dome s~
tic) allowance are inadequate. Never theless, they stated
“ that grant costs must be kept down to maintain the number of
grant opportunities. Post officials do not believe Indonesian
grantees suffer undue hardship They also believe allowance
benefits to American are generally adequate. However, they
believed most Americans make a financial sacrifice to come:
to Indonesia for opportunities the experience offers. The
Post is uncertain whether potential candidates are lost due
to allowances; although some with large families probably
A% do not apply. Because of additional cost of education -allow-
ances, the Post dlscourages applicants with young <children
from bringing them (this is done to maxmize the number of
grant opportunities). Post officials believe broad coverage
is more important than setting allowances at levels which
might attract better known grantees. The cost for a 12-month
grant to an American professor in 1978 was over $30,000.

" The most serious problem wi'th allowances was in Yugosla-
via. During the 1977-78 academic year, American Fulbright
protessors and junior. lecturers complained about allowances
being inadequate and, ip midyear, the Commission increaseqd
the amounts. However, because the Yugoslavian Gavernment
determines graduate student allowances and pays the same '
amount to all foreign students, 1ncluding American Fulbright
students, Fmbassy officials were not sure whethetr the
Fulbright' agreement could be amended to provide for a sup- ‘
plemental increase. Grantees expressed the opinion that the
inadequacy of the allowances may have a detrimental effect
on future American applicants. Post officials stated that
steps are being taken to obtain higher maintenance allow-
ances for the American students but, if unsuccessful, they

; should recommended to' the Commission that the American stu-
dent program be terminated.

BOARD OF FOREIGN SCHOLARSHIPS STUDY

BFS annually reviews the individual country program pro-
posals ‘and the Office of Education programs which include
the allowances to be paid. However, BFS has never reviewed
the allowances for uniformity or adequacy. 1In the fall of
1978, BFS directed its staff to make a study of the allow-
ance policies and practices with the objective of determining
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"{f there is a need for uni formity and if current policies and

practices are detrimental to the Fulbright program. . The
study is expected to be completed and presented to BFS some-
time in 1979, ' _ :

AGENCY COMMENTS

ICA and BFS took exception to the statemant that the
"allowances were generally adequate." They noted that there
was a deterioration of allowances resulting from sharp
increases.in the cost of living, 1ICA and BFS both view the
allowances as becoming a major problem. ICA further believed
that the matter requjred immediate attention "before the qua-
lity of scholars willing to apply is 'seriousl affected and
the etfectiveness of thqse who are exchanged is undermined."
ICA alsa.noted other signs of allowance problems as dispari-
ties between OE and ICA admini stered Fulbright grants and
evidence that grantees are using substantial amounts of per-
sonal funds just to meet minimum living costs,

€ reached the conclusion that allowances were generally
adequate, based on discussions wjth program officials in 11 of
the 12 countries and grantee evaluation reports. Further, we
were addressing the allowances for those 12 countries rather
than the worldwide prégram. There were instances of problems
with allowances but they pertain more to individual circumstan--
ces, e.g., number of dependents, -rather than some general pat-
tern.. ' . -

As we noted in some countries, the commissions or post
officials have made ‘program adjustments and have or proposed
to reduce the financial terms of a grant in order to maintain
the numberqof ggqnts. '

We recognize, with the rising cost of living, that
the allowances curreéntly paid may become inadequate in the
very near future.

There is prJ ably a need for a formal mechanism to
review allowances on a regular basis in order to make adjust-
ments as may be warranted. This would mean that ICA/Washing-
ton, the posts, and commi ssions would have to maintain some
flexibility to make program changes to.provide for any adjust-
ments, )

If cost continues to rise (limiting funding increases)
and a position is taken to enhance the financial: terms of the
grants, then a hard policy decision on the number of (1) grants:
to be awarded, :(2) countries with which academic exchanges
will occur, and (3) program categories will have to be made.

r’-"’"‘
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BFS noted that while it was aware of the different allow- .
ance levels between the OF and ICA programs, "* * * it has

not felt. it necessary that there be an absolute parity between

the two, given the diversity of the two programs.” However,
tle Board noted that it plans to look at this matter in its
review of allowances.

" 41
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CHAPTER 6. -

EVALUATION, FOLLOWUP, AND MEASURING OF IMPACT

Upon completion of the exchangee's ‘grant period, progranm
nahagers have not fully evaluated the grantee's experience
nor measured career impact. This was caused by (1) late,
general feedback from gtantees, (2) budget restraints, and
(3) no criteria for measurihy impact. )

/ As a neans to identify ways to"improve the grantee's
expgerience and to get feedback on it, one condition of the
qrfnt“is that a final report be subnitted by the grantee te
eifther the contracting agency or the commi ssion/post. In
addition to the final report, some programs reduire periodi-
cal reports to be submi tted"during the grant period in order
to track the proygyress of the grantee. )

L LAY

2

EVALUATION . ' \
"

R i ) » 9
Grantee evaluation

-
I3

The grantee evaluation report, which can be* used to y
learn of the grantee's experience, accomplishments, and
problems, has not been fully exploited. Some posts merely
use the reports to orient future grantees; others use them to
make.proyram inprbvements and assess the immediate‘impact
of the program, ICA'Washingt@n“ahd*the'qqntracting agencies
used"the reports very little-in their planning for future
grantees., ' ’
From our review of the pprocedures and processes in the
12 countries and at fthe principal contracting agencies, we
noted several areas regiiring improvement in the handling and
‘use of grantee evaluation reports. We also observed several
noteworthy practices which may be applicable in other coun-
€&ies. we believe the implementation of the suggested improve-
ments and practices would provide Program:managers with valua-
ble information to enrich.the grantee's experience and alert
responsible organiaations to problems ‘that apply across the
board. - ' A .

Tineliness

: .
. A grantee is required to submit ra report at the conclu-
sion of his/her sojourn on'the acadenic work accomplished
atd other experiences and impressions. For the most part,
‘the reports -were on file at the commission &r post; however,,
in a number, of cases the reports were either hot received or
received too late for commission or post officials to discuss

/
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them with the returning foreign grantee or departing American
grantee. In addition, there are no provisions to discuss
the reports with grantees in the United States.. '

In the case of foreign nationals returning to thelr
country, we noted that the evaluation reports were generally
received by the commission or post after the grantees returned.
The grantees are Lequ1red to submit the reports to the con-
tracting agencies who in return forward the reports to ICA
tor distribution to the post or commission.

. ‘ As a step to eliminate late receipt of American grantee

\\\\;ivaluation reports, seven of the countries requested that
eports be submitted before departure. 1In India, the Commis-—|
sion established its own report format for returning Indians
to submit upon arrival home. Both of these processes have
been constructive in @liminating the untlmellneqs or non-
receipt of the reports. !

In Germany, 'the Commission can withhold the American
grantee's return ticket to the United States unt1l the gran-
tee 5Lﬂﬂn1tR the zequ1§{xl report., - . o

‘ The problem of timely receipt of grantee evaluagion
% reports can be corrected by requiring the American grantees
to submit their reports before departure from the host
country and reuu1r1nq the retyurning foreign nationalg to
provide a LopYy of their* reports sybmitted to the contrac-
ting agencies in the United States to’the commission or post
on arriving in their _home countries. The implementation
of these steps to meet a post or commisHion need would
liminate the possibilities for the reports belng lost in
the - paper shuftfling between and inside the .contracting " )
agencies and ICA Wathngton. We recognlzed that whether it
is necessary to implement any refinement in the submission
. 0ot grantee evaluation reports depends on the use to be made
ot them, . . '
BFS agreed wlth our obserVatlon on the 1mRortance of

evaluation reports and.their potential e. The Board plans.
to remind the- cooperating agencies and ovarseas posts and
commissionsof the importance of timely completion of

grantee reports. Co

Use made'of evaluation reports « ,

According to the Board of [ofelgn Scholarshlps, the gran—
tee evaluation reports are one of the prlnc1ﬁal ways to pro-

vide data for counqel1ng and guidance of grantees as wské &5 -
th -

~for the plann1ng and evaluat1on of programs; however,

+
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actual use of these reports varies. Some of,'the uses made of
the grantee evaluations by'the.éommissions or posts in the

12 countries includedi. (1) measuring the immediate impact;
(2) gaining feedback on the grantee experience and academic
accomplishments; (3) identifying problems; (4) deciding on
request for renewal; (5) preparing annual reports (binational
commission); (6) counseling future grantees; (7) preparing
future programs; and (8) discussing the experience wi4kh gran-
tees. The uses were not uniform among the countries.

The contracting agencies generally spotcheck the evalu-
ation report for problems dealing with their procedural . ‘

- processes. They were not asked to analyze the reports for

program or administrative improvements or identification of
common problems. In addition, there was no verification to
ascertain. that all grantees submitted their ‘reports.

E

ICA headquarters may or may no®% receive the evaluation

'reporté. ICA does not want the reports sent to them on a

routine basis becalise they depend on the contracting agencies
and the commissidhs or posts-to review the reports for prob-
lems. This system of.handling the reports is in line- with
ICA's decentralized approach to managing. the program. Fur-
thermore, ICA officials do not believe that the reports provide
sufficient, meaningful information to require any thorough
analysis in view of their limited staff resources.
. - i $

In Germany and India, the commissions have added a fur-
ther dimension to obtaining grantee program evaluation. Their
evaluation processes follow: -

Germany--The Commission ttempts to evaluate its
brogram through (1) discussions with American gran-
tees during a midyear meetirg in Berlin (Fulbrighters
in other European countries are invited), (2) review
~of all grantee reports, and (3) individual meetings
with all grantees. 'The information obtained is used
by the Commission to revise policies, alter future®
programs, and impyove coordination with'other agen-
cies involvgd in exchange -programs. '

India--The Commission sponsors an. annual evaluation
conference usually held fer 1 week during the spring.
The annual evalpation con?égence”for‘all‘Ameficén
Fulbrighters (including OE ulbrighters in 1978) is
the primary "tool used to measure ‘the impgfg'of the
Fulbright program for Americans.  Thes.eva uatiog .
conference is devoted to discission of problems
surfaced during the past year and,recommendgvions

- to improve the exchange experience. = *

A '
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The annual evaluation conference appears to be an
innovative approach to measure the immediate impa¢t of the
éxchange and to ‘identify areas in need of improvement.

ICA Washington might usefully require some analysis of
the evaluation reports by its staff as a means to add another
dimension to its assessment of the progtam, the contracting
agencies performance, and the overseas operation. A sample
could be taken at least once during each program year. Doing
this would probably require changes to meet the concerns that
the reports do not provide meaningful information. The qual-

. -ity-would probably also be enhanced if the gmantees thought
ese reports were to serve as a valuable:. tool to program
lnanagqgﬁg

é;sed on our review of the réports on the evaluation con-
ferences in Germany and India, we believe it would be worth-
while tor ICA to recommend similar conferences in other coun-
tries with fairly large Fulbright programs. Even in countries
with small programs, it may be feasible for ICA to co-sponsor
"an evaluation conference with other non-ICA exchange programs.

FOLLOWUP

The Board of Foreign Scholarships urges commissions and
posts to maintain contact with returned grantees and to
encourage their participation in activities that fall within
the broad objectives.of the exchange program. The primary .
emphasis is placed on maintaining contact with foreign par-
ticipants. We found that the followup process either did not
exist or was informal. '

American grantees .

It is estimated that 41,000 Americans have been Fulbright
scholars. ‘From our review, we found that there is little or
no effort by commissions, posts, or ICA headquarters to follow
up or maintain contact with former American Fulbright scholars.

The contact with former American participants generally
comes through the selection process. The contracting agen-—
cies encourage universities and colleges in establishing their
. campus Fulbright screening panel to seek out former Fulbright-
ers’ for membership.

In 1977, a Fulbright Alumni Association was formed in the
United States. The Association came into existence as the
result of regional conferences of former Fulbrighters to cele-
brate the U.S. Bicentennial and the thirtieth anniversary of
the Fulbright program. The initial contern was to build

14




.Where théy studied.

Foreign grantees

There have been approximately 80,000 foreign Fulbpright
scholars. There are a number of things done or encouraged
by the commissions and posts to establish 1inks withtformer
scholars. These Yaried from coyntry to country and included
the following: ‘

=-In all the countries visited, grantees were
included in the 1CA post system to identify
individuals to send ICA publicationsﬁ%invite
to participate in embassy or ICA functions,
etc, o

--In Japan, the Commission pPrepares an annual
newsletter to be sent to former grantees.

--In the Philippines, India, Ecuador, and
Finland, there were Fulbright alumni asso-
ciations. Some of the associations are active
while other exist only on paper. 1In those
countries with active associations, the

commi ssions depend heavily on them for main-
taining contact with former grantees,

==-In the Philippines, the Commi ssion publishes
. @ quarterly publication that is' sent to alumni.
¢ The publication includes information on the
activities of the Commission and the alumni
association. -

-—-Some commissions or posts ask former grantees
to sit on selection committees, give talks, and
act as contact for new American grantees.

Perhaps the overriding reason fot the limi ted followup

is that ICA places a low priority on its importance, because
¥£ budget restraints, in terms of some of the other processes.

a number of countries visited, we were informed that with
rising costs and budget cuts that were instituted several
years ago, activities that were formerly directed toward
followup were eliminated. Another problem associated.with
followup relates to avolding the implication that former
grantees have a continuing obligation to the U.s. Embassy.
This is a particular concern in Finland. '
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The aspect ot maintaining contact with former grantees
through tollowup has been a problem in virtually all exchange
ptograns. Spaulding and Flack 1/ tound that:

"Few sponsoring agencies or educational institu-
a " tions maintain regular, sustained contact with
' students atter return h¢gme; such contacts as
exist are generally informal, baSed on student-
protessor triendship.” ‘

MEASURING IMPACT ’
) . ¥
we looked at the means available or used by officials
at various levels to measure the impact of the academit ~
exchange. © Fach conmission or post has different views on
the need and method. for assesdging impact.

Assessing impact becones somewhat difficult when the
previous processes--evaluation and followup--are treated
intormally. The tollowing describe some of &he views, frus-
trations, and methods of some of the commissions and posts.’

Finland .

heither the Commission nor ICA Post officials have.

evaluated the impact of the Fulbright program. For, the most
part they view the value of the progran in terms of Bhumber
of tormer ‘grantees who have achieved influential positions
in the yovernment or private sector. It"is hoped that the
grantee experiences favorably affect their attitudes toward
the United States and provide them with a greater apprecia-
tion and understanding of U.S. foreign policy.

A Commissioﬁ.official believed it would be difficgult to
measure the impact of grantees' experiences. Personal growth
" and contact with a different culture seem to be key factors °
attecting American grantees' evaluation of their exchange. '
e direct eftect on careers is harder to establish.

Ctticials told us.that although the Fulbright program
otters a small number of grants, it is still a very important
part of Finnish/American educational exchanges and helps
underscore the U.S interest in Finland. One particular
benetit emerging in recent years is the establishment of a
core ot university professors qualified to teach American
studies. . )

1/"The world's Student's in the United States" (Praeger, 1976),
"pp. 311-312. ' '

1
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Japan : ' . ' \

Commission officials stated that the impact of the
exchange is difficult to assess. For Japanese.grantees,nthe
final reports submitted to contracting agencies in the United
States, which are to be forwarded to the Commission, provide
the best means of agssessing the  immediate impact. In addition-
to the final reports, the Commission pointed to such factors ‘
as publications, earned degrees, greater public presence,
career advancement, etc¢., as evidence that the Fulbright pro-
gram is successful. However, the Commissiqn and ICA officials
stated that there is no precise way to assess to what extent
the Fulbright program is increasinglfffual understanding.

'Germanx

From both the Embassy and Fulbright Commission offijcials"®
points of view, it is exceedingly difficult to come up with -
criteria that can be used to measure the impact of the exchange
p%ogram. Neither the Commission nor the Embassy prepares any
documents on pProgram_ -impact. The impact and value 0% exchanges
ultimately rest with the promotion of the exchanges themselves
and the resulting benefits that are derived in mutual uqﬂ@t—
standing/between the two cauntries.

“

'rom our discussions with various Embassy and German

cials e value of the educational'exchanges is usually
. in individual terms. In Germany,; the Fulbright
program enjoys great status and prestige. It js recognized
as an exceptional program for exceptional people and holds a
special place in relation to other exchanges. To many Germans
a ‘Fulbright grant is viewed as a way of enhancing an indivi-
dual's advancement and success. Many of the former Fulbright
grantees we spoke with suggested that Fulbright grants were
ingtrumental in attaining their present position. Many.offi-

. Clpls stated that the value of the exchange pProgram is that
it gives an exchangee an opportunity to look at one's own

From a program point of view, oﬁfiéiaIS'generally agreed
that the multiplier effect--individuals going back home and
promoting better undérstanding about the other country--was
very much in evidence in the ‘German-American exchange program.
Others spoke of the fact that mutual understanding was rein-
forced when former Fulbright grantees attain high positions
in the government. We were told that there are quite a few
former Fulbrighters now occupying important positions in the
German Government. . : . .




Nigeria

Post ofticials have not made any specific evaluation of
the impact of the Fulbright exchanges. A Post official stated
that such an analysis--tracing grantee careers, etc.--would,
b¢ more a matter of curiosity rather than something useful.
The otticial pointed out that the Post's objective i1s to use
the Fulbright program to help Nigeria accomplish its develop-
ment needs which he believed the program was achieving.

Otficials tﬁrther noted that another sign of impact was
the Nigerians' desire to develop close ties with the American
academic community because they were impressed with American
educational institutions. They said the universities are an
important instituthﬁ‘.ﬂxbﬁgéria.\ They further noted that if
a civilian government assumes control of Nigeria, the academ-—
ics will play anp important part in the government.

1CA officials said it is difficult to measure the impact
‘of the Fulbright program, especially since permission from
Yugoslavian Government oftficials is needed to survey former
grantees. However, the officials said that they often notice
tormer Fulbright grantees in lists of Yugoslavian academic
figures and, to some extent, among business and Government
officials. ICA officials have also noticed cases where
exchange of intformation and joint research projects have been
carried out by American and Yugoslavian scholars as a result
of the exchange program. Furthermore, a number of grantees
have written papers or books based on their Fulbright exper-
lences,

Embassy officials stated that an evaluation of the pro-
yram in Yugoslavia would have to give consideration to the
controlled environment in-"which the program operates, and
the Yugoslavian inclination toward having most programs man-—
aged by Government entities. >

In 1974 the Conmission prépared a study on the first
10 years of the Fulbright' program. The basis of ‘the study
"was a questionnaire sent to 600 former Yugoslavian grantees,

~

of whom 247 responded. _The responses showed that A

--83 percent thought their experiences were
helpful, ' -

--51 percent advanced professionally as a result
of the grant experience, .

. » )
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--82 peicent thought that their experience bene-
fited their employer or organization,

-—-85 percent maintain U.S. contacts, and

—=-93 percent thought that educational exchange
_ contributes to mutual understanding.

b i :
The processes of evaluation, followup, and measuring
impact are marginally performed, if at all. As the system
now operates, it is difficult to measure across the short
term. Measuring the long-term impact oh"a grantee career
and' mutual understanding becomes difficult for lack of data
and criteria. Any major attempt at developing systems to -do
these things should be undertaken only after the development
of criteria to measure the impact of the program.
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CHAPTER 7

- »
OTHER MATTERS .

MUTUALITY

s

The Board of Foreign Scholarships is the policy setting
body dealing with section 102 of the Mutual Educational and
Cultural Exchange Act. 1In its policy statement, BFS set forth
the tfollowing as one of its objectives:

. ) &

"To insist upon the mutual aspects of these

programs, so that a wide range of openings

continue te exist for students, teachers, .and

researchers to work in the United States and

for American students, teachers, and researchers

to work abroad. On occasion, this may require

the Board to remind a government or one of its

ayencies that this is an exchange program, and

that there mustfbe some reasonable balance

between the number of opportunities for those

going abroad and those coming from abroad."

BEFS emphas1zed this requ1rement for mutuality of exchanges
in its 1971 "Fducational Exchange in the Seventies" statement:

"* * * there should be some modification in

the present imbalance of opportunities for

American and foreign researchers and students.”
Mutuality, as it relates to the Mutual.-Educational and Cul-
tural FExchange Act, is interpreted in different ways.

We asked the BFS staff what exactly it meant by mutua-
lity and if that definition had chanded recently. The BFS
statf stated that the policy toward mutuality has not changed
and that mutuality refers to equality in numbers of foreign
and American exchangees under the Fulbright program.

Our conversations with program officials in the 12
countries we visited revealed that no universal interpre-
tatlon ot this policy exists.

Some of the overseas officials operate in accord with
BFS policy. For instance, in Cermany the Commission's
Executive Director said that he believes that equality in¥
nunmbers. is important and should be achieved. From 1970 o
through 1979, the number of academic exchangees (actual and
proposed) will have been approximately equal--2,224 Germans
~and 2,162 Americans. .
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Some officials pursue "mutuality” in the context of
all educational exchange programs between the 'Uni ted States
and the country in which they are operating. For example,
in Japan, more Japanese are included in the Fulbright exchanges
than Americans, because, .according to Post officialg, there
are many more opportunities through other programs for Ameri-
cans to study in Japan than for Japanese to study in the
United States. '

Other officials seek to divide funds equally between
AMnerican and foreign grantees--this is done in India and
Indonesia. Officials in these countries said that to
approach mutuality in any other way would give an inordinate
amount of funding to the American exchangees because it is
more expensive to support an American grantee. The alloca-
tion of tunds on a worldwide basis for the academic exchanges
for fiscal year 1978 was almost equally distributed between
American and foreign grantees.

[}

Mutuality is not an issue to some officials. For exam-
ple, in Finland, there have been more Finnish than American
grantees. Program officials said that the balance in numbers
of grantees has not been an issue because more Finns are
interested -in study and research in the United States than
Americans are interested in study and research in Finland.

Mutuality operates in different ways abroad. Different
circunstances in countries abroad influence the application
ot the policy of mutuality.

e

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Board of Foreign Scholarships stated sthat to inter-
pret mutuality ot exchanges as equality in numbers "is not
precisely correct." The Board stated that its policy guide-
lines expressed mutuality as "maintaining a reasonable
balance between the number ot opportunities" for foreign and
American participants.

Whether BFS policy on mutuality is in terms of reason-
able balance or equality in numbers (dollars or participants),
the point remains that officials abroad apply the concept, if
at all, to meet program needs in their respective countries.

TEACHER': EXCHANGE,

Teachers in the Fulpright program instruct sYudents at
levels from elementary school to university and usbvally hold
rank no higher than assistant professor. The emphasis is on
teaching, not on lecturing or researching. This distinction

Q ';
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? 4
separates teacher exchanges from senior sCholii exchanges.
The teacher exchanges are administered by the Division of
International Fducation, U.S. Office of Education.

A declining, low-priority program ‘ L

During the past several years the opportunities in the
teacher exchange program have decreased. During the 1962-63
academic year, American teachers were involved in exchanges
with 45 countries; 37 countries during 1966-67; and during
the 1978-79 academic year American teachers will teach in
only 6 foreign countries under the auspices of the Fulbright
program.

The primary reason-for this decline has been the BFS
emphasis on higher education in view of budget restraints.
For example, in 1971, BFS stated thdt its goals would most
likely be met by "restricting exchanges primarily to persons
engaged in university or ‘higher education-equivalent activ-
ities."”

/
Arrangements for exchanges differ

Wwith the teacher exchange program, there are different
arrangements in different countries. Exchanges with Canada,
Germany, and the United Kingdom require exchangees to secure
a leave of absence with pay from their home institution. 1In
addition to salaries, Americans goiﬁg to' Germany receive a
stipend from the Fulbright Commigsion for the higher cost of
living they will encounter. Teachers from the United Kingdom
receive supplements from their Ministry of Education and
Science for the same purpose during their U.S. sojourn.

In exchanges with New Zealand and Switzerland, the
teacher secures a leave of absence without pay. Exchangees'
salaries (or.maintenance allowances paid in lieu of salaries)
are paid by the host institution or binational education
foundation.

There is also a one-way grant program--no exchange of
teachers. The teacher grantee must secure a leave of
.absence without pay. The GQrantee receives a maintenance
allowance in lieu of salary.

The following chart shows the number of teacher ex-
changes for the 1978-79 academic year.
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Tﬁo-way exchange One-way ekchangé
Foreign American Foreign Ameritan Total

Canada 12 12 - - 24

'Denmark - - - 1 |

Federal Republic

of Germany -14 14 1 1 - 30
France - - 1 - f( 1
New Zealand 2 2 ~ ~ 4

“switzerland 1 1 - - 2

Uni ted Kingd%r 103 103 - = ’ 206
132 132 2 2

264 4 268

— ' —_—

]

|

The heart of the teacher exchange program is termed the
"interchange." This is the orezfor-one, job-for-job, direct
exchange of an American teacher and a foreign teacher for 1
academic year. The exchanged teachers assume each other's
position in the home school and in many instances they
exchange domiciles and automobiles. This aspett of the
exchange makes them truly mutual exchanges. '

The interchange arrangement minimizes program costs.,.
The institutions involved bear the major cost of teacher
salaries. Travel costs are also low. Of the 268 American
and foreign participants, only 35 received funding for
roundtrip transportation. That was for the grantee only;
no dependent travel was paid.

Administrative processes handled well

The selection process produces the required, highly
qualified, candidates. The peculiar aspect of this program
is that each exchange is the result of the meticulous match-
ing of the characteristics and skills of the available can-
didates, one to one, and the mutual acceptance by both |,
institutions involved (tne paired candidates musSt agree to
all the working and liviny arrangements that are made) . .

The German selection committee installs a special rankiﬁg
factor in its teacher applicants. The German evaluators 1look
for candidates who will be messengers of German culture and who
are willing to communicate that culture to the American people,
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§ Teacher exchanges require/the total immersion of the
exchangees into new cultures. "It is important therefore \
that a good or1entation be provided for these exchangees. We
believe that the orientation efforts for the teachers are :
done well. The teachers going to Germany are met at John F.
Kennedy Airport in New York by the OE staff for a l-day ses-
sion before their departure. After they arrive in Germany,
these teachers are taken to Bonn to attend an extensive
familiarization program about the people, culture, politics,
and educational system of Germany. During this orientation
the American exchangee will usually meet and talk with his/
her counterpart about their new working and living environ-
ments. :

¥

In Washington, D.C., an orientation program is con-
.ducted at The American University for all foreign teachers
and the American teachers going to the United Kingdom (103
for 1978-79). During this l-week orientation the teachers
and their families are briefed on what they might expect to
encounter during their exchange.  Also, the American and
United Kingdom pairs and their families have the opportunity
to exchange specific information about their upcoming tasks.

Our review of randomly selected evaluations prepared

. by the exch3ngees and the host institutions revealed few
complaints, but many compliments for the processes of
selection, reception, orientation, and assistance to the
exchangees. Most of all, ‘the (1) exghangees were impressed
by the effects the expe€Trience had on themselves and (2) host
institutions were impressed by the effects the exchangees
had on the institutions. :

HOST INSTITUTION PLANNING : ¢
FOR AMERICAN PROFESSORS ‘ '

The American professor lecturer program has encountered
difficulties in host institution planning for the grantee.
We noted in some cbuntries that either the host institution
had not developed any plans or had reassigned the American
professor to an assignment not commensurate with his/her \
training or preparat1on in accepting the grant. The prob-
lem ex1sts primarily in those countries that are striving
to develop their higher educatlonal system.

The follow1ng examples represent types of 1nstitutional
planning encountered by American professors and some of the
reasons for the uncertainty in their use.

s
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Mexico ‘ : I VA
‘ . -k .
. ' ) , .

- The problem of planning for American professors in
Mexico is attributed to the Mexican system which does not
Plan couyses as far in advance as Amerigan universities.
For example, one professor was given a grant to teach edqu-
cation in a masters degree program but found no students -
at that level. The Mexican university had the professor
teach other courses, but the professor quickKly became dis-
satisfied. The professor subsequently serwed as a consul-
tant to the Mexic¢an Ministry of Education..

Although this example is a typical probldl, we were
told that there is such a.demand for American Fulbright pro-
fessors in Mexican universities that they can be switched
to another university. This causes problems in trying ‘to
convince-a professor to stay flexible until the rght posi-
tion is found. : )

-

FEcuador

_ In Ecuador, the Commission faces another type of prob-

lem in getting universities to plan for Fulbright professors.
Each year the dean of a university is elected by the professors
and students. A new dean may or may not want the American
professor. 1In 1978, each university was asked to .relate their
needs to the Commission program proposal for 1980 and

submit a written proposal specifying what type of lecturer

is needed. 1In previous years, plans were made before the
initial contact with the university which resulted in 90 per— -
cent of the lecturer programs being changed. ‘

Pobr planning by the universities is one reason the
Commission decided to extend the lecture grant period from
3 to 6 months. Part of the problem also-stems f{rom the
fact that classes are frequently canceled.

The Philippines

During the 5-month grant period, American lecturers in
" the Philippines normally teach one or two courses and pro~
vide consultative services on curricul um development and dis-
sertation topics. Commission officials have experienced di f-
ficulties in programing affiliation agreements because of the
short leadtime given to universities to plan and prepare for
a Fulbright letturer. As a result, finalization of exactly
what the Am@rican grantee will do usually occurs after arri-
val in _the Philippines,™

<

-~ >
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Some Amerfcan Fulbrighters have complained that they

! were given insuffitient information on what was expected of
then. Commissionofficials responded that it is the grantee's
responsibility to pursue his/her program with the host insti-
tution and that the Commission will assit whehever possible.
Mévertheless, according to the Commission officials, these
grantees adapt quite well, considering their short stay,in

\)

the Philippines. *
Nigeria b

Fulbright professors in Nigeria often find that (1) the
host institutions are not wylL_prepared for them and (2) 4
their duties are ditterent from those ajdvertised in the grant
announcement. Some of the Fulbright professors expressed dis-
appointment because they have lifttle ¢ontact with ‘the lundaerss
sity_ administration. They weye, however, critical of the way
in which they were notified of changes in their responsibilities

as illustrated by the following examples taken from grantee’ +
final evaluation yreports. o . —_—
- _
kExample 1: "Grantees should have access to more

candid. descriptions of the course(s) or other .
duties expected trom them and the host institution
should then be held to this contractual agreement.
In my situation, I came as a visiting professor of
ceramic art and taught in this role *fop exactly
one month. Without being as much as forewarned

* * * 1] was made head of a btand new department,
I resented [the] lack of communication of being
consulted, etc. On the one hand, I was flattered
"and pleased to have this added and heightened ad-
mini strative experience but I would have liked

to have had the opportunity of saying no."

Example 2: "The Apgointment as déscribed in the
Fulbright Announcement was in the field of Educa-
tional Guidance and Counseling. In an interview
by the DPean.of the Faculty, I was informed that I
was being recruited to be the Dean of the (to-be-
organized) Faculty of Fducation. Upon arrival,

1 was appointed Acting Head of the Department Of ) \L/\J//
‘kBducation. JPhere is not yet a department fer »
" quidance and counseling, nor is there such a .
cour se offered.” ' '
. According to post officials, the Nigerian universities .do .

not. have the infrastructure to caréfully plan an American pro-
tessor's schedule., American professors are rarely officially

r . | 5-5\,g) * \
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rience was worthwhile. .

professors have expressed dissatisfaction
ian affiliation. This dissatisfaction
ersities not having classrooms and study-
- In some cases, the university was hot
e's arrival. ICA officials told us that
eré willing.to accept Fulbright grantees
something for nothing." The universities,
e any special effort to assist then. Offi-
these problems but have not been success-
em. They said that discontinuing the pro-
he uncooperative universities has not .
ause there are so few exchange opportun-
ng the’ Fulbright program is very impor-
ng the problems grantees experience.
€ use of American lecturers, based on our -
n reports, do not prevent the achievement
ding or mean that the lecturers! experi- -
ng. . Most grantees in those countries
occurred have not allowed the problems
nt experiepce. The basic problenm appears
lear communication on the potential for
position as announced, the stage of the
educational\system,”qnd the grantee

' l

ew.of the Commission in the Philippi'nes
ould contact the host institution to
what is expected, ‘is the simple solu-
Jbut this would warrant emphagis by 1Ca,
t, and the contract agency. ,
the grant announcements, in cok}
the time the grant is awarded, and
ion has been arranged. '

the example of poor utilization of an
professor by a foreign university is X
g and can be largely avoided  with proper
d consultation with host institutions.
inational commission and an experienced
eir full planning and administrative
mize such problems. ©
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THE OFFICE OF EDUCATION
. FULBRIGHT PROGRAM

) ) \ , .
ﬁvction 102(b) (6) of the Mutual Educational and Cul-
tural® Exchange Act authorized the President to provide for:

"k * * promoting modern foreign language training

and area studies in United States schools, colleges,

and universities by supporting visits and study in

foreign countries by teachers and prospective

teachers in such schools, .colleges, and univer- - . —

sities for the purpose of improving their skill in '

languages and their knowledge of the culture of the

people of those countries, and by financing visits

by teachers from those countries to the United

States for the purpose of participating in foreign

language-training and area studies in United States

schools, colleges, and universities." \@* hadl

. OF administers its portion of  the Fulbright program to
complement its Title VI programs funded by the National
Defense Education Act of 1958. The Title VI programs help
develop foreign language and area specialists in the less
commonly taught languages and cudtures of the world. The
Title VI programs are conducted only in the United States;
the OFE Fulbright programs provide opportunities*for study
and research abroad. . : -
IS

In our report on the Title VI programs, "Study of .
Foreign Languagés and Related Areas: Federal Support, ,
Administration, Need" (ID-78-46, Sept. 13, 1978), we iden-
tify both the-Title VI programs and the related Fulbright
prograns administered by-CE. . _ S -

The complex connection
anong the programs

Through Title VI, general support is provided to selected
‘institutions of higher education to conduct educational pro-
.grams in needed foreign language and area studies. Because

- the study of Western languages and areas is common in the
. United States, the programs are directed to the needed, or .
uncomnonly taught, languages and areas. :

Also through Title VI, fellowships are’awarded to selec-
‘ted students to enable them to pursue the study of uncommonly
tadght foréign languages and areas. These fellowships are for
study within the ‘Unitedl States. (Certain. exceptions are made
for approved overseas programs.) )

Py
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®
The Office of Education uses its Fulbright program

authority to provide grants for study abroad. These grants,
like the Title VI program, are directed to the uncommonly
taught foreign languages and areas.

Plines and is worldwide in 'scopes™ It is not directed to meet-
ing the national needs for language yand area specialists, .but
.18 available to American student applicants pursuing courses
in foreign language and area studies.

Differences between ICA and
OE Fulbrightlprograms

4

The ICA prdjects are Planned by posts and binational com-
missions and are mutual, i.e., they include American and
foreign Participants. The OE Programs are planned Primarily
for American participants and are not mutual. A limited number
of grants, however, are provided -to foreign participants to
come to the United States to help institutions develop curri-
culums for foreign language and area studies,

The ICA program ' '

-—-is directed to achieving mutual understanding;

~

-—-is directed to all areas of the world; and
-—seeks contributions from other governments,
The OF program

-—is designed to promote the study by' Americans °
of needed foreign languages and areas;

--is limited to those world areas in which the
needed foreign language is spoken; and >

--does not seek contributions from other govern- -
ments, (foreign government céntgibutions are
involved in Eastern Furope for those grantees
jointly funded by the International Research
"and Exchanges Board and OE) .




Fiscal year 1978 (noté a)
' \Senior
scholars Students Total
ICA OE ICA  OE. ICA  OE .
Latin America 67 11 47 18 y _114 29
Middle East/South Asia 109 13 5 31 : 114 44
Fast/Southeast Asia ~ 90 11 18 36 108 . 47
Africa 58 3 - 9 17 67 20
Fast Furope 114 19 22 25 136 44
West Europe ﬁ 266 = 260 = 526 -
Total 704 57 361 127 1,065 184

a/Includes Americans only in the major ICA and OE Fulbright
‘dollar funded programs. Western Europe is not included in
the OF program but is an area‘of heavy concentration for the
ICA progran. '

The processes of the OF grants

The Board of Foreign Scholarships exercises the Same

authority over the ,OE Fulbright program that it ddes for the
- ICA Fulbright program~-it approves all selections. Before
BFS approval is given’, proposed OE projects are submitted

to the.post or commission for review as to feasibility and
sensitivity. The processes of exchange--selection, orienta-
tion, reception, assistance, evaluation, followup and
impact--are simjlar to those in the ICA program, wiith two
exceptions. : '

--No formal orientatigon is needed for the OE-Ful-
brighters because they are highly trained and
knowledgeable of the langiiage and culture of the
area they plan to visit. OF administrators do
send copies of reports from previous_participants
to successful applicants to improve their know-
ledge of the country and” to inform -them of situ- "~
ations they are most likely to encounter.

. -<-ICA grantegs are directly involved with agd spon-
sored by posts-and commissions. OE grantees -are
selected and ‘sponsored by OE and institutions in
the United States which control and generally

. .:L': - KXY
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disburse funds to OFE grantees. The OF gran-—
tees, once in the country, are involved with
posts and commissions for administrative of
matters (wvtsa, housing, registration with

host country, administrative units) rather

than proyram quidance.

.
The O[fl e of qucatidn reimburses the overseas posts
and commissions tor ass tange rendered to OF Fulbright
grantees The rates of relmbursement are $100 for each

1nd1v1dual program and $250 tor each group project.

Comments trom u.s. officials abroad
on_OF program opoxatlon i

The Commission has little control over the activities of

OF Fulbrighters once they are in India. 1In recent years, they

the been invited to the Commission's orientation seminar and
evuluation conterence tor ICA Fulbrighters, but their atten-
dance has boon voluntary.

>
i

oo ~ In Indonusxd and the Philippines, post or commission
. officials help CF Fulbrighters with visas, informal orienta-
" tion, housing arrangements, ctc., as requested by the OF.
Fulbrighters. The OF Fulbrighters are not required to sub-
mit any reports to .the post.. The post assumes that OF moni-
tors the activities of its grantees

According to Commission officials in Japan, they provide
assistance to COF grantees on a reimbursable basis. Such
assistance entallq Visas, housing information, and limited
program assistance. OF grantees are invited to some orienta-
tion sessions and social events for ICA Fulbrlghters. The

~Commi ssion does not monitor the activities of OF Fulbrighters,

there is no requirement for grantee reports to the post, and
the grantees are free to do whatever they wish.

Im l(uador, the Commission prov1deq‘some infédrmal assis-
tance to - the OF grantoe but officials were not sure what

> thedr teqpon91h111tle were regarding the OF grantees. They?

ero»unable to answer trequont queqtlon {rom @E_grantees
abwut their grants

In none of the 12 countrles we visited were there any
known problems caused by the OF grantees: In practice, the
I ,and- the OFE Fulbright programs are planned and managed
in dlttexent ways to achieve difterent objectives. In our
opinion, lltth rurpoqe would be scrved by attempting to )

" operate the proqrar& in.any common fashion. The only.common -
Lactor is-the Iulbrlqht assoclation and the role of the
Board of Foreigh Scholarships. ‘ ' - :
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It does appear evident that the ICA Fulbright programing
in the tield ought to consider the impact of the OF Fulbright
brogram. To the extent the latter meets the objectives of the
ICA program“available ICA resources could be directed to
other areas. In our report on "Coordination of International
Exchange and Training Programs--Opportunities and Limitations®
(ID-78-37, July 24, 1978), w&¢ recommended that:

wk % % the Director of ICA arrange with the

State Depdartment to issue new instructions to the
tield designed to reemphasize and clarify inter-
agency data sharing and coordination requiremnents.
Such instructions, addressed to missions in all
countries in.which more than one U.S. agency,
public or private, conducts significant exchange
activities, might usefully [among other things]:

"k * * Stipulate that program proposals
and grantee nominations of all country
team elements take account of and report
on related .activities of all other }.S.
public or private agencies.* * *"



THE_TINTERNATIONAL VISITORS PROGRAM

Section 102 of the Mutual Fducational and Cul tural
Exchange Act of 1961, as amended, authori zes the President
to provide, among other things, for cultural exchanges by
financing "visits and interchanges between the United Statea
and other countries of leaders, experts in fields of spec-
ialized knowledge or skill, and other influential or distin-

—qgui shed persons." '
: : \

In fiscal year 1978, ahout 2,300 people came to the
United States under the International Visitors Program (IVP)
at a cost of about $14 million. The visitors came from
virtually every country in the world. Generally, each visi-
tor spends about 30 days in the United States and receives
economy air travel costs plus a modest per diem payment.
(The $45 per diem was increased to $50 in May 1978'and to $55
in January 1979.) Non-=FEngli sh-speaking visitors are accom-
panied by an escort-interpreter, and some Fngli sh-speaki ng
visitors are accompanied by an escort.

Most visitors have individual programs in the United
States, i.e., alone (or with escort) they visit people and
places«in the Uhited States. Group programs include visitors
from the same or different countries with a common interest,
€.9., law, medic¢ e, journalism, government, and so on.

For purposes of clarification, it should be noted tHhat
IVP is nat connected with binatiornal commissions or the Board
ot Foreign Scholarships. It is not an academic program, nor
does it involve exchanges--it is a one-way program. There is
no explicit cultural orientation component to provide visitors
with information to promote an understanding of the history,
customs, and values of the United States. The cross-cultural
experierice gained by Americans through the program is, in
our judgment, incidental. -




A

International visitors

FY 1977 " FY 1978 ~ FY_1979

(actual) (actual) (estimated)
“Finland 19 21 16
Ge;many ' 76 42 49
Nigeria 50 ] 73 37
Yuyoslavia .36 52 58
Iﬁdia ) 24 26 28
Indonesia | 25° - 20 _ 23
.Jépan 54‘ / 51 62
Philippines 17, . 21 18
Colombi a " 8 ' 14 16

cuador 10 33 ' 14

Guatemala 5 ‘ i 10 | 7

Mexico. ' 21 3 - 32

HOW THE PROGRAM WORKS

~With fiscal guidance provided by Washington, post offi-

cials plan an annual progrdm.identifying the number of inter-
national visitors and the aredas or themes for .concentration
(media, government, business, etc.). A commititee consisting
of senior Americans at .the post makes and reviews recommenda-
tions for candilates for the program\ A candidate is invited
after approval from Washington. Afteér his/her \acceptance (or
that of an alternate if the invitation is declilned), the
timing of the visit is arranged. Thilis can be diifficult because
the important people included i.n the lprogram have only limi-

. ted t{mgs when they can meet visitorsv

Before the visitor leaves for thé United States, post
officials ask what places, persons, and things the visitor
would like to see. This advance programing information is
furnished to Washington and to a programing agen{y in Wash-
1ngton (under contract to the International Commyinication

.Agency ) These programing agencies include the

-
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Program Service which has 13 programing teams, I1IE which has
6, and the African-American Institute which has 2. The tirst
week of a visitor's program-is spent in Washington, where con-
tacts are arranged in advance. During the week the visitor
and the programing agency work out in detail the remainder

of his/her program in the United States.

A key program ingredient is the assistance rendered vo -
tarily by local community groups, These groups 'work with t
Washington programing agencies and meet the visitor when he/
she arrives in their cities. 1In addition to assisting in the
tormal part or working part of the program, these volunteer
groups provide opportunities for the visitor to enjoy infor-
mal activities, such as home hospitality.

The visitor, on returning home, is invited to meet wi%?ﬁ)
an American official at the post to discuss the visit. At np -
time is the visitor required to complete a document evaluating
the visit and the processes associated with the visit.

Based on our reviews in 12 countries and in Washington
agyencies, we believe the International Visitors Program is
well administered.
: !

SELECTION

In all of the 12 countries visited, the process of selec-
‘ting visitors involves senior American diplomats; State Depart-
ment political, economic, and other officers:; and senior offi-
clals-of other American Government agencies. In one of the )
countries visited, the official in charge of the exchange pro-
gram expressed the view that because the pProgram was an Inter-
national Communjgcation Agency program, the selection system
should be changed to exclude the role of State Depar tment

f’icials in the selection process. 1In other countries, offi-
c.nls expressed their opinion that the role of State Depart-
ment officials should remain unchanged.

In our view, the role of State Department officials
abroad in the program should remain unchanged. The natyre
of the International Visitors Program, in our judgment, makes
their participation essential.

Selecting repeaters .

One difficulty in phe selection process for IVP concerns
those candidates who have previously been to the United States.
Present program instructions state that in selection, prefer-
ence should be given to persdns who have not previously visis
ted the United States. Persons who have visited the United

» ?
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States on a grant awarded by a U.S. Government agency are
ineligihle tor the program unless special circumstances
permit and it is considered advantageous to the United States.

In a program designed primarily to advance mutual under-
standing, preference for persons who have not been to the
United states before Is unagsailable as a general rule. It
is an important principle .in the academic exchange programs;
however, we do not believe it is an important principle in
IVP. The objective ot IVP is to improve and strengthen the
international relations of the United States by developing
al: inforned nucleus of influential persons in other countries
who can convey to their countrymen an accurate understanding
ol the United States and its people. :

to do this, it may be more appropriate in many instan&gs
to give preterence to a candidate who has previously been t
the United States. . “ '

In the Philippines, we found that 40 percent of the fiscal
yeatr 1977 1VP grantees had previously been to the United States.
Ot the tive randomly reviewed 1978 yrantee files, four showed
the 1VPs had previously been to the United States.

U.S. program officials in the Philippines said this situ-
ation was unavoidable because most influential or soon to be
inlluentiél persons in the Philippines have spent some time
in the United states, especially earning degrees. They also
said that the grantee's previous experience often included
either a personal or narrowly focused professional trip.

Individual international visitor

versus group international visitors

O!{(he 2,000 visitors participating annually, about 600

ave included in group projects. Generally, group projects, ¥

as distinguished trom individual projects, reduce programing

costs since one program will serve the entire group. The

package approach permits the use of one escort official (or

two it the group is divided at some point in the program) and

(n¥-ar1aﬂqement of airline tickets and hotel accommodations.

In! addition, members of a group tan share their own experi-

° ences=-a comnment noted favorably by group members participa-
ting in groups conposed of members from di fferent countries.

on. the other hand, if the _group is composed of members’
from different regions, each-participant is required to speak
knglish, a limiting factor in the selection prooess. Little
tlexibility_on the timing of his/her visit is afforded the
group project visitor. The group visitor cannot have the

r 4
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j
final say on the Program as the individual visitor can,
although an individual in the group can receive an in-
dividual itinerary for a part of the visit.

Some U.S. officials abroad point out that the costs for
each visitor participating in a group are larger than for the
individual visitor. Reference to costs are only to those
charged against the country funds. The additional costs are
due to a slightly longer program for some group projects.
According to some U.S. officials abroad, when a group project
has members from both developed and developing countries,
members ftrom the developed countries do not find the program
sufficiently advanced. Other officials had mixed feelings
on their preference of the group or individual projects.

"ORIENTATION,'RECEPTION, AND ASSISTANCEF,

L

The 1Ivp deliberately does not contain an explicit compo-
nent of cultural orientation in the hisyory, politics, or
values of the Unitéd States. Abroaﬁé:zze visitor is provided
whatever practical intormation need before the visit.:

Reception takes place in one of the five reception centers
in the Unifted States. Program officials meet all visitors as
they arrive at the airport in Washington. They are also often
met on arrival throughout the United States. Reception, appro-
priately, is given high priority in the International Visitors
Progyram,. i

The program reacts quickly to meet the needs of the
visitors. For example, one visitor included in a group
brogram learned after 4 days that the group program was
not what she wanted, sa an individual program was quickly
.arranged.

»  EVALUATION, FOLLOWUP, AND IMPACT

There is little in the way of evaluation, followup, and
measuring impact. International visitors are not asked to
complete documents evaluating their visits. Many are accom-
panied by escorts or escort-interpreters who do complete
reports on the visit. oOther are in contact, as needed, with
program officials. All visitors are invited, but not
required, to meet with/ an American official abroad on completion
of the visit to discugs their experiences.

Post followup_js strictly ad hoc. Posts put names of

fcturning visitors on an embassy mailing list. These lists
can be used to identify those who might be invited to embassy




¢ .
tunctioﬁs and are used to announce various ICA programs-—--—-lec-
tures, ﬂilm_shows, seminars, While program instructions require
posts to naintain contact with tormer visitors, there are
practical problems in doing so, U.8. officials call on former
grantees tor help when a visiting American expresses a desire
to meet with toreign counterparts, and for other specific
neceds.  There is, however, no program for universal contact
with all tormer grantees.,

. ' \

There is no formal process ot assessing the impact of
the International Visitors Program. Usually, program managers
point to individuals in high places abroad, usually government
posts, whd aremtormer program participants .as indicators of
program impact. This is a convincing indicator of program
succeys 11 one sees the objective of thec.program as influen-
cing toreign leaders tavorably toward the United States.

Material prepgrod‘in September and October 1976 by the
ICA predecessor otdganization showed that former participants
in the exchange program included 271 cabinet ministers (in
77 countries) and 41 prime ministers, presidents, and heads
ot state.,

With respect to evaluation and impact, U.S. officials
abroad, including those beyond the ICA elements, overwhelm-
ingly praised the program. ‘It was quite apparent to us that
in many embassies competition existed among various officers’
to get their nominations approved. '

. The operation of the International Visitors Program over
many yeats hag helped many thousands of influential foreigners
and Americans make contacts useful to furthering the trans-
national dialog and thus contributing to mutual understanding.
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Dear Mr. Redell:

We would like to commend you and your colleagues
for the high quality of the draft report on

‘"Selecting and Assisting Participants 'in the
Fulbright-Hays Exchange Programs " ,
We agree that additional attention should be

. devoted to orientation of scholars and to the
pPlanning for American lecturers in.some countries.
We also endorse the spirit and the substance of
your key recommendations that in the final ahaly-
sis_many of the tough judgments must be left to
those nearest to the program~-the binational com-
missions and USICA posts. ' Your suggestions on
both matters are ones we will pursue forthwith

to improve these aspects of the exchange program.

We youéd like to register major disagreement with
your, cbnclusion on. allowances. 'We' do not judge
them to be generally adequate. 1In fact, we view

_ their gradual deterioration as a matter to be
. corrected before the quality of scholars willing
o to apply is seriously affected and the effective-
' ness of those who are exchanged is undermind@.

- Specifically, we find that the disparities between
the OE-administered awards and USICA-administered
awards are larger than can be justified in many
countries. Differences in the types of scholars
involved ‘are not sufficient tc justify the existing

v

Mr. John D. Redell

Assistant Director :

Intefnational Division - : . N
U.S. General Accounting Offjce o : '
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disparities; the same schJQErs are frequently
\- involved. A more important problem is , dicated
by the growing body of. evidence that botHsenior
American scholars and graduate students report
having to use substantial amounts of personal
savings just to meet minimum living costs. In
sum, we are finding a number of symptoms of a .
gerious problem. We are developing . proposals to
address some of the disparities and to raise the
/[< level of some of the grant benefits. We would
| 'be pleased to discuss our data with you.
. ' N L4
The comments—dé problems in the academic program
in Yugoslavila are well stated and describe a )
situation frustrating to all who deal wjith this
program. ‘'The problems continuigﬁﬁtpeﬁa}major
concern to the Agency and to tl oard of Foreign
Scholarships. For example, a review of the pro-
gram is scheduled for the next meeting of the 'y
European subcommittee of the Board. -Problems guch ’
as housing and conditions at the 1nstitutions cans
not really be altered, but grantees' expeﬁﬁﬁpions
.can be influenced by pre-departure and ar Tval-
;ﬁi orientation. The Commission has been examining
' *. grantee benefits, and some inCreasés have been
mnade. Efforts can be made to further improve “
briefing materials and to conduct better orienta-

s tion sessions. In spite of. the many problems, -
we continue to believe that the program is worth /”//
continuing effort and that the result will be a &7
significant contribution to mutual understanding.. =

' In an attachment, I have listeq‘propqsed corrections

of factual errors or misleading statements,

Sincerely,:

' Charles W. Bray III
. <§:::;ﬁsgbirectof .. .
. - i ] . ' . . ¢
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=- A Proadentintiy Ve nted Board Re aaacsabile o the Comene -~ ad the Publie, \aNay

BN ‘Q— = ol U ndler Fuhlin S N0 S the Mutual Fouontiomel aond ¢ altarad Eschange Aot of

- THE Boarp oF ForeioN ScHoLARSHIPS

OFHCE OF THE (HAIRMAN . _
WASHINGTON. D ¢ 20%20 ’

" August: 29, 1979
[ K - . .
.~ \ . . l e I
Mr. John D. Redell
Assistant Director
International Division _ -
U.S. General Accounting Q&fice
Washington, D.C. 2054§ .

S Dear Mr. Redell:
: R .
I appreciage the cepportunity to respond to your lettet of
August 8, 1979, requesting cowments on yodr.draﬁt réport, '
. : "Selecting and Assisting Participants in tHe fﬁlbrightuHays
Exchaqge Program," '

\ The Board is most grateful for the initiative of, the U.S.
. Genergl Accounting Office intundertaking this study and we
appre!iate many of its conclusions. We have carefully re-
- viewed tHe draft and have inciuded our detailed comments

- and suggestions in the enclosure.

s There are-several overall observations about Ehe report
.- which we’believe éhould be noted specifically. Since the -°
"~ GAQ is undoubtedly supporttve -of the academic exchange
program we hope it will‘not be. reticent to say something
- positive about the success of the Fulbright Program early
© - & 7 " in the report. Lt was Arndld Toygbee Who orice wrote
- e “along with the.Marshall P14n, the Fulbright Rerogram is
: : S oné'of.the-redlly-generous and imaginative things that
)4 " have been dome i . the world since World War II." The drafc
report does riot leave the reader with the 'impression that:

. ch&VFulbright Program Hég.recbived such’ acclaing around the
' " world:. e T l
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One also has the impression that the report covers far more

than the title of the report conveys. Perhaps a broader
title would be more appropriate for the subject-matter en-.

- compassed in the study. At the same time, portions of the
report ‘attempt to make comparisons between academic ex-
- changes and .interpational visitor exchanges when there ap- S .
- pear to be no basls or little relevance for such comparisons.
‘ The fact that the international visitor program is. covered b

in one brief final chapter of ‘the study also.ralses the . 1
question of (1) why that program was not covered in the .
- . detail Lhat the academic exchange programs were covered
& for a more balanced report or (2) why was it included at

all?

Various references to maintenan(e allowances and grant bene- - e
fits for academic grantees leave the impression that 'these v
are adequate or are not a major problam With recent sharp., . °
@ increases in the cdost of Iijlng in magt countries and con- o7
~ tigued inflation, we are ce &ain that ingdedquate allowances |,
and grant benefits have now become gﬂg of our major probléws
Board copies of the draém|

Thank -you again for sending tA
iNe solght please do not hﬁsi

report. If additional views
tate to- let me know. <

v
“ .

\ *‘ ~

&

- ' \ . - oA

ingerely yours, : .' YR 4

‘Monroe D. Donsker

.o - Ghairman : . '
) . . '* .
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