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Abstract

Social interaction has been demonstrated to be a main predictor of expatriate adjustment. However, the impact of social interaction on expatriate adjustment might be different for different expatriates in different cultures. The context factors, such as geographic closeness and cultural differences between the home country and the host country, may take important roles in the expatriate adjustment process. The current paper singles out the above context factors by comparing European expatriates in China and in Turkey. European expatriates in China (n=61) and Turkey (n=69) were surveyed to explore the different patterns of social interactions (personal network and support), and the impact of the network and support on expatriate psychological well-being of these two groups of expatriates. The empirical evidence of the current study shows differences and similarities in the social interaction and its impact on expatriate psychological well-being in the two different host countries (China and Turkey). 

How and When Social Network is Important? – Comparing European Expatriates’ Adjustment in China and Turkey

Introduction

Telecommunication and airplane travel have made the whole globe a “small village”. No matter where you are, you can communicate and visit home easily. Even so, would European expatriates in China (far from Europe) adjust as well as European expatriates in Turkey (close and in Europe)? Would they have similar social interactions with local people? The current study will try to answer the above questions.  

Europe is heterogeneous and embraces many cultural differences among its member countries; Due to the relative smaller size of domestic markets than North American countries, European multinational corporations (MNCs) have traditionally paid more emphasis on international trade (Scullion and Brewster, 2001). Therefore, traditionally, MNCs in Europe are highly aware of the culture differences and pay more attention on international human resource management (HRM) by using more rigorous international HR practices, such as selection and training, in their expatriate management (Scullion and Brewster, 2001; Suutari and Brewster, 2001). For example, Suutari and Brewster (2001) found that companies in Finland offered substantial HR support in expatriate preparation, communication, performance evaluation and repatriation to help the Finnish expatriates to adjust and readjust for their cross-border assignments. According to Scullion and Brewster (2001), these better HRM practices in expatriate management explained the empirical findings in the expatriate literature that European expatriates experienced less overseas failures than expatriates from other areas (Brewster, 1991; Scullion, 1994; Scullion and Brewster, 2001; Suutari & Brewster, 1999). 

However, the empirical evidence for this claim (i.e., European expatriates adjust better in overseas assignment) is rather mixed. While it was consistently found that European MNCs paid more attention on expatriate selection, training and other international HRM practices (Tung 1984; Brewster, 1991; Suutari & Brewster, 2001), there were no significant differences in psychological adjustment between European and American expatriates in China (Selmer, 2001; Wang and Kanungo, 2003). Moreover, Selmer’s (2001) study found that European expatriates reported even less interactional adjustment than American expatriates in China, which is consistent with Wang and Kanungo’s (2003) study that European expatriates reported less percentage of local friends in their social networks in China. There is not enough empirical evidence to make the conclusion that European expatriates are better prepared for overseas assignments. Even though they adjust better in other European countries due to geographic closeness, cultural similarities and historical ties, it is hard to conclude that they would adjust well in other areas of the globe. Moreover, in the expatriate literature, the American expatriates have been overwhelmingly investigated, but not European expatriates. Therefore, more attention is needed to investigate European expatriates and their adjustment around the world (Scullion and Brewster, 2001; Suutari and Brewster, 2001) 

The purposes of the current study are to explore how European expatriates adjust differently in Turkey and in China; how they would form different social networks in Turkey and in China; and how these networks and social support from different sources will facilitate their psychological well-being in Turkey and in China. 

The reasons to choose Turkey and China as the comparative destinations of European expatriates are the interesting similarities and dissimilarities of these two countries. Among the similarities, first of all, both Turkey and China are developing countries that European MNCs are interested in investing and conducting businesses. Both of these countries have been referred to as “big emerging markets” which will generate the majority of economic growth in the 21st century (Aguilar & Singer, 1996). Emerging markets are characterized by agrarian economies of dual character, rapidly growing populations, low per capita income, poor infrastructures and lack of capital on the one hand (Nakata and Sivakumar, 1997) and their large territories, their huge populations, their economic policies aiming at faster growth (Nakata & Sivakumar, 1997) and their political  importance in their respective regions (Aguilar&Singer, 1996). Further, both Chinese culture and Turkish culture are collectivism oriented with high power distance (Hofstede, 1981). Both countries originate from large empires, that have covered large territories also in the past and that have been influenced by different races, religions and a multitude of other folkloric elements. Building relationships and connections in both countries is critical in doing business. 

On the other hand, these two countries are totally different; While China has been historically influenced by Confucianism, Turkey is a Muslim country; While China is an Asian country, Turkey is connecting Asia and Europe (Fullstop). Geographically, while China (especially the Eastern part, where the economy is more active and most expatriates are located) is far away from Europe, Turkey is very close to most European countries. The above similarities and differences between China and Turkey enabled us to control the economic and living conditions of these two cultures and highlight the differences in geography and religion. 

The Process of Expatriate Adjustment in General

Expatriates are employees of business or government organizations, sent to another country to a related unit of their mother organization to accomplish a job or an organizatin related goal for a limited time period (Aycan and Kanungo, 1997). Expatriates are expensive employees for MNCs and cross-cultural adjustment is a difficult process. Expatriate pre-mature return is still a serious problem for MNCs (Harzing, 2001a). Nevertheless, MNCs have no choice but keep sending expatriates overseas for reasons such as position filling, management development and subsidiary control (Edstrom & Galbraith, 1977; Harzing, 2001a; 2001b). For expatriates from anywhere, cross-cultural adjustment is not an easy process and involves overcoming cultural shock, uncertainties, and differences. Even for European expatriates working in nearby countries, the adjustment is needed to overcome the subtle differences among European cultures (Suutari and Brewster, 1999).  

In this section, we will examine this process from general perspective for expatriates from anywhere of the world. Starting with expatriate performance, it is assumed that every expatriate wants to perform and those MNCs sending expatriates abroad also expect them to perform. In order to obtain good performance, there are four crucial factors that will lead to the expatriate’s success: technical competence on the job, personality traits or relational abilities, environmental variables, and family situation (Tung, 1981). Specifically, these factors proposed by Tung could be classified as four basic constraints on expatriate performance: technical/managerial ability, psychological status, social interaction and external factors. Technical/managerial ability is the expatriate’s competence on the job, which specifies whether the expatriate has enough technical/managerial skill to perform. This factor is often a primary concern of the expatriate selection of MNCs, since the expatriate often has to independently perform his/her job at a location far from the parent company. Moreover, it is assumed by most MNCs that technical/managerial skills are more difficult for the expatriate to obtain than cross-cultural willingness or relational skills, which can be remarkably changed through short-period training (Tung, 1981). Psychological status (psychological well-being) is the psychological functioning that assists expatriates in fully utilizing their technical/managerial skills and performing well. Although Tung names personal factors as personality traits, it is argued here that psychological well-being is a more fundamental and immediate personal factor for expatriate performance. Psychological well-being will directly determine whether the expatriate can implement and use his/her technical or managerial skills in order to perform. Social interaction is the individual’s social activities with people around him/her or the individual’s embeddedness in a social network. Scholars also name the individual’s relationships with other people in a social structure social capital, and describe it as a productive and determinant factor for competitive success (Burt, 1993; Coleman, 1988; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). The relational skills and family situation proposed by Tung can all be placed into this category. The individual’s relational skills determine his/her social network patterns, which are the core of social capital. Family situation is also a relational structure involving the individual and his/her family members (Coleman, 1988). The social capital is a key factor that will facilitate the utilization and retention of human capital (i.e., the expatriate’s technical skills/managerial skills) to obtain better performance (e.g., Burt, 1992; 1993; Coleman, 1988; James, 2000). Finally, external factors, or Tung’s environmental factors, are the political, legal or socioeconomic structures of the local country that are beyond the expatriate’s control (Tung, 1981). External factors are also very important for the expatriate’s adjustment to his/her overseas assignment. They serve as context factors that will influence the whole process of expatriate adjustment.

Therefore, it is obvious that the expatriate’s technical/managerial skill is usually not the main problem of the expatriate’s poor performance because most organizations select expatriates based on their technical ability (Tung, 1981; 1982). External factors, such as political issues, legal system or socioeconomic structures, are objective factors, and vary from country to country. The two constrains left, which directly affect expatriate performance, are the expatriate’s psychological well-being and social interaction. With positive psychological functioning and active social interactions (established by initially interacting with local environment and creating social networks with people around him/her), the expatriate will be able to minimize or avoid hurdles caused by those external factors. For example, difficulties caused by a large cultural distance between the home culture and local culture can be solved by making friendships with local people, learning about the local values, norms and behaviors and benefiting from social support through the social structure in which the expatriate is embedded. In order to obtain psychological well-being, the social interaction/network is the key, which will be discussed later. 

The above discussion of the importance of psychological well-being justifies the belief that expatriate psychological well-being can be regarded as the most important indicator of cross-cultural adjustment. This idea is basically supported by the expatriate literature. For example, culture shock, which negatively influences expatriate performance, is indicative of psychological stressfulness (Oberg, 1960). Furthermore, from reports over the course of expatriate overseas adjustment, one can identify as a main cause of cross-cultural failure the stress and uncertainty experienced by the expatriate (Anonymous, 1996a; Anonymous, 1996b; Anonymous, 1997; Forster 1997; Tung, 1981). Many expatriates withdraw due to stress related illness (Anonymous, 1997; Forster, 1997). Several studies have also found that the ability to deal with stress is an important personal factor that influences cross-cultural adjustment (Abe & Wiseman, 1983; Black, 1990; Hammer, 1987; Hammer et al., 1978; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985). Therefore, psychological well-being should be an indicator that reflects whether the expatriate adjusts well to his/her cross-cultural assignment. If the expatriate can obtain psychological well-being, he/she will be able to carry out the overseas assignment (Kealey, 1990; Bhagat, 1983; Rothman, 1986; Dasen, Berry & Sartorius, 1988), and he/she will be able to develop his/her full potential to complete his/her cross-cultural assignment. As such, overseas performance by the expatriate will be as good as his/her performance under domestic circumstances. 

As to the social interaction/network, no published study has yet been found in the expatriate literature which explicitly investigates the expatriate social network pattern and how it further influences expatriate adjustment and performance. However, a few studies in the expatriate literature did show that interpersonal skills and communication skills are important factors that influence expatriate adjustment (Abe & Wiseman, 1983; Black, 1990; Hammer, 1987; Hammer et al., 1978; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1985; Ones & Viswesvaran, 1999; Tung, 1998a). Nevertheless, in the sociology and psychology literatures, there is plenty of evidence that demonstrates the importance of social network in society, workplace and family in determining the individual’s psychological well-being and performance (e.g., Burt, 1992; Burt, Hogarth & Michaud, 2000; Coleman, 1988; House, 1981; House, Umberson & Landis, 1988; Ishii-Kuntz, 1990; Umberson, Chen, House, Hopkins & Slaten, 1996; VanderZee, Buunk & Sanderman, 1997; Westman & Vinokur, 1998). Bradburn (1969) pointed out that human beings live in an interdependent society and, as such, we are not “self-sufficient”. When the individual (i.e., the expatriate) becomes embedded in the social structures of the workplace and the (local) society in which the workplace itself is embedded (establishing social network), he/she creates access to social resources/social capitals. These social capitals will bring the individual (i.e., the expatriate) social benefits, such as social support, to achieve better personal outcomes. The well-being of individuals will also inevitably be dependent on interpersonal interactions and social support. Therefore, expatriate adjustment is defined here as a process in which the expatriate interacts with the social aspects of the local environment to obtain psychological well-being. In turn, expatriate psychological well-being at one point in time will influence his/her next interactions in the local environment (Smith, 1992; Turner, 1981). This is a cycle, and the whole process can be defined as expatriate adjustment (See Figure 1). This interactive adjustment process happens within the local environment and will be influenced by contextual factors at the cultural, organizational and individual level (the predictors proposed in the literature as mentioned above).

(Insert Figure 1 about here)

The Research Model and Hypotheses

The above expatriate adjustment process is a general model for all expatriates. To examine it in detail, the process will be different for expatriates from different cultural backgrounds to adjust in difference host cultures. The environmental factors, such as culture differences and organizational support will influence the social interaction patterns and further influence the expatriate adjustment. In the current study, part of this model (as indicated by the bolded boxes and arrow) will be tested with European expatriates in different host cultures (Chinese and Turkish). The specific research model is presented in Figure 2.

(Insert Figure 2 about here)

This model indicates that the component of social interactions (social network and social support) will significantly influence the European expatriates psychological well-being. When European expatriates visit different countries, such as China and Turkey, they will establish different social networks and receive different social support. The impact of these social interactions on their psychological adjustment will also be different for European expatriates in China and Turkey. 

Social Interactions – Network and Support

Social network is the structure of social interactions. It is broadly conceptualized as a finite set or sets of actors that are connected by one or more specific types of relational ties (Hall & Wellman, 1985; Wasserman & Faust, 1994). In this definition, “actors” could be individual persons, groups, corporations, nations or other collectivities; a “tie” is a linkage between a pair of actors. Structural characteristics of networks are the patterns of ties among actors (Hall & Wellman, 1985; Marsden, 1987). 


Social interaction is part of our life and it determines an individual’s psychological well-being (Rook, 1984). When people are embedded in a benevolent network, they will be able to obtain social resources, such as instrumental and emotional support, to cope with daily stress or uncertainty (Hourse, 1981). For expatriates, when they are transferred from home country to a foreign country to carry out an assignment for longer period of time, say over a year, they will be pulled out of this benevolent network at home and thrown into a foreign culture with a lot of uncertainty and unknown customs. Naturally, these expatriates will start to re-establish a social network and seek for support from people around them. However, different expatriates will take different initiatives to re-establish this network and different local cultures/environment will impact the formation of this network. In other words, expatriates will form different patterns of networks that would influence their adjustment in the local country. 


Support is the content part of social interactions. Social interaction with different partners will provide the expatriates different kind of support, such as informational, emotional, instrumental and appraisal supports (Hourse, 1981). These supports can come from friends, colleagues, and spouse or from the parent companies.

In the following, we will examine in detail how European expatriates will form different social networks in China and in Turkey, whether they will receive different amount of support from friends, organization, and spouse, and how these social interactions will influence the expatriate’s psychological well-being.

Network Characteristics. The structural characteristics of networks can be described by size, diversity, closeness and interaction frequency (Burt, 1983; Campbell, Marsden & Hurlbert, 1986; Haines & Hurlbert, 1992; Marsden, 1987; House & Kahn, 1985; Marsden & Campbell, 1984). Network size is the number of friends the expatriate reports in his/her personal network during the cross-border assignment. These friends could be their co-workers or peer expatriates working for other organizations or local nationals inside or outside of the workplace. Network diversity means social heterogeneity of the expatriate network, i.e. to what extent the network is composed both local nationals and peer expatriates (cultural diversity) and to what extent the network is composed of both female and male friends (gender diversity). Network closeness is the intensity of ties (Marsden & Campbell, 1984), which means how close the expatriates feel toward the friend in his/her personal network and the frequency indicates how frequent the expatriates would contact these friends in his/her personal network within a limited frame of time (Wang, 2002). For European expatriates in China or Turkey, we would expect that they form different networks in the local environment. As mentioned previously, China and Turkey are two countries with both similarities and differences. The differences of these two countries/cultures will influence the formation of the European expatriates’ personal network in the local environment. Further, Turkey is physically very close to most of the European countries. Even if not done too frequently, they could visit home during the weekends. To our personal knowledge, many expatriates travel to their home country for business discussions at their headquarters even twice a month. This closeness will make the European expatriates feel connected with their home networks and the time and energy they invest on the formation of network in Turkey will be less than those who stay in China. Therefore, we expect that European expatriates will form smaller, less close and less frequent networks in Turkey than expatriates in China. Another expectation is that the gender diversity of the European expatriates in Turkey would be less than those in China. We base this expectation on the outcomes of the Globe study, which revealed that Turkey showed a low “Gender Egalitarianism Index” of only 2.89, positioning it on rank 56 out of 62 countries (Kabasakal & Bodur, 1998), versus China, which showed a index of 3.06, ranking significantly higher than Turkey. In terms of the cultural diversity, the balance between peer expatriates and local nationals as friends in the personal network, we do not expect difference between expatriates in Turkey and in China. Expatriates in both countries will need a cultural diversified network to obtain different social support from different sources (Wang, 2002).  

Hypothesis 1a: European expatriates in China will form larger, closer, and more frequent social networks than expatriates in Turkey.

Hypothesis 1b: European expatriates in China will form networks with more gender diversity than expatriates in Turkey.

Hypothesis 1c: European expatriates in China and in Turkey will show no difference in network cultural diversity.

Support. Support is the providing of resources that the receiver needs (House, 1981; House & Kahn, 1985). In this study, perceived support by the expatriate is used because perceived support is more important in influencing individuals’ psychological well-being (House, 1981). As House (1981) stated, “social support is likely to be effective only to the extent it is perceived” (p. 27). According to House, social support has four dimensions. They are emotional support, instrumental support, informational support and feedback support. Emotional support is the most important type of social support, and “involves providing empathy, caring, love, and trust” (House, 1981, p. 24). Specifically, it can be operationalized to include providing esteem, affection, trust, concern, and listening. Instrumental support involves instrumental behavior to help persons in need, such as providing help in their work, providing services, or giving them money to pay their bills, etc. Informational support “means providing a person with information that the person can use in coping with personal and environmental problems” (p. 25). Feedback support is also a kind of information flow from other people that individuals can use in evaluating themselves. It also includes information in the form of feedback from people, such as supervisors, about individuals’ performance. Although these four kinds of support are not totally independent from each other, they were demonstrated to be independent dimensions of social support (House, 1981). 

Support can also come from different sources, such as friends, spouse, or organizations. European expatriates need support from all these three sources to adjust in the local environment. In Turkey, since it is close to home, the spouses of European expatriates might feel more connected to their home as mentioned previously and they might experience less difficult time than those who are in China. On the other hand, due to the longstanding historical ties between Turkey and Europe, there are various German, Austrian, Italian, French and American primary and high schools in Turkey, where the children of the expatriates can be among other children from the same country. In China and many other countries, even though there are also “international schools”, the choices may be as many as it is in Turkey. In Turkey, there are also churches, cultural institutues and even choirs established for most individual European nationality (Italian Church, French Church, German Protestant Church etc.). These factors make us assume, that the spouses of the expatriates will adjust easier to the new environment in Turkey than in China. If a happy spouse will provide more support to the expatriates, then we would expect that European expatriates in Turkey will receive more support from their spouses. In terms of support from the parent companies, since same organizations will have similar HR policies to expatriates world wide, we do not expect any difference in terms of organizational support for European expatriates in China and in Turkey. For support from friends, as mentioned above, since European expatriates in Turkey are close to home, they might have fewer contacts in the local environment, which might limit their receipt of support from friends in Turkey. Therefore, we expect that European expatriates in Turkey will perceive less support from friends than those in China.

Hypothesis 2a: European expatriates in China and Turkey will receive similar amount of support from parent organizations.

Hypothesis 2b: European expatriates in Turkey will report more spousal support than European expatriates in China.

Hypothesis 2c: European expatriates in Turkey will report less support from friends than European expatriates in China.

Social Interactions and Psychological Well-Being. As mentioned previously, re-establish social network is very important for expatriate adjustment. A large and diversified network with close and frequent relationship will signal the settlement of the expatriates. At the same time, support from different sources (friends, organization and spouse) is very important for expatriates to adjust in the local environment. Local friends or peer expatriates can provide the expatriate some information or insight that the expatriates can not obtain from anywhere else. Mutual support between the expatriate and spouse are critical for the family to settle down in an unknown country. Support from parent organization will give the expatriate assurance that his/her bosses at home understand his/her situation in the local environment, which will reduce the expatriate’s stress. Overall, the network and support from different sources will facilitate the expatriate psychological well-being in the foreign assignment.

In the social network and social support literatures, there are many studies that support this main-effect model. For network structure, with a large, diversified, close and frequent network contacts,  the expatriate will know where to obtain different kinds of support and will feel more certainty and less ambiguity about staying overseas (Caligiuri & Lazarova, 2002; Wang, 2002). In domestic literature, it has been demonstrated that large networks are associated with better mental health (Barrera, 1981; House & Kahn, 1985; Walker, Wasserman & Wellman, 1994). In the expatriate literature, Wang’s (2002) study also confirmed that network characteristics significantly relate to the expatriate psychological well-being. This relationship between network and psychological well-being will be stronger for European expatriates in China than those in Turkey. Since European expatriates in Turkey are close to home, the network in the local environment might not be as important as the one in China. They have home network that is close and they can turn to whenever they feel necessary. Therefore,

Hypothesis 3: The magnitude of impact of network structural characteristics (size, gender diversity, cultural diversity, closeness and frequency) on European expatriate psychological well-being will be stronger for expatriates in China than those in Turkey. 

Social support will also significantly influence the European expatriate psychological well-being. A review article by House et al. (1988) confirms the notion that social support will reduce the negative effects of stress on health. In other words, social support will facilitate mental and physical health. Many empirical studies in the health care literature already demonstrate the positive influence of social support on mental health (e.g., Baba, Galperin & Lituchy, 1999; Baba, Tourigny & Lituchy, 1999; Barrera, 1981; Lin et al., 1985; Procidano & Smith, 1997; Sarason et al., 1983; Umberson et al., 1996; VanderZee et al., 1997). Umberson et al. (1996) analyzed both the 1986 and 1989 “Americans’ Changing Lives” surveys with a total sample size of 6484 persons. They found that support from friends and relatives significantly and negatively influence an individual’s depression. The study by VanderZee et al. (1997) also reveals that social support negatively related to feelings of depression. Procidano & Smith (1997) also concluded that perceived social support contributes to self-esteem and general adjustment of individuals at work, school, or other social organizations. As Mankowski & Wyer (1997) concluded, “People’s perceptions of the social support … can have an important impact on their social adjustment and their ability to cope with stress” (p. 141). In the management literature, Nelson & Quick (1991) conducted a longitudinal study with 91 newcomers of three organizations to examine the role of social support in newcomer adjustment. They found that the availability of social support was positively related to newcomer psychological well-being. The study by Brenner, Norvell & Limacher (1989) with second-year medical students found that the quantity of social support those participants received from different sources positively influenced those students’ life satisfaction. 

In the expatriate literature, there is no direct study on social support and its impact on the expatriate psychological well-being. However, there are some studies confirmed that support directly promote adjustment. For example, Aycan (1997a, 1997b) theorized that social support at organizational levels would facilitate expatriate adjustment. Mendenhall & Wiley (1994) also implicitly indicated that social support from host nationals could facilitate expatriate adjustment. The empirical evidences suggest that perceived organizational support has strong impact on expatriate adjustment and performance, while the impact of spousal support was not confirmed (Kraimer et al, 2001). Since spousal support and organizational support are not local environment specific, we do not expect any different patterns of its impact on expatriate psychological well-being in China and in Turkey. 

Hypothesis 4: Spousal support, organizational support and support from friends will influence European expatriate psychological well-being in both Turkey and China. 

Control Variables

As discussed earlier, scholars have identified many important factors that influence the expatriate cross-cultural adjustment. It is expected here that these factors, such as marital status, gender, career plan after repatriation, satisfaction toward compensation, tenure, training and overseas experience will also influence European expatriate psychological well-being. Because this study will focus on social network and social support, the effects of these factors will be controlled. 

Method

Sample and Procedure


European expatriates working in four cities in China (Beijing, Shanghai, Dalian and Suzhou) and in three cities in Turkey (Istanbul&periphery, Ankara and Izmir) were sampled. The reasons for choosing these cities are that these cities are all commercialized and there are many foreign investments present. For the China’s sample, there were sixty-one (61) European expatriate respondents, which is part of another study covering expatriates from different areas (Wang and Kanungo, 2003). For the Turkey’s sample, sixty-nine (69) usable responses were collected, with a response rate of 50%. The descriptive characteristics of these two samples are reported in Table 1. For both samples, the participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire containing items measuring psychological well-being, social network, and social support. The language of the questionnaire was English in China, and English and German in Turkey. The German version of the questionnaire was back translated to make sure the equivalent meaning of those items.

(Insert Table 1 about here)

Instruments

Network characteristic instrument and data treatment. The network characteristic measurement for expatriates was developed using Burt’s (1998) name generator methodology for network structure instrument. The detailed description of this measurement and ways of calculating the network variables were reported in Wang and Kanungo (2003).  

Support. The scale measuring social support from friends perceived by expatriate was developed based on several measures to suit the expatriate population (Wang, 2001). The reported reliability of this 20-item scale is .91 in Wang’s (2001) work. Organizational support scale was developed by Eisenberger, 

 HYPERLINK "javascript:s('%22Fasolo-Peter%22%20in%20AU')" Hutchison and Sowa (1986). The reported reliability of this scale is .97. Spousal support scale was adopted from Vinokur & van Ryn’s (1993) study. The reported reliability of this 8-item scale is 0.89. In order to test the validity of these support scales, exploratory factor analysis was conducted and results were presented in Table 2. From Table 2, it is clear that items loaded nicely on three sources of support. All loadings are acceptable. Therefore, no item was deleted from the following analysis.

(Insert Table 2 about here)

Psychological well-being. Ryff & Keyes’ (1995) 18-item 6-point Likert scale for psychological well-being was adopted in this study. Reported reliability of this scale was .86 (Wang, 2001). 

Demographic data and other control variables. Respondents were asked to provide demographic data, such as gender and marital status. Other factors, such as tenure and satisfaction with compensation were measured by single-item questions. Data on whether expatriates received training before arrival, whether they have a career plan after the current assignment, and whether they had overseas experience were also collected with single-item questions. 
Results

Table 3 and 4 presents the descriptive statistics, reliability coefficients and correlations of all variables for China’s sample and Turkey’s sample, respectively. The values presented in this table are at the aggregate level with each sample and the reliability coefficient (s are all acceptable.  

(Insert Table 3 about here)

(Insert Table 4 about here)

Hypotheses 1a-c predict that European expatriates in Turkey will form different networks from those in China on size, gender diversity, closeness and frequency, but will show no difference on cultural diversity. Hypotheses 2a-c predict that European expatriates in Turkey and in China will show difference in perception of spousal support, but not on social support and organizational support. In order to test these hypotheses, multivariate analyses (MANOVAs) were conducted with all the control variables’ effect controlled. The results of the MANOVAs analyses for network characteristics and support were reported in Table 5 and Table 6 respectively, including means and F values. 

(Insert Table 5 about here)

(Insert Table 6 about here)

The results presented in Table 5 show that European expatriates in China reported closer and more frequent personal networks than expatriates in Turkey (Mean = 2.75 v.s. 2.17 for closeness, F = 34.87, p < .001; Mean = 3.12 v.s. 1.61 for frequency, F = 204.79, p < .001). However, these two groups of expatriates did not show difference on network size (Mean = 4.85 v.s. 5.56, F = 2.64, p > .10). Therefore, Hypothesis 1a is partially confirmed. Hypothesis 1b predicts that European expatriates in China will have more gender diversity than those in Turkey. The results in Table 5 confirm this hypothesis (Mean = .44 for China v.s. .16 for Turkey, F = 25.80, p < .001). Hypothesis 1c is also confirmed that European expatriates in Turkey and in China are not different on cultural diversity of their personal network (Mean = .13 v.s. .14,  F = 1.27, p > .10).

The results presented in Table 6 show that European expatriates in Turkey reported higher support from friends than those in China (Mean = 3.74 v.s. 3.43, F = 5.14, p < .05). They also reported marginally higher support from parent organization and spouse (Mean = 4.20 v.s. 3.80 for organizational support, F = 3.34, p < .10; Mean = 5.04 v.s. 4.81 for spousal support, F = 2.68, p < .10). Hypotheses 2a and 2c are rejected, but hypothesis 2b is confirmed.

Hypothesis 3 predicts that social network will have more impact on expatriate psychological well-being in China than in Turkey. Hypothesis 4 predicts that support will have similar impact on expatriate psychological well-being in both China and Turkey. In order to test these two hypotheses, several hierarchical regression analyses are conducted and the results are reported in Table 7. 

 (Insert Table 7 about here)

From Table 7, it is clear that Hypotheses 3 is confirmed. Model 2s in Table 7 show that network characteristics significantly affect the psychological well-being of expatriates in China, but not for expatriates in Turkey ((R2  = .22, p < .01 v.s. (R2  = .07, p > .10). Specifically, for expatriates in China, larger and less close networks will facilitate the expatriate psychological well-being. For expatriates in Turkey, those network characteristics have no impact on their psychological well-being, except that gender diversity marginally influences their adjustment. Model 3s in Table 7 shows that for European expatriates both in China and in Turkey, support from different sources, especially from parent company, is vitally important for their psychological well-being ((R2  = .30, p < .001 and (R2  = .25, p < .001). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 is confirmed. 

Discussion and Conclusion


Social interaction has been demonstrated to be a main predictor of expatriate adjustment. However, the impact of social interaction on expatriate adjustment might be different for different expatriates in different cultures. The context factors, such as geographic closeness and cultural differences between the home country and the host country, may take important roles in the expatriate adjustment process. The contribution of this paper is to single out the above context factors by comparing European expatriates in China and in Turkey to explore the different patterns of social interactions (personal network and support), and to compare the impact of the network and support on expatriate psychological well-being of these two groups of expatriates. The empirical evidence of the current study did show some differences and similarities in terms of the social interaction and its impact on expatriate psychological well-being in two different host countries (China and Turkey). The following will interpret the meaning of these findings.

The results show that the network patterns between European expatriates in China and in Turkey are similar on network size and network cultural diversity. They make as many friends as each other and they also tend to make similar diversified network with both local nationals and peer expatriates involved. It is not a surprise that these two groups of expatriates establish similar diversified networks. As indicated in previous sections, working in a local environment, it is unavoidable to make mixed friends of local nationals and peer expatriates. Expatriates need both kinds of friends to provide them different helps and information and this kind of balanced and diversified network is important for expatriates to adjust in the local environment and to get the job done (Wang and Kanungo, 2003).  It was expected that European expatriates in Turkey will build smaller networks compared to those in China. However, this difference was not found in the current study. It was reasoned that European expatriates might not make as many friends in the host country, since they visit home more often than those in China. The surprising finding here may be due to the design that we did not differentiate the expatriates’ friends at work and outside of work. Even though the European expatriates may visit home more often during weekends and will not make as many friends outside of work as those in China, they might be able to make many friends at work, which is no fewer than European expatriates in China. This is only a speculation, since we did not differentiate their friends at work or outside of work.

As expected, European expatriates in China do have closer and more frequent networks than those in Turkey. This explained that although expatriates in Turkey were able to make as many friends as those in China, they did not develop this network to a close and frequent one as those European expatriates in China. This is understandable that, as mentioned above, European expatriates in Turkey are so close to their home land and they might visit home very often. This close link to home may deduct the time spent in Turkey to make close friends and to have frequent gathering. 

Turkey has been shown to have a relatively low “Gender Egalitarianism Index” which explains that the gender diversity of European expatriates in Turkey is less than those in China. Further, also the fact that 39 % of the European expatriates in China were either single or divorced versus only 23.4 % in Turkey might explain the gender diversity of European expatriates in China, since married expatriates might not make as many opposite-gender friends as non-married.     

In terms of perceived support from friends, parent organizations, and spouse, European expatriates in Turkey reported more support from friends, parent organizations and spouse than expatriates in China, even though the difference is marginal for support from organizations and spouse. It is a surprise finding that even though the network is less close and less frequent, European expatriates in Turkey still reported higher support from friends. This may be explained by the fact that most locals speak one or more European languages, which simplifies communication and facilitates the transaction of social support making frequent get-togethers for the purpose of social syupport unnecessary. It was not a surprise to find that perceived spousal support is higher for the expatriates in Turkey. As mentioned above, spouses may adjust better in Turkey than in China, since they are close to home and they can visit home easily and frequently. Further the adaptation of the spouse is facilitated by the existence of social, cultural and religious institutions. The perceived higher support from parent organizations might also be due to the physical distance. Although parent organizations have the same policies for expatriates everywhere, for those who are close to home, they might have more contact or more convenient for expatriates in Turkey to obtain support from parent companies.


The results show that the impact of personal network on expatriate psychological well-being is different for European expatriates in Turkey and in China. As expected, the network in Turkey has almost no impact on the expatriate psychological well-being, but in China, the network is important for the European expatriates to psychologically function well. When expatriates leave their home country to take overseas assignment, the previous establish network fades away and a new one is needed in the local environment in order to feel secure and certain (Wang, 2002). However, this might not be the case for European expatriates in Turkey. Due to the geographic closeness between Turkey and other European countries, for expatriates, the previous network might not fade away as much as when they move to China. To re-establish a network in the local environment might not be that urgent in order to feel rooted. Since their home network is not far away, the European expatriates can always retreat back to the home network, which might give them a feeling of backups. For European expatriates in China, since they know they are far away from home, they will feel the need to establish a local network. Without this network, they might feel uncertain or insecure in an unknown country and culture. 


The impact of support on European expatriate psychological well-being did not show any difference for expatriates in China or in Turkey. For both groups, the parent organizations’ support stands up as the most salient one that significantly facilitated their psychological well-being. It is understandable that no matter how far or how close you are from home, organizational support is always important, since you need your bosses to understand your situation in the local place. You need them to support you to overcome all difficulties at workplace to get things done. Most of the time, expatriates need to perform at the local pace due to political, economic and cultural reasons. If the parent companies have low awareness of the local context and expect the expatriates to perform as they did back home, the expatriates will feel huge pressure and stress in between of the home and host systems. Therefore, organizational support is extremely important for all expatriates everywhere. The support from friends and from spouse did not show any significant impact on expatriate psychological well-being. Even though they are important as shown in the literature, when entered into the equation along with organizational support, the impact of these two sources of support disappeared, which may further indicate that the importance of organizational support is beyond support from friends, and even spousal support.   

The implications of the current study are multi-folded. First of all, the current study demonstrates that geographic distance is an important context factor that would influence the expatriate social interaction patterns and influence their way of adjustment in the local place. Secondly, social interaction pattern may be shaped by the local culture. In a culture where gender egalitarianism is low, expatriates will adjust their ways of social interacting. Thirdly, organizational support is an extremely important factor that would influence the expatriate psychological well-being. Understanding and support from parent organizations are needed for all expatriates no matter where they are.


The limitation of the current study is that the sample size for each group of European expatriates is low. The small sample size might give little power to the statistic analysis. For example, only 36 expatriates in China and 49 expatriates in Turkey are married. This gave very little power for the analysis of spousal support, which may be one of the reasons that we did not find significant impact of spousal support on the European expatriate psychological well-being. Another limitation of the current study is that we only have two host cultures involved and we could not control other context factors, such as political and religious. If we could have other cultures, such as India and America, we might be able to find more interesting results. However, as a first effort to do the comparative study for one group of expatriates in different countries, we contributed to the literature the precious empirical evidence that geographic distance should be considered as one important context factors that could influence the expatriate adjustment. Future studies can aim at broader comparisons among expatriates from different cultures and adjusting in different countries.
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Figure 1. The Process of Expatriate Adjustment

Figure 2. The Research Model


Table 1. Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Analysis for Control Variables

	
	European Expatriates in  China
	European Expatriates in Turkey
	Difference

(2(df)

	Demographic Characteristics
	Numbers
	Percentage
	Numbers
	Percentage
	

	Gender
	Male
	48
	81.4%
	62
	93.9%
	4.67(1)*

	
	Female
	11
	18.6%
	4
	6.1%
	

	Marriage
	Single/Divorced
	23
	39%
	15
	23.4%
	3.48(1)(

	
	Married
	36
	61%
	49
	76.6%
	

	Tenure


	Mean
	6.26(yrs)
	11.82(yrs)
	F(1, 118) = 11.64***

	
	S.D.
	7.35
	10.02
	

	Compensation

Satisfaction 
	Mean
	3.85 (out of 7)
	4.43 (out of 7)
	F(1, 122) = 8.70**

	
	S.D.
	1.06
	1.13
	

	Career Plan
	No
	19
	32.8%
	29
	45.3%
	2.01(1)

	
	Yes
	39
	67.2%
	35
	54.7%
	

	Training before Arrival
	No
	37
	69.8%
	51
	78.5%
	1.15(1)

	
	Yes
	16
	30.2%
	14
	21.5%
	

	Previous

Overseas Experience
	No
	17
	37.8%
	15
	23.1%
	2.78(1)(

	
	Yes
	28
	62.2%
	50
	76.9%
	


( p <  .10, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. *** p < .001.

Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis

	Items for Scale and Sub-Scale
	Factor 1
	Factor 2
	Factor 3

	Social Support                Your friends, colleagues, and supervisors …
	
	
	

	gave you information about local entertainment activities.
	.63
	.00
	.21

	listened to you when you needed to talk about your private feelings during the overseas assignment.
	.64
	-.08
	.10

	helped you out in a crisis situation at work, even though they had to go out of their way to do so.
	.70
	-.03
	-.06

	would let you know that you did something well at work with local people.
	.73
	.14
	.13

	gave you information about local customs.
	.69
	.14
	.11

	are people with whom you can totally be yourself.
	.49
	.10
	.28

	loaned you or gave you something that you needed at home/work.
	.72
	-.10
	.09

	told you that what you did does not comply with local customs.
	.56
	.01
	.01

	gave you information about where you can buy what you need for home/work.
	.74
	.15
	.12

	were concerned about your well-being in your overseas assignment.
	.81
	.11
	.14

	helped you out when too many things needed to get done.
	.77
	.07
	-.11

	made it clear what was expected of you at work.
	.62
	.32
	.06

	gave you information about how to get things done at your work in the local situation.
	.74
	.14
	-.06

	could be counted on to console you when you were very upset at work.
	.78
	.01
	.08

	helped you to take care of your family when you were busy or away.
	.68
	.08
	-.09

	gave you objective feedback about how you were handling your problems at work.
	.73
	.16
	.07

	gave you information about how to deal with interpersonal relationships with local people.
	.79
	.06
	.09

	helped you feel better when you were very irritable working in the local situation.
	.73
	-.10
	.13

	gave you tangible help in settling down in the local country.
	.77
	-.03
	.05

	told you that what you wanted to do at work was right.
	.70
	.19
	.05

	Organizational Support
	
	
	

	My home company values my contribution to its well-being.
	.21
	.69
	.05

	If my home company could hire someone to replace me at a lower salary it would do so.
	-.07
	.36
	-.11

	My home company fails to appreciate any extra effort from me. 
	.00
	.65
	.06

	My home company strongly considers my goals and values.
	.20
	.81
	.14

	My home company would ignore any complaint from.
	-.05
	.62
	-.02

	My home company disregards my best interests when it makes decisions that affect me.
	.07
	.69
	.06

	Help is available from my home company when I have a problem.
	.21
	.70
	.12

	My home company really cares about my well-being.
	.21
	.77
	.18

	Even if I did the best job possible, my home company would fail to notice.
	.05
	.68
	.13

	My home company is willing to help me when I need a special favour.
	-.02
	.62
	-.02

	My home company cares about my general satisfaction at work.
	.21
	.77
	.09

	If given the opportunity, my home company would take advantage of me.
	-.10
	.44
	-.02

	My home company shows very little concern for me.
	-.03
	.74
	.12

	My home company cares about my opinions.
	.15
	.75
	.14

	My home company takes pride in my accomplishments at work.
	.13
	.72
	.27

	My home company tries to make my job as interesting as possible.
	.09
	.70
	.14

	Spousal Support
	
	
	

	He/She provides you with encouragement.
	.13
	.08
	.79

	He/She provides you useful information about local customs.
	.12
	.10
	.55

	He/She says things that raise your self-confidence.
	.17
	.11
	.85

	He/She listens to you when you need to talk.
	.08
	.09
	.89

	He/She shows that he/she cares about you as a person.
	.00
	.11
	.91

	He/She understands the way you think and feel about things.
	-.03
	.16
	.84

	He/She provides you with direct help, that is, do or give you things you need.
	.08
	.10
	.83

	You would talk with him/her when you are upset, nervous, or depressed about something.
	.09
	.04
	.81

	Eigenvalue
	12.31
	6.78
	4.79

	Proportion of variance accounted for
	27.97%
	15.41%
	10.88


Table 3

Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Coefficients and Correlations for European Expatriates in China

	
	M
	SD
	(
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Gender
	1.19
	.39
	n/a
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Marriage
	1.62
	.49
	n/a
	-.24(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Tenure
	6.26
	7.35
	n/a
	-.17
	.27*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Compensation Satisfaction 
	3.85
	1.06
	n/a
	-.30*
	.32*
	.22(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Career Plan
	1.67
	.46
	n/a
	.01
	-.16
	.02
	-.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Training before Arrival
	1.30
	.43
	n/a
	.16
	-.18
	.00
	.14
	.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Previous Overseas Experience
	1.72
	.45
	n/a
	-.37**
	.12
	-.09
	.09
	-.05
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Network Size
	4.85
	3.18
	n/a
	.11
	-.05
	-.24(
	-.20
	-.09
	-.15
	.01
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Gender Diversity
	.44
	.33
	n/a
	.04
	-.31*
	-.35**
	-.18
	.08
	.07
	-.05
	.24(
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Cultural Diversity
	1.59
	1.46
	n/a
	.04
	.09
	-.05
	-.07
	-.01
	-.22(
	.12
	.27*
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Closeness
	2.75
	.59
	
	-.11
	-.18
	-.01
	-.11
	.03
	-.17
	.01
	.03
	.05
	.09
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Frequency
	3.12
	.63
	
	-.06
	-.11
	-.06
	-.02
	.10
	.01
	.04
	-.01
	-.09
	.14
	.28*
	
	
	
	

	13. Social Support 
	3.43
	.83
	.92
	.18
	-.06
	-.22(
	.07
	.08
	.02
	-.12
	.45***
	-.02
	.13
	-.07
	.20
	
	
	

	14. Organizational Support
	3.80
	.83
	.92
	.04
	.04
	.04
	.32**
	-.12
	.04
	-.04
	-.01
	.00
	.20
	-.29*
	.03
	.23
	
	

	15. Spousal Support
	4.81
	.79
	.93
	.23(
	-.13
	-.28*
	-.03
	.23(
	-.19
	-.20
	.34**
	.28*
	.19
	-.04
	.14
	.46***
	.24(
	

	Dependent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Expatriate Psychological Well-Being
	4.58
	.61
	.86
	-.08
	.00
	-.17
	-.12
	-.03
	-.34**
	.10
	.39***
	.04
	.29*
	-.14
	.16
	.25*
	.45***
	.27*


Note: (p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001.

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics, Reliability Coefficients and Correlations for European Expatriates in Turkey

	
	M
	SD
	(
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15

	Control Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Gender
	1.06
	.24
	 n/a
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Marriage
	1.77
	.43
	n/a
	-.32**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Tenure
	11.82
	10.01
	n/a
	-.07
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Compensation Satisfaction 
	4.43
	1.13
	n/a
	-.05
	.05
	.34**
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Career Plan
	1.55
	.50
	n/a
	-.15
	.00
	-.15
	-.05
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Training before Arrival
	1.22
	.41
	n/a
	-.13
	.12
	.34**
	.17
	.11
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Previous Overseas Experience
	1.77
	.43
	n/a
	.15
	.13
	.14
	.17
	-.07
	-.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Network Size
	5.59
	3.27
	n/a
	.05
	-.18
	.01
	-.04
	-.12
	-.01
	.10
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. Gender Diversity
	.15
	.09
	n/a
	.08
	-.02
	-.07
	-.19
	-.11
	-.02
	-.08
	.23*
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Cultural Diversity
	.15
	.10
	n/a
	.07
	-.19
	.05
	-.12
	.01
	.07
	-.02
	.29*
	.09
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Closeness
	2.14
	.44
	
	.12
	.16
	.09
	-.10
	.17
	.00
	.10
	-.10
	.23*
	.25*
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Frequency
	1.56
	.43
	
	.10
	-.07
	.07
	.07
	-.08
	-.12
	.13
	.07
	.08
	.21(
	.10
	
	
	
	

	13. Social Support 
	3.74
	1.01
	.95
	-.08
	.01
	-.20
	.01
	-.10
	.02
	-.15
	.09
	.01
	.06
	-.21(
	-.12
	
	
	

	14. Organizational Support
	4.20
	.78
	.91
	-.26*
	.07
	.16
	.30**
	.04
	.15
	.06
	-.02
	-.02
	-.03
	.07
	-.08
	.13
	
	

	15. Spousal Support
	5.04
	.81
	.93
	-.13
	.03
	.14
	.18
	-.07
	.26*
	-.03
	-.01
	-.03
	.19
	-.06
	.17
	-.02
	.16
	

	Dependent Variables
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Expatriate Psychological Well-Being
	4.90
	.46
	.70
	.12
	-.07
	.16
	.05
	-.02
	.08
	.02
	-.09
	-.26*
	.00
	-.03
	-.06
	.01
	.43***
	.21(


Note: (p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001.
Table 5

Comparison between European Expatriates in China and in Turkey on Network Characteristics (Means Comparison by Controlling the Effect of Control Variables)

	Variables
	Destination

	Multivariate Effect
	df = (5, 117)

F-Value = 51.10***



	Univariate Effects
	Expatriates in China
	Expatriates in Turkey
	F

	Network 
	Network Size
	4.85
	5.56
	2.64

	
	Gender Diversity
	.44
	.16
	25.80***

	
	Cultural Diversity
	.13
	.14
	1.27

	
	Closeness
	2.75
	2.17
	34.87***

	
	Frequency
	3.12
	1.61
	204.79***


Table 6

Comparison between European Expatriates in China and in Turkey on Support from Different Sources (Means Comparison by Controlling the Effect of Control Variables)

	Variables
	Destination

	Multivariate Effect
	df = (3, 119)

F-Value = 2.76*



	Univariate Effects
	Expatriates in China
	Expatriates in Turkey
	F

	Support
	
	
	

	Social Support 
	3.43
	3.74
	5.14*

	Organizational Support
	3.80
	4.20
	3.34(

	Spousal Support
	4.81
	5.04
	2.68(


(  p< .10;   * p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

Table 7. Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Determinants of European Expatriate Psychological Well-Being (PWB) in China and in Turkeya 

	Variables
	Expatriate Psychological Well-Being in China
	Expatriate Psychological Well-Being in Turkey

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Control Variables
	Gender
	-.05
	-.12
	-.15
	.12
	.13
	.27*

	
	Marriage
	-.02
	-.09
	.02
	-.06
	-.07
	-.03

	
	Tenure
	-.15
	-.07
	-.11
	.16
	.16
	.15

	
	Compensation Satisfaction 
	-.05
	-.03
	-.29*
	.00
	-.05
	-.16

	
	Career Plan
	.02
	-.02
	.06
	.01
	-.03
	.02

	
	Training before Arrival
	-.33*
	-.31*
	-.30*
	.05
	.05
	-.03

	
	Previous Overseas Experience
	.07
	.03
	.09
	-.01
	-.01
	-.04

	  Independent Variables
	Network Characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Network Size
	
	.31*
	
	
	-.05
	

	
	Gender Diversity
	
	-.03
	
	
	-.26(
	

	
	Cultural Diversity
	
	.15
	
	
	.01
	

	
	Closeness
	
	-.31*
	
	
	.01
	

	
	Frequency
	
	.20
	
	
	-.05
	

	
	Support
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Social Support 
	
	
	.16
	
	
	-.01

	
	Organizational Support
	
	
	.54***
	
	
	.51***

	
	Spousal Support
	
	
	.01
	
	
	.19

	
	Step 2 (R2
	.15
	.22
	.30
	.05
	.07
	.25

	
	Step 2 (F
	1.35
	3.26**
	9.17***
	.42
	.95
	7.02***

	
	Adjusted R2
	.04
	.21
	.34
	.06
	.07
	.18


a Standardized betas are reported. ( p <  .10, two-tailed. * p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. *** p < .001, two -tailed.
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