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About NAFSA

The National Association for Foreign Student Affairs (NAFSA) is a
professional association of institutions and individuals committed to inter-
nationai educational interchange. Its membership includes public and
private educational institutions, private organizations, and individuals,
both employees and volunteers, who work with students and scholars either
coming to the United States from abroad or going from the United States to
other countries. The Association serves as a source of professional training,
as a guide to standards of performance, and as a spokesman for inter-
national educational exchange programs in government and educational
circles. The Association consists of five professional sections: Council of Ad-
visers to Foreign Students and Scholars (CAFSS), Admissions Section
(ADSEC), Association of Teachers of English as a Second Language
(ATESL), Community Section (COMSEC), and Section on U.S. Students
Abroad (SECUSSA).

For additional information about NAFSA and its publications, write:
NAFSA
1860 19th Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20009.
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PREFACE

The National Association for Foreign Student Affairs (NAFSA), under
a contract with the Agency for International Development (A.I.D.), com-
missioned a national study to assess the needs of foreign students from
developing nations who were studying in academic degree programs at U.S,
colleges and universities. The study was initiated in April 1978, under a
subcontract with the Department of Sociology and Anthropology of Iowa
State University.

The overall study consisted of two phases: Phase I (the formulation of a
research design, including the construction of a questionnaire and a pre-test
for a nationwide survey), and Phase II (a nation-wide survey to assess the
self-perceived needs of the above-mentioned population). This report per-
tains to Phase II of the study. Work on Phase II started in April 1979, and
was completed in March 1980.

The principal investigator was Motoko Y. Lee, Assistant Professor of
Sociology at lowa State University. She was assisted by Mokhtar Abd-Ella
of the College of Agricuiture, University of Tanta, Kafr-El-Sheikh, Egypt,
and Linda A. Burks, Graduate Assistant in the Department of Sociology
and Anthropology, lowa State University.

The opinions, findings, and conclusions expressed in this publication are those of the authors
and not necessarily those of the National Assoeiation for Foreign Student Affairs and the Agen-
ey for International Development.
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INTRODUCTION
Background

Under United States government foreign assistance programs more
than 180,000 students and scholars from developing countries have been
trained in the areas of agriculture, health, nutrition, population, education,
rural and urban development, science, technology, and engineering since
1941."

Currently there are some 7.000 Agency for International Development
(A.LLD.) sponsored participants receiving academic or technical training in
the United States and overseas. Of this number, approximately 3,000 are
new arrivals to the United States.

Many future leaders of government, industry, technology, edueation,
and science will be drawn from the ranks of these A.LD. participants. It is
quite possible that their feelings, opinions, and educational formation may
some day affect United States foreign relations.

When these participants come to the United States. they bring with
them a desire for an education to provide them with the professional, social,
and personal skills required for a meaningful role in their soeiety

While pursuing this goal, they must also become involved in the daily
life of the United States. their host country. It is at this point that they are
exposed to new and different societal values. roles, rights, and respon-
sibilities. In short, they are suddenly in an alien culture which requires a
significant adaptation.

The A.LD. participant is required to compare these new and different
cultural factors with those of his own culture and decide how best to cope
with them. Depending upon the individual, the length of his sojourn, and
the cultural differences and similarities, he will either adapt or not adapt to
the new culture.

While there is not sufficient research on the adaptation of A.LD. par-
ticipants to make any generalizations, research on foreign students in the
United States indicates that many students either do not adapt or return
home without having attained their educational goals, or. it they are able to
complete their academic programs, they still do not enter into any
meaningful participation in American culture. Research on the problems of
foreign students indicates that some nationalities experience greater and
different adaptation difticulties than others.

Despite the large numbers of foreign students in general, and A.LLD.
participants in particular, entering U.S. institutions of higher education
each vear, very little is done by our universities and colleagues to orient
these newcomers to life and study here. The majority of students from the
developing world arrive in the United States with very little idea of the
organization of American institutions of higher education. let alone with an
understanding of the cultural adjustment problems they wiii face.

ALD Participant Tratning. Report from the Ageney jor International Development,
Elizabeth J. McLaughlin, NAFSA: Washington. D.C.. Summer 1975,



Not only have U.S. institutions of higher education been indifferent to
the adjustment problems of foreign students, they have also given little
attention to such problems as the relevancy of American educational
programs for the developing world. Today, many developing countries are
themselves questioning the suitability of western technology, education,
and culture for their countries.

At a time when nationalism and demands for new reiationships be-
tween the developed and developing nations is occurring, our institutions of
higher education continue to neglect the area of international education,
LS. universities and colleges have failed to educate American students to
live in an increasingly interdependent world. Many professionals working in
the field of international education and associations of professionals, such
as the National Association for Foreign Student Affairs (NAFSA), have
long heen concerned wit® these problems.

For the past decade, NAFSA has worked closely with A.LLD, in its
attempts to conduct an important and complex international educational
exchange program. In the carly vears of the NAFSA-A.LD. relationship, the
ALD-NAFSA Liaison Committee served as a vehid'e for soliciting the
cooperation of these resources in identifving problems of A.LLD. sponsored
students, as well as for the planning, organization, and support of projects
and studies designed to improve foreign student programs.

In March 1978, the Office of International Training (OIT) of A.LD.
granted a three-vear contract to NAFSA to continue activities which will
maximize the total training experience for academically enrolled par-
ticipants, The objectives of this contract are: (1) to improve the relevancy of
academic programs for A.LD. participants and other [oreign students frem
developing countries studving in the U.S.; and (2) to provide increased
access for these students to extracurricular professional and community in-
volvement programs which will more effectively prepare participants for
their roles in their countries’ development.

Within the framework of the new three-vear contract, NAFSA and
ALD. identified several specific programs and projects to be conducted
from 1978 to 1981. This led to the development of NAFSA's first major
national research project in May of 1978,

The objective of the research project, carried out under a subcontract
with lowa State University, is to determine the met and unmet needs of
foreign students from developing countries in the U.S. and to assess
whether the self-perceived needs of A LD, sponsored students are different
from or similar to those of other foreign students, both sponsored and non-
sponsored.

The principal investigator for the research project, Dr. Motoko Lee of
the Department of Sociology and Anthropology of lowa State University,
conducted the rescarch in three phases. Phase T was the formulation of the
research design, including the construction of a questionnaire, which was
pretested on the campus of lowa State University.” Phase I was a nation-

For a report of Phase 1, see Lee et al., 14749,
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wide survey to assess the self-perceived needs of A.[.D. sponsored students
and other sponsored and non-sponsored students.

Phase III, to be conducted in the 1980-81 contract year, will include
supplementary and on-going analyses of data in response to the spacific in-
terests of NAFSA’s various constituencies and other interested groups in in-
ternational education. Phase III also includes the publication and distribu-
tion of a final report, as well as the distribution of the research findings
throughout the NAFSA regions by NAFSA-A.LD. Special Projects Coor-
dinators.

Phases I and II of the research project were supervised by a research
advisory committee. The committee for Phase I was composed of:

Dr. Audrey Gray

Director, Education Programs
Sister Cities International
Suite 424-26

1625 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dr. Vernon Larson, Director
International Agricultural
Programs, Kansas State University
14 Waters Hall

Manhattan, Kansas 66506

Dr. Stephen C. Dunnett, Director
Intensive English Language Institute
State University of New York at Buffalo
320 Christopher Baldy Hall

Buffalo, New York 14260

Dr. Gerald E. Klonglan, Chairman
Department of Anthropology and
Sociology

103 East Hall

Iowa State University

Ames, Towa 50011

Dr. Forrest Moore, Director

International Student Advisor’s Office

University of Minnesota at Twin Cities

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

The Phase II advisory committee, chaired by Stephen C. Dunnett of
the State University of New York at Buffalo, was composed of:

Dr. Audrey Gray, Director

Educational Programs

Sister Cities International

Dr. Forrest Moore, Director

International Student Advisor’s Office

University of Minnesota at Twin Cities

xil



NAFSA is greatly indebted to the members of both advisory com-
mittees for their interest in the research project and their competent super-
vision of all aspects of the research.

The Findings

In Phase I1, the national survey of students from developing countries
was conducted in Fall 1979. A multi-stage cluster sample with probability
proportionate to size was used to select schools and students in the nation,
based on the sampling procedure determined in Phase I. Copies of the
questionnaire developed in Phase I were mailed to students chosen in 30 un-
iversities. Nearly 1900 students responded to the questionnaire. The sample
represents a population of approximately 134,000 foreign students at U.S.
universities and colleges whose foreign student enroliment was 300 or more.
The survey population was composed of students from 102 nations, exclud-
ing North America, Europe (except Turkey and Portugal}, and Japan. Of
the 30 universities selected, the following have given NAFSA permission to
acknowledge their participation:

Cornell University

Gieorgia State University

Kansas State University

Michigan State University

New Mexico State University

Oklahoma State University

Rutgers-The State University

Southern [llinois University

Stanford University

State University of New York at Buffalo

Syracuse University

The University of Texas at Arlington

University of Arizona

University of Colorado

University of Florida

University of Georgia

University of Illinois

University of lowa

University of Minnesota

University of Oregon

University of Pittsburgh

Washington State University

[n every category of needs, needs were not satisfied to the level of
students’ expectations, even though most of the needs were satisfied to a
certain degree, rather than unsatisfied. Needs for practical experience
(work experience and opportunities to apply knowledge), and anticipated
post-return needs both for material rewards and for professional oppor-
tunities and facilities were among the least met. They were considered to be
the most problematic ones for educational institutions to accommodate.
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Financial needs and pre-return information needs were also among the
least met, but were considered to be less problematic since they can more
easily be solved. Among all the twenty-four categories of needs, information
needs were best met. Students were also quite satisfied with the likelihood
of achieving their primary educational goals, which they regarded with the
highest importance.

Importance and satisfaction of the needs were analyzed in terms of a
number of selected personal characteristics of the students. In partieular,
importance the students placed on various needs varied by:

- regions of the world from which they eane:
major field categories;
sponsarship cacegories:
undergraduate vs. graduate status distinetion: and

- whether or not they had jobs waiting in their countries.

The degree of satistaction felt by the students depended greatly on:

regions of the world from which thev came;
self-evaluation of command of” English:
whether or not they had jobs waiting in their countries,

Several other characteristies were also analyzed in relation to need
compuosites:

schouol size:

~ prestige accorded to one’s country;
age:

-marital status:
length of stav:
orientation: and

- previous international experience.

Professor Lee and her colleagues found that most needs were satistied
to at least some extent; however. the levels of satisfaction did not measure
up to levels of importance.

The results of this study indicate the following profile of a student who
is likely to he most satistied:

- a student who s from Latin America (or Furope):
<tudent who has a job waiting for himn or her at home;
a student who is residing with a ULs, student;
a student who is on an assistantship:
a graduate student rather than an undergraduate; and
a student who perceives himself or herselt as having a good com-
mand of Fnglish skills.

=

S

=

Among the least met needs, the needs tor practical experience and an-
ticipated post-return needs (material rewards such as jobs, adequate
salaries, and professional opportunities) are the most ditficult for U5, in-
stitutions of high cducation to accommodate. Professor Lee recommends
programs to incorporate practical experience or internships. For many

xiv



sponsored students the constraints of their seholarships and contracts
would not permit this to occur. Furthermore, there is a need to define stan-
dards under whieh desired work experience could be incorporated into a
sponsured student program. Faculty of U.S. institutions of higher education
which are experienced in developing vocational education experiential lear-
ning standards should work with A.LLD. program officers and experienced
foreign student advisors to develop such standards.

In view of the anticipated post-return needs, Professor Lee urges spon-
soring agencies and U8, educational institutions to regard education as a
continuous process. Further she would like sponsors and institutions of
higher education to maintain professional iinks with their stud.ves after
they have returned home. This would require the strengthening of
traditional  U.S. alumni programs, many of which do not concern
themselves with their foreign graduates.

Same of the anxiety about re-adapting to their home cultures expressed
by students in this survey might also be alleviated by foreign student ad-
visors and sponsoring agencies coming together to provide re-entry/transi-
tion workshops during the last year of study.

Another important finding is that self-perceived English proficiency is
a strong predictor of satisfaction in progress *oward achieving both primary
and secondary goals as well as in facilitating course work. It is important for
foreign students to be confident about their language skills in order to in-
teract with native speakers and compete in an academic program. It is es-
sential then for sponsoring agencies to provide opportunities for their
students to participate in intensive English language and pre-academic
orientation  programs  prior to commencing their academic training
programs.

Conclusions

In this first national survey of students from developing countries,
Professor Lee has broken new ground and identified a number of im-
portant issues for professionals in international education to consider. Her
findings and recommendations should be carefully studied by sponsors,
academic advisors, foreign student advisors, English as a second language
teachers and others working with students from developing countries. 1
strongly recommend that NAFSA and A.1.D. consider sponsoring a national
seminar of educators to study Professor Lee's findings and to develop
policies and guidelin:s for both the sponsors of students from developing
countries and the ULS. institutions of higher education which receive them.

On behalf of the National Association for Foreign Student Affairs, |
wish to congratulate Professor Motoko Lee and her colleagues for producing
this excellent study. For the past two and a half years, | have had the great
pleasure and privilege of working closely with Motoko Lee. I have come to
admire and respect her greatly for her skills as a researcher, her sincere in-
terest in foreign students and her tremendous commitment to this projeet. 1
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thank her and her research team on behalf of my colleagues in international
educatinn and the foreign students we serve.

I also wish to thank a number of individuals whose faith in this project
and support contribut :d greatly to its successful completion: Donald Azar,
Marvin Baron, Zelda Faigen and James Worley, all members of the
NAFSA-A.LD. Steering Committee, and Archer Brown and Ellen Wise of
the NAFSA Central Office.

I join with my colleagues in NAFSA and A.LD. in expressing our hope
that this research will contribute to the improvement of the academic
careers and lives of future generations of students from developing coun-
tries.

Stepl.:n C. Dunnett
Buffalo, New York January 1981
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I. OBJECTIVES OF PHASE 11

The major objectives of Phase 11 were the following:

1.

To assess the needs of foreign stuidents from developing nations at
U.S. universities and colleges as perceived by the students

themselves.
To evaluate to what extent the students perceived identified needs

were being met.

. To identify the personal characteristics of individuals related to

different needs as well as the degree to which the needs were being
met. The personal characteristics will include sponsorships (A.LD.,
home country governments, and others), graduate and un-
dergraduate classifications, sex, regions of the world, etc.

To test selected hypotheses, which were formulated on the basis of
the literature reviews and the pretest in Phase I.

. To make appropriate recommendations to the educational in-

stitutions, the Agency for International Development, and the
National Association for Foreign Student Affairs in order for them to
consider means of accommodating some of the unmet needs iden-
tified in Phase II.

To identify future directions for research on foreign students and
their educational institutions based on Phase 11 findings.

To disseminate information obtained in the national survey among
relevant agencies, institutions of higher education, and individual
professionals in international education by publishing the findings
of Phase I, writing technical papers and/or making presentations at
training seminars and other professional meetings.'

' These ohjectives were proposed, assuming that Phase Il would commence in March and
therefore data collection could begin in May, 1979. Due to the fact that Phase II began in
April and consequently data collection was delayed until fall of 1979, we had to postpone our
seventh objective with a hope that Phase HI would be granted to achieve that objective,
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I1. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This review of literature is the updated version of what was originally
presented in the final report on Phase [ of this project. Over 20 sources of
literature were added to the previous review. In Phase 1, a search of
literature on toreign students was conducted with a review of reports, jour-
nal »rticles, books. dissertations, and other publications. Computer-hased
literature seurches using the lowa State University Library computer facili-
tv oand aosearch conducted by the Smithsonian Science Information Kx-
change were also emploved to identify recent publications through May,
FO7S and researeh activities through Juiv, 1979, The extensive review eon-
ducted by spanlding and Flack (19760 was most helptl. The result of the
literature review and <earch for information on current research activities
shows insuiticrent assessment of foreign student needs conducted on a
national scale,

The tollowing review is organized into three sections:

AL Overview of literature on foreign students,

B. Deseription of problems and needs of foreign students in the

literature,

. Literature which suggest= important independent variables in rela-

tion to needs of foreign students,

Overview

A review of related research on foreign students reveals that previous
studies vary in terms of the populations studied and in the subject matter.
In this section. only a summary of the literature review to support the
relevance of a study to assess needs of foreign students on a nation-wide
scale is presented. We are unable to cite here all the publications we
reviewed: therefore, the review should be read as that of representative
literature.

Most studies have been concerned with such limited populations that
they cannot he generalized. Studies that cover the population of the total
foreign students in the U.S. have been very searce. Many studies concen-
trated onlv on one campus (e.g. Zain, 1966; Rising and Copp, 1968: John-
son, 1971 Win, 1971 Moghrabi, 1972; Gabriel, 1973: Han. 1975: Niekerk.
1975 Catha, 1974 Clarke and Ozawa, 1970; Collins, 1976; and Stafford.
19771 For example, Clarke and Ozawa (1970) studied major adjustment
problems of foreign students at the University of Wisconsin. Niekerk
(19750 studied the perceptions of faculty, foreign students. and foreign
alumni «hout foreign student needs and services available at Andrews
University. Opportunities for involvement for their spouses, English
language instruction, equal treatment in financial matters, practical
application and experience. more friendly faculty-student relationships,
and more flexibility in visa and emploviment regulations were found to be
the most important needs as expressed by foreign stadents. The study by
Hull (1978) is an exception; he explored the adjustment of foreign students



on three U.S. campuses. However, the campuser were purposively selected
and smal! in number; thus the generalizability of his findings is limited,

Several studies dealt with foreign students in one state (e.g. Peterson
and Neumeyer, 1948; Nenyod, 1975; and Sharma, 1971). For example,
Sharma (1971) investigated academic and personal problems of foreign
students in the state of North Carolina.

Some studies were concerned with one nationality group (e.g. Basu,
1966; Cortes, 1970; Vorapipalana, 1967; Hj:zainuddin, 1974; Davis, 1973;
Moftakhar, 1976; and Gama and Pederson, 1976). For example, Cortes
(1970) examined factors related to the migration among Philippine
students who studied in the U.S. from 1960-1965. Hj:zainuddin (1974)
studied factors related to academic performance of Malaysian students at
Louisiana State University.

Other studies focused on students from one region in the world (e.g.
Win, 1971; Hagev and Ha, 2y, 1974; Eberhard, 1970; Gezi, 1961; and
Pruitt, 1977). For example, Eberhard (1970) revealed the need for con-
tinuity of contacts between foreign alumni and the U.S. academic com-
munity in his study of returning Asian students. Pruitt (1977) studied a
representative sample of foreign students from Sub-Saharan Africa in the
U.S. She identified the major characteristics of African students in their
adjustment to American culture and their assimilation into American
society.

Some studies concentrated on participants of specific programs (e.g.
Bower et al., 1971; Vorapipalana, 1967; and Kimmel et al., 1969-1972).
Kimmel et al. (1969-1972), for example, assessed satisfaction of par-
ticipants with A.LD. training programs. Studies of a general foreign stu-
dent population have heen very few (e.g. Morris, 1960; and Selltiz et al.,
1963), and. it has been a long time since such a study was done.

There are also some studies concerned only with particular
professional groups or specific majors (e.g. Mackson, 1975: Findley, 1975;
and Dhillon, 1976). For example, Mackson (1975) studied the relevance of
agriculture engineering programs and the needs of agricultural engineering
alumni. He found that most alumni felt their programs prepared them to
work at home. Alumni expressed the need for professional materials and
continued contact with the U.S. through exchange visits, joint research
projects, and the like. Dhillon (1976) outlined some common problems fac-
ed by foreign nurses in the U.S. These problems concern English language
and communication, American food, family structure, and taking exams.

The subject matters of previous studies were mostly centered around
academic performance (e.g. Hountras, 1956; El-Lakeny, 1970; Hj:zainud-
din, 1974; and Chongolnee 1978). For example, Hour tras (1956) examined
factors associated with academic success for foreign graduate students at
the University of Michigan. Chongolnee (1978) studied factors related to
academic achievement of foreign graduate students at lowa State Unjver-
sity.

The second major area of previous studies was adjustment to the U.S.



environment and problems thereof (e.g. Selltiz et al., 1963; Dunnett, 1977;
Bouenazos and Leamy, 1974; and Hull, 1978). For example, Selltiz et al.
(1963) investigated 4 sample of foreign students in the U.S. in terms of
factors related to social and academic adjustment and attitude toward the
U.S. Dunnett (1977) placed a major focus on the effect of an English
language program on foreign student adaptation.

A third major area of concern has heen non-return to the home coun-
try (e.g. Ritterband, 1968; Das, 196%; Myvers, 1972; and Glazer, 1974). For
example, Das (1969) examined the effects of length of stay, age, marital
status, the degree pursued, etc. on non-return. Myers (1972) explored the
characteristics of non-returnees as well as identified the factors related to
non-return.

Although there appears to be a growing concern about the needs of
foreign students, research on their needs has heen limited. There have
heen studies on needs for special counseling for foreign students (Altscher,
1976; and Walter, 1978), more relevant education (Coombs, 1961: Moore,
1970; and Sanders and Ward, 1970), more extracurricular activities
(Canter, 1967) and a continued relationship with the U.S. academic com-
munity after returning home (Eberhard, 1970 and Mackson, 1975). But
how foreign students themselves feel about such needs remains largely un-
investigated. Nor has there been comprehensive research conducted to in-
dicate how such needs are satisfied under the current practices. A study
by Culha (1974) on foreign student needs and satisfactions is probably one
of the very few studies that has focused on foreign student needs per se.
Culha compared the needs and satisfactions of foreign students at the
University of Minnesota to those of a group of American students. He
found that all needs considered important by foreign students were also
considered important by Americans. The only difference between the two
groups was in the emotional security scale. This study, as many others, so
far has limited generalizability, since the study was conducted on one
campus.

In a more recent study, Lather (1978) studied foreign student percep-
tion of four educational components at Western Michigan University. He
found significant differences between the perceived level of importance
and the derived level of satisfaction on each of the four components. The
importance level was higher than the satisfaction level in every case. The
discrepancy between foreign students' views of problems and those of
foreign student advisors’ was recognized by Von Dorpowski (1978) in terms
of intensity, not in terms of the ranking order of the problems. In other
words, foreign student advisors tend to view the problems as more serious
than foreign students themselves.

Description of Problems and Needs in the Literature

A number of authors have devoted their efforts to the study of foreign
student adjustment and problems thereof. Several have identified the
problems foreign students have in the United States.



What Do Foreign Students Seek in the U.S.?

Han (1975) found that the goals of foreign students from the Far Enst
did not differ by nationality, marital status, or academic level. He
asserted that the principal goals students wanted to achieve in the U8,
were educational, Singh (1976) also found that the main goals of foreign
students were educational in nature. Likewise. Hull (19780 found that
academic goals were the most important to foreiyn students, Spaulding
and Flack (19760, after reviewing an extensive amomt of literature, con-
cluded that the major reasons foreign students came to the United States
were the Tollowing: to et an advanced education or training not available
at_home. to acquire prestige through a degree from a 17,5, Institution, to
take advantage of available scholarship funds, 1o eseape unsettled
political or cconomic conditions, wnd 1o learn more about the United
States,

A unigae study was conducted by Knudsen (19770 1o determine the
critical factors that would negatively influence the goal attainment of
foreign students in the internationat education program tor the California
sState University and College Svstem., The study was not focused on iden-
tification of goals from the stvdents’ points of view as such. but on iden-
tification of eritieal factors for failure with use of the fault tree analvsis
based on the perceptions of international education administrators,

What foreign student= <eek in their study in the U S, appears to he
educational goals, and less importantlv, acquisition of prestige, expertence
and knowledge of the U.S0and an escape from the political problems in
home conmtries. However, it has heen observed that the goals of foreien
students. their home sovernments, their emplovers, the U.S) sovernment,
and V.S universities are not alwavs the same and in many cases are in
conthet tHolland, 1956 and Putman, 19670, Spaulding and Flack «1976)
state that a gap scemed 1o exist in communication between APONSOrS,
programming agencies. mstitutional administrators and counselor. and
teaching facalties. The problem of conflicting goals has to he solved
through effective communication anony all parties concerned (Holland,
TG and Putman, 19651 Heft 019631 also suggested than the training of
foreign students could be made more effective throngh better cooperation
between  American and toreign institutions, A collogrimim on foreign
graduate students in the US” recommended that hetter links should he on-
tablished with foreign covernments, universitios, and organizations as i
basis tar phinning (Spaulding and Flack, 1976,

What are the Problems and Needs of Foreign Students?

Over the decades, there have heen manv studies to identity problems
and needs of foreign ctudonts on different campuses. Kineaid (1951
studied w sample of forcign students trom developing nations on seven
Calitornia campuses and reported that there were no -erions problems in
English language, tinanee, housing, conrse of ~tudv or grades, hut he found
a strong aeed for expansion of extracurrienlar activities Of primary im-



portance was a need for opportunities to visit American families and
travel. However, Cannon (1959) asserted that three major problems of
foretgn students were  with regard to communication, finances, and
scholastic requirements,

More recently, Moaore (19651 suggested that dissatisfaction of foreign
students with their American experience was with the specities and not
the general, fle delineated the following foreign student problems: 1)
problems related 1o proficieney in English: 2 problems caused by
differences in the educational svstems: 31 problems of adjustment to the
American culture: 34 problems related to the complexity of the situation
in terms of the number of adjustments required and the time allowed for
making them: D problems of legal impediments 1o soudy abroad; 6)
provlems of academic performance; 7) problems of inadequate resources:
and X1 problems of social adjustment.,

A number of studies supported Moore's view. The study conducted by
Rising and Copp (19681 uneovered lack of proficiency in Fnglish as the
major problem. They also pointed out foreign stadents’ difficulties with
accommodations, transportation, privacy, American food, etiquette, shap-
ping, and use of facilities. Securing good academic advice, financial dit-
ficutty s insufticient orientation, and lack of social and personal guidance
were found to he the major problems by Ursua (1969, Shepard’s (1970)
study emphasized inadequacies ot predeparture information and on-
cimps orientation,

Johnson 1197100 in o stady of forem students at the University of
Tennessee, also claimed that Fnglish Tanguage proficiencey wias the most
frequent problem of foreign students. Financial problems. separation from
tamilve and homesickness came next. Lack of contact with home country
and diserimmation were less trequently mentioned  problems. Johnson
snggested. by comparing responses o foreign students and those of
American =tudents. that the problems of both foreign students and
Amertcan students were basically the same except tor the language
problem . Likewise. Breuder 11972y tound that toreign students in Florida
colleges cited problems with finuncial aid, Fnghsh language, placement,
and admission,

Win's 119710 study o Indian and Japanese students at the University
of Southern California revealed that academic problems were most fre-
quertly tolloveed by financial housing. religious, personal and interper-
~onal problems in that order

Moghrabi (19720 ~stadied the problems of foreign students at the
University of Nehraska and fonnd that Eoghist language problems were
the most prominent. He also found that eniotional anxiety was commonly
due to lack of soctal lite and dinguistie problems, However, financial
problems were not found 1o he of concern to the majorits of students in his
study. Gabriel's 97 <study ot Purdue University aeam revealed that
most fareign ~students experionee Tanguage ditticalt o< in understanding
fectures. writing term paper~ and expressing ideas. even thout!, these
problems hecanie less important after the first vear Han's (19750 findings
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at the University of Southern California also identified finance, English
language, and making American friends to he the inost seriouz prohlems.
Nenyod (1975) also revealed that the major problems of foreign students in
Texas were communication, academics, finances, housing and food,
religion, social and personal well-heing in descending order.

Collins (1976) studied the problems of foreign students at Harvard
University. He found that the major problems, in the order of their impor-
tance, were social and recreational activities, finances, living conditions,
emplovment, home and family personal psychological relations and
courtship, sex and marriage. Stafford (1977) found that the major
problems of foreign students at North Carolina University were problems
of adjustment, homesickness, housing, social relations with the opposite
sex, English language, and finance. Von Dorpowski (1977) found that the
most critical problems for Oriental, Latin American, and Arabian students
in the U.S. were financial aid, English language, and placement. A sym-
posium on educating foreign chemists (Watiz, 1977) specifies poor
educational background and lack of English as the most serious problems
of foreign chemistry students. The problem with English language was
noted by Perkins, et al. (1977), as being particularly acute among Chinese
students, more so than among other students.

Basu (1966) added another problem to the above with his study on In-
dian students, that being the need for additional experience in the U1.S,
before returning home. He also reported that homesickness and concern
with currency exchange prior to departure were important difficulties.
Some authors emphasize the need to provide prospective foreign students
with information about the U.S, educational system (Edgerton, 1975; and
Jenkins, 1977). In a study of Iranian students at Oklahoma State Universi-
ty, Moftakhar (1976) found that most students had little accurate infor-
mation about U.S. colleges and universities prior to arrival.

Problems and needs of foreign students seem to change over time.
Klien et al. (1971) reported that early problems were those associated with
loneliness, followed by academic problems, and later by emotional and in-
terpersonal problems. They also found that self-confidence was a major
factor in meeting social needs of foreign students. They suggested a shift
be made from concern with the foreign aspect of foreign students to the
human aspect.

The loneliness problem is coupled with a relative lack of interaction
between foreign students and U.S. students.

Penn (1977) investigated the barriers of interaction between foreign
and American students. Foreign students considered difficulty in un-
derstanding the language and their unfamiliarity with American customs
to be the major barriers to interaction with Americans. American students
stated the following barriers in the order of seriousness: 1) unfamiliarity
with foreign customs; 2) misinterpretation of actions: 3) dislike of par-
ticular national groups; 4) dislike of personal characteristics such as
aggressive behavior and attitude toward members of the opposite sex; and
5) language problems.



Foreign student problems and needs do not end by their returning
home; wvet, they do change in nature. Basu (1966) found that Indian
graduate students expected difficulties in personal and professional life
upon return. Orr (1971) indicated that many foreign graduates experience
readjustment problems upon returning home. Gama and Pederson (1976)
found that Brazilian returnees had mere problems readjusting to their
professional life at home than they had with adjusting 1o their tamilies. In
terms of professional life, returnees experienced some dilficulty with:
1) adjusting to the svstem as a whole; 2) their role a~ college professors;
3 dack of intellectual stimulation: 1) lack of facilities and materials;
d) excessive red tape; and 6) lack of opportunity and time to do research.
In terms of family life. most returnees had little diificulty except that they
experienced some value contlict and lack of privacy. Preston (1966) revealed
thet less than half of the Indian participants made considerable use of their
LS. training. Reasons for not using their training were lack of material
resources, negative attitudes of colleagues and superiors about introduction
of new ideas, and slow rates of progress and organization. Spaulding and
Flack (1976) asserted that foreign alumni wished to maintain contact with
their U.S. universities but that the universities lacked programs and the
resources to do so. Mackson (1975) states that Agricultural Fngineering
alutani expressed the following needs, in order of importance: 1) con-
tinuous information in their field: 21 return to the U.S, at intervals to keep
up with recent developments: 3) textbooks donated to their libraries and
their departiments: - having visiting scholars: 7 doing thesis research at
home; 6) joint research projects; and 7) continued relations between
graduates and advisors. These needs may not he particular to agricultural
engincers and mav he true for other alumni as well.

Problems and needs widely identified in the literature included those
in language and communications, financial resources, academic programs
and performance, social life and adjustment coupled with loneliness. hous-
ing, daily living (food. etiguette, ete.), orientation in conjunction with the
adjustment problems, and extracurricular experiences. Upon returning
home, thev tace difterent problems which are nevertheless related to some
of the problems they face in the U8,

There have been a number of publications which are geared to either
problemn solving or eritical evaluations of the programs the U.S. educational
institutions offer. Kdgerton (1975) states that planning programs for foreign
students requires sensitivity and skill. He stressed that foreign students
must be given an early and accurate idea about their options. Altscher
(1976) argued that American colleges and universities should provide
specific counseling for foreign students to solve their unique problems.
Walter (1978) states that the use of counseling services by foreign students
has been minimal, because American counselors have not been trained to
provide effective support for them. Understanding the cultural differences
between the counselor and the student is a prerequisite for effective
counseling: therefore. counselors should be trained to identifv these
differences (Walter, 1978 and Helms, 1978). Bohn (1957) found that one-



third of the foreign students in his study thought that their study programs
in the United States did not meet their academic needs, He attributed this
problem mainly to communication problems. Deutsch (1965, 1970) reported
that many toreign students felt much of the theoretical knowledge they
learnzd was not applicable to their home countries’ problems. Kelly (1966)
warned that foreign students were not prepared for positions they were go-
g to hold at home sinee they were tiught with equipment they would
never use again and that thev were getting second-class  degrees,
Vorapipalana {19671 also reported that ALD. participants from Thailand
criticized their programs for not providing enough practical experience and
for being ton short. On the other hand, Owunbi (1978 found that foreign
students in the College of Agriculture and Natural Resources had a more
optimistic view regarding the relevaney of their programs to the home coun-
tryv's developmental needs than others.,

Sanders and Ward (1970) pointed out @ number of jssues worthy of
serious consideration. First, the tramning of foreizn <tudents is hascd mainly
on S0 experience within a U8, setting. Sccond. American professors have
little or no international experience and are unfamiliar with human and
cconomic issues that cancern foreiun student s, Finallv, degree requirements
are narrowly preseribed, and foreign students have little opportunity 1o
mold their programs to fit their needs.

Making U.S. education more relevant for foreign students has heen in-
vestigated. Suggestions center around taking the student<” needs into con-
sideration. Coombs (1961 argued ror adusting the programs to the needs of
foreign students. Stone (19691 recommended that the training of foreign
students from  developing nations  include identilication of rescarch
problems, maintenance <kills. and administrative techniques, Kaplan
C1970) argued that NAFSA nus encourage cducational institutions and
the wovernment 1o adjust 1o the prescice of foreign students by making
every effort to insure relevance of a U.S. education 1o global problems,
There is, however, indication that none of the above suggestions have been
pursued to any considerable degree, NAFSA (1972 reported that academic
departments tended not to aceommodate tareign students” special needs
and problems and did not offer courses to help foreign students understand
now training conld be transterred to their homee caountries. Chiang and Klin-
zing 19750 suggest that foreign student programs <hould avoid more
breadih, concentrate on practice and tield work, and emphasize the benefits
and pittalls of technological transfer. Findley (19750 stresses the need 1o
consider the <tatus of the chemical industre in the ~tudent’s country in
planning programs for toreign chemical engineerimye <tudent .

Canter (1967) emphasized the need 10 use foreizn stadents as
resources in classroom  situations, mcluding developing countries” ox.
periences in the scientifie curricula. and developing seminars of foreien
specialists from certain geographic regions,

Maore (197010 proposed: 1) flexible  work regulation for foreign
students: 20 study programs which would mtegrate and apply class learn-
ing to situations in foreign students” home countries: 31 courses relevant
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to development and barriers to change: and 1) internships that would ap-
proximate hamuan and environmental conditions in foreign students” home
countries,

I summary, the literature suggests diversitied needs of varving im-
portance existing among foreign students, They may be broadly categoriz-
ed ass 1 academic needs: 20 linguistic needs; 3) other cultural-related
needst Dointerpersonal needs: ) financial needs: 6) daily-living
materialistic needs: and 71 post-return needs,

Independent Variables Suggested in the Literature
In thi~ ~ecction. we will review those publications in which certain in-
dependent vartables were identified as being sienificantly related to
problems and needs of foreign students. The independent variables we will
identify are recurrent ones throughout the literature,

:\L{(‘

Ave o~ anidependent vanable has been investigated in relation to
acadenie performinee teazs Hountras, 1956: Pavri, 1963; Selltiz et al.,
toes: Bl Lakany, 19700 Elung, 1970: Hizzainuddin, 1974 Chongolnee,
Y750 and Simboonmen 197800 adjustment problems (e.g. DuBois, 1956,
Gaither and Griftin, 1971 Sharma, 1971 and Han, 1975). pereeption of
educational expetiences (hather, 19780, and probability of returning home
atter sradhiation e Chua, 19680 Ritterband, 1968; Das, 1969 Cortes,
19700 NMuver<, 1972: and Shin, 19720,

A~ tor the relationship between age and academic performance the
evidence seems 1o he inconclusive, Whilte El-Lakany (19701, Pavri (1963),
Sirthoonma (197 and Eliing (19701 reported that older students had
higher academic perfornance. Hizzainuddin (1970 found that vounger
students performed better aeademically, On the other hand. age was
fond not 1o he related to academic performance by Hountras 11956) and
Selltiz et al vrusiy,

The relationship between age and adjustment problems is more consis-
tent in the lterature. Gaither and Gritfin 119717 stated that adjustment
problems for vonnger toreign students were minimal compared to those of
older students. A sihmilar conclusion was reached by Han (1975). Han
reportied that foreizn students who were more than 30 vears old en-
countered more major acadenic problems than students fess than 30 vears
old. This may be due 1o different’al emphasis on academic work by
different age groups as suggested by Hull (19781, He found that older
student~ were more involved with academic concerns. Younger foreign
students were also found to have higher food adaptation scores (Ho, 1965).
However, Clark (19631 found that older students were more satisfied with
thewr overall experience in the U750 On the other hand. Sharma (1971)
tonmd that age npon arrival in the U080 had litde effect on foreign student
problenys,

Lather (197s1 in the study of foreign student pereeption of educational



experiences, found that neither importance nor satisfaction were related to
age. He observed no difference between age groups on any of the four
measures he used, i.e. the quality, adaptability, and utility of: 1) faculty
advisor’s activities, 2) course work, 3) university activities and services,
and 4) cross-cultural communicetions.

The relationship between age and the probability of remaining per-
manently in the U.S. is again inconclusive. Das (1969) concluded that
younger foreign students were less likely to remain in the U.S. after com-
pleting the degree than older students. Cortes (1970) found that older
Philippine students were less likely to stay permanently in the U.S. than
younger ones. The studies by Myers (1972) and Shin (1972) also indicated
that older students were more likely to return home than younger ones.
Spaulding and Flack (1976) arrived a1 the same conclusion based on their
review of literature. Meanwhile, Chu (1968) reported that there was no
significant relationship between age upon arrival in the U.S. and non-
return in his study.

Sex

Sex difference has been investigated in relation to, for example,
academic performance (e.g. Hountras, 1956: El-Lakany, 1970; Melendez-
Craig, 1970; Hj:zainuddin, 1974; and Chongolnee, 1978), problems en-
countered in the U].S. (e.g. Porter, 1962: Bouenazos and l.eamyv, 1974; and
Collins 1976), adaptation and adjustment (e.g. Clubine, 1966: Dunnett,
1977, and Pruitt, 1977), and perception of educational experiences (Lather,
1978).

El-Lakany (1970) found that females had better academic perfor-
mance in terms of GPA than males. Hj:zainuddin (1974) found that
females performed better academically in the first year only. On the other
hand, Hountras (1956), Melendez-Craig (1970), and Chongolnee (1978)
concluded that sex was not related to academic performance. It is worth
noting that none of these studies reported that male students had better
academic performance than female students.

The results of studies concerning the relationship between sex and
problems encountered in the U.S. concur that females encounter more
problems than males. Porter (1962) reported that females checked more
problems than males in the Michigan Foreign Student Problem Inventory.
Females were also found to experience more discrimination and transpor-
tation problems (Bouenazos and Leamy, 1974). However, Collins (1976)
found that male foreign students experienced significantly more prohlems
than females. Dunnett (1977) stated that the sex difference of foreign
students was an important factor in adaptation in the U.S. Female foreign
students were found to be more familiar with resource persons on campus
than males (Clubine, 1966). However, Pruitt (1977) reported that male
African students were better adjusted to the U.S. environment than
female counterparts. Lather (1978), in the study of foreign student percep-
tion mentioned earlier, found no difference between males and females.



All in all, sex difference appears to be an important factor to be con-
sidered.

[n a recent study of foreign alumni from developing countries, Myer
(1979) found nale foreign alumni get involved in their countries’ develop-
ment more than females.

Marital Status

Marital status is an important variable in foreign student studies. Ac-
cording to the literature, it appears that married and unmarried foreign
students on U.S. campuses will have different lifestvles, needs, and
problems. Marital status was found to be related to academic performance
(e.g. Hountras, 1956: Pavri, 1963; and El-Lakany, 1970), problems ex-
perienced (e.g. Pavri, 1963; Han, 1975; and Collins, 1976), satisfaction
with U.S. experience (e.g. Clark, 1963 and Siriboonma. 1978), and
probability of staying permanently in the U.S. (e.g. Das. 1969).

Married students were found to have higher academic achievement
than singles in the studies by Hountras (1956), Pavri (1963), and El-
Lakany (1970), while Melendez-Craig (1970) and Chongolnee (1978)
reported that marital status was not related to academic performance of
foreign students.

Dunnett (1977) found that marital status was an important factor in
the adaptation of foreign students. More married students than single
students were found to be satisfied with their U.S. experience (Clark,
1963, and Sirihoonma, 1978). In a study by Han (1975). it was concluded
that unmarried foreign students encountered more major problems than
married students. Similar results were reported by Collins (1976), while
Pavri (1963) found the opposite to be true.

Regarding “brain drain,” married students whose families remained
at home were less likely to stay in the U.S. (Palm~r, 1968, and Das, 1969).
Spaulding and Flack (1976) reviewed the literawure and concluded that
married students were more likely to return home than single students.

English Language Proficiency

For foreign students in the U.S., English language proficiency is likely
to be of central importance. Most of what they do in terms of academic
work and social conduct depends on their English proficieney. The majori-
tv of the research findings agreed that proficiency in English was positive-
lv related to academic performance (e.g. Sugimoto, 1966: Ohuche, 1967
Halasz, 1969; Uehara. 1969; Elting, 1970; Melendez-Craig, 1970; and
Ayers and Peters, 1977). On the other hand, Selltiz et al. (1963) found that
facility with English was not related to academic performance.

Lack of proficiency with English is often though of as the source of
foreign student social problems. Morris (1960) found that difficulty with
cnglish was negatively related to foreign students’ satisfaction with their
stay and contact with U.S. nationals. Nenyod (1975) concluded that some
social, housing, and food problems were due to lack of proficiency in

English.



“nglish language proficiency was also found to be related to social
and emotional adjustment (e, Selltiz et al., 1963 and Hull, i978) and
adaptation to American food (Ho, 1965). Spaulding and Flack (1976) con-
cluded that students who had difficulties with oral or written English
tended to have both academie and social adjustment problems.

Foreign alumni whe had better command of English duriry their
study in the U8 get involved in their countries” development moere than
those who had sowe difficulty with English (Mver, 19749y,

Academic Level

A number of studics investigated academic level in relationship to
academic performance (e.g. Hountras, 19561, adjustment and problems
thereof (e g, Porter, 1962 Quinn. 1975 Collins. 1976: and Stafford. 19771,
satistaction with U.S0 experience (e.g. Sirthoonma. 1978) and non-return
fe.z. Das, 19691, Hountras (1956) found that the degree held at admizsion
was related to academic achievement.,

Researeir on problems ¢ncountered by toreign students indicates an
inverse rectionship between academic level and the total number of
problems.

Porter (1962) found that undergraduates checked more problems in
the Michigan International Student Problem Inventory than graduates.
Collins (1976) found that the kinds of problems encountered by forewn
students vary by academic level, Staftord (19777 found that undergraduate
foreign students reported greater ditficulty in Fogiish language, academic
course work, finances, tood, unfriendliness of the community, and main-
taining cultural enstoms than did graduates, Siriboonma (19780 reported
that academic level was positively related 1o satisfaction with the U.S, ex-
perience. However, Quinn (1975 found  that andergraduate foreign
students had the most suceesstul wdjustments, wiile Ph.D. students had
the least successtul adjustment. Undergraduate students were also found
by Selltiz et al. (1963 to establish more social relationships than gradaate
students,

There i1s agreement among research results that the higher the
academic level of foreign students, the less likely they are to return home.
Borhanmanesh (1965 found an inverse correlation between academic
status and the likelihood of return. Similar findings swere reported by Das
(1969 and 1970, Comay (1969) found that graduate study was the single
most important variable explaining migration. While the above studies
implied a lincar relationship between academic level and brain drain,
Mvyers (1972) reports @ curvilinear relationship. He found that both un-
dergraduates and Ph.D. students were less likelv to return home than
master's degree students. However, Spaulding and Flack (19761, in their
literature reviews, coneluded that Ph.D. graduates were least likelyv to
return home. On the other hand, in a studv of foreign alumni from less
developed countries, Mver (1979) found that those who received Ph.D.
degrees are more satisfied with their U.S. education. use their education



more and transfer what they learn to their countries more than those who
hachelor’s or master's degrees.

Sponsorship

Sponsorship has been studied in relation to academic performance
(c.g. Hountras, 1957; Clark, 1963; Pavri, 1963; Ohuche, 1967; El-Lakany,
1970; and Chongolnee, 1978). adjustment to U.S. environment (e.g. Pruitt,
1977), concern with relevancy of U.S. education, and non-return (e.g.
Myers, 1972; Chu, 1968; Palmer, 1968; Das, 1971; and Glazer, 1974).

Hountras (1957) found that sponsored foreign students had better
academic performance than self-supporting students. Clark (1963) found
that foreign students who held government grants had higher performance
than those who did not. Similar results were found by El-Lakany (1970).
Other studies reperted that students who had some kind of financial sup-
port performed better than those who did not (Pavri, 1963 and
Chongolnee. 1978). On the other hand, Ohuche (1967) found no difference
in academic performance between Nigerian undergraduates who had
government scholarships and those who did not.

Pruitt (1977) found that sponsorship was related to social adjustment
to the U.S. environment; government sponsored students had better ad-
justment. However, Hull (1978) found that foreign students without
scholarships were more likelv to interact with U.S. nationals.

Research findings agree that foreign students sponsored by their home
governments are more likely to return home and more often intend to
return than self-sponsored students or students sponsored by non-national
sources (Myers, 1967, 1972; Chu, 1968; Palmer, 1968: Das, 1971; and
Glazer, 1974).

Myver (1979 found that alumni who had some kind of sponsorship
tend to make more use of their education in their own countries than those
who were self-supporting.

Major fields

The field in which a foreign student majors may determine the
probability of his suecess in academic performance and in the problems he
faces. In addition, the relevance of U.S. education for the country of origin
may differ by fields.

Chongolee (1978) found that the academic performance of foreign
students differed by major field. The engineering majors had the highest
performance, followed by physical science majors, then biological science
majors. Social science majors had the lowest academic perforniance.
Hountras (1956) found that a proportionately greater number of foreign
students majoring in social and physical sciences ineurred academic
failure than those in other fields. By contrast, a proportionately smaller
number of foreign students majoring in humanities experienced failure. In
another study, Han (1975) found that foreign students majoring in
engineering had more problems with English than students in other dis-
ciplines.



Quinn (1975) found that field of study was related to successful ad-
justment. The results show ‘1.5t students majoring in liberal arts adjusted
more successfully than those in the scientific disciplines. Similar results
were found by Hull (1978) who reported that foreign students majoring in
art and humanities tended to interact with U.S. nationals more than those
in other majors.

The probability of using skills and applying competencies gained in
U.S. education also differed by discipline. Spaulding and Flack (1976)
suggested that natural scientists and engineers tended to be more inclined
to apply their new competencies than those in humanities and social
sciences; and that the latter was more oriented toward social change. Myer
(1979) found their use of U.S. education and their involvement in their
countries” development also varied by major field among foreign alumni.
Those who majored in agriculture and education had more use and greater
involvement than others.

The likelihood that o foreign student might stay permanently in the
U.S. was also found to vary in relation to the student’s field of study.
Spaulding and I <k (1976) pointed out that foreign students majoring in
medicine, scier ., engineering, or the humanities were less likely to return
home than others. This generalization was based on several studies (e.g.
Henderson, 1964; Cortes, 1970; and Mvers, 1972).

Length of stay

After reviewing the literature, Spaulding and Flack (1976) coneluded
that length of sojourn has remained a confirmed, significant variable
related to adjustment problems, academic performance, decisions to stay
ahroad, satisfaction v.ith training, and alienation and marginality.,

Length of stay was found to be related to adjustment. Ho (1965) found
that length of stay was related to food adaptation among students from
Oriental countries. Quinn (1975) found that years at Stanford were
positively related to successful adjustment. Hull (1978) found that length
of stay in the U.S. was positively related to the degree of adjustment.

In a study of foreign students’ knowledge of legal rights and civil
regulations, Guglielmo (1967) found that length of stay was related to the
students’ knowledge of immigration, automobile operators’ respon-
sibilities, income tax and social security, housing, employment, purchas-
ing and installment buying.

The relationship between length of stay and foreign student problems
seems to be rather complex. Some foreign student problems were found to
diminish by length of stay while others may have grown. With regard to
problems with English, research findings show that foreign students ex-
perience Iinglish difficulties during the first year and that the difficulties
decreased after one year (Lozada, 1970 and Gabriel, 1973). A similar trend
was observed with regard to the relationship between length of stay and
social problems. Tanenhaus and Roth (1962) found that students who had
been at New York University for less than six months complained much
more frequently about the lack of opportunity to meet other people than
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those who had been there for six months or more. However, this trend is
not common for all problems. Shattuck (1961) found that some foreign
students who had been in the U.S. for one or more vears often remained
seriously maladapted and did poorly in academic work.

As for the relationship between length of stay and the total number of
problems, there is disagreement among research findings. On one hand,
Porter (1962) found that foreign students who had been at Michigan State
University for 13 or more months checked more problems on 0 » Michigan
International Student Problem Inventory than did those who had been
there for one vear or less. On the other hand, Day (1968) reported that the
number of problems toreign students experience did not increase by length
of stav. but that the specific kinds of problems might change. Sharma
(1971) found that length of stay had little effect on problems of foreign
students,

The relationship between length of stay and the likelihood of retur-
ning home is more consistent. There 1s agreement that the likelihood of
returning home declines as the length of stay extends. Das (1969) found
that foreign students who studied in the U.S. for two or more vears were
less likely to retusn home than those who staved here for one year. Similar
results were found by Myers (1972), Shin (1972}, and Thames (1971).
Spaulding and Flack (1976) concluded that foreign students who lived
abroad for an extended period of time were less likely to return home.
However, Niland (1970) reported that this was true only for students from
certain countries,

In Myer's (19,9} study of foreign alumni from developing countries,
length of stav in tne ULS, was found to bhe positively related to foreign
alumni’s satisfaction with their U.S. education.

Region of the world and country of origin

Sharma (1971) found that students from South Asta had better
academic adjustment than those from the Far East or Latin America.
Chongolnee (1978) found that Asians had better performance than others.
Spaulding and Flack (1976) concluded that the problems of foreign
students tended to vary depending on the country or region of the world
from which they came. Hull (1978) also found that goals, adjustment, and
problems of foreign students varied by country of origin.

Most of the multi-national and multi-regional research on foreign
students indicates that foreign students {rom different regions in the world
differ in terms of their adjustment and the problems they encountered in
the U1.S. Hountras (1956) reported that African students had the fewest
problems. He also found that students from the Near Bast, the Far Fast,
and Latin American had more difficulties than those from other regions,
Collins (1976) found that the number of prohlems faced by foreign students
varied by region of origin. Asians had the greatest number of problems and
Caribbeans had the fewest. Stafford (1977) found that Africans had the
most difficulty in the U.S. and Latin Americans had the least. When dif-
ficulties were considered separately, he found that: a) in terms of English,



Orientals and Southeast Asians had the greatest difficulty, while those from
India, Pakistan, and Africa had less; b) in terms of future vocational plans,
students from the Orient, India, and Pakistan had the highest difficulty
while those from Latin America and Southeast Asia had the lowest:
¢} Africans had the greatest difficulty with unfriendliness of the communi-
ty; and d) Asians had the greatest difficulty with social relations, while
Latin Americans had the least. Lather (1978) in the study of foreign student
perceptions found no difference on the basis of region with regard to the im-
portance and satisfaction of the aspects he investigated. Seltiz et al. (1963)
found that national background was related to emotional adjustment.,
Quinn (1975) found successtul adjustment depended upon the regions from
which students came. He reported that European and Canadian students
had the fewest problems followed by Middle Eastern students, then Latin
American students. Hall (1978) found that Africans were most likely to face
discrimination and Iranians were most likely to have academic problems.

Mver (1979) found that foreign alumni's use of their U.S. education
and their involvement in development varied by their region in the world.
Africans tend to use their education and get involved in development more
than others.

Size of school

The problems foreign students may face appear to differ by size of
school. Previous research indicates that the size of the university in-
fluences the problems and satisfactions of foreign students. Selltiz et al.
(1963) found the size of the university to be negatively related to the
likelihood for foreign students to form social relations with U.S, students,
but positively related to emotional adjustment. They also found that size
of university was not related to academic adjustment. Nenyod (1975) con-
cluded that foreign students attending small institutions had a greater
number of academic problems, a smaller number of housing and food
problems, and a smaller number of social problems than those attending
medium sized or large institutions. No difference was found regarding
communication, financial, re.igious, and personal problems. It seems, ac-
cordingly, that foreign studen:s =t small schools face fewer problerns in all
areas except academic work.

Orientation

Orientation programs are often considered as tools to help foreign
students meet their needs, overcome their problems, and facilitate their
adjustment to American life. However, research findings are not con-
clusive about the effects of orientation.

Selltiz et al. (1963) found that attanding orientation was likely to in-
crease the extent of social relations formed with U.S. nationals by Asian
students. But this was not the case fer other foreign students. Comparable
results were reported by Lozada (1970) who found that orientation
programs encourage personal contaets and friendships. Longest (1969)



found that foreign students participating in orientation had lower
transcultural anxiety scores.

Orientation programs were fcund to increase the knowledge of foreign
students. Kimmel (1969) found that there was informatinn gain as a result
of a one week orientation. Longest (1969) reported that foreign students
who attended an orientation program had significantly higher knowledge
of the university’s regulations than those who did not. Longest also found
that foreign students who attended an orientation program had higher
English language test scores and higher academic performance.
Chongolnee (1978) found that orientation had an effect on academic per-
formance, while Kimmel (1969) found that an orientation had little effect
cn attitude.

Myer (1979) found that foreign alumni who had more predeparture in-
formation, in terms of counseling on U.S. education, use their education
more than others. Harfoush (.977) emphasized the importance of pre-
sojourn orientation based on his study.

Living arrangements

Selltiz et al. (1963) found that living arrangement were significantly
related to the extent students formed social relationships. Foreign
students who lived in dormitories established more social relationships
than those who lived in apartments.

Sirthoonma (1978) found that living arrangements were related to the
degree of satisfaction of foreign students. Students living in the university
married student housing were the most satisfied while those living in
private housing were the least satisfied. Wilson (1975) found that living on
campus and havin,” an American roommate are related to high social ac-
tivities and involvement with Americans.

Employment at home

Employment status and/or opportunities at home were studied in
relation to perceived relevance of education and migration.

Ford (1969) found that foreign students who did not have a job waiting
at home were more apt to consider their educational programs as
moderately or highly relevant than those who did, while those who had a
job waiting tended to have some strong reservations about the relevance of
their educational experience. Spaulding and Flack (1976) suggested that
students with vague career expectations tended to he more satisfied with
their U.S. education than those whose objectives were more clearly defin-
ed.

Das (1969) found that foreign students whose countries provide
greater employment opportunities were more likely to return home after
graduation. Borhanmanesh (1965) found that Iranian students who
perceived better employment opportunities at home tended to return.
Cortes (1970) found similar results with Philippine students. Ritterband
(1968) also found that foreign students who did not have jobs waiting at
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home were more likely to immigrate, Spaulding and Flack (1976) conelud-
ed that those who did not expect discrimination or unemployment at
home tended to return.

Foreign alumni who had a job waiting at home while they studied in
the LS. tend to get more involved in their countries’ 1evelopment than
those who did not (Mver, 1979).

Previous international experience

Selltiz et al. (1963) found that prior foreign experience was positively
related to academic and emotional adjustments of foreign students. 1t
appeared to have a positive effect on the extent of social involvement of
non-Kuropean students with U8, students. Wilson (1975) found that
previous international experience was related to social involvement both
with Americans and non-Americans. Roudiani (1976) found that previous
international experience was related ts world mindedness among foreign
students. Hull (1978) found that foreign students who had no previous in-
ternational experience were more likely to report problems in adjustment
to local food, local language, relations with the opposite sex, contaet with
tocal people. and recreation. Students who had traveled abroad for more
than one month had fewer adjustment problems.

National status accorded

Morris (1960) is perhaps the only investigator who looked into this
variable extensively. He found slight support for the relationship between
national status variables and adjustment variables. Fven though this
variable is scarcely investigated other than by Morris. on the basis of
sociological perspectives, we decided to include this variable and also to
include the individual's perception of his or her status as accorded by
others.

Independent variables considered 1o - highly relevant to needs of
foreign students in the literature include: age. sex, marital status, Knglish
language proficiency, academic level, sponsorship, major field, length of
stay. region of the world and country of origin, size of current enrollment
of school, orientation, livirg arrangement, jobs waiting at home, previous
mternational experience, and prestige accorded to home country.,

There were other variables suggested in the literature, but thev were
excluded from consideration within this present study because thev were
regarded in the literature as being of lesser importance and/or their inclu-
sion would have necessitated enormous additional space in the question-
naire,
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ITI. THEORETICAL ORIENTATION

Conceptual Framework

In this section, we will discuss how we arrived at the need items used
in our questionnaire. We felt it would not be a feasible approach to ask
open-ended questions to assess the needs of foreign students, considering
our sample size was going to be large. We decided to formulate “need
items” to which our respondents could react. Our objectives in for-
mulating need items were: 1) to touch on the cogent needs of foreign
students and 2) to include, among others, the areas of needs requested tor
an inquiry by our sponsoring agency, ie., relavaney ol degree programs,
aceess toextracurricular professional activities, interpersonal relations
with 1.5, nationals, orientation, and housing.

A common understanding of human beings is that they have varous
needs and that they tend to behave in order to satisfy those needs. Needs
can be divided into two categories: physiological needs and social-
psychological needs. Physiological needs are basie to human beings, and
there seems to he a general agreement as to the nature of these needs
within the literature (c.g. Seidenberg and Snadowsky, 1976; Berkowitz,
1969: and Maslow, 195:4).

Social-psvehological needs are those which an individual has by virtue
of the fact that he or she resides in a social environment and lives in rela-
tion to other human beings, Therefore, such needs are principally the
result of social learning (Lindgren, 1970, which reflect one's past ex-
perience as a member of a society and one’s present social milieu. There
tends to be greater variation regarding social-psyehological needs recogniz-
ed in the literature. While physiological needs can be modified in their in-
tensity by social learning, social-psyvehological needs are even more
responsive to such modification (Lindgren, 1973),

Since our subject of inquiry was foreign students not as biological
organisms per se but as social bein (., emphasis was placed on their social-
psyehological needs more than on their physiological needs. Furthermore,
we theorized that foreign students would have diversified social-
psvehological needs due to their heterogeneous sociocultural backgrounds
and current social environments. Therefore, in order for us to identifv
specific needs of foreign students, we tried to examine those aspeets of their
cultural background which had provided them with an orientation to daily
life and the social system in which thev functioned as members (Parsons et
al., 1965, Upon this general theoretical perspective, we attempted to iden-
titv needs of foreign students,

The =ocial svstem in which the foreign students were situated was
analvzed with the foeal point on the students, Merton's (1957) coneepts of
“status-set” and Urole-set” were used 1o identifv the components of the
social system of our coneern, i.eo a .S, university or college community.,
The “status-set™ is the complexity of status ti.e. positions) a person oc-
cupies by virtue of being a mem®.er of a social svstem, and the “role-set™ is
a set of roles aperson is to play when oceupying a position, (We will use
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the term “position” instead of “status” in the following discussion, since
the latter has a popular connotation of prestige which we wish to avoid in
our discussion.)

We identified the following five positions a foreign student may oe-
cupy. among other possible positions, by virtue of heing enrolled in a U.S,
university or college:

I. A student at a college or university.

2. A member of the local U.S. community.

3. A member of one's own family, if married.

4. A member of one's tamily remaining in the home country.’

5. A citizen of one’s home country abroad,

Within these five positions, the emphasis was placed upon the
positions where one playvs various roles in U.S, daily life, i.c. the first three
positions,

For each of the first three positions, we recognized a set of major roles
one is expected to play as follows:

For Position 1: The role of a student to faculty members, foreign stu-
dent advisors, and other staff members: the role of a fellow student to U8,
students and to other foreign students from one's own country and from
other foreign countries; and the role of a scholarship student to the fun-
ding agency.

For Position 2: The role of a foreign sojourner to U8, residents: the
role of a fellow countrvman to members of the local group from his coun-
trv: the role of a neighbor; the role of a customer: and the role of a com-
munity member to local officials.

For Position 3: The role of a spouse, the role of a parent, and other

familial roles to those with whom one resides, such as one's brothers and
sisters,
Even though we chose to emphasize the above three positions and sets of
roles, we recognized, to a certain extent, the multiplicity of roles foreign
students maintain regarding positions 4 and 5. Such roles include the role
of a son or daughter to one's family at home, the role of an emplovee to the
employer at home, the role of a foreign citizen to U.S. immigration of-
ficials, and the role of a citizen to the government of one's home country
and its representative in the (1S, Some of these roles were also taken into
consideration in our study.

Once the roles of foreign students were identified, we attempted to
identifv their needs with regard to performing those roles. Maslow (1943)
ranked  basic human needs in the following order of importance:
physiological needs (e.g. hunger, thirst): safety needs (e.g. security, order);
belongingness and love needs (e.g. affeetion, identification); esteem needs
(e.g. prestige, success, self-respect); and need for self-actualization (i.e.
the desire for self-fulfillment).

Our literature search presented us with the following needs of foreign

We recopnize one needs to keep plaving these roles even away from one's own family to some
extent. However, we limited our immediate concern to the family roles iy the 1S,
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students as identified or implied by previous studies: 1) academic needs,
2) linguistic needs, 3) other culture-related needs, 4) interpersonal needs,
) daily-living materialistie needs, and 6) post-return needs. We recogniz-
ed immediate assoctations of those needs of foreign students with some of
Maslow’s basic needs, granting that most of them could be argued as
related 1o all the basic needs. Academic needs are part of self-
actualization as well as esteem needs; linguistic needs are relevant to all
the basic needs; financial needs and daily-living materialistic needs are at
least immediately related to physiological needs and safety needs; and
post-return needs are closely related to all the anticipated basic needs. All
in all. foreign students needs as identified in the literature are pertinent
to basic needs of foreign students as human beings.

To identifyv specific needs among the above broad categories of needs.
we examined the roles we identified in terms of relevant aspeets of the
social svstem in which foreign students were placed and the cultural
background which was likely to create needs among them while studving
in the U.S.

We developed the following twelve categories of specific need items.
Some categories were geared to only a specific position of a foreign stu-
dent. such as being a univeristy of college student, vet other categories cut
across their multiple positions, such as being a member of a local com-
munity a~ well as being a student. Categories were arranged in such a wav
ax to provide a logical progression to the respondent in filling out the
questionnaire, rather than analytic coneeptualization for the researcher. In
scleeting need items for each category, we kept in mind the maltiple
positions a foreign studeni would occupy and the multiple roles he or she
would play along with the needs already recognized in the literature. The
following is a brief deseription of each category.

I Information needs: this category included need items pertaining to

academic information a student would like to obtain upon arrival.
We also included other informational needs he or she would feel as
a newly arrived member of the local community, such as informa-
tion about housing, recreational facilities, health care. ete. In addi-
tion, we included the culture-related need items, such as informa-
tion regarding norms of the local community.

2. Degree program needs: this category was limited to the position of

a student and its roles. The needs regarding degree program
procedure, arrangements and planning were dealt with in this
category. ‘The relevant role relationships considered were a foreign
student’s relationship with his or her academic advisor, other facul-
tv members, other students, and the ageney which was sponsoring
his or her study in the U8,

Since categorization was determined substantivelv, we recategonized them to arrive at com-
posites. Construction of composites are presented in the section of composite construction in
the chapter onomethodology . page s

“Need atems ineach eategony are found in Appendix B Questionnaire.
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6,

Degree program relevaney needs: first of all, we begap hy examin-
ing the meaning of relevancy itself. Needs of foreign students most
likely vary, depending on the definition of relevaney. The gquestion
of “relevant to what™ was primary. We included items for the
following variety of wavs the U.S. degree program could be rele-
vant to students: ai relevant to one's future job. by relevant to the
current needs of one’s home country, ¢) relevant to tuture needs ol
one’s home country. In addition. we included other items which
were indirectly concerned with relevaney of the program, such as in-
ternational experience among faculty members and thesis research
in one’s home cotntry. We limited our consideration to the tuture
and current roles of a student in his or her professional capacity in
choosing items for this category.,

Extracarricular professional activity needs: this eategory included
professional activities mostly of an off-campus nature. These were
an immediate part of the degree program and reached hevond what
would normally he offered 1o students as part of one's work ex-
perience and - attendance  at professional  meetings. For  this
category, our concern was hmited to the position of o student
mainly and. toa lesser dogree, a member of the local community,
Academic lite needs: thiz category dealt with needs of heing a stu-
dent and the roles associated with it, We included needs regarding
academic procedures, such as course requirements and exams:
needs regarding others, such as faculty advisors with whom
students would form role relationships: and needs regarding
academic tacilities, such as library materials of an international
nature. and office spaces,

Financial needs: this category impinged on every role a student
could play. Therefore, we attempted to create need items which
would uncover financial needs related to the student's life as a
whole. Ttems included varied from a need for money for sehooling
to a need for finding a job for one’s spouse. Some procedural needs
such as banking and obtaining a work permit were also included.
Needs regarding local community life in the U.S.: this category of
needs related to foreign students being also members of a local
U.S0 community, The question we raised was what students would
do as members of 4 U.S. local community, The items included:
needs regarding their daily life, such as food, religious practices
and recreational activities; needs in terms of interpersonal
relationships with other residents; and some procedure-geared
needs. such as income 1ax, medical care. and insuranee.

Housing needs: several  spects of housing were considered in for-
mulating need itenis in this category, Adequacy and furnishing of
living quarters, as well as interpersonal relationships in obtaining
housing and  making  arrangements  (e.g. living with a U8,
national), and the legal aspeets of housing arrangements were in-
cluded.
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9. Family life needs: the need items included in this category were
applicable to only those students with spouses and children
residing with them. We paid special attention to those needs per-
taining to education of spouses and children in the U.S.

10, Interpersonal relationship needs: in every position  delincated
previeusiv, students would engage in interpersonal relationships
with others. In this category we included persons who would be of
primary importance to a student living in the U.S) college or uni-
versity community, Thev were academic advisors, degree-program
committee members (in the case of graduate students), course in-
structors, foreign student advisors, and other students. The entire
category was intended to determine the degree of needs felt by
students in formulating good relationships with these persons.

11, Pre-return and anticipated post-return needs: two categories of
need items regarding returning home were included. First, we
created need items to assess informational needs students might
have before returning home regarding shipping and immigration,
Included in the second category were needs a student would an-
ticipate after returning home. This category was created in order
for us to better understand the tvpe of situation to which students
would be returning and tvpes of concerns thev might have. This
might give us some insight as to why some students {ail to return
home and why some students would consider their education here
as irrelevant. We included needs regarding jobs, <alary or wages,
housing, research  opportunities and  f{acilities,  resources  and
professional  materials in respective fields, and  continuity in
professional growth,

12, Linguistic needs: this category of need items was developed with a
view toward importance students might place on various types of
linguistic skills. They included comprehension, reading, writing and
speaking of Fnglish and other related language <kills, such as taking
class notes. We decided 1o assess perceived importanee and selt-
evaluation of cach <kill by respondents,

To account for variation of those needs as pereeived by respondents, we
chose o number of independent variables to be included in the question-
natre. We adentified those independent variables in the course of the
literature search: age. ~ex, marital ~tatus, Faglish language proficiency,
academic level, sponsorship. major tield, length of <tav, region of the world,
country of origin, size of school, orientation experience. living arrange-
ment, job prospects in home conntry, previous international experience,
and prestige accorded 1o home country,

Theoreticallv, students” reactions to the need items we chose would
vary due 1o their heterogencous sociocultural experiences and current
social situations,

We considered that the independent tor predictor) varinbles selected
from the titerature represented reasonable measures of experiential and
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current sttuational varia‘ions among the students. Sex, age. and marital
status were part of these variations. English language proficiency, as
measured by TOEFL scores and by self-evaluation, would reflect one's ex-
perience (due to the fact one had received language training), In one's
current social situation, objective and subjective measures of English
proficiency would also be an attribute along with sex. age, and marital
status. For a similar interpretation, we considered the academic level
would represent part of one’s past experience (the fact one had that much
schooling experience) and one’s current social situation. In addition. we
included the wrade point averages and perception of barriers in forming
personal relationships with others as both experiential and  current
situational variables,

Furthermore, the length of stav in the U = and at the current school
of enrollment, the region of the world and the country of origin, orientation
experiences, and previous international traveling experiences were part of
experiential variables. Other soeial situational variables included were
sponsorship, major field, school size, living arrangement (tvpe of factlity
and roommater, and perception of prestige accorded to oneself and one's
home country Future plans and intention to return were added as part of
the situational variables which we believed o be related to needs.

There are numerous hypotheses which could be tested with variables
included in this study. For this report, however, we had to limit our
hypothesis testing to the hypotheses which we consider to be of primary
interest based on the literature and on our pre-test results.

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses are stated at the general level. For
hypothesis testing, each general hvpothesis was reduced to several em-
pirical hvpotheses by use of operat'onal measures. Need composites
created in each category were used as operational measures of various
needs along with operational measures of independent variables, The
aperational measures are found in Appendix B, Questionnaire. The direc-
tions are not predicted in the following general hypotheses. However, some
of the empirical hvpotheses are formulated with directions. i.¢. negative or
positive relationships between variables, based on our pretest and/or
previous studies conducted by o hers, Major findings are found in the
chapter on Findings.

In the following hvpotheses, bo b importance and satisfaction of needs
refers to those perecived by the students themselves,

Hypothesis 1: Perceived importance of needs is greater than satisface-
tion of the same needs.

Hypothesis 2: Importance of educational needs does not differ from
importance of other needs.

Hypothesis 3: Satisfaction of educational needs does not differ from
satisfaction of other needs.

See pnizes s 40
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Hypothesis 4: Importance of needs varies by sponsorship category of
students.

Hypothesis 5: Satisfaction of needs varies hy sponsorship category of
students.

Hypothesis 6: Importance of needs varies hy age of students.

Hypothesis 7: Satisfaction of needs varies hy age of students.

Hypothesis 8: Importance of needs varies by sex.

Hypothesis 9: Satisfaction of needs varies by sex.

Hypothesis 10: Limportance of needs varies by marital status of
students,

Hypothesis 11: Satisfaction of needs varies by marital status of
students,

Hypothesis 12: Importance of needs varies by the command of
English students have.

Hypothesis 13: Satisfaction of needs varies by the command of
[<nglish students have.

Hypothesis 14: Importance of needs varies by graduate vs. un-
dergraduate status of students.

Hypothesis 15: Satisfaction of needs varies |
dergraduate status of students.

Hypothesis 16: Importance of needs varies by major field of students,

Hypothesis 17: Satisfaction of needs varies by major field of students,

Hypothesis 18: Importance of needs varies by length of stav in the
1.5, and at the school.

Hypothesis 19: Satisfaction of needs varies hy length of stav in the
LS. and at the school.

Hypothesis 20: Importance of needs varies by the region of the world
from which students come.

Hypothesis 21: Satisfaction of needs varies by the region of the world
from which students come.

Hypothesis 22: Importance of needs varies by whether or not students
participated in an orientation program.

Hypothesis 23: Satisfaction of needs varies by whether or not
students participated in an orientation program.

Hypothesis 24: Importance of needs varies by the amount of previous
international experience students had.

Hypothesis 25: Satisfaction of needs varies by the amount of previous
international experience students had.

Hypothesis 26: Importance of needs varies by whether or not students
have jobs waiting for them in home countries.

Hypothesis 27: Satisafaction of nceds varies by whether or not
students have jobs waiting for them in home countries.

Hypothesis 28: Iinportance of needs varies by school size,

Hypothesis 29: Satisfaction of needs varies by school size.

graduate vs, un-

Z
T

Hypothesis 30: Importance of needs varies by living arrangements of
students.
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Hypothesis 31: Satisfaction of needs varies by living arrangements of
students.

Hypothesis 32: Importance of needs varies by prestige accorded to
one's country.

Hypothesis 33: Satisfaction of needs varies by prestige accorded to
one's country.
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V. METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, we will present the sampling procedure, means of
data collection, and construction of composites.

The Sampling Procedure

The population of this study was defined as all the foreign students
from developing nations who: 1) were studying toward an academic degree
at U.S. colleges and universities; 2) had spent at least one regular
academic quarter or semester at the school where they were enrolled at the
time of sampling; and 3) were enrolled at colleges and universities that
had at least 300 foreign students attending.”

To decide what consistitutes a developing nation, we relied on the list
of developing nations provided by A.I.D. In addition, with the approval of
NAFSA and A.LD.., we included wran, Iraq, Libya, Taiwan, and Turkey
based on their similarity to the A.I.D.-defined developing nations in terms
of social and economic indicators (World Bank, 1977). A total of 102
nations were included in this survey.

Selection of Schools

We were obliged to include as many students sponsored by A.L.D. as
possible in this study. A.LD.-sponsored students, however, were not uni-
formly distributed among schools in the nation. Hence, obtaining a large
number of them required sampling the schools that had many A.LD.
studeats more heavily than those schools that lad few A.LD.
students. Therefore, the schools were divided into three strata on the basis
of A.LLD. student enrollment. In stratifying schools, we used the data
presented in Open Doors/1977-1978 (Julian et al., 1979) and the informa-
tion provided by A.I.D. We used 1978 data to estimate 1979 enrollment for
the sampling purposes. According to our research design (Lee et al., 1979),
we first stratified schools into five approximately equal strata by A.1.D.
enrollment. Then we combined the bottom three strata to for » Stratum
[l for the cluster sampling, while the first and second strata hecame
Strata I and II respectively. The resulting stratification of schools and es.
timated numbers of students in each strata are presented in Table 1.

We applied different cluster sampling rates to the three strata to en-
sure a large number of A.I.LD. students in the sample. As stated in the
research design (Lee et al., 1979), we chose 18 schools (clusters) from
Stratum I and six schools each from Strata II and I11. Schools were chosen
within each stratum by systematie sampliig techniques with a probability

" The reasons for these restrictions were presented in the Phase | report (Lee et al., 1979),

" Figures in Table 1 differ from the estimated numbers is1 our research design. This discrepan-
ey arises hecause Table 1 is based on 1977/1978 date, while the estimated numbers in the
research design were based on 1976/1977 data.



proportionate to size.” Before sampling, schools within each stratum wcre
arranged according to geographic location in the U.S. in order to ensure
fair representation of the different regions in the sample.

Table 1. The Estimated® Distribution of Clusters
and Students in the Survey Population

Estimated Number Estimated Number

of A.1.D. Students of Clusters Estimated Number of Students

Strata per Cluster (Schools) Total A.1.D, Students
Stratum | 20 ond over 3sb 40,037¢ 1,461
Stratum I 7-19 37 33,522 451
Stratum |} 6 or less 97 60,657 89
Tota! 169 133,926 2,001

a. Estimoted with the 1977/1978 dato in Open Doors (Julion et al, 1979) and information provided by A.1.D.

b. Originally there were 36 schaols in Stratum | including lowo State University. Since I1SU students were
surveyed in Phose 1, we deleted them from the populatian of Phase II.

¢. Including A.1.D. students

Selection of Students within Each School

1. Securing the list of students

Once the schools were chosen, we contacted the office of foreign stu-
dent advisors at each school. A letter was sent, stating the objectives of
this project and asking their cooperation. We asked each office to provide
us with a list of foreign students enrolled at their school as of Spring, 1979.
Follow-up letters were sent to those who did not respond; those who did
not respond after the follow-up letter were contacted by telephone. (The
first list came to us as early as mid-April, and the last one as late as niid-
September, 1979.) Due to a variety of school regulations, we received three
tvpes of responses:

a. Most of the foreign student advisors expressed their willingness to
participate in the study and subsequently sent us lists of foreign
students enrolled at their schools (referred to as *‘inhouse sampling
schools.”)

b. Foreign student advisors at six schools expressed their willingness
to participate in the study, but declined to provide a list of their
students. They were willing to draw samples from their students
and mail the questionnaires. We decided to accept their offer and
send them the necessary instructions (referred to as ‘*‘outside
sampling schools.”)

c. Foreign student advisors at three schools were unwilling, for a
variety of reasons, to participate in the study. Their schools were
dropped and replaced by other schools. In choosing the substitutes,

* The sampling procedure used is known as a multi-stage cluster sampling with probability
proportionate to size. At each stage of sampling, a systematic sample was taken with
stratification of certain characteristies for sampling units. (For a technical discussion of this
sampling procedure, see. for example, Kish, 1965, or Babbie, 1979.)
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we decided to impose the restrictions that the substitute must be
from the same stratum and located in the same geographic region
as the original school. Foreign student advisors at the newly chosen
schools were contacted and their cooperation was secured,
2. Preparing the sampling frame for each school
According to our approved plan, we were to use three different sampl-
ing rates within each school. One rate was to he applied to A.LD,
students, the second rate to students froin Iran and Taiwan, and the third
rate to the remaining students from developing nations. The technical
rationales for using the three different rates were given in the Phase I report
(Lee et al., 1979). We were also to stratifv the students by country of origin
before we took the svstematic sample in order to have fair representation of
countries proportionate to the number of students from each country.” In
stratifving students by country of origin, countries with less than ten
students or campus were grouped together. In view of the above con-
siderations, we proceeded to prepare the sampling frame (list) as follows: 1)
the names of non-degree students and practical trainces were excluded: 2)
the names of students from developed nations as well as the oil-rich coun-
tries of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia were deleted: 3) A.LD., sponsored
students were identitied; 4) students from lran and 1aiwan were identified,
and 5) students from the remaining countries were identified. whenever
their number exceeded nine.™

3. Sampling the students

The decision as to the initial sample size for each stratum was made
with several considerations in mind. First, data were to be collected in Fall,
1979 using a Spring 1979 list. Many students on the lists were expected to
graduate or leave before data collection, possibly one-fourth of the students
on each list. Therefore, the iuitial sample size should be large enough to
compensate for those who could not be reached. Second, we did not an-
iicipate the return rate to exceed 50 percent based on our pretest. Among
“outside sampling schools™, the best return rate we could anticipate was
one third, due to the difference in the procedure." Therefore, we needed to
draw a larger initial sample at an outside sampling school. With those con-
siderations, we decided to draw initial subsamples as follows:' 80 students

“In our research design, we also proposed to stratify students by undergraduate and graduate.
However, most of the lists we received did not inelude classification, Therefore, we had to
abandon stratification by classification in our sampling.

One list did not show countries of origin. We used Judges, those who were knowledgeable of
names in Iran and Taiwan, to identify students from these countries. For other eountries,
only in this particular list, we took a sample without stratify ag by country other thau
Taiwan and Iran. We also applied a larger initial sample for this school, since we intended (o
remove questionnaires filled out by students from those countries excluded above.

We considered asking foreign student advisors at those schools to keep records of returns
would be out of the question due to the amount of work and time needed to do so, Wedecided
to ask them to make only the first two contacts out of the four planned.

" Since we used multi-stage cluster sampling with probability proportionate to size within
each stratum, we were able to draw an equal subsample from cach cluster within a stratum.



at each of the eighteen’ schools in Stratum 1120 for the “outside sampling
schools™), 230 students at each of the six schools in Stratum 11 (340 for the
“outside sampling schools™), and 285 tor each of the seven' schools in
Stratum 1 G128 for the “outside sampliag schools™ ).

From cach prepared sampling rame (the list of students), we selected
all the ALD. students participating in degree programs. Among the
remaining, a systematic sample (see. for example, Kish, 1965) was drawn
for each school with stratifications by country of origi. The number of
students remaining on the list, counting the students from Tran and Taiwan
as one half of the actual numbers, was divided by the initial subsample sive
mentioned above, If the outcome included a fraction. it was rounded off to
the Jower integer. That number became the sampling interval at each
school. Due to rounding off'in the computation of the sampling interval, the
initial sample sizes varied slightlv among schools in the same stratum and
were greater than the planned initial subsample sizes. The sampling inter-
val was twice as long for students from Taiwan and lran.

The distribution of the total number of schools and the number of
schools chosen by strata and geographic location within the U.S, s
presented in Table 2. Table 3 presents the number of students chosen for
each stratum. In order to ensure the anonvmity of students and schools in
this study. we will not identity the sample by school.

The ALD. sample size from the seventeen schools in the first stratum
was considerably smaller than we had expected. This was mainly because
muny ol the names on the ALD. list did not appear on the schools® lists. In
order to increase the ALLD. sample, we decided to include all A.LD.
students who were in the remaining schools in Stratum 1. Consequently, all
the ALLD. students in Stratum [ were chosen as part of our sample. To
reach these “supplementary™ ALLD. students, we depended on the A.LD.
list of April. 1979, and contacted them directly, first through foreign
students advisors” offices* and later through their respective departments.

As described above, we applied different sampling rates to different
strata, and to different substrata (A 1D, students. students from Taiwan
and Iran, and the rest) within each eluster (school). Also due to rounding
off in computation of the sampling interval, the sampling rate varied
slightly from school to school within the same stratum. For data analyses.

One ol Stratam T o~chonls declined partic pation atter lengthy negotiation on our part.
Theretore, we had 17 <chonls i the fisst stratum. By the time we came to the conelusion that
this particnlar ~chool would not participace i the survev, it was too Late for us to contact
another school.

“One of the schools ariginally chomen in Stratum T did not have enough A LD participants on
their 1979 list, =0 it wits reclassitied into Stratum 1L Theretore, we had seven ~chouols in
Stratum T Another <chool was added to Stratom 1
The cecision toapply ane-halt of the sampling rate to students trom Tran and Taiwan was
made in our research design due ta their extremely Lirge numbers among foreign students,
Thus, we were able to melude more students trom other countries,

“Overall, we received o ogreat deal of assistanee (rom those oftices for which we were very
uratetnl.
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Table 2. The Sampled Schools by Geographic Locaton within the U.S. and Stratum®.

Stratum Stratum | Stratum i Stratum It Total
No. of Schools No. of $chools No. of $chools No. of $chools No. of $chool No. Schools No. of $chools No. of $chools
Region in the Reglons Chosen in the Reglon Chosen In the Reglon Chosen In the Roglon Chosen
Narth East 13 8 21 3 12 2 76 13
Narth Central 2 1 1 1 1 [o] 4 2
Nc~k West 2 1 2 1 3 1 7 3
South East 3 1 5 1 9 1 17 3
South Central 9 3 5 0 2 2 35 5
South West ) 3 3 0 21 1 30 4
Total as 17b. 1/ 6 97 7¢- 169 30

3. Stratum I:  Schools with more than 19 A.L.D. students enralled.
Stratum {I: Schools with between 7 and 19 A.1.D. students enralled.
Stratum III: Schools with less than 7 A.1.D. students enralled.

b. Originally, we had 18 schools, ane of which declined participation belotedly. It wos ane of the North Eastern schools.

. Originally, we had six schools. One school chosen in Stratum | was reclassified into Stratum Il due to o drostic chonge in its A.LD. student enrallment. It was a South Cen-
tral school.



the ahove needed to be taken into account in order to arrive at population
estimates. Weights were used to make adjustments for different sampling
rates under the guidance given by a survey sampling specialist at the
Department of Statistics, lowa State University (Fuller, 1979). In data
analyses, where deemed necessary, Super Carp (Hidiroglou et al., 1979)
was used. Super Carp is a statistical program that takes strata and
clusters in the sample into account in computatior of population
parameter estimates in statistical analvses.

Table 3. The Numbers of Students Chosen in Each Stratum

Number of

Stratum Schools Chosen Non-A.1.O. Students A.1.D. Studenis Total
| 17 1.873 576 2.449
(1g)a 412 412

i 6 1.486 68 1.554

n 7 2099 9 2,108
Total 30 5 458 1 065 6.523

a. Supplementary A.I.D. students wer added from the remaining schools 1 Stratum |

Data Collection

Thirty schools were selected according to the procedure deseribed in
the section on sampling. We contacted those thirty schools in March,
1979, with a letter introducing the NAFSA project and its objectives to the
(oreign student advisors.

Six schools declined to provide the in-list of students due to school
regulations. Instead. they agreed to assist us by sampling according to our
mstructions and mailing out questionnaires and follow-up posteards to the
students on their campuses (“outside sampling schools™). The remaining
twenty-four schools sent us their lists of students which arrived from April
through September 1979 (“in-house sampling schools™). In addition, we
decided to contact all the A.LD. students in the remaining Stratum [
schools (the “A.LD. supplementary group™,

In all three approaches, we used a mail questionnaire (See Appendix
B. Questionnaire). The differences were in the methods of contacting the
students,

For “outside sampling schools”, the foreign student advisors at cach
school drew a sample of students and made the first two contaets as stated
below with our instructions. For both contacts, first class mail was used in
order to vbtain the most returns with only two contacts,

For “in-house sampling schools™, we drew a sample of students for
each school from the list provided to us by the foreign student ad-
visors. T'o this group of stadents, we made four (in some cases five) con-
tacts as listed below. The first two contacts were mailed by the bulk rate
and the remaining three by first elass. The bulk rates were selected initial-

The reason tor adding this cronp s presented i the section on ssanpling procedure, page 29,



Iv for economical reasons, since our initial sample size was large and the
bulk rate was about one-tenth of the first class rate. We hoped to reach as
many students as possible with the first two contacts by bulk rate and
then later change to first class rate. The switch to first class was deter-
mined due to the fact that: 1) the lists were outdated and 2) the bulk rate
does not guarantee serviees ol forwarding and returning to the sender.”

For *the A.LD. supplementary group™, we contacted all the ALD.
students on the A.LD. list of April 1979, who were enrolled in the remain-
ing schools in Stratum [ All five contacts were carried out by first class
mail. In addition. “Address Correction Requested™ was printed on the
envelopes for this group. We used the first class rate for all the five con-
tacts along with the “Address Correction Requested™ in order to inerease
aur chances of reaching this group of students at the correct addresses.
However. the address correction request was eftective only in a verv few
locales.

The tive contacts made were as follows:

1. First contact: a copy of the questionnaire was sent to the

respondents with a letter of introduction to the research project.

2. Second contact: a reminder posteard was sent approximately ten
days after the first contact to all the persons in the sample.

3. Third cuntset: a second copy of the questionnaire, with an accom-
panving letter, was sent to the respondents who had not replied ap-
proximately two weeks after the second contact was made.

4. Fourth contact: a second reminder posteard was sent approximate-
lv ten davs after the third contact to those who had not as vet
replied.

5. Fifth contact: a third questionnaire was sent two weeks later to the
sample from eight schools which had very low response rates,

The original proposa] had called for four contacts. However, in an effort to

increase our final useable sample size. we considered the following

situational factors and made the fifth contact with selected schools.

1. ‘The “recency” of lists varizd from school to school. even though we
asked for spring term hists,

2. Mail services differed greatly by locale. In a verv few locales our
“Address Correction Requested’ elicited some response. In many
locales, there was none.

3. By observing the response rates in late November, we noticed they
differed among schools according 1o the above two factors, In some
ases, at that time, the response rate was as projected in the
proposal (50771 in others, it was quite low. We concluded that in

We proposed to use butk rate noad for ali the contacts moour rescarch proposal. Data collec-
toon wias debived antil tadd die to the delaved starting ot the project. This change made it in-
evitabde tor us tooase the first chiss mand to take advantage of torwarding services, since n
many cises, ~priny addresses were noclonger corredt.

Selected responses were checked in terms of waves tdifterent contacts), No significant
ditterences were found by waves,



some locales, our first and second contacts (sent as bulk rate) had
not reached all the intended students.
Therefore, we decided to make a fifth contact among students in the eight
lowest schools in terms of return rates at the end of November. In addi-
tion, we also decided to contact our A.LD, supplementary group for the
fifth time.

“Inhouse sampling schools” were divided into two mailing sets. In the
first set were the schools which started the fall school term in late August
or early September, 1979, and in the second set were the schools which
started the fall term in late September. Among 24 “inhouse sampling
schools”, fifteen schools fell into the first set and the remaining nine
schools became the second set.

The first contact was made about two weeks after the average starting
date of the fall term in each set. We began contacting in late September
with the first set and in mid.October with the second set and the A.L.D.
supplementary groups, and concluded data collection in December, 1979.
The period between the first and the second contact was extended, when
we realized that the bulk rate mails tended to get held at the post offices
as lower priority mails.

The responge rates varied from school to school and by procedure
ategories. Among “inhouse sampling schools™, the response rates ranged
from 23.2¢ to 64.6¢, with an average return rate of 42.8° . Among "outside
sampling schools™, the rate ranged from 13.5% to 40.2¢ with an average
return rate of 27.9'7.- These rates were underrated rather than overrated,
since we suspected numerous questionnaires had not reached respondents
nor were they returned to us. Five schools exceeded the expected return rate
of 507 among the “inhouse sampling schools”, and two of the “outside
sampling schools™ exceedd our expected return rate (33.4¢/).

The return rate of the A.LD. supplementary group was 54.6%.
However, the most serious drawback of this group was the high number of
undeliverable cases due to the dated character of the list. Fourty-four per-
cent of the persons we contaeted could not be reached, mostly beeause they
had gone home. In the case of the school lists, about twenty pereent of the
sample were returned to us as undeliverable.

We had gathered 1,8:;, uscable cases at the end of data collection which
included 322 A.1.D. students. Altogether 30 schools participated in this sur-
vev.!' (See Table 4.)

“ The return rate was computed as (no. of responses) / (the initial sample size - no. of un-

delivered eases) x 100, Undelivered cases were considered as mislistings. Undelivered eases
are mostly those whao left the U.S.
Unfortunately, one of the outside sampling schools in Stratum | was considerably behind in
data collection due to extenuating cireumstances. Conseguently, we could not include the
result of this school in this report. In our future publications, however, we will include this
school’s results,
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Table 4. Sample: Initial Contacts and Responses

Initially Undelivered & Responded Responded Total Rate of

Strata Contacted Roturned®: A.LD. Non-A.L.D. Responded Responded®:
9. 2449 513 210 578 788 40.7%
1{A.1.D. sup-
plementary) 412 302 88 88 80.0%
! 1554 3n 30 512 542 43.6%
1" 2108 415 5 486 491 29.0%
Tatal 6523 1540 333 1576 1909 38.3%

a. The tigures include ane school whose dota arrived too late to be included in this report. The tatal sample size for this report wos 1857. Later, data from this school was add-
ed in Phase lIl.

b. These tigures are included in initial contact tigures.

c. A response rote was computed as fotal responded / (number of initially contacted - undeliver~d) x 100. These rates include outside sompling schools.



Composite Construction

Categories of need items in the questionnaire were formed on the hasis
of substantive considerations as deseribed in Conceptual Framework, page
21, and the assumed logical order on the part of respondents. Therefore, for
our data analysis,” to formulate composites cach of which would include
unidimensional items, factor analysis was conducted using the pretest data.
The importance scores of need items were factor analvzed. A number of
composites were formulated corresponding to the number of factors un-
covered by the analvsis. Kach need item was assigned to the composite on
which it had the highest loading. Ttems that did not load on any of the fac-
tors strongly enough were excluded from composite formutation. Composi-
tion of cach factor was further examined from a substantive point of view,
whether or not it made sense to have the items together as a composite.
Then, we computed Cronbach’s Alpha to ensure reliability of cach com-
posite.. The reliability values are presented in Table 5. (The following need
items are taken directly from the questionnaire in Appendix B).

Information Needs

Factor analysis of the 24 items in this category indicated that there
were three factors referring to distinet dimensions. The three composites
resulting from this were university information, community information,
and foreign <tudent life information,

1. Needs for university information. This composite consisted of
seven items pertaining to various tvpes of information about un-
iversity rules. These items were:

Need to have information about
a. The registration procedure.
h. The procedure to begin vour degree program.
¢. Examination requirements and regulations for a degree.
d. English [anguage requirements.
e. The efficient use of the library,
f. The role of the academie advisor.
g. The role of the major professor.

2. Needs for community information. This composite consisted of
eight items pertaining to various types of information about local
community living. These items were:

Need to know . ..

a. How much it costs to live here.

h. Housing facilities.

¢. Housing costs.

d. Recreational activities available on campus.

- The program used tor the factor analvsis was PA2 in SPSS (Nie et al., 1975).
Alpha was computed using SPSS reliability program tHull and Nie, 1979, The minimum
Alpha of .60 was considered to he acceptable. Alpha values were computed again with part of
nationitl data which were from schools similar to the pretest schools (Warren, R., 1979).



e. Recreational activities available off campus,
f. Health services available.

g. Health insurance available.

h. Ways of doing things in the U.S.

. Needs for foreign student life information. Three items related

specifically to needs for foreign students living in the U.S.

These items were:

Need to know . . .

a. Community services available to foreign students and their
families.

b. Availabilitv of foods and spices you are accustomed to using.

c. Information on sponsors’ rules ahout families, medical care, and
traveling,

Degree Program Needs

The fourteen items related to the degree program were subjected to
factor analvsis, Consequently two composites wer. formulated.

1.

Needs regarding academic planning. This composite included three

items pertaining to having one's degree program formed. These

items were:

Need for . . .

a. Having an academic advisor assigned to you before your arrival.

h. Receiving credit for academic work done at home.

c¢. Sharing responsibility in planning your degree program with
your academic advisor.

. Needs regarding academic relationships. This composite included

four items that described various interpersonal relationships essen-

tial for developing one’s degree program. These items were:

Need for . . .

a. Having vour academic advisor available when needed.

b, Having faculty members spend enough time with you.

¢. Having faculty members with international experience to guide
you,

d. Opportunities to do some teamwork with American students.

Academic Program Relevancy Needs

Factor analysis of the eleven items in this category resulted in two
composites.

L.

Needs for relevancy of education. Seven items regarding relevancy
of U.S. education to various conditions at home were included in
this composite. These were:

Need for . ..

a. A program relevant to vour future job in your country,

b. A program relevant to the present needs of vour country.

¢. Level of technology applicable to the future of your country.
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d. Obtaining basic knowledge in ycur area of study.

e. Having international materials included in courses.

f. Training to apply knowledge.

g. Exchange of visiting professors between universities of your
country and those in the U.S.

2. Needs for training to apply knowledge: Three items that described
various aspects of training to apply knowledge to real world
situations were in this composite. These were:

Need for. . .

a. Training for leadership role.

b. Training to introduce change(s) in y>ur country.

c. Seminars with students from several departments to deal with
problems of national development.

Extracurricular professional activity needs

Factor analysis showed two underlying factors among the five items in
this category. The composites created because of this result were as
follows:

1. Needs for extracurricular learning opportunities. The three items
included were related to extracurricular activities for gaining or ex-
changing knowledge. These items were:

Need for. ..

a. Opportunities to give information abhout your countrv in

educational situations.

b. Opportunities to attend off-campus professional meetings.

c. Learning how universities provide assistance to local com-
munities.

2. Needs for practical experience. Two items in the composite per-
tained to activities involving practical experience. These were:
Need for. . .

a. Opportunities to put into practice what you learn in class.
h. Work experience in your field before returning home.

Academic Life Needs

The items in this category were subjected to factor analysis and, as a
result, formed two composites.
1. Needs regarding university environment. Six items included in this
composite pertained to academic environment and regulations.
These were:
Need for . . .
. Understanding the grading system.
b. Understanding course requirements of instructors.
c. Opportunities to discuss course work with faculty members.
d. Getting adequate advice from your academic advisor.
e. Being respected as a fellow human being by U.S. students.

o
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f. Having magazines and newspapers from your country available

in the university library.

2. Needs for facilitating course work. The items included were:

Need for . . .

a. Being able to take class notes well.

b. Having extra time in taking exams to compensate for language
difficulty.

¢. Having opportunities to discuss course work with U.S. students.

d. Having publications in vour area of scudy from yvour country

available in the university library.

Financial Needs

Ten of the items included in this category formed one composite as a
result of factor analvsis. These items were:
Need for . ..
a. Having enough money for school.
h. Having enough money for basic living expenses.
Having enough money to receive necessarv medical care.
Receiving money from vour sponsor without delay.

Getting help from student financial aids.
Finding a part-time jobh.

¢

d

e. Getting help in banking.
[

g

h

Finding a part-time job at the university related to your degree
program.

Finding a job for vour husband or wife.

i Getting a work permit for off campus jobs.

Community Life and Interpersonal Relationship Needs

Items under these categories were grouped into three underlying fac-
tors by factor analysis. They were identified as needs regarding living in a
U.S. community, needs for sharing activities with U.S. nationals, and
needs for interaction with raculty and staff.

1. Needs regarding living in a U.S. community. The ten items includ-

ed were:
Need for . . .

a.
b.
c.
d.

SR

J.

Getting accustomed to U.S. food.

Observing religious practices.

Being able to behave according to one’s values and beliefs.
Having sufficient time for social and recreational activities,
Feeling welcomed by U.S. nationals in the local community.
Having U.S. nationals correctly informed about vour country.
Having local people treat foreign students courteously.
Obtaining medical care.

Obtaining medical insurance.

Knowing income tax regulations.
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Needs for activities with U.S. nationals. The six items included in

this composite were:

Need for . . .

a. Having recreational activities with U.S. nationals.

b, Visiting U.S. families.

. Sharing housing with U.S. nationals.

d. U.S. friends.

e. U.S. friends with whom you can discuss personal problems.

f. Social activities with U.S. nationals.

Needs regarding relationships with faculty and staff. Five items

referring to interaction with members of faculty and staff were in-

cluded in this composite. The items were:

Need for . . .

a. A good relationship with your advisor.

¢. Good relationships with the degree program committee
members.

c¢. Good relationships with course instructors.

d. A good relationship with your foreign student advisor.

e. Friendly treatment by other university staff members.

o

Housing Needs

As the result of factor analysis, six items in this category formed one
composite. The items included were:

Need for . . .

a. Having adequate housing facilities on campus.

b. Having adequate housing facilities off campus.,

¢. Obtaining necessary furniture at a reasonable cost.

d. Borrowing necessary furniture.

e. Getting housing you want without discrimination.

f. Being informed about legal rights and duties when you sign a
contract.

Family Life Needs

Factor analysis indicated two distinct factors underlying the seven
items included in this category. Therefore, iwo composites were formed
corresponding to these factors. The resulting composites dealt with needs
of spouses and needs of the family.

1.

Q]

Needs of the spouse. Three items related specifically to the needs
of the accompanying spouse were included in this composite. Thev
were:

Need for . . .

a. Finding enough activities for your spouse.

b. knglish language training for your spouse at a reasonable cost.
¢. Appropriate educational opportunities for your spouse.

General family needs. The remaining four items in this category
were included in this composite. They were:



Need for . . .

a. Social activities which include children.

b. Finding appropriate child care.

c. Finding appropriate educational opportunities for children,
d. Getting to know U.S. neighbors.

Pre-return Needs

The three items which formed a composite were those pertaining to
information which might be needed when one would be preparing to
return home. They were:

Need for . . .

a. Knowing how to send books and household items home.

h. Knowing information, in advance, on tax clearance regulations,
sailing permit, etc.

c. Knowing the cheapest means of transportation to return home.

Anticipated Post-return Needs

As a result of factor analysis on eleven items in this category, two
composites were formed. One composite consisted of needs one would an-
ticipite having with regard to material rewards in their home country; the
other included needs one would anticipate having for opportunities and
facilities in one’s profession upon return.

1. Anticipated post-return needs for material rewards. Three items

were included in this composite. They were:
Need for . . .
a. Finding a job appropriate to your training.
h. Receiving adequate salary and wages.
c¢. Finding appropriate housing.
2. Anticipated post-return needs for professional opportunities and
facilities. The eight items included in this composite were:
a. Having funds for research.
h. Having facilities to use U.S. training in future jobs.
c¢. Having resources to use U.S. training in future jobs.
d. Receiving the latest professional materials in the field.
e. Visiting outside your country at intervals to keep in contact
with scholars in your field.
{. Having scholars visit your country for professional consultations.
g. Publishing in professional journals abroad.
h. Publishing in professional journals in your country.

Linguistic Needs
A list of eight English skills was included. Respondents were asked to
indicate the importance of each skill to them. Factor analysis indicated
that these eight skills shared one underlying factor, therefore they formed
one composite, i.e. needs for English language skills. The skill items were:
a. Understanding spoken English.



h. Giving an oral presentation.

¢. Reading (texthooks, journals, etc.)

d. Writing papers and theses.

e. Taking tests.

f. Taking class notes.

g. Participating in class discussion.

h. Conversing with faculty members and other students.

Each need composite was the sum of important scores of individual
need items included in each composite. Corresponding to each need com-
posite, the satisfaction composite was also computed. Corresponding to
the category of linguistic needs, we formulated two composites; one was to
measure self-evaluation of the English language skills, and the other was
to measure evaluation of remedial English language courses with regard to
improving respondents’ skills.

In addition to the need importance and satisfaction composites, we
developed composites pertaining to goals and barriers by factor analyzing
the items in these categories.

Goals

Factors analysis resulted in two goal importance composites. One was
to measure importance students placed on primary goals in coming to the
U.S., and the other was to measure importance placed on secondary goals.
Primary goals were immediate education goals one would try to achieve by
coming to the U.S., and secondary goals could be considered as peripheral
to the formalized degree program.

1. Primary goals. The three items included in this composite were:

a. Obtaining a degree.
b. A broad education.
c. Specialized skills and knowledge in your field.

2. Secondary goals. Seven items included in this composite were:

a. Developing research skills.

h. Improving your command of English.

c. Gaining practical experience in your field.

d. Getting to know U.S. professionals in your field.
e. Seeing different parts of the U.S.

f. Learning about the U.S.

g. Broadening your view of the world.

Barriers

A set of items were included in this study to assess the extent to
which those items were viewed as barriers in establishing good
relationships with U.S. nationals by students. As the result of factor
analysis, a composite was formed with the following eight items:

a. Your religious background.
b. Your racial background.
c. Your cultural background.



d. Your political view.
e. Your being a foreigner.
f. Your attitude toward others.
g. Their attitude toward you.
Table 5 presents composites and their reliability scores.
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Table 5. Composites

Number of Number of

items in the Rello. items in the Relia-
Composite Names Composite  bllity®- __ Composlte Namas Composlte bility
Needs tar university information (C1) 7 a3 Sotisfoction of the above (C28) -] .78
Satisfoction of the above {C2) 7 .85 Needs regarding relationships
Needs for cammunity information {C3) 8 .85 with faculty and staff {C35) 5 .86
Satisfaction of the obove (C4) 8 86 Satisfaction of the above (C36) 5 .B4
Needs for foreign student life information (C5) 3 64 Housing needs (C29) 6 .84
Sotisfaction ~f the above {C6) 3 .64 Satisfoction of the obove (C30) 6 .83
Needs regarding academic planning (C7) 3 .70 Spouse’s needs (C31) 3 .72
Sotisfaction of the above (C8) 3 .479. Sotisfaction of the obove (C32) 3 .76
Needs regording academic relationships (C9) 4 .79 General fomily nc - 4s (C33) 4 .76
Sotisfaction of the aobove {C10) 4 7N Sotisfaction of the above (C34) 4 .84
Needs for relevoncy of education (C11) 7 .84 Pre-return informotion needs (C39) 3 79
Sotisfoction of the obove (C12) 7 81 Sotisfoction of the obove (C40) 3 .85
Needs for troining to apply knowledge (C13) 3 7 Anticipated post-return needs for material rewords (C41) 3 .83
Satisfaction cf the above (C14) 3 .69 ~nticipated satisfoction of the above {C42) 3 .77
Needs for extrocurricular learning opportunities (C15) 3 n Anticipoted post-return needs for professional
Sotisfaction of the obove (C16) 3 N opportunities and facilities (C43) 8 .93
Needs for practical experience {C17) 2 .84 Anticipated satisfaction of the above (C44) 8 .92
Satisfaction of the above (C18) 2 .84 Importonce of primary gools in coming
Needs regarding university environment (C19) 6 .86 to the U.S. (C45) 3 .79
Satisfaction of the ocbove (C20) 6 .67 Likelihood of achieving the above (C46) 3 Al
Needs for facilitoting course work (C21) 4 .67 Importonce of secondary goals in coming
Satisfaction of the obove {C22) 4 .61 to the U.S, (C47) 7 .84
Financiol needs (€C23) 10 .88 Likelihood of ochieving the obove (C48) 7 .81
Sotisfoction of the obove (C24) 10 .89 English language importance (C49) 8 N
Needs regarding living in a U.S. community (C25) 10 .82 English languoe proficiency {C50) 8 .89
Satisfaction of the atove (C26) 10 .80 Usefulness of remedial English courses (C51) 8 95
Needs for octivities with U.S. notionals (C27) [ .83 Barriers in establishing good relotionships (C52) 7 .84

o. Reliobility scores ore Cronboch’s olpho volues computed by SPSS progrom (Nie et ol., 1975). An olpho volue less than .60 is not sa.isfoctory for o set of items to form o com-
posite (Warren, 1979).



Statistical Analysis

Differential sampling rates were applied to the population according to
strata, clusters, and substrata (A.L.D. students from Taiwan and Iran, and
the rest).”* Therefore, observations needed to be weighted in order for them
to properly represent the population. Weights were computed through con-
sultation with a survey sampling specialist at the Department of Statisties,
lowa State University (Fuller, 1979). Readers may wish to contact the
author for details.

We employed the service of a computer scientist for an algorithm of
SUPER CARP (Hidiroglou et al., 1979) to he transferred into the SAS
svstem. This operation was necessary in order to obtain unbiased es-
timators of variances and standard errors of means. Population means were
also estimated with the same technique. SUPER CARP was developed by
Prof. Fuller and his associates at the Department of Statistics, lowa State
University. It can compute variances for a sample with strata and clusters
such as ours, while other known programs such as SAS and SP’SS are not
able to do so.

In testing hypoiheses where independent variables were categorical
measures, Fisher's unprotected LSD procedure was used to compare means
between categories of students (Ott, 1977: 384-385). To determine
significance of the test results, we used .01 level rather than .05 level
(Warren, 1980), since our extremely large sample size tends to produce
statistically significant results even when the results may not have substan-
tive significance. Taking a higher level of statistical significance, we
attempted to fill the gap between these two types of significance, especially
when our interest is to determine whether or not substantive differences ex-
isted among students in terms of needs.

Where independent variables were not categorical or nominal, we used
correlation  coefficients  to identifv associations  between dependent
-ariables (need composites) and independent variables. Use of correlation
coefficients should be regarded as a preliminary analysis. Due to our large
sample size, even a small coefficient was statistically significant such as r of
only .05. However, such a small coefficient substantively suggests the
absence of a correlation between the two variables. Therefore, as far as cor-
relation coefficients are concerned, we will report the results from a sub-
stantive point of view. Even though most of the coefficients were statistical-
ly significant, we will report only those where one variable accounted for
less than 107 but more than 5% of variance in the other (r > .2236) and
10" or higher (r ~ 3162). We consider this approach to be much more
meaningful than reporting statistical significance of popular levels, when
the size of the sample is extremely large (Warren, 1980).

" For the details of sampling, see the seciton on sampling procedures in Phase 1 final report
page



V. FINDINGS

In this chapter, the results of data analysis will be presented. First,
the results of univariate analyses will be given. Second, the results of
hypothesis testing will be reported. Third, bivariate analyses of other
variables besides need composites will be presented.

Univariate Analyses

The following are univariate tables. All the tables present population
estimates which were computed with use of weights. Frequencies with
weighted ohservations are artificially large and mizit be misleading,
therefore only percentages and appropriate statistics (means and standard
errors of means), where applicable, are reported in the tables.

Tables 6 through 13 present the data of need items. Table titles coin-
cide with the headings used in the questionnaire (Appendix B). Each table
contains weighted percent distribution, estimators of means and standard
errors of means. The composites constructed out of these next items will
he discussed in the following section on hypothesis testing.

Table 14 shows the data on importance of goals students might have
wished to achieve and their assessment of likelihood in achieving those
goals when they were leaving their countries for the U.S. Overall, primary
academic goals scored high, the highest being the goal of “‘obtaining the
degree.” Rated of least importance was the goal of learning about the U.S.
Stiudents were quite optimistic about achieving their primarily academic
goa.s. particularly obtaining the degree. However, we also note the lowest
mean score was for the likelihood to “‘get to know U.S. professionals in
vour field.” These items were divided into two importance composites and
two satisfaction composites. We consider the importance placed on goals
reflecting needs of students when they were leaving for this country, and
the perceived likelihood of achieving them as being a reflection of their
satisfaction of the progress toward achieving them. Therefore, the com-
posite of importance of goals and perceived likelihood of achieving them
will be presented along with the need composites in the section on
hypothesis testing.

Among all the need items presented in Tables 6-14, the ten most im-
portant items (listed from the highest) were:

1. Need for having enough money for basic living expenses.

2. Goal of obtaining the degree.
Goal of obtaining specialized skills and knowledge in vour field.
Need for enough money for school.
Need for enough money for necessary medical care.
Anticipated need for finding a job appropriate to your training
upon returning to the home country.
Goal of gaining practical experience in your field.
Need for work experience in your field hefore returning home.
Need for training to apply knowledge.

oy B S

&

© >

44



10.

Anticipated need for receiving the latest professional materials in
the field.

The least important items (listed from the lowest) were:

1.
2.

e R

10.

Need for having another student to help you with your study.
Need for information about dating behavior with U.S. nationals of
the opposite sex.

Need for getting accustomed to U.S. food.

Need for observing your religious practices.

Need for horrowing necessary furniture.

Need for recreational activities available off campus.

Need for sharing housing with U.S. nationals.

Need for information about English courses for foreign students.
Need for information about available food and spices you are ac-
customed to using.

Need for learning how universities provide assistance to local
communities.

With regard to satisfaction of needs, the ten most satisfied need items

were.

N —

e R

Goal of obtaining the degree.

(:oal of obtaining a broad education.

Goal of obtaining specialized skills and knowledge in your field.
Need for information about the registration procedure.

Goal of broadening your view of the world.

Need for information about the efficient use of the library.
Need for obtaining basic knowledge in your area of study.

. Need for information about clothes needed.
. Need for understanding course requirements and instructions.
10.

Need for information about the procedure to begin your degree
program,

The ten least satisfied (listed from the least satisfied) items were:

. Need for getting a work permit for off-campus jobs.
. Need for finding a part-time job at the university related to your

degree program.

Need for exchange of visiting professors between universities of
your country and those in the U.S.

Need for economic contributions of foreign governments to U.S.
universities in order to finance special programs for foreign
students.

Need for having magazines and newspapers from your country
available in the university library.

Need for work experience in your field before returning home.
Need for having publications in your area of study from your
country available in the university library.

Need for finding a job for your husband or wife.

. Need for seminars with students from several departments to deal

with problems of national development.

. Need for having U.S. nationals correctly informed about your

country.
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Table 6. Needs for Information

~ Distribution®" of Importance Scoroib‘ % Distribution™ of Satisfoction Scores™

Neoeod Items 1 2 3 4 s [] 7 Totol Mesan SE 1 2 3 4 3 [ ] 7 Total Mean SE
Information about . ...
The registratior. procedure. 43 26 42 55 161 262 4111000 570 .07 1.5 34 75 6.8 160 29.0 35.8100.0 563 .10
The procedure to begin your degree program. 29 1.9 1.7 1.7 113 265 5421000 6.12 04 1.9 32 83 6.8 19.1 31.9 28.8 1000 549 .07
Exomination requirements and regulations for o

degree. 29 35 26 28 149 278 4541000 588 .04 2.2 3.7 59 7.4 188 356 26.4100.0 549 .05
English longuoge requirements. 73 50 37 9.0 190 229 3321000 529 .07 39 3.6 52 11.0 22.0 269 27.5100.0 534 .09
English courses for foreign students. 1.3 6.1 59 107 202 20.2 2561000 485 .08 7.8 6.6 7.9 206 157 209 20.5100.0 4.74 .1
The efficient use of the library. 28 29 3.0 9.0 192 284 3461000 563 .05 27 22 53 7.7 20.4 304 31.4100.0 558 .08
The role of the ocodemic odvisor. 34 24 36 7.0 162 29.2 3831000 571 .05 57 65 7.5 11.8 19.0 26.8 22.7 100.0 503 .09
The role of the major professor. 33 3.1 3.4 8.0 185 269 3€91000 563 .05 3.6 43 7.7 129 232 259 22.4100.0 515 .07
The role of the foreign student advisor. 33 41 3.6 9.6 207 252 3341000 55 .05 B84 53 7.8 141 175 233 23.6100.0 4.92 .12
The cost of traveling in the U.S. 54 48 7.3 172 236 188 2291000 497 .06 6.4 40 B4 223 196 21.6 17.7 100.0 481 .06
How much it costs to live here. 28 07 06 59 B84 157 6581000 627 .03 88 3.1 59 164 140 199 31.9 100.0 5.11 A2
Housing focilities. 29 08 1.0 66 11.5 192 5801000 6.12 .06 7.4 3.1 58 157 159 233 29.7100.0 5.15 .06
Housing cost. 25 09 08 4.1 88 204 6251000 627 .03 11.6 55 7.7 148 152 19.4 257 100.0 4.78 .10
Community services ovoilable to foreign

students ond their families. 44 21 23 19.8 16.0 22.1 33.31000 540 .05 128 6.0 100 329 149 11.8 11.6 100.0 4.13 .08
Recreotional octivities ovailable an campus. 34 22 33 216 257 229 2081000 5.16 .04 6.0 2.4 55 30.0 164 208 18.9 100.0 4.8 .12
Recreational activities avoilable off campus. 6.8 43 4.0 304 231 171 14.2100.0 4.67 06 52 52 7.7 369 17.5 154 12.1100.0 4.51 .04
Availobility of food and spices you ore

accustomed to using. 9.3 2.4 5.0 227 184 181 2421000 489 06 7.2 40 7.2 238 150 21.3 21.6100.0 485 .06
Heolth services ovailable. 25 08 1.5 43 83 228 5981000 623 03 95 39 58 123 17.8 225 28.1100.0 505 .12
Heolth ina.:znce availoble. 34 1.4 15 105 107 21.0 51.6100.0 593 .04 108 50 5.0 16.2 150 20.8 27.1 100.0 4.90 .13
Clothes needed. 4.7 3.5 3.7 188 206 202 28.6100.0 5.22 .1 27 y.1 3.8 10.8 13.9 24.1 34.6100.0 552 .07
Woys of daing things in the U.S. 3.6 22 231 165 177 255 3251000 549 .06 43 1.9 57 235 189 236 22.1 100.0 5.10 .07
Doting behoviar with U.S. notionals aof the

opposite sex. 14.6 45 43 260 175 122 21.0100.0 448 .06 1.8 3.0 6.4 355 13.6 13.1 1661000 4.42 .08
Immigrotion ond visa regulatians. 27 1.0 08 6 70 199 6241000 623 .03 9.6 4.7 7.4 127 151 21.8 28.7 100.0 499 .10
Information on sponsors’ rules about fomilies,

medical care, ond traveling. 7.2 1.7 1.9 199 175 1946 32.1100.0 526 .06 6.0 3.6 6.3 31.3 184 18.0 16.5100.0 4.73 .07

©. % distribution. meons and SE (standord errar of meon) ore population estimotes computed with weights assigned ta all the observations according to the statisticol rules
on sompling. Therefore. actual frequencies ore not reparted.

b. 1 = Very unimportont, 5 = samewhaot importont,
2 = quite unimportant, 6 = quite important,
3 = somewhot unimportant, 7 = very impartant.
4 = neither unimportont nor impartant,

¢c. 1 = Very unsotistied, 5 = somewhot sotisfied,
2 = quite unsotisfied, 6 = quite satisfied,
3 = somewhat unsatisfied, 7 = very satisfied.
4 = neither unsatistied nor sotisfied.



Table 7. Needs Related to Degree Programs in the U.S.

% Distribution® of Importance Scornh'

% Distribution® of Satisfaction Scores®

Need items 1 2 3 Z ] s 7 Total Mean 1 2 4 s [] 7 Total Mean
Neeod for . ...
Having an academic advisor assigned to you
betore your arrivol. 105 3.0 2.7 21.7v 1.7 162 34.1 5.06 109 3.7 26.9 15.1 17.7 19.6 100.0 4,62

Receiving credit for acodemic wark done

autside the U.S. 60 13 1.7 154 8.2 152 521 5.73 13.9 45 26.4 11.8 157 21.2100.0 4.50
Sharing responsibility in plonning your degree

progrom with your acodemic odvisor. 25 1.1 15 7.7 98 256 519 605 .04 82 4.6 15.4 149 232 2531000 4.95
Substituting certain requirements with oltemative

courses more relevont to your country. 42 1.7 1.5 159 107 19.9 46.0 571 .05 144 6.6 28.2 13.5 13.9 13.2100.0 4.14
Having your ocademic advisar availoble when

ne 1.7 1.6 05 8.0 11.2 267 50.2 606 03 7.7 38 14.7 158 229 27.0.100.0 5.04
Hoving foculty members spend enough time

with you. 29 1.0 1.7 13.3 17.6 253 38.1 570 .04 93 4.9 22.9 19.1 20.4 157 100.0 4.62
Having foculty members with interontionoi

experiences to guide you. 4.1 21 2.6 162 147 225 377 554 .06 161 75 30.2 14.0 12.1 10.2100.0 3.96
Hoving an experience os o teaching ossistont. 58 21 3.0 195 17.3 184 340 531 .05 .13.3 7.1 32.5 1.7 11.3 16.4 100.0 4.22
Haoving an experience os o research ossistont. 4.6 1.3 22 146 13.7 23.6 400 5.63 .06 155 6.6 28.7 12.0 13.0 18.0100.0 4.26
Opportunities ta do some team-work with

Americon students. 41 25 2.0 144 157 247 36.6 555 .06 151 6.7 25.9 14.6 16.0 13.6100.0 4.21
Hoving onather student to help you with

your study. 13.7 45 5.0 264 158 159 18.7 4.49 07 120 6.4 39.7 14.2 10.7 11.7 100.0 4.7
Hoving the sponsoring ogency occept necessory

adjustments in your degree progrom. 8.6 1.6 1.4 260 106 17.6 34.2 5.18 .06 107 38 43.0 13.6 11.3 12.2100.0 4.28
Coordinating between the sponsoring ogency

ond the university. 8.1 24 1.4 228 11.0 197 345 523 13.2 4.0 40.2 121 10.4 123 100.0 4.14
Economic contributions of foreign governments

to the U.S. universities in arder to finonce

special programs far foreign students. 1.8 2.1 2.0 21.5 10.0 16.5 36.1 5.10 7.0 6.9 37.3 8.0 40 6.6100.0 3.31

a. - c.: See Table 6 footnotes.



Table 8. Needs Relate’. to Relevance of the U.S. Degree Program and
Needs; for Extrarurricular Professional Activities in the U.S.

. Uistributlon™ of Importance Scor-lb' *. Distribution®" of Satistaction $cores™

RY

Neeod Items 1 2 3 4 3 [ 7 Total Meon SE 1 2 3 4 S [ 7 Total Mean SE
Relevancy of the U.S. Dejree Program
Need for . ...
A program relevant to yaur future job in your

country. 36 1.1 05 69 86 21.2 58.11000 6.12 .05 8.6 4.1 6.0 199 198 21.2 20.4 100.0 4.83 .09
A pragram relevant ta the present needs of

your country. 37 13 05 94 8.1 231 539100C 602 .05 9.4 48 6.0 22.8 195 18.8 18.7 100.0 4.69 .12
Level of technology applicable to the future

of your country. 28 1.2 09 82 104 242 5241000 604 .04 79 35 60 21.7 231 203 17.51000 4.79 .08
Obtaining basic knowledge in your area

at study. 28 04 04 36 57 214 6581000 636 .03 2.9 22 3.7 11.4 198 27.6 32.3100.0 555 .i1
Having international materials included in

courses. 52 1.5 1.7 167 124 216 41.0100.0 55 .08 11.7 7.3 100 32.0 169 125 961000 4.11 .06
Training ta apply knawledge. 1.9 05 .04 45 55 100 6821000 641 .04 155 7.7 9.6 189 181 163 13.8100.0 4.20 .11
Training far leadership role. 64 15 1.4 215 134 21.& 3441000 536 .06 93 52 8.0 31.1 181 136 781000 4.22 .08
Training to introduce changes in your country. 7.0 28 28 188 102 222 3611000 533 .06 111 73 93 369 164 11.5 7.8100.0 4.06 .07
Thesis research in your country. 57 25 27 216 13.4 19.6 343100.0 531 .06 1.7 7.0 8.8 392 13.5 10.1 961000 4.05 .06
Seminars with students from several

departments to deal with problems of

national development. 49 26 23 219 17.0 21.6 29.7°0C0 527 .05 202 8.4 11.3 393 102 59 4.6100.0 3.47 .06
Exchange of visiting professars between univer-

sities of your cauntry and those in the U.S. 45 1.6 1.7 17.8 163 209 37.3100.0 5.52 2.1 9.1 116 339 90 59 451000 3.26 .05
Extracurricular Professional Activities Iin the U.S.
Need ror . ...
Opportunities to give information about your

country in educationol situations. 4.1 23 23 10.0 23.7 234 2441000 524 06 154 102 127 353 13.7 7.6 51100.0 3.5 .06
Opportunities ta attend off-campus prafessianal

meetings. 26 1.8 23 17.7 18.1 281 29.41000 549 .06 17.7 8.7 12,7 30.8 149 8.8 6.4 100.0 3.69 .08
Learning how universities provide assistance

ta local communities. 49 35 4.7 274 185 189 2211000 496 .06 114 78 11.4 434 144 73 421000 380 .07
Opportunities to put inta practice what you

learn in class. 1.9 07 08 47 7.6 244 5991000 628 .04 202 9.7 13.6 19.4 17.2 119 7.8100.0 3.71 .12
Work experience in yaur field befare returning

hame. 1.8 06 09 44 51 156 7161000 6.43 .04 287 9.6 101 232 107 B85 9.2100.0 3.40 .13

a. - ¢.: See Table 6 foatnotes.



Table 9. Needs Related to University Student Status in the U.S.

*. Distrlbution™ of Importance Scoulb'

% Distribution® of Satlsfaction Scores®

Need Items 1 2 3 4 3 [ 7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 H [ 7 Totcl Mean SE
Need for. ...
Understanding the groding system. 3.0 1.7 08 101 123 208 5141000 595 .06 3.5 1.6 39 12.3 167 249 37.01000 5.60 .06
Understanding course requirements of

instructors. 1.8 10 04 48 106 234 5801000 624 .05 29 22 53 121 180 27.1 32.4100.0 551 .08
Being able to ‘ake closs notes well. 1.7 05 1.3 41 68 188 6681000 637 .04 42 3.7 8.6 14.6 19.5 243 252 100.0 5.15 .09
Having extro time in taking exoms to

compensate for loanguage difficulty. 9.4 20 31 171 105 18.0 39.91000 531 .07 189 7.3 8.2 287 123 136 11.21000 394 .10
Having apportunities fo discuss course work

with U.S. students. 46 20 1.9 184 189 229 3131000 539 .05 12.2 83 92 29.7 161 125 12.1 100.0 4.15 RA
Opportunities fo discuss course work with

faculty members. 1.3 08 07 77 132 323 4391000 6.03 .04 7.3 6.2 8.8 222 20.6 19.3 156 100.0 4.63 .10
Getting adequote advice from your ocademic

advisor. 1.6 0.8 08 58 105 263 5421000 6.19 .05 121 51 8.4 17.9 168 199 19.9 100.0 4.6 .09
Getting adequate advice from your foreign

student advisor. 29 1.3 12 149 173 21.2 4131000 571 .07 134 66 8.0 253 13.7 16.4 16.6 100.0 4.35 14
Bein? treated os fairly as U.S. students by

aculty members. 3 06 05 55 62 17.6 68.0100.0 6.39 .04 101 60 9.7 168 142 19.7 23.6 1000 472 .13
Being respected os a fellow human being by

U.S. students, ./ 06 05 65 6.1 156 6901000 638 .04 9.7 48 9.7 157 151 21.5 23.6 1000 480 .10
Having publications in your area of study from

rour country ovailoble in the university

ibrary. 3.1 18 1.5 160 153 183 4401000 570 .08 262 7.2 12.8 287 109 7.2 7.0100.0 3.41 .08
Hoving magazines and newspapers from your

countrv a-ailable in the university library. 25 1.2 1.2 106 131 222 49.2100.0 594 .09 31.0 98 84 202 123 B4 9.71000 3.37 .15
Haoving on oftice space for each groduate

student. 42 1.4 3.0 186 11.0 20.2 41.6100.0 558 .10 159 4.1 8.2 24.4 12.4 146 2051000 439 .15

0. - ¢.: See Table 6 foatnotes.
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Table 10. Needs Related to Money and Jobs in the U.S.

% Distribution™ of importance xorC|b‘ % Distribution™ of Satisfaction Scores

Need items 1 2 3 4 ) [} 7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 3 [} 7 Tote! Mean SE
Need for....
Hoving enough mcney for school. 1.5 03 02 31 38 130 7801000 658 .02 8.2 4.2 65 19.1 21.2 24.6100.0 496 .07
Hoving enough money for bosic living expenses. 1.2 04 01 22 39 126 7971000 664 .03 67 4.6 7.7 19.9 223 2371000 499 .08
Hoving enough money to receive necessory

medicol core. 1.9 04 08 39 59 132 7481000 652 .02 11.0 54 85 180 17.9 17.7 21.5100.0 4.65 .09
Hoving money for some recreationol activities. 20 1.5 24 148 220 246 3261000 558 .05 7.7 57 9.8 277 195 159 13.7100.0 4.48 .08
Receiving money from your spansor without

delay. 32 09 02 97 73 156 6311000 6.16 .04 107 4.1 7.2 206 132 17.6 266 100.0 481 .09
Getting help in bonking. $6 23 21 229 143 199 3291000 529 .05 11.3 40 6.4 289 157 16.2 17.5100.0 4.52 .07
Getting help from Student Financiol Aids. 53 20 L7 147 110 205 4471000 565 .07 252 57 9.4 271 100 11.4 11.3100.0 3.70 .15
Finding a port-time job. 50 20 1.6 156 141 19.1 4251000 560 .09 23.1 83 8.6 301 1.6 9.4 9.0100.0 3.63 .07
Finding o part-time job ot the university

ralated 1o your degree program. 27 1.0 05 80 87 21.3 5781000 6.14 .05 361 9.8 0.1 183 7.4 8.8 10.5100.0 3.19 .12
Finding o job for yaur husband or wife. 8.6 1.1 21 237 107 168 37.0100.0 525 .08 252 7.5 6.8 39.2 8.6 59 6.8100.0 3.44 .07
Getting a wark permit for off campus jobs. S0 10 1.6 134 11.5 193 48.21000 576 .07 360 B8 8.0 257 73 61 8.110.0 3.10 .09

a. - ¢.: See Table 6 footnotes.
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Table 11. Needs Related to Local Community Life and Housing Needs in the U.S.

*. Dlstribution® of Importance Scor.nb' . Ulstributlon® of Satlsfaction ScoresS”
3 4 3 1] 7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 3 ¢ 7 Total Mean

Need for . . ..
Getting accustomed to U.S. food. 109 23 35 351 175 148 1601000 4.54 07 48 16 46 327 153 178 23.2100.0 4.99
Observing your religious practices 165 26 3.4 268 128 123 256 1000 456 07 S50 30 26 354 117 13.0 29.21000 5.02
Being able to behove according to your values

ond beliefs 26 1.2 1.3 138 137 231 4431000 581 05 49 26 55 232 148 206 2831000 5.15
Hoving sufficient time for sociol and

recreationa! octivities. 23 15 18 177 229 254 2851000 547 05 701 54 123 272 200 158 1231000 4.44
Feeling welcome by U.S. notionals in the

local community. 1.4 1.2 1.3 11.8 136 276 4311000 590 05 94 73 84 256 184 159 150 100.0 4.44
Hoving recreational activities with U.S.

aotionols. 34 13 1.7 208 234 240 2551000 533 04 93 68 103 307 169 140 11.9100.0 4.28
Visiting U.S. tomilies. 39 19 25 225 218 224 2501000 524 04 105 70 95 299 162 126 1431000 4.29
Having U.S. nat:~nals correctly intormed about

your country 21 1.0 1.5 102 13.4 23.3 4831000 596 04 237 11.0 137 211 138 101 671000 3.47
Having locol people treat foreign srudents

courteously. 20 12 09 119 138 27.1 43.1 100.0 588 07 11.0 51 95 27.4 180 162 128 1000 4.36

Social octivities which will give you on oppor-

tunity to meet persons of the opposite sex. 66 21 28 21,7 182 196 2901000 518 .05 96 58 8.4 358 170 11.2 12.2100.0 4.27
Obtoining medical care. 1.5 06 05 53 96 217 6091000 629 .02 73 63 7.7 187 183 21.3 204 100.0 480
Obtaining medicol insurance. 10 07 i 73 95 226 5771000 622 04 82 47 66 191 165 196 2541000 49N
Knowing income tax regulations. 7.8 23 24 223 153 202 2981000 5.5 07 110 60 90 356 148 116 1191000 4.20
Housling Needs in the U.S.

Need for . . ..

Hoving adequate housing facilities on campus. 31 27 10 88 78 212 5691000 608 04 159 56 98 207 155 156 16.9100.0 4.29
Having adequate housing facilities off campus. 35 07 06 129 122 239 4631000 586 0& 83 46 9.1 248 183 186 1631000 4.61
Obtaining necessary turniture at o reasonotle

cast. 29 12 28 131 133 249 4191000 575 06 82 62 120 27.7 183 153 1221000 4.37
Borrowing necessary furniture. 1.2 31 35 132 154 21331000 465 05 125 57 83 481 104 7.6 7.51000 3.9}
Getting housing you want without

discrimination 25 1.0 06 86 97 230 5451000 609 .04 123 58 73 205 130 18.7 2251000 4.62
Sharing housing with U.S. nationals 9.1 26 40 320 159 164 2001000 472 05 B0 42 53 47.7 103 11.5 1291000 4.34
Being informed about legal rights and duties

when you sign a controc! 186 12 11 69 89 223 5791000 618 .03 11.4 65 11.5 209 17.2 171 154 100.0 4.39

g8 B8R

a. - ¢.: See Table 6 footnotes.
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Table 12. Needs Related to Family Living and Interpersonal Relationships in the U.S.

*. Distribution®” of importance Scores

Need Items 1 2 3
Famlly Living In the L.S.
Neod for . ...
Finding enough octivities for your spouse

(husband or wite). 52 06 1.3
English longuage troining tor your spouse at

o reasonable cost. 106 09 19
Appropriote educatianol opportunities for

your spoust. 29 10 1.4
Social activities which include children. 45 08 09
Finding appropriate child care. 56 06 23
Finding appropriate educational opportunities

for chiidren 47 04 03
Getting to know U.S. neighbors. 33 07 22
Interpersonal Relationships In the U.S.
Need for . ...
A gocd relationship with your odvisor. 1.3 1.1 02
Good relationships with the degree progrom

committee members. 18 1.2 07
Good relationships with course instructors. 1.7 05 07
A good relotionship with your foreign student

advisor. 24 11 1.2
Friendly treatment by other university statf

members 1.4 10 13
U.S. friends. 20 1.4 11
U.S. friends with wvhom you can discuss personal

problems. 45 21 15
Sociol activities with U.S. nationals. 23 1.7 14
Friends from other countries. 20 1.7 0

4

133
15.4

12.0
13.7
12.6

11.0
1.0

20.4
195
18.6

3

8.8
8.3

10.9
10.9

~wo

9.9

10.2
10.7

13.2

13.2
18.1

17.6
19.6
2331

26.6
19.4
23.3
249
19.6

16.2
25.4

21.6

24.6
28.6

30.7
28.1

25

26.7

b.

. Distribution™ of Satisfaction ScoresS*

7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 3 [ 7 Total Mean SE
4431000 577 09 90 93 93 256 150 17.3 1451000 438 .12
4351000 542 14 161 65 98 261 103 11.4 198 100.0 4.21 A7
48.4100.0 590 .08 9.0 6.5 8.7 224 170 128 23.6 100.0 4.65 .08
4431000 578 07 B 75 8.3 302 14.4 181 13.4 1000 4.43 .07
51.6 100.0 5.8) 09 78 79 9.6 321 127 141 1581000 4.40 .09
6271000 609 .07 49 32 32 306 133 219 22.8100.0 5.00 .09
3271000 553 07 1.7 8.2 110 27.2 149 142 1283000 4.19 .1
60.6 1000 629 04 53 39 7.1 17.7 147 208 30.4 1000 516 .10
52.0100.0 6.07 .05 6.1 33 6.1 284 168 206 18.7 1000 4.83 .13
52.6 100.0 6.20 .04 4.1 23 53 193 219 258 21.2100.0 5.15 .09
44.5100.0 586 06 B84 60 58 23.4 13.1 188 24.5100.0 4.81 13
41.3 100.0 59N .04 48 30 54 270 187 235 17.4100.0 4.92 .12
38.4 1000 580 .03 6.4 6.6 8.0 232 183 19.5 18.1100.0 4.71 N
28.8100.0 535 .04 11.9 62 81 31.5 147 13.6 14.01000 4.28 .1
27.3100.0 546 04 95 6.0 95 305 153 165 12.7 100.0 4.35 .07
26.9100.0 547 05 28 25 43 260 20.6 23.6 20.2100.0 S5.11 .04

a. - ¢.: See Table 6 tootnotes.
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Table 13. Needs for Pre-return Information and Needs Related
to Anticipated Conditions After Returning Home.

* Distribution® ,t Iimportance Scor.lb'

* Distribution® of Satisfaction ScoresS

Need Items 1 2 3 4 3 [ 7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 3 [} 7 Total Mean St
Pre-return Information
Neoed for .. ..
Knowing how to send books and hausehald

items hame. 35 11 09 106 105 221 51.2100.0 595 .06 133 75 9.4 27.5 15.4 13.3 13.5100.0 4.18 .06
Knowing infarmotion, in odvonce, on tax

clearance regulations, sailing permit, efc. 28 13 07 119 102 227 5041000 595 .07 159 105 12.0 304 13.2 9.1 891000 3.77 .05
Knowing the cheapest means of tronsportotion

to return home. 32 06 04 94 8131 202 5821000 6.12 04 160 7.8 108 265 1.7 133 139 1'0.0 406 .07
Anticipated Conditions after Returning Home
Noed for....
Finding o job oppropriate to your training. 26 06 01 3.6 33 160 7391000 648 .03 95 44 104 212 157 18.3 20.5100.0 4.66 .13
Adequate salory or wages. 1.7 08 03 47 90 228 6081000 630 .04 93 76 10.3 265 18,5 154 12.,i 100.0 4.32 .08
Finding appropriate housing. 28 09 09 80 99 220 5561000 610 04 9.1 40 7.7 26.6 189 155 18.1 100.0 4.61 .10
Having funds fo: reseorch. 22 13 1) 105 106 23.3 50.81000 600 .07 179 8.4 149 320 137 7.1 591000 3.60 .08
Having facilities 1o use U.3. training in

future jobs. 1.9 15 1.1 69 103 285 49.8100.0 607 05 121 86 11.1 29.6 17.5 13.7 751000 403 .10
Having resources to use U.S. troining in

future jobs. 1.4 15 08 78 9.6 285 5031000 609 .04 11.7 €1 123 31.2 143 13.2 8.21000 4.00 .11
Receiving the latest professionol materials

in the tield. 1.0 04 05 38 7.4 230 6381000 640 .04 105 7.4 12.7 252 18.4 142 11.5100.0 4.22 .08
Visiting outside you country at intervals to

keep in contact with scholars in your field. 20 03 04 67 86 260 5601000 622 .04 120 9.1 11.8 303 16.6 10.1 10.2100.0 4.02 .06
Having scholors visit your country for

professional consultations. 1.7 06 05 7.0 141 287 4751000 6.07 .03 102 9.1 12.7 30.1 18.4 116 79100.0 4.04 .07
Publishing in professional journals abroad. 1.3 09 1.4 118 133 252 46.1 1000 595 .07 96 7.6 104 340 165 3.5 B8.4100.0 414 .04
Publishing in professionol journolis in your

country. 1.6 1.0 1.0 92 113 259 5001000 606 .05 7.4 46 68 31.2 16.6 18.3 15 100.0 4.61 .06

a. - c.: See Table 6 footnotes.
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Table 14. Importance of Various Goals and Likelihood of Achieving Them.

tmportance of Gochb' ("« Distribution®)

Likelihood of Achleving Goals® (*. Distribution™’)

Need Items (goals) 1 2 3 7 Total Mean SE 2 3 4 3 [} 7 Total Mean SE
Obtaining the degree. 1.8 02 oa 1.9 3.9 662 04 12 03 1.1 79 8.2 183 63.1100.0 6.29 .06
A brood educotion. 14 07 08 35 78 636 04 18 07 36 11.0 17.7 290 36.2100.0 5.74 .07
Specialized skills and knowledge in yaur field. 1.5 04 04 15 21 659 02 23 1.6 44 84 18.0 30.7 34.5100.0 568 .09
Developing research skills. 1.9 06 15 75 104 6.16 .04 32 3.0 41 181 21.2 244 2601000 528 .1
Improving your commond of English. 63 11 09 97 93 587 .07 35 23 3.8 135 182 28.0 30.7 1000 548 .07
Goining practicol experience in your tield. .1 03 06 29 6.2 6.47 .03 109 51 8.8 158 18.8 21.6 19.i 100.0 4.67 .14
Getting to know U.S. professionols in your

tield. 19 13 1.2 8.4 120 6.01 .04 80 54 82 238 207 188 14.9100.0 4.60 .13
Seeing ditferent parts of the U.S. 7 1.9 1.4 124 194 574 05 8.0 49 68 194 219 9.1 19.81000 4.79 .12
Lecrning cbout the U.S. 3.1 21 20 1.7 89 565 06 26 29 35 186 19.6 28.6 24.3100.0 533 .04
Broadening your view of the world. 13 11 09 60 115 617 04 24 1.3 31 143 185 252 3521000 562 .05

a. and b.: See Toble 6 footnotes.

c. 1 = very unlikely,
2 = quite unlikely,
3 = somewhot unlikely,
4 = neither likely nor unlikely.

S5 = somewhat likely,
6 = quite likely,
7 =

very likely.



Table 15 presents the data (percent distribution, means and standard
errors) with regard to English language skills. The importance of various
English language skills as self-evaluated, and the evaluation of English
courses among those who had taken English courses are included. These
items were developed into three composites: the importance composite
(measure of linguistic needs), the evaluation composite (subjective
measure of proficiency), and the course evaluation composite for English
remedial courses. They will te discussed in the section on hypothesis
tesiing.

Students placed high importance on all the skills we delineated. The
highest mean score was shared among understanding spoken English,
reading textbooks and journals, and writing papers and a thesis.
Respondents rated the skill to converse with faculty members and other
students tc be least important, even though still rated highly. They tended
to consider interactional linguistic skills to be less important.

They evaluated their own skill of reading to he the highest and the
skill of participating in elass discussion to be the lowest. Among those who
took English courses, they considered that those courses were most helpful
to improve reading skill and least helpful to improve the skill of taking
class notes. That is, they considered FKnglish remedial courses as con-
tributing most to improve the very skill which thev needed to improve least
according to their self-evaluation.

Table 16 presents other data regarding English courses. About one
halt of the students had taken English courses for foreign students, Among
those who had not taken such courses, the most frequent reason given was
"I ' was not required to take any of them,” followed by, *I do not feel 1 need
to improve my English.”” An estimated 274 of the population never took
the TOEFL. examination. Among those who had taken it. one fourth
reported scores in the range of 501-550, while nearly one third reported
scores over dH0),

Table 17 presents data on factors students throught prevented them
from establishing good relationships with U.S. nations. Over all, they did
not perceive any one of the listed factors as serious barriers. “Your being a
foreigner” received the highest mean score, but it was considered as only
“somewhat” preventing them from establishing good relationships, closely
followed by “Their attitude toward you.” The least iraportant barrier was
one’s religious hackground.

In Table 18, data wi*h regard to the rating of oneself and prestige ac-
corded to one's country are presented. Students were asked to give ratings
on three characteristics of themselves and their home country's prestige,
as they themselves perceived them, as they thought theis friends in home
countries would rate them, and as they perceived U.S. students would rate
them. For every item, the mean rating score was highest for tieir pereep-
tion of rating by friends in the home country, followed by their own rating,
and last by their perception of how U.S. students would rate them. Among
the four items, (one's academic performance. intelligence. phvsical

60
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Table 15. Importance and Evaluation of English Language Skills,
and Evaluation of English Language Courses.

(* Olstribution®)

(% Distribution®’)

Need Items 1 2 3 4 3 [} 7 Total Mean SE 1 2 3 4 H 4 7 Yotal Mean SE
English Language Skiils Importance of skills®: Self-Evaluation of SkilisS:
Understonding spoken English. 35 08 0.1 29 22 98 80.6 100.0 6.5} .7 07 1.0 27 11.2 137 30.8 40.0100.0 5.88 .07
Giving an orol presentotion in closs. 27 08 05 4.6 8.6 193 6361000 628 .05 2.7 22 65 193 206 264 22.3 100.0 5.21 .09
Reading (textbooks, journals, etc.) 24 06 01 25 34 149 7591000 652 .07 08 09 1.6 9.9 147 31.4 40.6 100.0 5.94 .07
Writing popers and o thesis. 20 07 01 22 55 144 7511000 652 .05 35 1.3 54 17.6 22.6 256 24.0100.0 5.27 .12
Toking tests. 24 06 07 53 8.4 167 6601000 631 .04 1.3 1.5 21 133 196 31.2 31.0 100.0 566 .06
Toking closs notes. 25 06 03 32 68 180 6861000 640 .07 2.1 1.9 56 151 19.1 250 30.2 100.0 546 .08
Porticipating in closs discussions. 25 04 04 33 86 241 6071000 630 .05 46 38 59 20.6 18.4 23.0 23.7 100.0 5.08 .09
Conversing with foculty members ond other

<tudents 20 08 03 47 86 251 5851000 626 .06 1.7 1.0 52 163 17.7 29.3 28.7 100.0 5.50 .08

() Dll’rlhuﬂonu')
Need items 1 2 3 4 H ] 7 Yotal Mean SE
Evaluationd: of English Language Courses

English Languoge Skills for Improvement of Skilis®:
Understonding spoken English. 9.5 58 6.8 205 14.7 147 28.0100.0 524 .18
Giving on oral presentation in closs. 126 5.3 8.5 23.1 13.4 141 2301000 502 .16
Reoding (textbooks, journols, etc.) 9.1 47 50 23.4 151 17.1 25.6100.0 5.27 .15
Writing popers ond o thesis. 121 4.4 68 19.6 141 215 21.5100.0 507 .16
Toking tests. 102 45 99 237 156 18.6 17.5100.0 505 .14
Toking closs notes. 175 6.9 8.2 21.4 140 145 1751000 4.78 .18
Porticipating in closs discussions. 120 9.0 6.8 249 159 160 154 100.0 4.85 .14
Conversing with taculty members ond other

students 9.8 7.1 7.2 23.7 161 158 2031000 507 .15

0. ond b.: See Table 6 footnotes.
c. very poor,
quite poor,

somewhat poor,
neither poor nor good,

Now»
o

aWKN -~
Iwnn

d. Evoluotion wos given by thos who hod token English longuage courses. Approx-

imotely 35% did not toke such courses.

somewhot good,

quite good,
very good.

very poorlr,
quite poorly,

somewhot poorly,
neither poorly nor well,

5
)
7

LANN R

somewhot well,
quite well,
very well.



Table 16. English Language Data®-

Havo you taken any Engllsh courses for

foreign students on campus? Parcant
Yes: 49.3
No: 50.7
Totol 100.0
Roasons for not taking any English courses for foreign b
students among thoso who did not toke any. Percent™"
I do not feel | need to improve my English 41,
| hove no time to take them. 12.5
| have no money to loke them. 6.1
I do not think they will improve my English. .4
| have schedule conflicts. 3.1
I plan 1o toke them later. 2.8
There ore no English courses for foreign students on this compus. 4.5
| was not required 1o toke any of them. 69.0

TOEFL score ronge

(% Distribution) Porcent
Never token 26.7
Below 400 0.3
400-450 4
451-500 1n.z
501-550 24.7
551-600 18.3
Over 600 14.3
Total 100.0

a. The percentages ore papulation estimotes computed with weights assigned to all the cbservatians, ac-
cording to the statistical rules on sampling. Therefore, actual frequencies are not reported.

b. Percentages do not total to 100.0%, since the respandents were allowed to give mara than ane reason.

Table 17. Barriers to Establishing Good Relationships
With U.S. Nationals

How much Is sach factor preventing you

from having good relationships with (% Distribution®)

U.S, Natlonals? b 2 3 4 3 Mean SE Yotal
Your command of English. 384 176 259 . 70 230 .06 1000
Yaur religious backgr >und. 700 122 1.2 3.8 27 157 .05 100.0
Your racial backgrou d. 353 198 242 1.6 9.1 240 .05 1000
Your cultural backgr wund. 285 197 258 163 9.7 259 .06 1000
Yaur political view. 53.2 140 186 7.3 6.9 201 .09  100.0
Yaur being o fareiyner. 154 228 280 176 162 297 .06 100.0
Your attitude *uward others. 46.1 20.7 179 9.5 5.8 2.08 .06 100.0
Their ottitude toword you. 18.3 208 297 17.7 137 2.88 .05 100.0

a. % distribution, meons and SE {standard errors of means) are population estimotes computed with
wieights assigned to all the observations according to the statistical rules on sompling. Therefore, octual
frequencies are nat reparted.

b. 1 = nototall,
2 = o little,
3 = somewhot,
4 = much,
5 = very much.
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Table 18. Self-Rating of Oneself and Country of Origing.

(&3 Dll'rlhu’lono') (% Dll’rlhu'lono')
Rated I1tems 1 2 3 4 3 Total Meaon SE 1 2 3 4 3 Total Meon SE
How do you think your friends in your
How do you rate . .. .? country would rate .. ..?
Your ocodemic performonce. ('R 21 309 460 208 100.0 3.85 .04 0.5 1.0 233 445, 297 1000 4.00 a3
Your intelligence. 0.1 31.6 49.9 18.3 100.0 386 .03 - 0.2 2.0 50.3 28.4 100.0 4.07 .03
Your physical appearonce. 0.6 32 471 359 132 1000 3.58 .04 0.5 27 434 368 165 1000 3.66 .04
Prestige (status) of your country in the world. 37 172 392 281 1.9 1000 327 .06 20 121 354 334 17.2 1000 3.52 04

How do you think U.S. students would
rate ....?

Your ocademic performonce. 0.3 51 331 40.6 209 100.0 3.77 .04
Your intelligence. 1.2 3.1 322 43.8 19.7 100.0 3.78 .05
Your physicol oppeorance. 2.3 9.7 479 287 1.5 100.0 3.37 .05
Prestige (status) of your country in the world. 165 318 315 146 55 1000 2.6 .05

a. % distribution, means ond SE (stondord errors of meons) or:fopulolion estimates computed with weights assigned to oll the observotic -is occordir.y to the stotistical rules
on sompling. Therefore, actual frequencies are not reported.

b. 1 = Among the lowest
2 = Fairly low
3 = Averoge
4 = Foirly high
5 = Among the highest



appearance, and prestige of hume country), the prestige of home country
received the lowesi averuge score in all three “views”, while intelli-
gence and academic performance were rated higher than physical appear-
ance and prestige of home country.

Tables 19-21 present personal characteristics of students. In Table 19,
which includes basic demographic data, the majority of students weve in
the age range of 23-32, an estimated three fourths of the population were
male, the majority of students were single, and nearly 40 percent of
students were married and accompanied by their spouses. As to the
primary financial sources, an estimated one third of the population were
supported by private sovrces such as parents or relatives. The second and
third large categories were those on university assistantships and those on
home government scholarships. The table also includes inforination as to
major areas of study, grade point average and academic levels.

Table 20 presents percent distribution of countries of origin and
regions of the world. The largest groups came from Iran, Taiwan, Nigeria,
and India. In Tabie 21, with data on living arrangements, we see nearly
one half of this population lived in apartments off campus. Table 22
presents information as to returning home. Two questions related to- the

Table 19. Selected Personal Characteristics
(% Distribution®:)

l.ge Percont Sex Percent Marltal Status  Percent Primary Financlal Source Percant
17.22 17.6  Moaole 74.3  Single §5.7 A.L.D., LASPAU, or AAIl
3-27 39.2 Female 25.7 Married: The (AIFGRAD) scholarship. 3.2
28.32 7.9 spouse is Scholoarship from your
33.37 10.7 Total  100.0 with me 38.4 government. 21.9
3d-oveor 4.6 Married: The Rocketellar or Ford scholarship. 0.7
m— spouse is in Fulbright scholarship. 0.4
Totol  100.0 my country. 4.6 University assistontship. 227
Other 1.3 Paront or relatives (gifts, loans). 34.8
——=— Savings. 6.9
Total 100.0 Employment off compus. 6.3
Meon = 27.4 Employment on campus. 341
Range = 17-55
Totol 100.0
Malor Areas of Study Percent Grade Polnt Average Percent Academic Level Percont
Engineering 237 Between 0.00 and 2.44 4.0 Freshmon 1.5
Agriculture 8.9 Between 2.45 and 2.84 13.0 sophomore 6.1
Notural & Life Sciences 9. Between 2.85 and 3.24 25.2  Junior 10.5
Business & Management 17 0 Between 3.25 and 4.00 57.8 Senior 17.0
Educatian 3.7 ————  Master’s Student 3.0
Humonities 1.6 Total 100.0 Ph.D. Student 27.5
Health Professions 4.2 Special--Non-degree
Sociol Sciences 8.3 Student 4.4
Other 243 T
_— Totol 100.0
Total 100.0

Q.

Percentoges are population estimates computed with weights assigned to oll the observotions according
to statisticol rules on sampling. Therefore, fraquencies are not reported, since they ore not actual but

weighted frequencies.
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students’ return intention were askec . Due to the duference in missing
‘ases, the percentages of no intention o remain in the U.S. differ between
the two questions. An estimated one fourth of this population had no in-
tention of staving permanently in the U1.S. under any circumstances, while
approximately one fourth had jobs waiting in home countries. On the
other hand, one third had not made any plans for finding jobs.

Table 20. Region and Country of Origin
(% Distribution9)

South and
Africa Percent East Asla Percant
Nigeria 9.7 Taiwan 13.6
Egypet 1.5 India 6.7
Kenya 1.4 Thailand 4.1
Libya 1.0 Korea 3.6
Ghana 0.9 Malaysio 3.2
Sudan 0.8 Indonesia 1.4
South Africa 0.6 Philippines Vom
Cameroon 0.5 Pakistan 1.3
Algeria 0.4 8angladesh 0.7
Other 3.2 Singapare 0.4
Regian Total 20.0 Other 1.9
Region Total 38.3
Letin America Percent Southwest Asla Percent
Venozuela 3.6 Iran 18.8
Mexica 2.2 tsrael 1.1
8rozil 1.6 Lebanon 1.0
Colombio 1.5 Jardaon 0.6
Chile 1.2 Iraq 0.4
Peru 0.9 Other 1.4
Jamoica 0.7 Region Total 23.3
Ponama 0.6 Rt
Costa Rica 0.6 Tatol 100.0
Argentina 0.5
Other 3.2
Region Total 16.6
Europe Percent
Portugal 0.2
Turkey 1.6
Ragion Total 1.8

a. The percentages are population estimates computed with weights assigned ta oll the observations, ac-
carding to the statistical rules on sampling. Therefore, actual frequencios are not reported.

Results of Hypothesis Testing

In this section, highlights of the results of hypothesis testing are
presented. Fach one of the thirty-three hypotheses delineated in the
chapter on Theoretical Framework was reduced to empirical hypotheses.
As far as hyvpothesis testing was concerned, importance of needs was
operationally measured by 24 importance composites, and satisfaction of
needs by 24 satisfaction composites. This replaces individual items which
were judged to be too numerous to deal with here. Linguistic needs
as measured by composites for English language skills will be presented



Table 21. Living Arrangements9-

Where do you live now? Percent
In o dormitory. n.3
In married student housing. 24.5
In a room off campus withaut caoking privileges. 1.3
In @ room off compus with cooking privileges. 9.6
In an apartment off campus. 46.0
In o trailer. 0.8
In o house off campus. 6.5
Total 100.0

Whom do you live with?

U.S. family 1.9
U.S. studoent(s). 9.5
Fareign student(s) from anather country. 5.3
Student(s) from yaur country. 16.8
Your spause {and children). 37.0
Alone 20.9
Otherb: 8.6

Total 100.0

a. The percentages are population estimotes computed with weight assigned 1o oll the observations, accor-
ding to the statisticol rules on sompling. Therefore, octual frequencies are not reported.

b. Mixture of friends ond relatives.

Table 22. Returning Home
{% Distribution@:)

ln_vomlon to stay permanently in the Unlted States Percent
Definitely not. 25.7
Very unlikely. 18.3
Somewhat unlikely. 9.8
Undecided. 2.1
Somewhat likely. 10.8
Very likely. 8.5
Definitely will. 3.8
Total 100.0
Reasons which might make one remaln In the Pouon'b' of Respondents
United States permanently Glven the Reason
Palitical contlict ot homa. 29.2
Not being able to find a jab at home. n.2
A good job offer in the U.S. 25.2
Marriage to a U.S. citizen, 13.6
Family members’ advice. 7.3
Nathing wauld maoke me wtay permanently in the U.S. 8.0
Looking fur Job In one's country Percent
Yes, | rm. 12.6
Na, | am not. But | plan to do so. 28.9
No, I an* not. | have not made any plans about finding a job. 34.0
No, | om nat, because | have a job waiting for me. 24.5
Total 100.0

. The percentages are population estimates computed with weight asigned to oll the observations accar-
ding to the stotistical rules on sompling. The-efore, actual frequencies ore not reported.

b. These ligures do not total ta 100, since respondents were able to choose more than ane reoson.
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after the results on these need composites are presented. Therefore, in
the following tables, English language composites are not included,

Table 23 presents composite codes, their names, and items used to
form the composites., ltem numbers correspond to the numbers in the
questionnaire (Appendix B). Each composite score was the sum of scores
of items. Tables are presented only for thase hypotheses where indepen-
dent variables are categorical measures. Otherwise, weighted Pearson’s
correlation coefficients are given,

Hypothesis 1: Perceived importance of needs is greater than satistaction of
them.

For all need composites, importance scores were found to be
significantly highcor than satisfaction scores bevond .01 level. Thus, the
hypothesis was supported.- The data on the difference between iimportance
and satisfaction scores are found in Table 24,

For every need composite stadents indicated a level ol satisfaction
lower than that of importance.” Therefore, data supports the hypothesis
that, to a great extent, needs were not heing met at a level approaching
their impaortance.

We regard to this gap betweer importance and satisfaction of needs to
he a potential or actual source of frustration among stadents, especially
where the gap is great and high importance is placed. The following com-
posites were the five least met with the widest gaps between the importance
and the satistaction scores,

1. Need for practical experience.

2. Pre-return information needs.

3. Anticipated post-return needs for professional opportunities and

facilities.

4. Financial needs.

5. Anticipated post-return needs for material rewards,

The need for practical experience was the least met of all, this com-
posite ranked the second highest in importance and the lowest in satisfac-
tion. It included two high!y correlated items: need for opportunities for
students to put into practice what they learn in class and necd for work ex-
perience in their professional fields before returning home. The composite of
needs for pre-return information exhibited the seccad widest gap. This gap

When the individual need items were exannned, ondv three items had significantly higher
siatistaction scores than importance scores, which implied that students were satisfied with
these needs more than to the extent they regarded them important, The items were "need to
know about clothes needed,” “need tor getting accustomed to U0 tood,” and “need for
observing one's religious practices.”

 For this hypothesis onlv, we aiso examined individual need items and found only three items
having higher satistaction scores than the importance scares, They were “need to know about
clothes needed™, “need for getting aceustomed to US. food ™, and “need for observing one's
religious practices.”



Table 23. Composites

Composite
Code

Composite Name

Item Number®:

Q Importance of needs for university information 109,111,113,115,119,121,123
C2 Satisfoction of the obave Satisfaction scores of the obove
Q Importonce of needs for community informotion 129,131,133,137,139,143,145,149
C4 Satisfoction of the obove Sotisfaction scoras of the above
cs Importonce of needs for foreign student life information 135,141,155
C6 Sotisfoction of the obave Sotisfaction scores of the obove
Cc7 Importance of needs regarding ocodemic planning 157,159,16)
(o] Satistoction of the obove Satisfoction scores of the obove
c9 Importance of needs regarding academic relotionships 165,167,169,175
cio Sotisfoction of the abave Satisfoction scores of the obove
(4] Importonce of needs for relevoncy of education 213,215,217,219,221,223,233
c12 Satisfaction of the obove Satisfoction scares of the above
(e k] Importonce of needs for training to apply knowledge 225,227,201
Cl4 Satisfoction ¢ f the obove Satisfaction scoies of the obove
Cis Im-ortance of needs for extrocurricular leorning 235,237,239
opportunities
Q16 Satisfoction of the obove Satisfaction scores of the obove
(a)) Importonce of needs for procticol experience 241,243
cs Sotisfoction of the abave Sotisfaction scores of the obove
c19 Impartance of needs regording university environment 245,247,255,257.263,267
C20 Satisfaction of the above Satistaction scores of the obove
c Impartance of needs for focilitating course work 249,251,253,265
c22 Satisfoction of the obove Satisfoctior: scares of the above
c2 Importonce of finoncial needs 271,273,275,309,311,313,315,317,
319,321
C24 Sotisfoction of the obove Sotisfaction scores of the above
C25 Impartance of neods regording living in o U.S. community  323,325,327,329,331,337,339,343,
345,347
C26 Sotisfoction of the obove Satisfoction scores of the obove
c27 Importonce of noeds for octivities with U.S. nationals 333,335,359,419,421,423
Cc28 Satisfaction of the abave Sotisfoction scores of the above
c29 Impartance of housing needs 349,351,353,355,357,361
C30 Satisfaction of the obove Satisfaction scores of the above
Cai Importonce of neods of the spouse 363,365,367
C32 Sotisfoction of the above Satisfaction scores of the obove
cs3 Importonce of general fomily needs 369,371,373,375
C34 Satisfaction of the obove Sotisfaction scores of the obove
C15 Impartance of needs regording relationships with 409,411,413,415,417
faculty ond statf
C36 Satisfaction of the obove Sotistaction scores of the above
cagd Importonce of pre-return informotian needs 427,429,431
C40 Sotit.~z%ion of the obove Sotisfoction scores of the obove
c4 Impartonce of articipated post-return needs for 433,435,437
moteriol rewords
C42 Satisfoctian of the abave Sotisfaction scores of the obove
C43 Impartance of anticipated post-return needs for 439,441,443,445,447,449,451,45)
professionol opportunities ond facilities
C44 Satisfoction of the above Sotisfoction scores of the obove
C45 Importance of primary goals 455,457,459
C46 Likelihood 1o ochieve the above Likelihood scores of the obove
C47 Imnorionce of secondory goals 461,463,465,467,469,471,473
Cc48 Like Aood 1o achieve the above Likelihood scores of the cbove

a. The numbors rofer to item numbaers in the questionnaire {Appendix B).

b. There were no C37 ond C38
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perhaps can be filled more readily by colleges and universities, while the
first one poses a variety of difficulties. The third and the fifth widest gaps
were found among anticipated post return needs. These gaps indicated
students’ eoncern about the needs they would have after returning home
and their rather pessimistic anticipation of satisfaction of those needs. The
wide gap in financial need was expected; however, it ranked only tenth in
importance.

The following five composites had the narrowest gap between impor-
tance scores and satisfaction scores (listed in ascending order):

1. Needs for university information,
2. Needs for foreign student life information.
3. Primar. goals.
!
)

4. Needs for community information,
5. Secondary goals,

Students did not place high importance on needs for university informa-
tion, vet were highly satisfied with the amount of knowledge they obtained.
This pertains to the tvpes of information which are formally available.
Needs for information on foreign student life was another of the least impor-
tant and relatively well satisfied needs. This composite included items per-
taining to food and spices, services for foreign students, and sponsor's rules,
all of which students appeared to find out fairly casily and consequently did
not place much importance on them.

We noted that primary goals, such as obtaining the degree and other
academic goals, were among the most important and the students tended to
be highly confident about achieving these goals. Secondary goals pertaining
to broader experiences were ranked quite low in importance, vet associated
with anticipation of moderate likelihood of achieving them. Information
regarding community living was moderate in terms of importance and
rather high in satisfaction, All in all. with regard to goals and information,
gaps between importance and satisfaction were the smallest, indicating less
likelihood of frustration.” It appears that information was rather readily
available, and that students felt quite confident about achieving goals of
high importance.

Hypothesis 2: Importance of educational needs does not differ from impor-
tance of other needs.

Hypothesis 3: Satisfaction of education needs does not differ from satisface-
tion of other needs,

Table 24 presents detailed data for these hvpotheses.

Among  twenty-three composites twelve of them are primarily
educational, while eleven are not. Composites were divided into two
categories according to their mean scores: the high importance category for
the top 12 composites and the low impertance category for the remaining 11
composites. FFor both importance and satisfaction composites, the distribu-
tion was the same. Six of the primarily educational composites fell in the

Other needs mentioned by students are presented in Appendix A,

HY



Table 24. Importance and Satisfaction of Needs and Differences Between Scores:
Composite Means, Standard Errors and Item Averages®-

Importance Composites Satisfaction Composites Ditferences®

lnmb' tem Il.rnb' Item Iurnb' Item

Number Mean SE Average Rank Numbar Mean SE Averoge Rank Number Mean SE Average Rank
<t 39.91 .29 5.70 16 C2 37.64 .50 5.38 2 C1-C2 2.33 .58 .33 23
c3 46.26 .26 5.78 1" Cc4 39.73 74 4.97 4 C3-C4 6.62 77 .83 20
cs 15.54 14 518 23 cé6 13.77 5 4.59 8 C5-C6 1.78 22 .59 22
(o4 16.78 5 5.59 18 c8 14.04 2 4.68 7 c7-C8 2.88 .26 .96 17
c9 22.86 12 5.71 14 cio 17.77 .45 4.44 13 c9-Cio 5.15 51 .24 14
cn 41.99 .27 6.00 9 12 319 .59 4.46 n cn-Qn2 10.97 .67 1.57 7
ci3 15.92 RA 5.31 19 Clq 11.64 .22 3.88 21 C13-24 4.39 21 1.46 10
ci15 15.60 N 5.20 22 C16 a7 a7 3.72 R C13-C16 4.50 .21 1.50 8
Q7 12.72 .08 6.36 2 ci8 7.0 .24 3.55 23 C17-C18 5.62 .28 2.8} 1
Q19 36.68 .24 6.11 5 c20 28.54 .43 4.76 6 C19-C20 R E] 44 1.36 12
21 22.82 A5 WAl 14 c22 16.53 .32 4.13 17 C21-C22 6.44 37 1.61 6
c23 59.26 .46 5.93 10 C24 40.51 .69 4.05 19 C23.C24 18.59 .95 1.86 4
c25 55.83 34 6.20 4 C26 45.89 .51 5.10 3 C25-C26 10.03 .39 1.1 16
c27 31.85 .23 5.31 19 c28 26.40 .47 4.40 14 C27-.C28 5.7 .52 .95 18
c29 34.62 21 577 13 C30 25.86 42 4.31 16 C29-C30 8.90 .47 1.48 9
(@) 17.09 .24 5.70 16 C32 13.03 34 434 15 C31-C32 4.14 4 1.38 n
C33 23.15 .28 578 1 C3a 17.90 .28 4.48 10 C33-C34 5.24 .42 1.31 13
C35 30.29 7 6.06 7 C36 24.75 .51 4.95 5 C35-C3¢% 5.61 .45 1.2 15
C39 16.03 5 6.01 8 C40 11.97 a7 3.99 20 C39-C40 6.12 A9 2.04 2
(@} 18.87 .10 6.29 3 C42 13.65 .26 4.55 9 C41-Ca2 5.22 .26 1.74 5
C43 48.79 g 6.10 6 C44 33.04 49 413 17 Ca3-C44 15.69 .47 1.96 3
C4a5 19.57 .08 6.52 1 C46 17.74 .20 5.9 1 C45-C46 18€3 22 .61 21
C47 42.01 .20 5.25 yal C48 35.68 .61 4.46 n C47-C48 6.44 .64 .92 19

a. All the tigures are wr ghted population estimates.
b. For names and items included in each compasite. see Table 23.

c. All the means were found 1o be significantly different irom zero beyond .01 level. Means and SE are thase of differences between importance ond satistaction composite
scores of individual observations, weighted.



high importance and high satisfaction categories. and likewise, six of
primarily non-educational composites fell in the same category. The
remaining six educational composites and  the remaining five non-
educational composites fell in the low importance and low satisfaction
categories. The distribution was nearly identical between educational and
non-cducational composites. Furthermore, non-educational composites in
this study are highlv associated with educationzl needs by content due 1o
the very nature of the study, We conclude, as far as the particular tvpes of
needs included in this study, that we did not find any signiticant difference
cither in terms of importance or in terms of satisfaction between primarily
educationai and non-cducational needs. The educational vs. non-
educational dichotomy ftself is questionable when applied to students.
Hypothesis 1: hnportance of needs varies by sponsorship categories of
students,
Hypothesis 5: Satisfuction of needs vinies by sponsorship categories of
students,

Students were divided into four sponsorship categories by their
primary source ol support:

. those ~sponsored by ALLD.,

2. those sponsored by home governments,

3. those <upported by other scholarships or assistantships. and

4 those supported by themselves and/or other private sources.

For most of the composites, sponsorship categories did not difter
significantlv. Significant differences were noted. however, in seven impor-
tance composites and in six satisfaction composites (See Table 275 Iinpor-
tance compoxites scores analyvzed by sponsorship categories are presented in
Table 25, and the data satistaction composites in Table 26, The results of
the empirical hyvpotheses tested are shown in Table 27.

First. the rank order of the categorical means for cach COMPpPOSIte 1s
presented from high to Jow reading trom left 1o right. For the remaining
hypotheses, the order will not he presented. since the rank order can be easi-
Iv noted by inspection of tables. Furthermore, signiticant rank orders are
designated under the colummn of “significantly different categories’ in the
tihles,

A special wwdde to read the notations under Usignificant (v different
categortes ™ is given at this point, Detailed findings of empirical hypotheses
tested can be read by following this instruction. which will be applicable to
all the rables where the heading, “sigmificantly ditterent categories,”
appears. None’ means that no categories were found to he significantly
ditferent trom others in terms of composite means. Where category numbers
arcwritten, the category (or categeries) with a higher mean is placed on the
left side and the one with a lower mean on the right side of v A comma
between two category numbers means that the adjacent catevories did not
differ signiticantly hetween themselves, hut differed from the category on
the other side of v For exemple, with regard to Importance composite
CLin Table 270 category 2 placed significantly higher importance than



rategory -4 on composite C1L It also shows that category 2, however, was not
significantly different from categories 1 and 3. likewise category 4 was not
ditferent from categories 1 and 3. Another example: In the same table, as to
5. category 1 was found to place significantly higher importance on this
composite than categories 4 and 3. Even though category 4 had a higher
mean than category 3, they were not significantly different from each other.,
Category 2 was found to he not significantly different from any one of the
others,

Fven though not all composites showed significant differences among
the sponsorship groups, we note some tendeney which deserves mention,
Overall. category 3 (predominantly assistantship supported) placed less im-
portance on composites 3 through 21, which are mostly current academic
needs. We alsa noted. even though not all are statstically significant, that
this category tended to rank high for the same composites of needs in terms
of satisfaction scores. In other words, this category of students appueared (o
experience least frustration. "They were less concerned with these academic
needs, while they tended 1o be more satisfied with the same needs than
students in other categories. We attribute this tendeney to the experiences
on UsCcampuses Tor those who receive assistantships as beiny substantive-
v different from those who are not on assistantships. We realize this claim
warrants further investigation,

Another striking tendeney 0 he noted in Table 27 is the clustering of
category I at the Jowest rank for importance composites (23 through €17,
exeept €39 and C45). even though statistically ot significant. These are
needs related 1o mostly non-academic issues and post-return conditions. [t
appears that this category of students (ALD. sponsored) were less concern-
ed with non-academic needs and needs in terms of future, Onee again, we
repeat these rank orders were statistically not significant and should be
taken as trends which need to be further investigated. -

Hypothesis 6: Importance of needs varies by age of students.,
Hypothesis 7: Satistaction of needs is posttively related 1o age.

Faen though moscof he composites were sivnificant v related to age of
students from the statistical point of view. in none of the composites did age
account for 5 or more of variation. The highest correlation co-efficient was
A7 with the satisfaction composite of needs regarding academic plariing
(81 The second high was (16 with the importance composite of general
family needs (pertaining particularly 1o concerns with children). Ranking

When we compared the gap hetween the tmportance ~core and the satisfaction seore of the
composttes ab anticipated needs tor post return material rewards,  indeed, AL,
SPONSORED <todents imdicated the Towest gap. folowed by home government-sponsored
student Yet therr gap between the fesel of nnportance and that ¢t anticipated satisfaction
wissemtreantv lower thanonly that of the <elf ar privateis supported grovp. With regard 1o
the rmiportamer and satisfaction ~core gan on anticipated needs tor post-return professional
apportumities and facilities, onee again, ALDSPONSORED <tudents showed the narrowest
gaprand. for these needs. the students on assistiant<hips and « holarships showed the largest
gap. Howeser these gaps among sponsorskip categories did not ditter sipniticantly.



Table 25.
Importance of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Sponsorship Categories®-

"
4

¢

Home Governmen? Other Scholarships Self and Other
A.1.D.-Sponsored Sponsored and Assistantships Private Sources
Composlite Item tem Item ttem
Numbers®: Meon SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average
al 40.89 1.07 5.84 40.96 .39 £.85 40.55 .33 5.79 39.35 .40 5.62
c3 46.87 1.26 5.86 47.0% .49 5.88 45.30 .49 5.66 46.37 34 5.60
5 16.70 .44 5.57 16.08 .28 £.36 15.06 .35 5.02 15.42 .14 5.14
7 17.22 .67 5.74 17.28 .28 5£.76 16.01 .38 5.34 16.89 a9 5.63
c9 22.86 .82 5.72 22.94 .38 3.74 22.64 .24 5.66 2291 a9 5.73
can 42.6° 1.27 6.09 42.38 .63 6.05 41.06 .80 5.87 4211 .28 6.02
a3 16.83 .45 5.6} 15.90 .38 5.30 15.31 .23 5.10 16.15 9 5.38
Ccis 16.01 .45 5.34 16.05 .33 535 5.2 16 5.07 15.57 .23 5.19
a7 12.52 .25 6.26 12.38 16 6.19 12.76 .10 6.38 12.88 .08 6.44
(&1 36.67 .98 6.11 36.90 .30 6.15 36.35 .30 6.06 36.7 .38 6.12
(a¥])] 22.37 .76 5.59 23.17 .28 5.79 21.49 .25 537 23.34 .18 5.84
C23 549 217 5.49 57.94 1.53 5.79 58.60 .61 5.86 60.28 .72 6.03
c25 54.57 1.25 6.06 55.72 .39 6.19 55.50 .43 6.17 55.86 .62 6.
c27 30.70 A 5.2 30.87 Al 5.15 31.12 .36 5.19 32.63 .37 5.44
c29 34.05 1.42 5.68 35.32 .38 5.89 34.35 .42 5.73 34.51 .32 5.75
(@) ] 15.77 1.00 5.26 17.51 .45 5.84 17.53 .28 5.84 16.77 .31 5.59
c33 22.02 1.26 5.51 23.14 .49 5.79 23.76 .49 5.94 22.93 .48 5.73
c3s 29.68 .95 5.94 30.63 .46 6.13 30.19 .35 6.04 30.19 .28 6.04
c3%9 18.30 .52 6.10 18.69 .24 6.23 18.09 6 5.03 17.67 32 5.89
cal 18.05 .56 6.02 18.92 22 6.31 18.76 a1 6.25 18.94 A3 6.31
C43 47.4 1.35 5.93 49.59 .62 6.20 49.90 3t 6.24 47.90 .64 5.99
C45 19.14 .42 6.38 19.62 2 6.54 19.68 12 6.56 19.51 10 6.50
C47 40.97 .96 512 41.99 .42 5.25 41.93 .23 5.24 42.32 .23 5.29

a. Means and SE (standard errors of means) ore weighted populotion estimates. Eoch item average was computed by dividing the composite mean by the number of items in-
cluded in each compasite.

b. For the composite names and items included in each composite, see Table 23.



Table 26.
Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Sponsorship Categories®-

Home Government Other Scholarships Self and Other
A.1.D.-Sponsored Sponsored and Assistantships Private Sources
Composlite Item tum item tem
Numbersb- Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Averags
c2 37.81 .80 5.40 3917 .40 5.60 38.46 .27 5.49 36.70 .93 5.24
C4 38.24 77 4.78 40.12 .65 5.02 40.65 .70 5.08 39.27 1.34 4.9
cé6 13.96 .35 4.65 14.06 .35 4.69 13.78 .20 4.59 13.70 .27 4.57
cs8 14.94 .68 4.98 14.93 .29 4.98 14.73 .32 4.9 13.15 .27 4.38
cio 17.93 .68 4.48 18.37 31 4.59 18.82 .36 4.71 16.97 .72 4.24
ci2 31.96 1.47 4.57 32.34 .84 4.62 32.42 .38 4.63 30.30 .87 4.33
Cl4 12.05 .42 4.02 12.09 .33 4.03 11.43 .19 3.81 11.51 .33 3.84
C16 11.79 .41 3.93 11.08 .22 3.69 11.59 .18 3.86 10.95 .24 3.65
(& ]:] 7.02 39 3.5 7.14 .25 3.57 7.7 13 3.86 6.77 .38 3.39
c20 26.95 77 4.49 29.08 49 4.83 30.75 35 5.3 27.38 .66 4.56
Cc22 16.86 .77 4.22 16.70 .27 4.18 17.69 21 4.42 15.82 .57 3.96
C24 45.74 1.72 4.57 40.46 .94 4.05 43.75 97 4.38 39.09 1.22 3N
C26 46.94 1.24 5.22 46.90 .77 521 45.7C .59 5.08 45.52 .82 5.06
cas 26.81 .86 4.47 25.81 .59 4.30 25.89 .45 4.31 26.84 .89 4.47
C30 24.01 1.32 4.00 25.81 .63 4.30 26.50 .46 4.42 25.87 .60 4.3
c32 14.33 76 4.78 12.81 .78 4.27 13.49 .44 4.50 12.61 .49 4.20
C34 17.78 .92 4.44 17.97 .45 4.49 17.30 .45 4.33 17.79 .62 4.45
C 24.81 .61 4.96 25.57 .51 5.1 26.06 31 5.2 23.52 .79 4.70
C40 11.97 .67 3.99 1nn 3l 3.90 11.98 .24 3.99 121 .20 4.04
C42 14.78 .50 4.93 14.19 .38 4.73 13.47 .28 4.49 13.32 .38 4.44
Ca4 32.22 1.19 4.03 34.32 .88 4.29 32.22 .60 4.03 32.60 .66 4.08
Ca6 17.29 .27 5.76 18.37 .20 6.12 18.24 16 6.08 17.26 .32 5.75
C43 35.77 .93 4.47 36.71 .55 4.59 37.27 .29 4.66 34.58 1.09 4.32

0. Meons ond SE (standard errors of meons) are weighted population estimates. Each item average was computed by dividing the composite meon by the number of items in-
cluded in each composite.

b. For the romposite names and items included in each composite, see Table 23.



Table 27. Coraparisons of Importance and Satisfaction Composites
of Needs by Sponsorship Categories

Composlite Rank Order of Sponsorship Cuhgorlnlb' Significantly Ditferent Compc.'te Rank Order of Sponsorship Culngorl.tb' Significantly Different

Number®" in Importonce Composites Cal-gorl-s“ Number®* in Satisfoction Composites Cai.gorlou"
cl 2 1 3 4 2vs. 4 c2 2 1 4 3 None
C3 2 1 4 3 None C4 3 2 4 1 None
cs 1 2 4 3 1vs. 4,3 (&) 2 1 3 4 None
(@4 2 1 4 3 2vs. 3 (@] 1 2 3 4 The rest vs. 4
c9 2 4 1 3 None ci10 3 2 1 4 None
(& B] 1 2 4 3 None Q12 3 2 1 4 None
Q13 1 4 2 3 1.4vs. 3 C14 2 1 4 3 None
Qs 2 1 4 3 None Cié 1 3 2 4 None
Q17 4 3 1 2 4vs. 2 ci8 3 2 1 4 None
19 2 4 1 3 None C20 3 2 4 1 3 vs. the rest
(ev]} 4 2 1 3 4,2vs. 3 c2 3 1 2 4 Jvs. 2, 4
c23 4 3 2 1 None “24 1 3 2 4 1.3vs. 4
c25 4 2 3 1 None C2e 1 2 3 4 None
c27 4 3 2 1 4 vs. the rest c28 4 1 3 2 None
c29 2 4 3 1 None C30 3 4 2 1 None
3 3 2 4 1 None C32 1 3 2 4 None
C33 3 2 4 1 None C34 2 4 1 3 None
C3s 3 4 2 1 None cs 3 2 1 4 Jvs. 4
c39 2 1 3 4 None C40 4 3 1 2 None
c4 4 2 3 1 None C42 1 2 3 4 None
C43 3 2 4 i None C44 1 2 4 3 None
C45 1 3 2 4 None C46 2 3 1 4 2,3vs. 1, 4
c47 4 2 3 1 None C48 3 2 1 4 Nane

o. For the composite nomes and items included, see Table 23.

Coregories are: 1 = A.L.D.-sponsared, 2 = home government spansored. 3 = ather scholarships ond assistantships. 4 = self or private sources. The cotecories are

ranked from high to low reading from left to right.

c. The categories designoted differed in their means beyond the .01 le.el of signiticonce. "None™ indicotes no signiticant ditierencez omong the cotegaries. For the guide to
reod this calumn, see page 71.



behind that was the third high of .14 with the satisfaction composite of
needs regarding relevance of education. The correlations indicate that, even
though the amount of variatica accounting for each composite was rather
low, older students tended to be more satistied with the way academice plan-
ning took place and with relevaney of education oftered here. They also
tended to place more importance on familiar needs. particularly concerned
with children.

Hypothesis 8: Importance of needs varies by sex of students,
Hypothesis 9: Satisfaction of needs varies by sex of students.

For most of the composites, sex categories indicated no significant
differences. Sex differences in composite scores were found, however, in four
com,. osites, in all of which the female students scored higher than the male
students. Those composites were all importance composites: needs regar-
ding academic planning (C7), needs for facilitating course work (('21), an-
ticipated post-return needs for material rewards (C41), and secondary goals
(C41). As to the satis: ction composites, there were no significant
differences between malex and females. Female students tended to place
higher importance on academic concerns, hoth in program planning and
course work activities, and secondary goals which ¢o bevond obtaining the
degree. Thev were also more concerned about jobs, salaries, and housing
upon returning home than male students. Their concern on these post-
return needs may very well refleet the sex diserimination they might face
upon return to their home countiies (Table 28).

Hypothesis 10: Importance of needs varies by marital status of students,
Hypothesis 11: Satisfaction of needs varies by marital status of students,

Students were categorized by marital status as follows: (1) single, (2)
married. the spouse with the student, (3) married, the spouse at home, and
(1) other. The fourth category was not included in the comparison of
categories due to its extremely small size (Tables 29 and 30).

Marital status did not show significant dificrence in most of the com-
posites. On the other hand, there were three importance composites where
significant  differences were found among  some  categories. Married
students, both with or without the spouse here, rated information for
foreign student life higher than the single students, Converselv, single
students rated needs for activities with U.S, nationals higi. - than married
students, with or without the spouse in the U.S,

There were four satisfaction composites where differences were signifi-
cant. Married students with the spouse at home were less satisfied with
their knowledge of community information. Single students were less
satisfied with needs regarding academic planning pertaining to the degree
programs than married groups. Married students with the spouse at home
indicated higher satisfaction with housing needs than married students
with the spouse here, though neither group ditfered significantly trom the
single students with regard to these needs. Married students with the
spouse at home indicated significantly higher anticipated need satisfaction
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Table 28. Importance and Sc“isfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Sexa-

Importance e - } — ___.___Vatisfaction
Female . Male __ Female ____Male -
Significantly Significantly
Composite 1ter Item DiHferent Composlite Item Item Ditferent
Numbers®:  Moan SE A...age Meon SE Averoge Categoriest: Numbers®: Meon SE Average Mean SE Averoge Categories®
Ci 40.86 .49 5.84 39.61 .34 5.66 N C2 36.98 .58 5.28 37.89 S5 5.41 N
[ek} <6.46 .29 5.81 46.14 30 5.77 N C4 39.06 .97 4.88 40.00 .75 5.00 N
(-] 15.61 .22 . 15.50 16 5.17 N cé 13.30 .27 4.43 13.96 15 4.65 N
c7 17.38 .27 5.79 16.56 .15 L.52 fvs. m cs8 13.59 .34 4.53 14.18 21 4.73 N
c9 2313 .34 5.78 .73 12 5.69 N c1o 17.56 .35 4.39 17.84 49 4.46 N
(@] 42.54 .44 6.08 41.85 .34 5.98 N Q12 29.85 .80 4.26 31.61 .57 4.52 N
13 16.21 21 5.40 15.82 12 5.27 N Ci4 11.06 .28 3.69 11.83 .23 3.94 N
Cis i5.81 .23 5.27 15.52 .14 5.17 N Q16 11.16 .25 3.72 11.14 19 N N
a7z 12.94 .13 6.47 12.65 .08 é.32 N cis 6.93 .34 3.47 7.4 .24 3.57 N
ci9 37.31 .39 6.22 36.47 .26 6.08 N C20 28.25 .89 4.7 28.65 .43 4.77 N
(o4] 23.7 .24 5.92 22.49 .18 5.62 fvs.m Cc22 16.02 .52 4.01 16.69 .34 4.7 N
23 60.34 84 6.03 58.85 .54 5.89 N C24 39.70 2.04 3.97 40.56 .60 4.06 N
C25 56.27 22 6.25 55.67 .41 6.19 N C26 45.1, .80 5.01 46.10 .58 5.2 N
27 31.35 .57 523 32.02 .34 5.34 N c28 26.49 .77 4.42 26.36 .56 4.39 N
c29 35.37 .46 5.89 34.39 21 5.73 N C30 2597 .62 4.33 25.83 43 4.31 N
N 15,39 .51 5.46 17.20 .28 5.73 N 32 13.62 .69 4.54 12.90 .39 4.30 N
c33 23.32 .89 5.83 23.09 .23 5.77 N C34 17.63 .80 4.4 17.94 .35 4.49 N
c3s 30.70 .25 6.14 30.17 19 6.03 N C36 24.43 .57 4.89 24.81 .55 4.96 N
C39 18.34 31 6.1 17.95 14 5.98 N C40 12.02 .3 4.01 11.94 21 3.98 N
Cay 19.21 R 6.40 18.75 N 6.25 fvs.m C42 13.55 .32 4.52 13.66 .30 4.55 N
C43 49.54 .44 6.19 48.63 .38 6.08 N Ca4 32.59 .76 4.07 33.13 .60 4.14 N
C45 19.70 .16 6.57 19.55 .10 6.52 N C46 17.92 24 5.97 17.70 .23 5.90 N
Ca7 42.86 .28 5.36 41.74 .29 5.22 fvs.m C4a8 35.58 N 4.45 35.72 62 4.47 N

0. b. See Footnotes a and b in Table 26.

c. See Footnote ¢ in Table 77,



Table 29. Importance of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Marital Status9-

Marltal Status Categories®:

Category | Category 1 Cotegory 3
Significantly

Camposite Item 1tem Item Ditferent
Number™: Mean St Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Categories®

Ci 39.49 .42 5.64 40.42 .51 5.77 39.76 9N 5.68 N

ca 46.20 .35 5.77 46.40 34 £ 45.39 1.05 5.67 N

[ 15.10 .18 5.03 15.98 .22 5.3 16.57 .45 5.52 3. 2vs. )

<7 16.79 a9 5.60 16.65 17 5.55 17.27 .50 5.76 N

c9 nn .16 5.68 2.9 19 5.57 23.20 46 5.80 N

cn 41.71 39 5.96 42.34 32 6.05 42.00 1.42 6.00 N

13 15.75 24 5.25 16.08 19 5.36 16.00 .93 5.33 N

Cis 15.43 20 5.14 15.79 n 5.26 15.74 .68 5.25 N

7 12.85 o9 6.43 12.58 10 6.29 11.98 .40 5.99 N

Q19 36.73 .32 6.12 36.56 24 6.09 36.62 .92 6.10 N

()] 22.78 .23 5.69 22.87 18 5.72 22.80 Al 5.70 N

3 59.19 74 5.92 59.31 73 5.93 58.57 1.35 5.86 N

25 56.20 4 6.24 55.24 .40 6.14 55.64 1.54 6.18 N

7 32.69 29 5.45 30.84 .57 5.14 29.99 .83 5.00 1vs. 2,3

29 34.68 7 5.78 34.57 .23 5.76 34.85 .62 5.81 N

c3ie- — - — 17.51 22 5.84 — — — —_

c33e- — — _ 23N .25 5.93 — — — —

c35 30.21 22 6.04 30.43 3 6.09 29.97 .99 5.99 N

c39 17.95 A3 5.98 18.16 21 6.05 17.97 .68 5.99 N

cal 18.84 A2 6.28 18.97 17 6.32 18.26 .63 6.09 N

C43 48.52 34 6.07 42.15 46 6.14 48.65 1.85 6.08 N

C4a5 19.60 .10 6.53 19.52 13 6.51 19.76 .25 6.59 N

Ca7 42.14 32 577 41.98 39 5.25 41.28 .84 5.16 N

a. Means, SE (standard error of means) are weighted population estimates. Each item average was computed by dividing the composite mean by the number of items includ-
ed in each composite.

b. For the composite names and items included in each composite. see Table 23.

c. Marital categories: 1 = single; 2 = married. the spouse with the student: 3 = married, the spouse ot home. The fourth category wos not included in this comparison, due
to its extreme'v smol size.

d. Categories listed were significontly different ot .01 level. "None™ stands for no difference omong categories. For the guide to reod this column, see page 71.

e. Responded only bv cotegory two.



Table 30. Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Marital StatusS-

Marital Status Categorles®

Category 1 Category 2 B .. Category )
Significantly

Composlte Item Item Item Differsnt
Numberb- Mean SE Average Meoan SE Average Moan St Average Categories?-

C2 37.38 .60 5.34 38.23 .43 5.46 36.03 1.67 5.15 N

C4 39.60 .69 4.95 40 40 .87 5.05 35.01 1.48 4.38 2,1vs. 3

Cé 13.53 .16 4.51 14.24 .23 4.75 12.61 .68 4.20 N

c8 13.57 .23 4.52 14.53 .28 4.84 14.96 .63 4.99 3, 2vs. 1

cio 17.68 .33 4.42 17.81 .64 4.45 17.78 1.32 4.45 N

2 30.47 .48 4.35 32.06 1.03 4.58 3az 1.02 4.45 N

Ci4 11.39 .20 3.80 11.99 42 4.00 11.31 .74 3.77 N

(@] 10.95 A7 3.65 11.42 3 3.81 10.97 .51 3.66 N

cis 6.66 .20 3.33 7.65 .38 3.82 7.37 .37 3.68 N

Cc20 28.00 .40 4.67 29.33 .51 4.89 27.06 1.79 4.51 N

c22 16.39 3 4.10 16.75 .43 4.19 15.15 94 3.79 N

C24 40.15 1.45 4.01 41.04 .86 4.10 37.44 2.74 3.74 N

Q26 45.90 .58 5.10 46.15 .59 5.13 42.86 1.86 4.76 N

c28 26.70 .38 4.45 26.30 .82 4.38 22.85 1.50 3.81 N

C30 25.27 .44 4.21 27.03 .57 4.50 23.30 .93 3.88 2vs. 3

C32¢e- — — — 13.10 .41 4.37 —_ —_ — —

C348- —_ — — 18.07 31 4.52 — — —_ —_

C36 24.23 .44 4.85 25.39 .63 5.08 24.88 1.27 4.98 N

C40 11.73 16 39 12.31 .26 4.10 12.21 .79 4.07 N

C42 13.39 .20 4.46 13.77 .43 4.59 15.31 55 5.10 Jvs. 1

Ca4 32.47 .46 4.06 33.61 .88 4.20 34.02 1.69 4.25 N

C46 17.49 19 5.83 18.01 .25 6.00 18.16 .34 6.05 N

Cc48 35.10 .60 4.39 36.51 .57 4.56 34.07 1.9 4.26 N

9. Meaons, SE {standord error of means) ore weighted population estimotes. Each item overoge was computed by dividing the composite mean by the number of items includ-
ed in eoch composite.

b. For the composite nomes ond items included in eoch composite, see Toble 23.

€. Marital cotegories: 1 = single: 2 = morried. the spouse with the student; 3 = morried, the spouse ot home. The tourth category wos not included in this comparison, due
to its extremely smoll size.

d. Cotegories listed were significantly ditferent at .01 level. "None” stands for no difference omong categoriaes. For the guide to read this column, see page 7:.

e. Responded only by category two.



regarding post-return material needs which include appropriate jobs,
salaries, and housing,

Hypothesis 12: Importance of needs varies by the command of Knglish
students have,.

Hypothesis 13: Satisfaction of needs varies by the command of English
students have.

The command of English was measured by two measures; (1) TOEFL
score ranges, and (2) the self evaluation composite of English skills (C50).
Most of the need composites, both importance and satisfaction, indieated
highly significant correlation coefficients from a statistical point of view,
However, when the coefficients were examined substantively, TOEIFL score
ranges did not account for 5« or more of the veriation in any one of the com-
posites.”” The three highest correlation coefficients were found between the

TOEFIL ranges and the following composites; importance (r = .14) and
satisfaction (r = .12) of needs for facilitating course work and importance of
general family needs (r = .15).

The self evaluation composite of Knglish skills showed several highly
significant and substantive relationships with several composites, in ac-
counting for more than 10° of variation in cach composite. The correlation
was positive for every one of the following relationships: (1) satisfaction of
needs regarding university environment (r = .36), (2) satisfaction of needs
for facilitating course work (r = .43), (3) likelihood to achieve primary goals
(r = .44), and (4) secondary goals (r = .43). Stated another way, those
students who had a greater command of English skills tended to be more
satisfied with the university environment; i.e. measured as a composite of
understanding the grading system and course requirements, opportunities
to discuss course work with faculty members, getting advice from academic
advisors, being respected as a fellow human being by U.S. students, and
having magazines and newspsavers from their countries available in the uni-
versity library. In addition, they were more satistied with needs for being
able to take class notes well, having extra time in taking exams, having op-
portunities to discuss course work with U.S. students, and having
publications available in one’s area of study from one’s country at the
library. They were more confident in achieving the secondary goals, i.e. ob-
taining broader experiences in the U.S. than the others.

The same composite accounted for 5 or more but less than 107 of
variation in the following composites; (1) satisfaction with needs for uni-
versity information {r = .31), (2) satisfaction with needs for community in-

formation (r = .28), (3) satisfaction with needs regarding academic
relationships (r = .23), (4) satisfaction with needs regarding living in a U.S,
community (r = .29), (5) satisfaction with needs for activities with U.S,

nationals (r = .71), and (6) satisfactien with needs regarding relationships

“For this preliminary analysis, correlation coefficients were used. However, we consider
ANOVA would be more appropriate for further analysis, since TOEFL scores were recorded
by ranges rather than raw scores.
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with faculty and staff (r = .29). The correlation cocfficients were all
positive.” All in all, English language skills appear to be a strong predictor
of satisfaction with needs, particularly those of an informational and in-
terpersonal nature.

Hypothesis 14: Importance of needs varies by graduate vs, undergraduate
status of students.

Hypothesis 15: Satisfaction of needs varies by graduate vs. undergraduate
status of students.

Graduate and undergraduate students did not differ in most of the
composites. However, significant differences were noted in seven impor-
tance composites, and in four satisfaction composites. Graduate students
placed higher importance on needs for university information than un-
dergraduate students, while they did not differ significantly in terms of
satisfaction iSee Table 31,

Undergraduate students placed higher importance than graduate
students on six composites. They considered needs regarding academic
planning more important than graduate students did, while graduate
studonts were more satisfied than undergraduate students with the same
needs. With needs for practical experience and needs regarding university
environment, che same differences were noted, t.e. higher importance plac-
ed by undergraduate students and higher satisfaction indicated by graduate
students,

With regard to the following need composites, undergraduate students
placed significantly higher importance, while no difference was noted as to
satisfaction bhetween these two categories of students: needs for facilitating
course work, financial needs, and needs for activities with U.S. nationals,
Fven though not significant, graduate students did score slightly higher
than undergraduate students in satisfaction of the first two, while the third
one was scored higher by undergraduate students,

Grraduate students indicated higher satisfaction with needs for interae-
tion with faculty and staff, while their importance score did not differ
significantly from that of undergraduate students. With regard to most of
the needs, students did not differ by praduate and undergraduate status,
However, where significant ditferences were found, graduate students tend-
ed to be more satistfied than undergraduate students, while undergraduate
students tended to feel stronger needs than graduate students in certain

Is=ues.

In addition, we found the self-evaluation composite of English skills accounted for more than
3 of variation in importance composites of harriers to establish good relationships.
Understandably, the correlation was negative in this case. Students with higher command of
Faglish placed less importance on the barriers than others.
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Table 31. Importance and Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Classificationa.

-Claulfication Categoriest

- _ importance i B o B Scll:{g:?_lon
— . Category1 _Category 2 .. Lategory 1 . .. Category 2
Signlficantly Significontly
Composite item ttem Different Composita Htem Item Different
Numbersb:  Mean SE Average Mean SE Avarage Categorles® Numbers®:  Mean SE Avera,e Mean SE Average Categoriest
Qi 38.63 .47 5.52 40.70 .24 581 2vs. 1 2 37.14 .78 5.3 37.80 .40 5.40 N
c3 46.41 .54 5.80 46.11 .32 5.76 N [eX) 38.99 1.10 +.87 39.90 .62 4.99 N
cs 15.70 .18 5.23 15.45 7 5.15 N cé 13.26 .27 42 13.95 n 4.65 N
c7 17,24 Rl 5.75 16.54 2 5.51 1vs. 2 cs8 13.19 .24 4.40 14.49 .20 4.83 2vs. 1
c9 277 .23 5.69 22.87 12 5.72 N C10 7.1 5% 4.28 18.09 .42 4.52 N
o 42.43 .38 6.06 41.75 .39 5.96 N Ct2 30.43 .64 4.35 31.70 .57 4.53 N
c13 16.17 .22 5.39 15.76 6 5.25 N Cls 11.52 .33 3.84 11.70 .24 3.90 N
ci1s 15.77 23 5.26 15.53 13 5.18 N cié 10.86 .28 3.62 11.25 17 3.75 N
Q17 13.04 .07 6.52 12.51 a2 6.26 Twvs 2 cis 6.29 .26 3.14 7.47 .24 3.73 2vs. )
c19 37.44 24 6.24 3¢.28 .24 6.05 Vvs. 2 c20 26.81 .60 4.47 29.32 4 4.89 2vs. 1
C2t 23.55 19 5.89 22.28 .21 5.57 1vs. 2 C22 15.57 .58 3.89 17.08 .20 4.27 N
c23 61.61 .65 6.16 58.22 .56 5.82 1vs. 2 C24 33.51 1.67 3.85 41.41 .66 414 N
cas5 56.75 .73 6.31 55.18 .30 6.13 N C26 45.38 A 5.04 46.00 51 51N N
c27 32.91 .42 5.49 1.06 41 5.18 Twvs 2 Cc28 26.57 .65 4.43 26.11 .38 4.35 N
c29 35.03 41 5.84 34.48 .26 5.75 N C30 25.53 A 4.25 2595 .36 4.32 N
c31 16.53 .44 5.51 1716 .29 5.72 N C32 12.32 .73 4.1 12.87 .38 4.29 N
C33 2276 .78 5.69 23.14 .24 5.78 N C34 17.38 1.00 4.35 17.78 .25 4.44 N
C35 30.51 .20 6.10 30.15 .24 6.03 N C36 23.03 .76 4.61 25.54 .45 5. 2vs.
Cc39 18.3 .9 6.10 17.90 19 5.97 N C40 11.53 .35 J3.84 12.10 .16 4.03 N
ca 19.19 .18 6.40 18.72 13 6.24 N C42 13.88 .32 4.63 13.57 .30 4.52 N
C43 45.57 .54 6.07 48.95 .36 6.12 N C44 33.36 .70 417 32.7¢ .53 4.09 N
C45 10.77 13 6.59 19.49 a2 6.50 N C46 17.45 .36 5.82 17.92 .13 5.97 N
Ca7 42.70 4] 5.34 41.74 .38 5.22 N Ca8 33.98 1.18 4.25 36.51 .35 4.46 N
o. See Footnote ¢, Toble 29.
b. See Footnote b, Table 29.
Clossitication categories: 1 = Undergraduate, 2 = Graduate.
d. See Footnote d, Table 29



Hypothesis 16: Importance of needs varies by major field of students.
Hypothesis 17: Satisfaction of needs varies by major field of students.

Major fields of study were grouped into the following five categories: (1)
engineering, (2) agriculture, G3) natural ana life sciences, () social seiences,
and {5y other. With regard to importance of needs, the hy pothesis was sup-
ported by ten composites, while no significant ditferences among categories
were found in the remaining thirteen composites (See Tables 32 and 33,

On aeeds for academice planning, students in agriculture placed higher
importanee than engineering students, while they did not differ significant-
v from the est. On needs tor relevaney of education and needs for training
to apply knowledge, agricultural students again placed higher importance
than students i engineering and natural and life sciences. On needs for ex-
tracurricular learning experiences, they placed higher importance than
students v other fields, except they did not differ significantly from
students in social sciences. They, along with the fifth category of students,
placed  higher importance than  engineering  students on needs  for
Facilitating course work and needs regarding university environments (need
tor understanding the grading svstem, course requirements. opportunities
to diseuss course materials with faculty members, ete.r. On housing needs,
they placed higher importance than those in enginecring and social
sciences, while they did not ditfer significantly from the rest. They placed
higher importance than the rest texceept those in natural and life sciences)
on needs tor presreturn intormation. On anticipated post-return needs, both
for material rewards and tor professional opportunities and facilities, thev
placed higher importance than those in engineering and in the fifth
category. On anticipated post-return needs for professional opportunities
and tacilities students in natural and Fte seiences also placed higher impor-
tance than the rest, A this stage of our data analvsis, we were not able to
give a good explanation as to why students in agriculiure stood out in im-
POrtance composite scores,

With regard to satistaction. we tound significant dilferences in three
composites. With satisfaction of needs regarding academic planning,
students inagriculture not only ranked the highest in the importance score
but also in the satizfaction score, being signiticantly difterent from students
in the fitth category. With regard to satisfaction of needs for practical ex-
periences, students in natural and lite sciences (the highest) were
stnificantly different from those in engineering (the lowest). Students in
agriculture were more satisficc than those i ~ocial sciences and in the fifth
category. We feel the above findings with major tield categories can be ex-
plained onlv with further analvsis, sinee we suspect there are some contoun-
ding factors we do not know about a¢ this point of data analvsis, Sinee the
students i agricnlture mostly did not ditfer from others but ranked high or
middle with regard to satistaction, we consider the above findings with im-
partance scores might be an indication that thev were more concerned
ahout these needs for some unknown reasons rather than they were more
dissatistied, particularly with relevaney and application of education,
academic matters and post-return situations.
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Table 32. Importance of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Major, Recoded9-

Major Categories™

Category 1 Category 2 N Category 3 _ _ ~ Ca',giry 4 ___Category $
Significantly
Composlite Itom tem item Item 1tem Different
Numberb- Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Average Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Average Mean SE Averaoge Ca!ogorlud'
(&) 39.06 .69 5.58 41.05 .65 5.86 40.45 R 5.78 39.54 .73 5.65 40.06 .32 5.72 N
3 16.09 .35 5.76 46.60 .86 5.83 45.34 .92 5.67 43.79 1.16 5.47 46.82 .35 5.85 N
c 1533 a7 5.1 15.63 .38 5.21 15.42 51 S.14 14.92 .60 4.97 15.73 16 5.24 N
a 16.28 .24 5.43 17.51 .36 5.84 16.49 .54 5.50 16.21 .73 5.40 17.01 19 5.67 2vs. )
c9 22.53 .32 5.63 23.06 .49 5.77 22.90 37 5.73 22.85 .66 5.7 22.98 .20 5.75 N
cn 41.48 .45 5.93 43.89 .78 6.27 40.39 68 5.77 43.24 1.55 6.18 41.97 .29 6.00 2vs. 1,3
13 15.58 22 5.19 17.30 .49 5.77 14.05 49 4.68 16.06 67 5.35 16.15 16 5.8 2vs 1vs, 3
[@F] 15.35 .18 5.12 16.67 .36 5.56 15.35 37 5.12 15.37 .68 5.12 15.62 15 5.2 2vs. 51,3
c17 12.80 12 6.40 12.72 .23 6.36 12.63 b 6.31 12.4) .26 6.20 12.74 n 6.37 N
Q19 35.83 31 5.97 37.54 43 6.26 36.20 .47 6.03 37.07 .68 6.18 36.97 29 6.16 2,5vs.
Lav]] 22.01 19 5.50 23.40 A4 585 22.20 .43 5.55 23.01 .57 5.75 22.18 19 5.79 2, 5vs. )
c23 59.56 .57 5.56 59.89 117 5.99 57.57 1.05 5.76 60.09 1.52 6.01 £9.08 83 5.91 N
C25 55.45 .52 6.16 57.85 .98 6.43 56.37 1.0V 6.26 53.70 1.37 5.97 145.90 66 6.21 N
c27 32.25 45 5.38 32.67 .79 5.44 31.66 .61 5.28 30.29 1.02 5.05 3'.78 24 5.30 N
c29 34.29 .34 sn 36.43 .54 6.07 34.47 A9 5.74 33.69 .89 5.61 34.71 41 5.79 2vs. 1,4
(@} 17.54 .22 5.85 18.20 .46 6.07 15.85 .90 5.28 16.73 .46 5.58 17.02 37 5.67 N
C33 23.14 .39 5.78 24.47 .59 6.12 21.26 1.44 5.31 24.51% .47 6.13 22,86 49 5.72 N
c35 30.05 .25 6.01 31.01 42 6.20 30.73 .40 6.15 29.82 N 5.96 20.29 21 6.06 N
c39 17.65 18 5.88 18.92 .20 6.31 18.27 .35 6.09 16.72 73 5.57 18.23 16 6.08 2vs. 5.1, 4
ca1 18.83 21 6.28 19.63 14 6.54 18.99 .28 6.33 19.07 .20 6.36 18.68 14 6.23 2vs. }, 5
C43 48.21 .47 6.03 50.58 .64 6.32 50.52 A 6.32 49.44 .72 6.18 48.30 40 6.04 2,3vs. 51
C45 19.51 n 6.50 19.83 a2 6.61 19.7 a2 6.57 19.63 .25 6.54 19.53 12 6.51 N
Ca47 41.96 .24 5.25 42.62 74 5.33 42.26 .48 5.28 41.24 1.13 5.16 41.99 24 5.25 N
A. See Footnate o, Table 27.
b. See Footnate b, Table 29.
¢. Recoded Major Categories: 1 = Engineering, 2 = Agriculture. 3 = Naturol Life Sciences, 4 = Social Sciences, 5 = Others.

See Footnate d, Table 29
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Table 33. Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Major, Recoded9-

Major Categories®-

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 3
Significantly
Composite Item item Item item item Ditferent
Numberb- Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean St Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Averoge Categories®
Cc2 37.50 .56 5.36 39.34 1.00 5.62 38.75 .44 5.54 37.02 76 5.29 37.31 .69 5.33 N
C4 39.75 .76 4.97 39.49 1.79 4.94 40.13 .81 5.02 39.28 1.23 4.9 39.74 1.03 4.97 N
cé6 13.73 .32 4.58 13.93 .34 4.64 13.33 .26 4.44 13.80 .28 4.60 13.85 19 4.62 N
(] 14.12 .34 4.7 15.18 .45 5.06 14.67 .49 4.89 13.37 . 58 4.46 13.79 .27 4.60 2vs. 5
cio 17.61 .41 4.40 18.91 .32 4.73 18.80 .45 4.70 18.30 74 4.58 17.37 75 4.34 N
12 31.51 .38 4.50 31.57 .66 4.51 32.56 1.0t 4.65 30.33 .90 4.33 30.79 1.02 4.40 N
Cl4 11.40 .29 3.80 12.37 .47 4.12 11.63 .33 3.88 11.50 .28 3.83 11.62 .40 3.87 N
cié 10.98 .35 3.66 11.40 31 3.80 11.72 32 3.9 10.52 .53 3.51 1.9 .23 3.73 N
ci8 6.67 .23 3.34 7.37 .24 3.48 8.05 .40 4.02 6.92 .37 3.46 7.07 .36 3.53 3vs. 1
Cc20 28.69 .53 4.78 28.90 .63 4.82 29.59 .79 4.93 28.66 .85 4.78 28.15 .58 4.69 N
c22 17.17 .40 4.29 16.89 .37 4.2 17.21 .53 4.30 16.06 .69 4.01 16.09 .42 4.02 N
C24 41.32 .93 4.3 40.66 2.42 4.07 44.02 1.77 4.40 37.92 1.83 3.79 39.95 1.05 3.99 N
C26 44.99 1.07 5.00 45.04 1.57 5.00 46.81 .95 5.2) 45.80 1.22 5.09 46.30 41 5.14 N
c28 26.24 .84 4.37 26.08 .82 4.35 27.32 1.03 4.55 2617 .83 4.36 26.36 .52 4.39 N
{30 26.12 .96 4.35 24.72 1.06 4.12 27.02 .65 4.50 25.81 .97 4.30 26.65 .46 4.27 N
C32 13.97 .36 4.66 14.77 .50 4.92 13.96 64 4.65 11.61 .59 3.87 12.63 .54 4.1 2.1, 3 vs.
4, 2vs. 5
C34 17.56 .83 4.39 18.79 .64 4.70 18.12 .85 4.53 16.91 1.28 4.23 18.01 .51 4.50 N
C36 24.20 .60 4.84 26.38 .80 5.28 25.87 .68 5.7 25.41 .79 5.08 24.45 .75 4.89 N
C40 12.31 .28 4.10 11.90 3 3.97 12.62 .54 4.1 11.64 .45 3.88 1.75 .29 3.92 N
C42 13.16 .20 4.39 14.18 42 4.73 13.22 .46 4.4 13.84 .50 4.61 13.84 .43 4.61 N
Ca4 31.60 .55 3.95 33.14 .85 4.14 32.75 1.63 4.09 35.31 1.82 4.4 33.39 72 4.7 N
C46 17.34 .27 5.78 17.56 .30 5.85 17.70 .30 5.90 18.03 .35 6.01 17.93 3 5.98 N
Cc48 347 .54 4.34 36.56 77 4.57 36.54 1.00 4.57 35.77 .50 4.47 35.82 1.01 4.48 N
A. See Footnote o, Table 29.
b. See Footnote b, Table 29.
Recoded Major Categories: 1 = Engineering, 2 = Agriculture, 3 = Natural Life Sciences, 4 = Social Sciences, 5 = Others.

a

See Footnote d, Table 29



Hypothesis 18: Importance of needs varies by length of stay in the U.S. and
at the school,

Hypothesis 19: Satisfaction of needs varies by length of stay in the U.S.
and at the school.

Length of stay was measured by the total months of stay in the U.S.
and the total months of stav at the university of current enrollment. Both
measures correlated significantly with most of the composites. However,
ncae explained 5% or more of variation in any composite of needs. Among
the correlations of the total months of stav in the U.S. with need com-
posites, the highest three were with satisfaction of needs for activities with
U.S. nationals (r = .17), satisfaction of needs for community information
(r = .16), and importance of general family needs (r = .15). Among the cor-
relations of the total months of stay at the school, the highest three were
with the satisfaction scores of the following need composites: 1) needs for
university information, 2) needs for foreign student life information, and
3) needs regarding living in a U.S. community. Ail of the above three cor-
relations were positive and the same (r = .1.4).

Hypothesis 20: Importance of needs varies by the region of the world from
which they come.

Hypothesis 21: Satistaction of needs varies by the region of the world from
which thev come.

The regions included for comparisons were 1) Africa. ) South and
sast Asia, 3) Southwest Asia (or the Neart East), and 4) Latin America.
Furope was exeluded from this analysis, sinee only two countries, Portugal
and Turkey, were included in the study and students from these two coun-
tries were comparatively very small in number.

As to importance of needs, twelve composite scores were significantly
different among the regions. Mainly, the differences were found between
African and Asian students on the composites. while students from Latin
America were found not to be significantly different from students of other
regioms (See Table 34).

African students placed higher importance than students from South
and East Asia on the following need composites: 1) needs for community
information. 2) needs regarding relationships with faculty and staff, and
3) anticipated post-return needs for material rewards. In other words,
African students ranked highest and South and East Asian students ranked
lowest in placing importance on the above listed needs and they were
significantly different in their importance scores. African students also
placed higher importanee than Southwest Asians on needs for foreign stu-
dent life information, and needs regarding the university environment,
Students from African placed higher importance than hoth of these Asian
groups on the following need compesites: 1) needs for training to apply
knowledge, 2) needs for relevancey of education, 3) needs regarding living in
a ULS. community, and 4) anticipated post-return needs for professional
opportunities and facilities. They, along with students from Latin
American, placed higher importance than Asian students on pre-return in-
formation needs. Finally, African students placed a higher importance on
needs regarding extracurricular learning opportunities than the rest.
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Students from Latin America ranked the highest in placing importance
on needs regarding académic planning and scored significantly different
from those from South and East Asia, the lowest ranked.

Students from Latin America were overall the most satisfied group,
while those from Southwest Asia (or the Near East)" appeared to be the
least satisfied group. There were only three satisfaction composites where
no significant differences were found among regions: 1) needs regarding
academic planning, 2) needs for relevance of education, and 3) needs of the
spouse (See Table 35).

Students from Latin America rated the highest in satisfaction, when
Furopeans were excluded from the comparison, in the following need com-
posites and significantly higher than the students from the other three
regions: 1) needs for community information, 2) needs regarding living in a
LS. community, 3) needs for activities with U.S. nationals, and 4) hous-
ing needs. All of them pertained to community living and interaction with
local community members. This might be an indication of self-perceived
acceptance of this group being higher than the rest. Theyv also ranked the
highest in satisfaction with the following need composites and significantly
higher than the following groups: 1) needs for university information
(higher than students from hoth Asian regions), 2) needs for foreign student
life information (higher than African students), 3) needs regarding
academic planning (higher than African and Southwest Asian students),
4) needs for extracurricular learning opportunities (higher than students
from Africa and Southwest Asia), 5) needs for facilitating course work and
financial needs (along with students from South and Kast Asia both higher

Predominantly students from Tran. even though Lebanon, Israel, Jordan, Iraq, ete. were in-
cluded in this region. Data had been collected betore the “hostage erisis™ in Iran took place.

Weanalyzed two individual need items relating to perception of aceeptance. The satistaction
seores of “need for being treated as fairly as U.S. students by faculty members”™ and “need
for being respected as a fellow human heing hy 1S, students™ were compared among regions
of the world. The results indicated the tollowing tendencies. As to the need for fair treatment
by faculty members, Southwest Asion students (predominantly Iranians) were the least
satisfied groap, followed by African students, The most satisfied group was students from
Farope, tollowed by those from Latin America. As to the need for human respect by U8,
students, once again, students from Latin America and Faurope were the two most satisfied
group-, with students from Southwest Asia and Africa again being the least satistied groups.
For both measares, stadents from South and Fast Asia remained at the middle ranking.
Even though the average score for any regional group was higher than -£.00 (above the neutral
peint and on the side of being satistied rather than dissatisficd), only the average scores of
Latin Americans and Europeans exceeded 5.00 thetween “somewhat satisfied” and “quite
satisfied™),

We might add the following prelimiary findings; those who were detinitely planning to go
home were the least satisfied group of students with regard to the need for cyual treatment
by taculty members. African students, who were least satisfied with the need for human
treatment by US0 students and second least satisfied with the need for equal treatment by
faeulty members, were the group who indicated the least intention to stayv in the ULS, per-
manently. The Furopean and Southwest Asian students took the first and second high scores
in terms ot intention to remain in the U8, permanently, even though the highest average
seare (Ruropean group was only between “undecided” and “somewhat unlikely to remain
permanently™ in the [°.8.



Table 34.
Importance of Needs: Composite Means and Standard Errors by Region®@-

Region Caugorle:"

He

Reglon 1 Reglon 2 o . Regloni Reglon ¢
Sigaificantly

Compo.l‘- tem Item item tem DIH.r-rg
Number - Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Msan SE Avg. Msan SE Avg. Reglons™*

ci 40.09 .30 5.73 40.71 .39 5.82 38.88 .83 5.55 39.31 .51 5.62 N

c3 47.43 .38 5.93 45.65 .30 SN 46.30 .78 5.79 5.69 99 5.84 1vs. 2

cs 16.23 .26 5.4% 15.69 15 5.23 14.98 .29 499 15.17 .50 5.06 1vs. 3

(o 17.24 .27 5.75 16.36 .23 5.45 16.80 .33 5.60 17.26 .19 5.75 4vs. 2

c9 n.92 .25 5.65 22.88 16 5.72 22.79 .56 5.70 23.05 .28 5.76 N

cn 43.50 .50 6.21 41,93 .24 5.99 40.95 .67 5.85 42.38 .62 5.05 1vs. 2,3

13 16.93 3 5.66 15.87 RI 5.29 15.08 .28 5.03 15.89 .38 5.30 Tvs. 2,3

s 16.94 a7 5.65 15.36 n 5.12 14.83 .39 4.94 1559 37 5.20 tvs. 4,23

c17 12.79 .20 6.39 12.66 .10 6.09 12.57 .15 5.99 12.54 .22 6.19 N

c19 37.72 .42 6.29 36.53 .24 5.09 35.93 .44 5.99 37.12 .41 619 1vs. 3

c21 22.38 .54 5.60 22.53 .19 5.63 23.29 .25 5.82 23.40 .43 5.8% N

c23 59.84 1.22 5.98 58.75 .5¢ 5.88 59.99 1.23 6.00 59.11 1.25 5.¢ N

C25 58.23 .48 6.47 55.18 .46 613 54.49 .70 6.05 56.13 .85 6.24 1vs. 2,3

c27 30.84 .69 5.14 31 74 .25 5.29 32.44 .61 5.4 32.62 41 5.44 N

c29 34.46 .45 5.74 34.51 .26 5.75 34.62 .64 5.77 35.28 56 c. N

ca 16.47 .79 5.49 16.67 .23 5.56 17.99 .61 6.00 17.67 39 5.89 N

C33 23.26 .68 5.81 22.56 .46 5.64 24.06 .21 6.01 23.75 .41 5.94 N

C35 30.95 )| 6.19 29.84 .18 5.97 30.12 .40 6.02 30.63 .34 613 1vs. 2

c39 18.84 .28 6.28 17.87 .16 5.96 17.14 35 3N 18.75 29 6.25 1,4vs. 2,3

(o2}] 19.24 6 6.41 18.50 21 6.17 19.18 .26 6.39 18.95 .30 6.32 1vs. 2

C43 50.57 .62 6.32 48.48 .50 6.06 47.26 .56 59 49.76 ‘10 6.22 1vs. 2,3

C45 19.93 21 6.64 19.45 .09 6.48 19.52 .20 6.51 19.69 2 6.36 N

C47 41.51 .81 5.19 41.80 27 5.23 4212 .47 5.26 43.18 &3 5.40 N

anga

See Footnote a., Table 29.

See Footnote b., Table 29.

Region cotegories: 1 = Africa, 2 = South ond Eost Asia. 3 = Southwest Asia, 4 = Latin Americo. Europe was not included due to its extremely smoll size.
See Footnote d., Toble 29.



Table 35. Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Region@-

Reglon CategoriesS-

6

- Reglon 1 Region 2 . _ Reglon 3 o - o Region 4
Significantly

Composlite Item item Item Item DiHecont
Number®: Mean SE Avg. Mean St Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. l.glonld'

c2 38.21 .74 5.46 36.84 .48 5.26 36.73 1 5.25 39.49 49 5.66 4vs. 2,3

(] 38.19 74 4.77 39.49 .72 4.94 37.64 1.03 4.70 44.09 .76 5.51 4vs.2,1,3

Ccé 12.99 30 4.33 13.78 .20 4.59 13.94 .34 4.65 14.39 .27 4.80 4vs. 1

cs8 14.08 .36 4.69 13.95 .31 4.65 13.80 .55 4.60 14.69 42 4.90 N

1o 17.83 .29 4.46 18.10 .43 4.53 16.15 1.01 4.04 19.03 .36 4.76 4vs. 1,3

Q12 32.4) 99 4.63 32.20 .42 4.60 28.23 1.54 4.03 31.69 .85 4.53 N

Ci4 12.48 .29 4.16 11.77 a9 3.92 10.67 .46 3.56 11.70 .36 3.90 1vs. 3

cl6 10.73 .45 3.58 11.62 .22 3.87 10.34 34 3.45 11.73 .24 3.9 4vs. 1, 3:2vs. 3

(& F:} 6.84 .25 3.42 7.68 19 3.84 6.05 .63 3.02 7.4) 37 3.70 2vs. 1

C20 28.57 Nal 4.76 29.09 .52 4.85 26.72 .67 4.45 29.85 .44 4.98 4, 2vs. 3

Cc22 16.27 .26 4.07 17.38 20 4.35 14.74 .86 3.68 17.44 .45 4.36 4, 2vs. 3

C24 36.43 1.48 3.64 42.59 1.07 4.26 38.32 1.73 3.83 42.56 2.29 4.26 2vs.

C26 44.24 .73 4.92 45.75 .52 5.08 43.60 .82 4.84 50.64 .89 5.63 4vs. 3,1, 3

c28 24.16 .72 4.03 25.94 .45 4.32 26.01 1.00 4.33 30.3 .62 5.05 4vs. 3,21

C30 22.79 .90 3.80 25.66 5 4.28 25.70 .59 4.28 29.63 .63 4.94 4vs. 2, 3vs. ]

C32 1213 1.07 4.04 13.54 .47 4.51 11.53 .84 3.84 13.83 .40 4.61 N

C34 17.77 .95 4.44 18.07 .33 4.52 16.51 .65 413 18.81 .42 4.70 4vs. 3

C36 25.84 .42 517 24.84 .46 4.97 22.43 1.10 4.49 26.19 .50 5.24 4, 1vs. 3

C40 11.03 .37 3.63 12.60 .28 4.20 11.70 23 3.90 11.66 .59 3.89 2vs. 1

C42 14.83 .26 4.94 13.45 .28 4.48 12.52 .58 4.17 14.26 .45 4.75 1vs. 2,3

Ca4 35.02 .74 4.38 32.86 .47 4.1 30.39 .68 3.80 34.55 .85 4.32 1.4,2vs. 3

Ca6 18.68 .18 6.23 17.75 2 5.92 16.53 .33 5.51 18.54 A6 6.18 1,4vs.2vs, 3

C48 35.76 .59 4.47 36.32 .63 4.54 32.69 1.32 4.09 38.31 .49 4.79 4vs. 1,3

anoo

See Footnote a. Table 29.

See Foatnote b, Toble 29.

Region cotegories: 1 = Africo, 2 = South ond Eost Asia. 3 = Southwest Asia, 4 = Latin America. Europe was not included due ta its exi.cmely small size.
See Footnote d, Table 29.



than those from Southwest Asia), 6) general family needs (higher than
those from Southwest Asia), 7) needs regarding relationships with faculty
and staff (about the same as African students, but higher than those from
Southwest Asia), 8) anticipated post-return needs for material rewards
(along with Africans, the highest ranked, and those from South and Kast
Asia, all higher than those from Southwest Asiar, 9) perceived likelihood to
achieve primary goals (along with African students higher than the rest, the
lowest ranked heing those from Southwest Asia), and 10) perceived
likelihood 1o achieve secondary goals thigher than those from Africa and
Southwest Asia).

Students from Africa ranked the highest in satistaction with needs for
training to apply knowledge and significantly higher than those from
Southwest Asia, the lowest ranked in this composite. Africans also ranked
highest in satistaction with anticipated post-return needs tor material
rewards and significantly higher than those tfrom both regions of Asia.
South and Fast Asian students scored the highest in satistaction of pre-
return information needs and significantly higher than those from Africa,
the lowest ranked in this composite.

Hypothesis 22: Importance of needs varies by whether or not students par-
ticipated in orientation programs.

Hypothesis 23: Satisfiaction of needs varies by whether or not students par-
ticipated in orientation programs.

Participation in orientation programs was measured hy the following
categories: 1) did not attend at all, 2) attended only in the U.S.. 3) attend-
ed onl in home country, and 0 attended orientations both in home coun-
try and in the U.S. As to the importance of needs, variation was noted by
orientation_experience in the following needs composites. Those who
attended orientation programs hoth in home countries and in the U.S. rank-
ed the highest with regard to importance placed on needs for university in-
formation and were significantly higher than those who did not attend at all
(first category). Those who attended orientation programs only in home
countries ranked the lowest with regard to importance placed on needs for
training to apply knowledge and significantly lower than the other three
categories. Those who attended orientation programs onlv in the U.S. rank-
ed the highest in placing importance on financial needs and significantly
different from the rest except for those who did not attend orientation
programs at all. However, overall, it appears that orientation experiences
did not make much difference in perceived importance of most needs
among students. As to satisfaction, none of the composites were found to he
significantly different by orientation experience of the students See Tables
36 and 370,

Hypothesis 24: Importance of needs varies by the amount of previous inter-
national experience students had.

Hypothesis 25: Satisfaction of needs varies by the amount of previous in-
ternational experience students had.,
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Table 36.

Importance of Needs. Composute Means and Standard Errors by Orientation®-

Ovl.n'ailon Cotegories®:

cauntry but did not ottend in the U.S.. 4

d. See Footnote d. Table 29.

= did attend orientation both in their country ond in the U.S.

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 &'.gog{ . .
Significantly
Composlte ltem ttem tem Item Ditferent
Number " Mean SE Avg. M.cn SE Avg Mean SE Avg Mean SE Avg. Categories
(@) 38.46 54 5.49 39 81 .63 5.69 39.75 .97 5.68 40.62 31 580 4vs. 1
C3 46.44 59 5.81 46.33 .52 5.79 4586 1.37 573 46.04 .27 5.75 N
cs 1513 37 504 15.54 3 518 14.94 82 4.98 15.72 .18 5.24 N
c? 16.96 33 5.65 16.58 .25 5.53 15.97 .48 5.32 16.90 .20 5.63 N
co 22.90 .40 573 22.81 .33 5.70 21.72 62 5.43 22.87 .20 5.72 N
cn 42.16 .65 6.02 42,73 .60 6.10 40.15 1.37 574 41.90 .43 5.99 N
i3 16.26 44 5.42 16.43 .29 5.48 13.90 .75 4,63 15.77 .26 5.26 2,1, 4vs. 3
ci1s 15.61 33 5.20 15.97 .27 5.32 15.38 .43 5.13 15.47 .20 5.16 N
iz 12.89 22 6.44 122.n A7 6.35 12.63 .32 6.31 12.65 A2 6.32 N
c19 37.07 45 6.18 37.06 .46 6.18 35.80 .62 5.97 36.55 .39 6.09 N
c2t 22.58 3 5.65 22.69 .20 5.67 21.9 .40 5.48 22.86 .24 5.72 N
c23 60.47 9¢ 6.05 61.24 .70 6.12 57.40 96 5.74 58.62 .67 5.86 2vs. 4,3
c25 56.18 .84 6.24 56.64 .42 6.29 54.63 .82 6.07 55.51 .50 6.17 N
c27 32.48 .48 5.4 31.58 .66 5.26 31.13 1.22 5.19 31.96 .42 5.33 N
c29 34.69 .80 5.78 34.45 .59 5.74 33.65 .78 5.61 34.72 .29 5.79 N
< 17.05 .51 5.68 17.23 .59 5.74 15.93 1.19 5.31 17.27 .33 5.76 N
C33 23.79 5 5.95 21.96 .80 5.49 23.02 1.16 5.76 23.35 .44 5.84 N
c3s 30.40 .42 6.0. 30.47 .34 6.09 30.00 77 6.00 30.14 .38 6.93 N
C39 18.46 3 6.15 .27 .30 6.09 18.11 .52 6.04 17.93 .22 5.98 N
Cca 19.36 .27 6.45 18 98 a2 6.33 18.50 .44 6.17 18.58 .20 6.19 N
Ca3 49.55 .70 519 48.92 74 6.1 48.06 1.21 6.01 48.59 .5 6.07 N
C45 19.84 15 6.61 19.78 RA 6.59 19.48 .33 6.49 19.42 13 6.47 N
Cc47 42 16 .40 5.27 42.33 .36 5.29 41.10 .53 5.14 41.91 .36 5.24 N
0. See Foo?nole a. Toble 29.
b. See Footnate b, Table 29.
c. Orientation categories: 1 = did not attend any arientation ot oll. 2 = did not ottend in their country but did attend in the U.S.. 3 = did attend in their
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Table 37.

Satisfaction of Needs: Composite Means and Standard Errors by Orientation9-

Orlentation C&’.ﬂorl.l‘

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 o
Significantly
Compoul‘. Item item ttem Item Different
Number Avg. Mean SE Avg. Moan SE Avg. Mean SE Avg Categories -
c2 37.60 .88 5.37 37.93 .68 5.42 37.45 .70 5.35 37.86 .47 5.41 N
C4 40.91 1.06 5.1 39.41 119 4.93 38.18 1.07 4.77 40.08 .64 5.0 N
o} 13.78 .28 4.59 141 3 4.70 13.06 .53 4.35 13.84 19 4.61 N
cs 13.80 .32 4.60 14.38 45 4.79 13.97 62 4.66 14.23 .25 4.74 N
cio 17.90 .78 4.48 17.78 .76 4.45 18.91 .62 473 17.90 .32 4.48 N
c12 31.46 .98 4.49 31.47 1.30 4.50 31.92 1.20 4.56 3.4 .39 4.49 N
Cla 11.98 .42 3.99 11.54 .54 3.85 11.05 .60 3.68 11.67 14 3.89 N
216 11.57 .25 3.86 11.23 .38 3.74 11.35 .42 3.78 11.02 .20 3.67 N
C16 7.4% .48 3.70 6.64 31 3.32 7.03 .48 3.51 7.30 19 3.65 N
C20 29.53 .62 4.92 28.88 .68 4.81 28.42 .73 4.74 28.35 .40 4.73 N
c22 16.66 .69 4.7 16.57 .49 4.14 17.60 .48 4.40 16.64 .20 4.16 N
C24 41.94 1.51 4.9 37.86 1.87 3.79 39.45 2.84 3.94 40.96 8 4.10 N
C26 47.23 .80 5.25 45.71 .92 5.08 46.21 1.81 5.13 45.86 .66 5.10 N
c28 27.73 1.18 4.62 26.57 .75 4.43 27.82 .7 4.64 259 .46 4.32 N
C30 27.28 .89 4.55 25.44 .64 4.24 25.37 1.43 4.23 25.78 .52 4.30 N
c32 14.96 .47 4.99 11.73 1.09 3.9 13.74 .76 4.58 13.47 .36 4.49 N
C34 19.5¢ .57 4.90 17.13 .79 4.28 19.03 .85 4.76 18.20 .44 4.55 N
C36 25.31 .54 5.06 24.45 .92 4.89 25.90 .77 5.18 2476 .37 4.95 N
C40 12.03 .34 4.01 1213 .48 4.04 12.63 .45 4.2 11.84 .28 3.95 N
C42 14.21 .55 4.74 13.23 .58 4.41 13.78 .57 4.59 13.78 .27 4.59 N
Ca4 34.46 .67 4.31 32.40 2 4.05 34.05 1.60 4.26 32.89 .35 4.1 N
C46 18.23 .48 6.08 17.73 .35 5.91 17.60 .46 5.87 17.70 17 5.90 N
C48 36.24 1.35 4.53 35.79 .60 4.47 35.36 1.13 4.42 35.90 .41 4.49 N

To

See Footnote a, Table 29.
See Footnote b, Table 29.

Orientation categories: 1 = did not attend any orientation ot all, 2 = did not attend in their cauntry but did attend in the :J.5., 3 = did attend in their country but
did not attend in the U.S.. 4 = did attend orientation both in their country and in the U.S.
See Focinote d, Table 29.



Operational measures for previous international experience were:
1) the total number of foreign countries visited be sides the U.S., and 2) the
total number of months spent in those countries. Most of the correlation
coefficients between each of the above two measures of previous inter-
national experience and need composites were statistically significant,
However, neither one of the measures explained 5% or more of variation in
any need composite.

The highest three correlation coefficients of total number of foreign
countries visited besides the U.S. were with the satisfaction scores of
1) needs regarding living in a 118, community (r = .11), 2) needs for ac-
tivities with ULS. nationals (r = .10), and the tmportance scores of 3) needs
of the spouse v = .11, The correlation coefticients of the total number of
months speni in foreign countries besides the U.S, with need composites
were, overall, very low. Only one coefficient exceeded — .10, which was the
importance score of needs for foreign student life information with a
negative correlation coefficient. The above results seem to point out that
the more international experienee one has, the more satisfied one is with
needs pertaining to activities in the .S, community. Also there is less need
for finding relevant information, which one might already know or one
might feel is unnecessary due to the faet that one might feel less “foreign”
in a new environment because of previous international experience,
Hypothesis 26: Importance of needs varies by whether or not siudents have

jobs waiting for them in home countries.

Hypothesis 27: Satisfaction of needs varies hy whether or not students
have jobs waiting for them in home countries.

Students” job prospects were measured by asking the question, “Are
you tryving to find a job in vour country now?" The respanses were recorded
in four categories: 1) trving to find a job. 2) planning to find a job, 3) no
plans made for finding a job, and 4) job waiting at home. We compared all
the four categories even though, according to the ahbove hypotheses, we ex-
pected differences to be found between the fourth category and the rest.

Among twentv-three importance composites., seven differed
significantly among “job categories” as defined above. Students who had
Jubs waiting at home ranked highest in placing importance on six need eom-
posites. They scored highest for importance of university information and
with those looking for jobs in home countries significantly higher than those
without a plan made for finding a job in the home countries, Secondly, they
scored significantly higher than those who made no plans for finding a job in
the home countries in several importance scores, i.e.. 1) needs for foreign
student life information, 2) needs for extracurricular learning oppor-
tunities, and 3) needs for pre-return information. In addition. those with
jobs waiting placed importance on needs for training to apply knowledge
significantly higher than those in the first and third categories.  On needs
of the spouse. they also placed importance higher than those in the first
ategory (See Table 138),

The importance score for the composite of needs for practical ex-

a3



perience was significantly different among three categories of job prospects,
Those who were not looking for a job but planned to do so and those who did
not have plans to do so scored significantly higher than those with jobs
waiting in home countries. This need composite was the second highest
among all the importance scores and one of the least satisfied in the discus-
sion of Hypothesis 1 (sce page 671, A reaction to this fact might bhe that
those students who did not plan to go home would place high importanc » on
this composite, speculating a practical training opportunity might lead to a
permanent job in this country. The difference among the categories of jobs
indeed points toward this direction. However, when we controlled further
for major fields of study, this difference between those with jobs and
without jobs waiting in home countries with regard to needs for practical
training revealed a somewhat different outlook. Among the agricultural
majors, those students with jobs waiting at home were the second highest
group in placing importance on these needs, following those who had no
plan of job finding. Among students in engineering, the highest importance
score went to those who were planning to find a job at home, followed by
those who had no plan, then by those with jobs, and last by those who vere
currently looking for a job in home countries. Among the students in natural
and life sciences, those with no plan to find a job in home countries had the
lowest importance score on this composite, while the highest score was plac-
ed by those who were planning to look for a job in the home country, follow-
ed by those who already had a job waiting. Based on preliminary analysis,
we contend that to associate this high importance placed on needs for prac-
tical experience with a hidden motive to remain pernzanently in the US| is
premature. Depending upon major fields, it appears that needs for practical
experience before returning home may be a real need. so that the returnces
would be able to hetter apply what they learn through their practical ex-
periences,

As to satisfaction of needs, again, those with jobs waiting in home
countries led the high scores in ten composites. while no significant
differences were found with regard to the remaining 13 composites, Those
with jobs waiting were significantly more satisfied than the rest of the
students in terms of following composites: 1) needs for relevaney of educa-
tion, 2) needs for practical experiences, 31 needs for pre-return informa-
tion, and ) anticipated post-return needs for material rewards which in-
cluded job finding as one of the items in the composite. Students with jobs
waiting in their home countries were also significantly more satisfied than
those who had no plan of finding jobs in home countries, the least satisfied
group in ranking, in terms of the following need composites: 1) needs for
foreign student life information, 2) needs regarding academic relationship
(also higher than those who were looking for a job in the home country),
3 needs for extracurricular learning opportunities, -4 needs for factlitating

However, the avertage score tor ths composite among those with jobs barely exceeded the
neatral point hetween dissatislaction and satistaction -4.0355, while tor the ot her categories of
Jub prospects, the average scores were all in the riange of dissatistiction,

A
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Table 38. Importance of Needs:

Composite Means and Standard Errors
by Finding Future Jobs in Home CountryQ-

Reglon 1 Reglon 2
Compaosite Item
Numberb- Maan SE Avg. Mean SE
C1 41.15 .60 5.88 39.61 .47
3 46.00 .52 5.75 46.23 9
cs 15.53 .28 5.18 15.51 .24
< 16.89 32 5.63 16.76 .28
c9 23.02 .37 5.76 23.13 .32
cn 42.08 .58 6.01 42,42 64
C13 16.08 .35 5.36 15.57 .33
Cis 15.81 .38 5.27 15.70 17
17 12.46 .27 6.23 12.83 13
c19 36.36 .44 6.06 36.85 .43
(@) 22.64 Al 5.66 23.20 .30
cz3 57.18 1.00 5.72 59.56 1.02
C25 55.15 .82 6.13 56.29 .44
c27 31.05 Al 5.18 31.94 .36
c29 33.99 .81 5.67 34.91 .24
c3 15.67 .54 5.22 17.37 .46
Cc33 22.46 .94 5.62 23.29 .60
c35 30.14 .46 6.03 30.09 .42
c39 7.9 .35 5.97 18.11 .23
Cai 19.01 .32 6.34 18.76 34
C43 48.49 .97 6.06 48.69 .47
Ca5 19.37 .22 6.46 19.44 .23
C47 41.36 .89 517 41.91 .44

Finding Future Job Categorles®:

36.16
22.53
60.34
55.54
32.20
34.60
16.75
22.23
30.16
17.50
19.05
48.28
19.66
42.40

Region )

Reglon 4
Significantly

Item Item DiHerant
Avg. Moan SE Avg. R.glonld'
5.54 41.14 .54 5.88 1, 4vs. 3
5.75 46.70 .54 5.84 N
5.01 16.74 .34 5.38 4vs, 3
5.48 17.24 .20 5.75 N
5.59 23.16 .18 5.79 N
5.88 1557 48 6.10 N
5.26 16.45 19 5.48 4vs. 1,3
5.00 i6.25 17 5.42 4vs. 3
6.48 12.40 .09 6.20 3, 2vs. 4
6.03 37.16 3 6.19 N
5.63 22.6) 17 5.65 N
6.03 58.42 .87 5.84 N
6.17 56.17 .45 6.24 N
5.37 31.54 .40 5.26 N
5.77 34.62 .32 5.77 N
5.58 17.66 .25 5.89 4vs. 1
5.56 23.59 .25 5.90 N
6.03 30.84 .25 6.17 N
5.83 18.68 .28 6.23 4vs. 3
6.35 18.55 .18 6.18 N
6.03 49.61 .45 6.20 N
6.55 19.60 13 6.53 N
2.30 41.76 .30 5.22 N

ve

See Footnote a. Table 29.
See Footnote b. Table 29.

Finding future job categories. Responses to: "Are
have not made any pluns about findin

See Footnote d, Table 29.

you trying to tind o job in your country now?": 1 = Yes. lom. 2 =
g a job. 4 = No, | am not, because ! have o job waiting for me.

No. I am not, but I plan to do s0. 3 = No,  am not, |



course work, and 5) needs regarding relationships with faculty and staff
(also higher than those who were planning to look for a job in the home
country). This category of students also expressed higher satisfaction with
needs regarding living in a U.S. community than those who were looking for
jobs in home countries, the least satisfied group in this regard. Al in all,
having jobs waiting at home appears to be an important predictor of
satisfaction in various tvpes of needs (See Table 349,

Hypothesis 28: Importance of needs varies by school size where students
are enrolled.

Hypothesis 29: Satisfaction of needs varies by school size where students
are enrolled.

Schools of students' current enrollment were measured by using six
ranges with 10,000 interval. Correlation coefficients between school size and
composites were mostly statistically significant. However, none accounted
for 54 or more of variation in any composite. The three highest correlations
were with three satisfaction scores of the following need composites:
1) needs for community information (r = .15), 2) needs for foreign student
life information (r = .13), and ) needs regarding university environment
(r =.15). The above findings appear to indicate that the larger schools were
providing the above tvpes of information and the environment for study to a
higher satisfaction of the students than were the smaller schools.
Hypothesis 30: Importance of needs varies by living arrangement of

students.
Hypothesis 31: Satisfaction of needs veries by living arrangements of
students.

Living arrangements of students were measured in two ways:
1) residence, and 2) with whom they lived. The first measure was
categorized as dormitory, married student housing, and other (oftf-campus)
for this analysis. The second measure was grouped as U.S. students, foreign
students from another country, students from your country, your spouse,
and alone. We did not include the category of UL.S, family for the com-
parison due to the extremely small number of cases.

Hypothesis 30 was supported in terms of four importance composites
by residence and also four importance composites by the second measure,
“with whom thev lived.” As expected, those residing in dormitories placed
significantly lower importance on needs of spouse and general family needs.
Those in married student housing placed significantly lower importance on
needs for practical experience than off-campus residents, and on needs for
activities with U.S. nationals than the rest. We do not have an explanation
for the former difference at this point, bat the latter difference appears to
reflect the fact that those who live in married housing tended to interact
with their own spouses (and probably other couplies) and placed less impor-
tance on interaction with 1.3, nationals (See Table 40).

With regard to the sccond measure of living arrangements, Hyvpothesis
30 was supported in only two composites. Those living alone placed

6



Table 39. Satisfaction of Needs:
Comnposite Means and Standard Errors by
Firnding Future Jobs in Home Country9-

finding Future Job Categories®-

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4
Significantly
Composite Item Item item tem Different
Numberd: Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Moan SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. l.glonld'
c2 36.59 1.10 5.23 37.59 .50 5.37 37.27 .56 5.32 38.77 .52 5.54 N
C4 38.79 1.21 4.85 39.99 .87 5.00 39.45 .97 4.93 40.63 .54 5.08 N
Ccé6 13.38 .52 4.46 14.02 2 4.67 13.25 .25 4.42 14.4) .30 4.80 4vs. 3
cs 13.74 .48 4.58 13.95 .30 4.65 13.45 .49 4.48 15.00 .43 5.00 N
(& ]¢] 17.39 .53 4.35 18.07 .39 4.52 16.78 .62 4.20 19.27 .42 4.82 4vs. 1,3
12 29.03 .95 4.15 31.37 .75 4.45 30.1 .67 4.30 33.99 .78 4.86 4 vs. the rest
14 11.20 .47 3.73 11.63 .31 3.88 11.05 .27 3.68 12.66 .30 4.2 N
Cl6 10.67 .59 3.56 11.54 .18 3.85 10.45 .28 3.48 11.79 .27 3.93 4vs. 3
cis 6.79 .35 3.39 7.01 .18 3.5t 6.72 34 3.36 8.06 .30 4.03 4 vs. the rest
c20 27.63 .75 4.61 28.74 .53 4.79 28.03 .63 4.67 29.59 .53 4.93 N
c22 16.69 .60 417 16.59 .28 4.15 16.02 .55 4.01 17.25 .25 4.31 4vs. 3
C24 38.89 1.83 3.89 39.18 1.14 3.92 40.35 1.61 4.03 42.44 1.26 4.24 N
c26 43.40 1.57 4.82 45.52 .61 5.06 45.72 .72 5.08 47.81 .66 5.3 4vs. )
c28 24.97 1.20 4.16 26.64 .51 4.44 26.58 9 4.43 26.48 .33 4.4 N
c30 24.04 1.08 4.0 25.87 .49 4.31 26.57 .70 4.43 26.15 .65 4.36 N
C32 13.03 74 4.34 13.22 .64 4.4] 13.31 .53 4.44 13.31 .35 4.44 N
C34 18.96 95 4.74 18.18 .62 4.54 17.37 .55 4.34 18.16 .39 4.54 N
c36 24.74 75 4.95 24.40 .56 4.88 23.93 .53 4.79 26.68 .62 5.34 4vs. 2,3
Ca0 10.80 40 3.60 1.9 34 3.97 12.20 .29 4.07 12.32 .4 4.1 4 vs, the rest
Ca2 129 48 4.30 13.52 .37 4.51 12.70 .35 4.23 15.41 .30 5.14 4 vs. the rest
C44 32.25 85 4.03 33.56 .80 4.19 31.99 .69 4.00 34.14 .82 4.7 N
C46 17.43 .38 5.81 17.66 .30 5.89 17.69 21 5.90 18.17 21 6.06 N
C48 34.37 1.06 4.30 36.38 .45 4.55 35.01 .97 4.38 36.90 .36 4.61 N

See Footnote o. Toble 29.

See Footnote b. Toble 29.

Finding future job categories. Responses to: "Are you trying to find o job in your country now?’: 1 = Yes, lam. 2 = No, | om not, butl plon to do so. 3 = No, l am not, |
have not mode ony plons about finding a job « = No, | am not, becouse | have a job waiting tor me.

See Footnote d. Table 29.



significantly lower importance on needs for foreign student life information
than students living with fellow countryvmen and with students from other
countries. Students living with U.S. students were also found to place
significantly lower importance on the same needs than those who were liv-
ing with fellow countrvmen. Students living with U.S. students indeed
placed significantly higher importance on needs tor activities with U.S.
nationals than the rest (See Table 41,

Hypothesis 31 was supported in terms of three composites for the first
measure (residence) and ten composites for the second, Those residing in
marricd student housing were found to be significantly more satistied than
those in dormitories with regard to needs for foreign student life informa-
tion. They were also more satistied than the residual category of students
tliving off-campus) with regard to housing needs. Those residing in a varie-
tv of off-caopus housmyg were tound to be more satisfied than those in dor-
mitories with regard to pre-return information needs, The latter finding
might imply that those who resided off-campus tended to be those who had
been in the community longer and that they knew more about this tvpe of
information (See Table 42).

Satisfaction of some needs was significantly dependeni upon with
whom students lived. Those residing with U.S. students turned out to be
most satisfied with regard to seven need composites. They were significant -
v more satistied than the rest, except those with spouses (with whom they
did not diifer significantly), with university information needs. They were
more satisfied than those living with fellow countrymen or alone with regard
to needs for community information. They, along with those living with
spouses, were more satisfied than those living alone in terms of needs for
toreign student life information and housing needs. These two categories of
students were also more satisfied than those living with fellow countrvmen
with regard to needs for practical experiences. These students were more
satisfied than the rest, except those living with students from other foreign
countries, with regard to needs regarding living ina U.S. community anc
needs for activities with TS, nationals. In other words, those living with
U8, students or with students from other foreign countries tended to have
more satisfactory international living experiences than the other categories
{See Table 13,

In addition, foreign students lving with 1.8, students pereeived the
likelihood of achieving both their primary and secondary goals significantly
higher than those residing with fellow countrymen. which were lowest in
likelihood scores, Those residing with students from other foreign countries
also perceived significantly higher likelihood of achieving the primary goals
than those living «with fellow countrvimen. However, it is important to note
that all categories perceived very high likelihood of achieving the primary
voals,

Hypothesis 32: Importance of needs varies by prestige aceorded o one's
country.

Hypothesis 33: Satisfaction of needs varies by prestige accorded to one's
country.



Table 40. Importance of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Residence9-

Residence Categoriest:

66

Category 1 : Cotegory 2 Category 3
Signiticantly

Composite Item tem Itom DiHferent
Numberb- Mec.: SE Average Meon SE Average Meon SE Avaroge Cn'ogorlold'

i 39.65 75 5.66 40.60 32 5.8 39.72 .39 5.67 N

c3 45.86 45 5.73 459 .47 5.74 46.43 .35 5.80 N

cs 15.24 .18 5.08 15.85 .09 5.28 15.47 16 5.16 N

c7 16.29 .24 5.43 16.48 .25 5.49 16.96 15 5.65 N

c9 22.66 .26 5.67 22.61 .32 5.85 22.99 18 5.75 N

o 41.83 .57 5.98 42.10 .44 6.0 41.96 .30 5.99 N

C13 15.80 .45 5.27 15.84 .20 5.28 15.95 a2 5.32 N

Q15 15.47 .50 5.16 15.43 22 5.14 15.67 A3 5.2 N

az 12.52 .26 6.26 12.39 13 6.19 12.85 .08 6.43 3vs. 2

19 36.86 .47 6.14 35.91 .39 5.99 36.90 N 6.15 N

2 2.7 42 5.57 22.50 .34 5.63 23.00 .18 5.75 N

c23 59.27 1.16 5.93 57.77 1.20 5.78 59.96 .61 6.00 N

C25 57.02 .22 6.34 54.95 .64 6.11 559N .29 6.2 N

c27 33.52 .90 5.59 30.12 .60 5.02 J:.06 .28 5.34 1,3vs. 2

c29 4N 74 5.82 34.76 .36 5.79 34.52 .25 5.75 N

31 14.37 .68 4.79 17.33 .30 5.78 17.00 .36 5.67 2,3, vs. 1

C33 17.91 92 4.48 23.75 .44 5.94 23.09 41 5.77 2,3vs.1

C35 30.50 22 6.10 30.18 .50 6.04 30.3¢ 22 6.06 N

c39 18.26 .32 6.09 18.20 .23 6.07 17.93 a9 £.98 N

Ca1 18.49 16 6.16 19.00 2 6.33 18.89 . 6.30 N

C43 49.18 .73 6.15 49.23 .60 6.15 48.59 .35 6.07 N

C4as 19.42 .20 6.47 19.45 18 ©.48 19.63 .08 6.54 N

C47 42.42 73 5.30 41.31 .40 L6 42.16 .25 £.27 N

See Footnote a, Table 29.

o

See Footnote b, Table 29.

Residence Categories, Recoded: 1 = Dormitory, 2 = Married Student Housing, 3 = Other (o campus).

a

See Footnote d, Toble 29,
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Table 41. Importance of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by
The Persons With Whom Students Lived9-

Categories of Pursons With Whom Students Lived®-

Category 1 Category 2 Cotegory 3 Category 4 Cotegory 3
Significantly
Camposite Item ttem item tem 1tem Different
Numberb- Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Average Cu'ogorlos"
Q 38.91 75 5.56 38.05 .96 5.44 40.26 .74 5.75 40.21 .56 5.74 40.54 .49 5.7y N
c3 46.16 .73 5.77 44.87 1.27 5.61 47 .54 .45 5.94 46.27 .40 5.78 45.89 .48 5.74 N
c5 15.12 .32 5.04 14.75 .56 4.92 16.21 .25 5.40 15.88 .23 5.29 14.96 .27 4.99 3vs. 1,5
4vs. 5
(@) 16.89 .42 5.63 16.35 .52 5.45 16.66 ] 5.55 16.64 a7 5.53 16.89 .33 5.63 N
c9 32,64 .35 5.66 22.31 .56 5.58 23.16 .an 5.79 22.95 .21 5.74 22.81 .25 5.70 N
(@] 4,.68 .59 5.95 40.97 1.45 5.85 41.80 .43 5.97 42.35 .35 6.05 41.67 .81 5.95 N
Q13 15.96 .38 5.32 16.01 .48 5.34 15.82 .25 5.27 16.07 19 5.36 15.72 .44 5.24 N
C15 15.97 .40 5.2 15.18 .55 5.06 15.80 .28 5.27 15.69 a3 5.22 15.44 .44 5.15 N
az 12.72 .16 6.36 13.06 a7 6.53 12.70 19 6.35 12.61 .10 6.30 12.73 .22 6.36 N
c19 36.28 .44 6.05 36.61 .63 6.10 36.48 .54 6.08 36.56 .27 6.09 36.86 .64 6.14 N
c2 21.90 51 5.47 22.69 .50 5.67 22.94 .43 5.74 22.81 .20 5.70 22.81 .41 5.70 N
c23 59.39 .93 5.94 57.59 1.42 5.76 58.10 1.33 5.81 59.25 .78 5.92 59.60 .80 5.96 N
C25 57.86 1.23 6.43 54.00 1.32 6.00 56.08 .75 6.23 55.31 .37 6.15 56.15 .97 6.24 N
c27 34.73 .66 5.79 37.15 .86 5.19 32.49 .47 5.42 30.62 .57 5.10 31.66 .72 5.28 1 vs. the
rest
c29 35.58 .53 5 34.35 .87 5.73 34.65 .61 5.77 34.60 .22 5.77 34.81 .47 5. N
cae. — — — — — — — — — 17.47 .22 5.82 — —_ — —_
c33e. — — — — — —_ — — — 23.68 .25 5.92 — —_ — —
C35 30.40 .40 6.08 30.84 .64 6.17 29.94 .36 5.99 30.42 .34 6.08 30.13 .56 6.03 N
c39 18.28 .41 6.09 18.25 .35 6.08 17.78 .24 £.93 18.20 .22 6.07 18.16 7 6.05 N
C41 18.50 .25 6.17 19.16 .32 6.39 18.56 ki 6.19 19.02 16 6.34 18.92 .18 6.31 N
C43 48.46 .63 6.06 48.54 .59 6.19 48.44 .60 6.06 49.24 .45 6.16 48.68 .80 6.08 N
C45 19.41 .22 6.47 19.46 .33 6.49 19.29 .27 6.43 19.56 4 6.52 19.77 .24 6.59 N
Ca7 42.56 .49 5.32 42.10 .43 5.26 41.82 .62 5.23 42.04 41 5.25 41.7 .62 5.21 N
0, b. ond d. See Footnotes a, b, and d in Toble 29.
c. Cotegories: 1 = U.S. students, 2 = Foreign students from another country. 3 = Students from your country, 4 = Your spouse (and children), 5 = Alone. We did

not include *ne category. U.S. family, for the comparisons due to the extremely small size.

e. Applicable only to Category 4.
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Table 42, Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Residence®-

Resldence Categoriest

Category1 Category 2 L _ _ .. Category 3
Significantly
Composite Item item itom Different
Number®- Meoan SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Categorles®:
c2 37.64 .68 5.38 38.32 .44 5.47 37.42 .68 5.35 N
C4 39.76 .86 4.97 40.10 .54 5.01 39.60 1.00 4.95 N
c6 12.91 .35 4.30 14.13 .30 4.71 13.80 9 4.60 2vs. 1
c8 13.53 .48 4.51 14.65 .25 4.88 13.91 .28 4.64 N
10 17.37 .72 4.34 17.74 .28 4.44 17.85 .70 4.46 N
12 30.34 N 4.33 32.92 .61 4.70 30.76 .83 4.39 N
14 11.43 .39 3.81 12.33 .23 4.1 11.42 .30 3.et N
(&) 10.66 .45 3.55 11.51 .29 3.84 11.13 2 3N N
ci8 6.97 .30 3.48 7.77 21 3.89 6.90 32 3.45 N
C20 27.63 1.58 4.61 29.00 .47 4.83 28.50 .59 4.75 N
c22 16.27 77 4.07 17.16 21 4.29 16.35 .43 4.09 N
C24 40.01 4.43 4.00 41.82 .95 4.18 39.95 69 3.99 N
C26 45.33 .75 5.04 46.24 .43 5.14 45.88 76 5.10 N
c28 25.94 1.18 4.32 25.43 .68 4.24 26.75 Al 4.46 N
C30 25.95 .58 4.32 28.05 .62 4.68 25.16 .47 4.19 2vs. 3
C32 12.75 .41 4.25 13.53 .47 4.51 12.49 .51 4.16 N
C34 16.11 Al 4.03 18.04 .44 4.5 17.87 .54 4.47 N
C36 24.26 .59 4.85 25.59 .47 5.12 24.57 .76 4.91 N
C40 1n.a .26 3.77 11.86 .48 3.95 12.12 .18 4.04 Jvs. 1
C42 13.67 M 4.56 14.10 .30 4.70 13.49 .38 4.50 N
Ca4 31.01 1.64 3.88 33.44 .62 4.18 33.23 .58 4.15 N
C46 17.66 21 5.89 18.23 .26 6.08 17.60 27 5.87 N
C48 35.60 .70 4.45 36.98 .43 4.62 35.27 89 4.4 N

a. See Footnote o, Toble 29.

b. See Footnote b, Table 29.

¢. Residence Cotegories, Recoded: 1 = Dormitory, 2 = Married Student Housing, 3 = Other (of-campus).
d. See Footnote d, Toble 29.
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Table 43. Satisfaction of Needs:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by
The Persons With Whom Students Lived@-

Categories of Persons With Whom Students Lived®:

Category 1 Category 2 . Catogory 3 _Cotegory 4 - Category 3
Significantly
Camposita item item Item item Item Different
Number®:  Mean St Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Average Caf.qorlud'
2 39.96 .66 5.7 36.79 1.02 5.26 36.82 1.00 5.26 38.30 .46 5.47 36.60 .67 5.23 1vs.2,3,5
Ca 42.96 . 5.37 39.87 1.39 4.98 38.81 1.06 4.85 40.58 .96 5.07 37.79 .73 4.72 1vs. 3,5
Cc6 13.90 .36 4.63 13.58 57 4.53 13.53 .33 4.51 14.37 .25 4.79 12.76 21 4.25 4, 1vs. 5
(@) 13.81 .51 4.60 13.53 37 4.51 13.76 .37 4.59 14.64 .28 4.88 14.09 37 4.70 N
ci10 18.52 .51 4.63 18.18 75 4.55 17.01 .63 4.25 17.85 N 4.46 17.66 41 4.42 N
12 32.54 .75 4.65 29.20 1.12 4.17 30.51 .70 4.36 32.07 1.16 4.58 30.71 .90 4.39 N
Cla 12.51 .29 4.17 10.74 63 3.58 11.55 24 3.85 12.04 47 4.01 11.02 .55 3.67 N
C16 11.20 .27 3.73 11.23 47 3.74 10.87 25 3.62 11.45 .34 3.82 10.97 .45 3.66 N
ci18 7.29 .34 3.64 6.55 51 3.7 6.19 22 3.9 7.73 .40 3.86 7.00 34 3.50 N
C20 28.60 1.4 4.77 29.52 68 4.92 27.51 39 4.58 29.41 57 4.90 27.73 .77 4.62 N
c22 17.62 .58 4.40 16.98 68 4.24 16.10 31 4.03 16.90 50 4.22 16.04 41 4.01 N
C24 39.98 2.06 4.00 41.14 2.19 4.1 41.74 1.22 4.17 41.35 84 4.14 37.71 1.82 3.77 N
C26 48.68 68 5.4) 47.58 1.49 5.29 44.84 1.13 4.98 46.43 60 5.16 43.78 73 4.86 1vs. 4,35
Cc28 30.44 1.2 5.07 27.84 1.28 4.64 24.90 1.13 4.15 26.18 .86 4.36 25.05 .66 4.18 1vs. 4,5 3
C30 27.14 1.0 4.52 25.25 1 4.21 24.98 .69 4.16 27.07 .60 4.51 239 .69 3.9 1.4vs. 5
C32¢- — — — — — — — — — 13.07 43 4.36 — — — —
C34¢- — — — — — — — — — 18.03 .25 4.51 — — — —
C36 25.35 72 5.07 25.64 .48 5.13 23.86 .50 4. 25.43 .68 5.09 2417 .67 4.83 4vs. S
C40 11.96 36 3.9 11.90 .55 3.97 11.83 .35 3.94 12.37 .24 4.12 11.45 .43 3.82 N
Ca2 14.44 .38 4.81 13.13 .52 4.38 13.65 .33 4.55 13.69 .47 4.56 13.62 .27 4.54 N
C44 34.25 1.85 4.28 31.05 1.14 3.88 33.06 .64 4.13 33.40 .95 4.7 32.29 1.01 4.04 N
C46 18.23 .31 6.08 18.20 .30 6.07 17.33 .32 5.68 18.01 .26 6.00 17.61 .26 5.87 1,2vs. 3
C48 37.80 .73 4.73 36.35 .73 4.54 34.54 .75 4.32 36.54 .61 4.57 34.39 1.23 4.30 1vs. 3
0. b, and d. See Footnotes a. b, ond d in Toble 29.
¢. Cotegories: 1 = U.S. students, 2 = Foreign students from another country, 3 = Students from your countrv, 4 = Your spouse (ond children), 5 = Alone. We did

not inzlude the category, U.S. fomily, far the comparisons due 1o the extremely small size.

e. Applicable only 1o Category 4.



Prestige accorded was measured by students” pereeptions as to how
U.S. students would raie their home countries in terms of prestige in the
world. We contend the prestine which would influence one's needs is the
subjective observation accorded to one’s own country rather than some sort
of objective measure of prestige. We considered foreign students’ perception
ol what U.S. students thought of their countries would bhe most relevant and
would possibly have some impact on their needs and satistaction while they
were i this country.,

Most of these correlation coefficients were statistically significant.
However: none accounted for 5% or more of variation in importance or
satistaction scores of needs, The three highest correlation coefficients of the
country’s prestige measure were with the satisfaction scores of anticipated
post-return needs both tor material rewards (r = 201 and for professional
opportunities and factlities (r = 21, and the perecived likelihood score of
achieving seeondary goals tr = .19), In ¢*her words, those who perecived
their countries were held higher in prestige by U.S. students tended to be
those who anticipated higher satistaction with post-return needs than those
who perceived their countries to be held lower in prestige. The former also
perecived higher likelihood of achieving secondary goals for obtaining
broader experience in the U8, ¢

Linguistic Needs

Linguistic needs were measured by two composites: 1) importance of
Fanglish Tanguage <kills amd 2) self-evaluation of those skills. In addition, we
included a composite to measure evaluation of English remedial courses to
improve Fnglish proficiencey.

Composites of English language skills were analvzed in terms of the
following variables: sponsorship categories, age. sex. graduate vs. un-
dergraduate status, fields of study, length of stav in the U.S. and at the
school, regions of the world, <chool size. and living arrangements. As far as
linguistic needs were concerned, we limited our hyvpothesis testing to these
independent variables,

With regard 1o perecived importance of English skil's, the only signifi-
cant difference was found in terms of sex categories: temale students placed
higher importance than male students on the English skill composite (See
Table 15,

We alo meluded a0 measure of sell imoge with regard to one's academic pertormance.
Stirdents were asked o rate their academie pertormance aceording 1o how theyv thought
U= ~tudents weald rate it Most of these vorrelation coetticients were statistically signifi-
vt Incterms of importance, th s selt image measure did not aecount tor substantisb varia-
ton ot any need composites. T terms of satistaction, however, there are ~everal correlation
coctticients accounting for more than 5 and up to 10 of vamation i certain need com-
posite~. Thev were thee carrelation coetficients with satisbaction score- of needs regarding
amversity environment. needs for taciitating coursework. needs regarding relationships
with taculty and <tatt, und perceived likelihood of primary and secondary goals. Fxpected-
Iv. the higher the selt image perceived the more <atistied <tudents were i the above needs
which were mosthv mvolving interpersonal relationship=, particularly with U5, faculty and
~talt.

1633



FOI

Table 44:
Importance and Self Evaluation of English Language Skills and Evaluation of
Remedial English Courses to Improve the Skills:
Composite Means and Standard Errors by Sponsorship Categories

Sponsorship Cal.gorl.lb‘
Sponsor 1 Spcnsor 2 Sponsor 3 Sponsor 4
Significantly

English Language item Hem Item item Diterent
Skill Composites®™ Mean SE Averoge Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Mean SE Average Ca!ogorlos"
Importance of English

Skills™- 50.48 1.18 6.33 51.39 .43 6.42 51.84 .37 6.48 50.82 .56 6.35 None
Selt Evaluation of

English Skills®- 43.54 1.28 5.44 45.84 .53 5.73 4.9 .35 5.61 42.89 .94 5.36 2vs. 4
Evoluatian of Remedial

English Courses to

improve the skills'- 42.02 2.32 5.25 42.82 1.51 5.35 39.51 2.26 4.94 39.9N 1.65 4.99 None

o. Composites include items 509-530 in the Questionnaire, Appendix B.
b.  See footnote b on Toble 25.

c. See footnote ¢ on Table 27.

d. items scores: 1 = very unimportant, . . ., 7 = very important.

e.

f.

Iltem scores: 1 = very poor, . . ., 7 = very good.
Item scores: 1 = very poorly, . . ., 7 = very well.
Estimated 40.3% of the population did not take any remedial courses.



As to the self-evaluation of English skills, sex eategories, un-
dergraduate vs. graduate status, and fields of study did not show significant
differences (See Tables 45 and 46). In terms of sponsorship categories, home
sovernment supported students ranked highest in self evaluation of the
skills and significantly higher than self or privately supported students, who
were the lowest ranked (See Table 10, In terms of regions of the world,
African students rated themselves signiticantly higher than the rest, with
Latin American students heing second, South and East Asia third, and
Southwest Asian students fourth, even though the difference between the
third and the fourth was not significant. Furopean students were excluded
from this comparison due to their relatively small size (See Table 46}, In
terms of living arrangements, those in married student housing rated
themselves higher than those in dormitories, with off-campus students
ranking in the middle and not significantly difterent from either categories.
Students living with U8, students ranked highest and rated themselves

Table 45.

Importance and Self Evaluation of English Language
Skilis and Evaluation of Remedial English Courses
to Improve the Skills: Composite Means and
Standard Errors by (A) Sex and by (B) Classification.

{A} Sex Categorlas

Female Male Significantly
English Longuage tam Itam Difterent
sklll Composites® Mean St Average Mean SE Averoge Categorles
Importance of
English Skills?: 52.70 33 659 5060 64 6.33 fvs m
Selt Evoluation of
English Skills® 42 88 81 5.36 44.69 .58 5.59 N
Evoluatior. of Remedial
Enghsh Courses to
improve the Skills'- 3949 155 494 4109 1.4 514 N
Undergroduate Graduate Signiflicantly
English Language Item (tem DiH{erent
Skill ’.‘ompoll'n"' Mean 114 Avaerage Mean st Average Categories
Importance of
English Skills® 51.46 45 643 5100 .78 6.38 N
Self Evoluation of
English Skilis® 4393 73 5 49 44.57 41 5.57 N
Evaluotion of Remedial
English Caurses to
Improve the Skulls' 40.93 1.08 5.12 41.07 1.26 5.13 N

a, ¢-f  See Footnotes a. ¢-f on loble 44.
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Table 46.

Importance of Self-Evaluation of English Language Skills and Evaluation of

Remedial English Courses to Improve the Skills:

Composite Means end Standard Errors of Means by
(A) Flields of Study aund (B) Regions of the World.

(A) Flelds of S'udyb‘

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category § Significontly

English Languag item ftem item 1tem Item Ditferent
Skilf Compositas Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Meon St Avg. Categorles™
Importance of

English Skillsd‘ 51.17 2 6.40 52.09 .82 6.51  51.66 .95 6.46 49.23 2.272 6.5  51.25 .46 6.41 N
Self Evaluation nf

English Skills®- 43.98 .53 5.50 45.60 .87 570 4278 1.24 5.35 4495 1.15 562 44.28 .80 5.53 N
Evaluation of Remedial

£nglish Courses to

Imgrcve the Skills'- 3844 1.76 481 4035 1.74 504 4139 250 517 4238 3.17 530 4150 1.2 5.19 N

(8, Regions of the World®"
Reglon 1 Region 2 Reglon 3 Reglon 4 Significantly

Englith Language Item Item ltem Item Different
Skill Composites?” Mean SE Avg. Meon SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Cotegories®*
Importance of |

English Skills® 50.23 1.46 628 50.92 .49 6.36 51.75 .50 6.47 51.49 .44 6.49 N
Self Evaluation of

Englisk Skills®- 48.77 .36 6.10 42.26 .49 5.28 4217 99 5.27 4629 .64 5.79 1vs.4vs. 2,3
Evaluotian of Remedial

English Caurses to,

Imgrove the Skills'- 45.66 .81 571 4050 1.54 5.06 3489 1.94 4.36 4341 1.5 543 1vs. 2 3:4vs. 3

0. c.f. See Footnotes a, c-f on Table 44,
b. Fields of Study: 1 = Engineering, 2 = Agriculture, 3 = Natural ond Life Sciences, 4 = Social Sciences, 5 = Other.
g. Regions: 1 = Africa, 2 = South anc Zost Asia, 3 = Southwest Asia, 4 = Llatin America, Eurape was excluded due fa its small size.



significantly higher than those residing with fellow countrymen, the lowest
ranked {See Table 47).

Those who had taken any English remedial courses were asked to
evaluate those courses as to how well they helped to improve the skills. Sex,
undergraduate vs. graduate status, fields of study, and living arrangements
did not make significant differences in this evaluation. As to the regions of
the world, students {rom Latin America rated those courses highest and
gave a significantly higher rating thin those from Southwest Asia who gave
the lowest rating. Due to a lack of data we cannot speculate about this
rating. However, it ix the impression of one of the authors that there has
been more linguistic work done with regard to teaching English as a foreign
language to Spanish and Portuguese speaking groups than any other
groups. To some extent, the above result might be reflecting this fact.

In terms of age, even though all the correlation coetficients were
statistically sigmificant, none exceeded r values of .10, As to the length of
stay in the U.S0 and the schoot (the total months), all coefficients were
significant but only the ones of self evaluation of skills was positively cor-
related with total months of stay in any substantive magnitude (r values
over . 10). However, neither one of the two correlations accounted for 5 or
more of variation in self-evaluation of the skills. School size was correlated
significantly only with importance and self-evaluation scores of the skills.
(s correlation with students’ evaluation of remedial courses was not
significant.) Yet, none of the correlation coefficients were substantial (all
less than .10).

Conclusions

In every category of needs, there were needs which were not satistied to
the level of students” expectations, even though most of the needs were
satisfied to a certain extent rather than unsatisfied. Needs for practical ex-
perience and anticipated post-return needs were among the least met and
the most problematic ones for educational institutions to accommodate,
Financial needs and pre-return information needs were also least met to
their expectations. However, meeting these needs was considercd to be less
problematic. Among all the categories of needs, informational needs were
best met. Students were also quite satisfied with the likelihood they
perceived of achieving their primary educational goals which thev regarded
with the highest importance. Students varied most by regions of the world
from which they came and second by the major field categories with regard
to importance they placed on various needs. Sponsorship categories, un-
dergraduate vs. graduate status distinetions and job prospects were the
next significant characteristics to account for variation in importance of
needs. With regard to satisfaction of needs, again, regions of the world turn-
ed out to be the most significant predictor of satistaction with many needs,
followed by self-evaluated command of English, whether or not living with
U.5. students, and job prospects in their home countries.
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v Table 47.
Importance of Self-Evaluation of English Language Skills and Evaluation of
Remedial English Courses to Improve the Skiils:
Composite Means and Standard Errors of Means by
(A) Residence and /B) With Whom Students Lived.

(A) Resldence Calagorl.lh'

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Significantly

English Language item Hem item Ditferent
Skill Composites® Mean SE Average Mecn SE Average Mean SE Average Cahuorhl"
Importance of

English Skfls®" $2.07 44 6.51 51.38 0 6.42 50.92 .61 6.36 N
Self Evaluation of

English Skills® 42.33 .62 529 45.39 .57 5.07 4415 65 5.52 2vs.
Evaluation of Remedio!

English Courses t

improve the Skills - 39.00 297 4.88 47.08 1.89 5.14 40.91 1.9 5.1 N

(B) With Whom Students Lived9*

Category 1 Category 2 Catogory 3 Category 4 Category S Significantly
English Languag 1tem Item item item Item Ditferent
Skill Composites™ " Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Mean SE Avg. Caugorlol"
Importance of
English Ski”sd' 51.69 .62 6.46 52.65 .61 658 50.95 .54 6.37 5090 .89 6.36 51.53 69 6.44 N
Self Evoluation of
English Skills®: 46.27 .73 5.78 4399 1.44 5.50 42.30 77 5.29 4479 76 5.60 43.78 .89 5.47 1vs. 3

Evoluation of Remedial
English Courses 1o

Improve the Skills'- 43.48 222 543 4139 261 517 3929 129 491 437 1.75 517 39.10 258 4.89 N

o. c-f. See Footnotes on Toble 44.

b. Cotegories: 1 = Dormitory, 2 = Morried Student Housing. 3 = Other (Off-Campus)

g. Cotegories: 1 U.S. students, 2 = Foreign students from ather cauntries, 3 = Students from one’s own cauntry, 4 = Your spouse {ond children),
5 = Alone. We did not include the category, U.S. tamily, for this comparisan due to its relatively smoll size.
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Cross-Tabulations of Personal Characteristics

In this section, we present cross-tabulations of selected personal
characteristies with (1) sponsorship categories, (2) regions of the world, (3)
fields of study. and (1) sex categories of students. The figures in this table
are population estimates with use of weights; therefore, anly percentages
are presented. (Weighted frequencies might be misleading.) Brief com-
ments on the tables are given below.

Tables 48 through 64 present crosstables of selected characteristics hy
sponsorship categories. On TOEFL, for example, nearly 64 of A.LD.
students and 52 of students sponsored by home governments seored over
500, whereas among the other scholarship and assistantship students, 75
scored over 500, Fairly high proportions of students supported by A.ID.,
home governments, and self or private sources did not take TOEFL ex-
aminations (23.6'7, 275 and 32,7 respectively), while 155 of students on
other scholarships and assistantships did not. (See Table 48.)

Table 19 gives us the comparison of sponsorship categories and living
arrangements. For A.LD. students, a majority of them were either living
alone (25.6) or with their spouse (25.3¢/), while the other three categories
of students lived more with their spouses than alone. More A.LD. students
resided with U5, families and students from other countries than did the
other three sponsorship categories of students. Yet, for all four categories,
the top three living arrangements were (1) with spouse, (2) alone, and
(3) with student(s) from one's own country,

‘Table 50 presents another measure of living arrangements tabulated by
sponsorship categoties. For all the categories, the highest proportion lived
in apartments. For grade point average (Table 51). all four categories had
the majority of students in the highest range, 3.25 - 4.00 average, students
on scholarships and assistantships reporting the largest number (89.5¢ ) in
this category. As to sex categories of students (Table 52), for all four
categories, students were predominantly males. Proportionally more male
students were found among A.LD. and home government sponsored
categories than the other two sponsors.

Tahle 53 shows a striking difterence in job prospects by sponsorship
categortes. Over 50 of students sponsored by either A.L.D. or home govern-
ment had a job waiting for them in their home countries, while less than
one-fifth of scholarships and assistantships students and only 117 of
private self-supported students had a job waiting for them. On the other
hand., about 457 of self or privately supported students had neither a job
waiting nor a plan to look for one in their home countries. These responses
were least frequent among home government supported students {10.3%).

Table 54 illustrates the relationship between sponsorship and par-
ticipation in orientation programs. A.LD. sponsored students showed the
highest attendance both in home countries and in the U.S. However, we
noted that even in this category 290 of the students did not attend any
predeparture orientation programs in their home countries. ‘The least atten-
dance at orientation programs was noted among self or privately supported
students both in home countries and in the U.S.
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Tables 55 and 56 present data on return intention of students by spon-
sorship categories, Again, a striking ditference is noted among sponsorship
categories in this area. About one half of both A.LD. sponsored and home
government sponsored students responded they would definitely not remain
in the U.S.. while the proportion for the other two categories dropped
drastically to near one-fifth, For the hypothetical question as to the possible
reasons for remaining in the U.S. permanently (Table 561, the most fre-
guently mentioned reason was political contlict at home among A.LD.,
home government, and self or privately supported students. Students
holding scholarships or assistantships most {requently responded that a
vood job offer in the U850 would be a possible reason for remaining per-
manently,

Table 57 presents sponsorship categories by fields of study. The
students appear to he well distributed with 28.2¢ heing the highest concen-
tration in one arca (engineering scholarship and assistantship students).
A LD, and home government sponsored students showed higher concentra-
tion in agriculture in contrast to the other two categories of students. For all
four categories, engineering encompassed the most students; exeept among
selt or privately supported students, business and management had an
equal concentration of students.

In comparing regions of origin with sponsorship categories (Table 58),
we notice that nearly 70 of the scholarship and assistantship students
were from South and Fast Asia while for home government sponsored, 65
came from Africa and Latin America. Figures show that a large majority of
sell or privately supported students came from all parts of Asia (700},
Marital status and classification was also compared with sponsorship
categories (Tables 39 and 60). The majority of students tend to be single
among those supported by ALD.. scholarships and assistantships, and self
or private sources. The government category was the only exception with
the majority of students indicating that they were married (54,170},

Among those who were married, ALD. students were more likely to
leave spouses at home, while the other students were much more likely to
have their spouses with them. For all the categories exceept scholarships and
assistantships. master's students were most numerous. Among A.1.D. spon-
sored students, they amounted to more than half of this category. On the
other hand. the category of scholarships and assistantships was, by virtue of
its category definition, predominantly Ph.D. students, since assistantships
tend to be awarded to Ph.D. candidates.

Table 61 presents cross-tabulation of secondary sources of support by
primary sources of support.

In addition to cross-tabulations, we conducted comparisons of spon-
sorship categories with regard to their views of barriers in establishing good
relationship with U.S. nationals (Table 621, their perception of self and
prestige of their home country (Table 63), and some  demographic
characteristics (Table 6:4). Briefly, as to their perceptions of barriers, the
four sponsorship categories were most similar exeept in two factors:
political view and the student’s attitude toward others. A.LD. sponsored
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students did not ditfer from other categories in their perception of any one
of the listed barriers. As to one’s academic performance and intelligence as
rated by oneself, perceived rating by triends in one's home eountry, and
perceived rating by ULS. students, students on scholarships and
assistantships consistently achieved higher ratings than other categories of
students. We attribute this significant difference to the advantageous posi-
tion of the latter. in being aceepted in the system by virtue of being
assistants. Overall. they indicated they had much better images of
themselves with regard to academic performance and intelligence. On the
other hand, the four categories were not significantly difterent regarding
their rating of physical appearances. As to the rating of prestige of one's
country, A.LD. sponsored students showed significantly lower ratings than
other categories in terms of their pereeption of rating by friends at home
and rating by U.S0students. At this point we are unable to speculate about
these differences.

Tables 65 and 66 present cross-tabulations of marital status and fields
of study by regions of origin. For Africa and Latin America. there was an ap-
proximately equal distribution of married and single students. However, for
South and Fast Asia, Southwest Asia, and Europe, more students tended to
be single rather than married. For Africa. 1170 of the students had SpoUses
still in their home country while less than 5 of all other regions indicated
this situation. Fairly even distribution of fields of study was noted by
regions except for Southwest Asia where 355 of these students are in
engineering,

Tables 67 through 71 present cross-tabulations of selected
characteristies by fields of study. In Table 67 some variation in return in-
tention exists by fields of study. Students in education indicated the
highest intention of not remaining in the U.S. permanentlyv (52,9 ), while
those in husiness and management had the lowest percentage (16.49°0), As to
the possible reasons tor remaining in the US. for every field listed, the top
two reasons were political conflict at home and a good job offer in the U.S.,
except for students in humanities where martiage to a U.S. citizen was the
most mentioned reason. For all the fields listed. except engineering and
business and management, one-third to onc-half of the students indicated
nothing would make them stay permanenthy in the U.S. 1 Table 68). As to
TORFL score ranges CTable 691, most fields showed similar distributions,
concentrating in the top three categories, i.ce.. scores over 500, Humanities
had a rather ditferent distribution ineluding its 447, for not taking the exam
at all. Table 70 presents job situations. Agriculture had the highest propor-
tion of students tover one half) with jobs waiting for them. followed hy
education (42,9 1. On the other hand. engineering had the highest propor-
tion of students, nearly 10" who had no plans to look for jobs in home
countries, followed by those in health professions (38¢),

In engineering, agriculture, natural and life sciences. business and
management, health professions and others, the majority of students were
single (Table 711, whereas in education, humanities, and social sclences,
the majority of students were married.
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Tahles 72 through 74 present a number of personal characteristics
cross-tabulated by sex categories. The highest pereentage of males was in
engineering (29.9°0) while the highest percentage of females was found in
others (Table 72). The highest percentage of both males and females was at
the master's level (3149 and 36.3¢ respectivelv). However, 30.3% of the
males were at the PhuD. level, while only 19.0° of females at this level
(Table 72).

As to the regions of the world, alarge share of female students was trom
South and Fast Asia (45,700, while 35" of males came from the same
region (Table 731, The majority of students, both female and male, was
single, 601 and 5010 respectively, As to the tyvpes of residence, the
largest portion of both male and female students was residing in an apart-
ment (45,9 and 1419 respectively). The largest percentage of both male
and female students lived with their spouses tand children) (37.8° and
353 respectivelyy (Table 74,

Table 75 presents selected characteristies of the sample: e, without
welghts,

Table 48.
TOEFL Scores by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9:)

Sponsorship Cuugorlnb'
Scholarships &

TORFL Score Scholarships & Self or Private
Ranges A.LD, Home Government Asslstantships Sources
Never taken TOEFL 2.6 275 15.0 327
Below 400 1 0.2 0.4 0.2
400-450 1.9 57 1.4 4.8
451-500 98 147 a0 12.1
501-550 2.9 2598 24.1 24.3
551.600 N3 162 317 15.4
Over 600 9.4 9.9 27 .4 10.5
Totol 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
0. Percentages are population estimates computed with weights Therefore octuot frequency is not
reported.
b. Primary sources of support.



Table 49.

Living Arrangements by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution@:)

With Whom Do

Sponsorshlp Categories

b,

Scholarships &

Self or Private

You Live? A.l.D. Home Government Assistantships Sources
U.S. Family 6.3 0.4 1.2 2.5
U.S. S*udent(s) 9.6 5.7 8.7 n.7
Foreign Student(s}

from another

Country 14.7 3.2 7.5 4.8
Student(s) from

your Country 16.3 17.0 14.6 18.5
Your Spouse

{and children) 25.3 51.7 4.5 30.7
Alone 25.6 20.4 2.6 17.9
Other 2.2 1.6 2.9 13.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a. sce Foatnote a., Table 48.
b.  Prin ary sources of support.
c. A mixture of friends and relatives.

Table 50.
Type of Residence by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9:)
Sponsorship Cc'oqorln"'
Scholarships & Self or Private

Residence A.LD Home Government Asslstantships Sources
Dormitory 16.9 6.7 16.0 10.8
Married Student

Housing 17.7 37.3 kI 10.9
Room off Campus

without Cooking 2.2 1.0 1.6 1.4
Room off Campus

with Cooking 17.5 6.5 10.6 8.9
Apartment 39.3 44.4 kLR 53.0
Trailer 1.5 1.1 0.6 0.9
Other® 49 3.0 5.0 14.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a.  See Footnote a.. Table 48,
b.  Primary sources of support.

c. Included were my own housing and on-campus apariments,
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Table 51.

Grade Point Average by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9:)

Sponsorsh. ':cugorlnb'

Grade Polnt Scholarshlps & Self or Private
Average A.L.D Home Government Assistantships Jources
0.00-2.44 0.3 6.0 0.5 4.9
2.45.2.84 21.4 13.3 0.8 16.6
2.85-3.24 29.4 23.2 9.2 33.2
3.25-4.00 48.9 57.5 89.5 45.3
Totol 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
o. See Footnote a., Toble 48.
b.  Primary sources of support.

Table 52,

Sex of Sponsorship Categoriles
(Percent Distribution9:)

Sponsorship Cn'ogorlnb'

Scholarships & Self or Private

Sex A.l.D. Home Government Asslstantships Sources
Female 9.1 17.0 26.9 9.4
Male 80.9 83.0 73.1 70.6
Totol 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a. See Footnote o., Toble 48,
b. Primary sources of support.

Table 53.

Finding Future Jobs by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9:)

Are You Trylng

Yo Find a Job

In Your Country
Now? AJND,
Yes, | Am 8.1
No, but Plan to

Do So 12.7
No. ond no Plons

to Do So 23.8
No, becouse Jab

Is Waiting 55.4
Totol 100.0

Sponsorshlp Cu'-gorlub'

Home Government
1.9

Scholarships & Self or Private

Asslstantshlps Sources
10.2 13.3
371 30.5
36.4 45.2
16.3 1.0
100.0 100.0

. See Footnote o., Taoble 48.
b.  Primary sources of support.
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Table 54.

Participatic:: in Orientation Programs
by Sponsorship Categories
(Percentages9: of Students in each
Sponsorship Category who Participated in each
Orientation Program)

Who Organized the
Orlentation Program(s)

Sponsorship Cuugorlub'

Scholarshlps & Seolf or Private

You Attended? A.D. Home Government Anlstantships Sources
In Home Country:

Orientation by Home

Government 22.8 35.8 24.5 19.7
Orientotion by

Sponsar Agency 20.9 10.1 8.0 4.9
Orientotion by

Othres 4.4 3.3 4.0 3.7
Did Not Attend 29.0 29.6 36.3 4.0
In the U.S.:
Orientotion by

Sponsor Agency 29.3 7.7 2.9 2.5
Orientotion by

University of

Current Enroliment 40.0 511 60.3 45.8
Orientotion by

Another University 9.0 8.2 5.2 6.4
Orientation by

Others 2.6 0.8 0.9 1.0
Did Not Attend 6.7 18.3 19.5 23.4
0.  Percentages are populotion estimotes computed with use of weights. Therefore, frequencies are

not presented in the toble. Percentoges do not totol to 100%, since respondents were allowed to

mark more than one orientotion.

b.  Primory sources of support.

Table 55.

Possibility of Remaining in the U.S.
by Sponsorship Categorles
(Percent Distribution9-)

How Likely that
You Might Remalin

In the U.S.? A.lLD.
Definitely Not 50.0
Very Unlikely 17.4
Somewhat Unlikely 4.8
Undecided 12.6
Somewhot Likely 131
Very Likely 0.1
Definitely Will 2.0
Total 100.0

Sponsorship Categories

b,

Home Government

47.2

Scholarships & Self or Private

Asslistantships Sources
18.1 17.2

190 14.6

13.5 9.9

259 28.5

14.2 n.s

6.6 12.6

2.6 5.7

100.0 100.0

a. See Footnote a., Table 48,
b.  Primory sources of support.
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Table 56.

Reasons for Remaining Permanently in the U.S.
by Sponsorship Categories
(Percentages9: of Students in each Sponsorship
Category who Marked each Reason)

Sponsorshlp Cuugorlnb‘
Which of the Following

Might Moke You Stay Scholarships & Self or Private
Permanently in the U.!.?c' A..D, Home Government Assistantships Sources
Political Contlict ot

Home 17 4 25 24.8 364
Not Being Able 1o Find

a Job at Home 9.3 6.9 15.7 1.1
A Good Job Offer in the

u.s. 57 16.5 327 28.2
Morriage to o U S.

Citizen 59 6.0 131 18.3
Family Members' Advice 143 KN 56 9.7

Nathing Would Moke
Me Stoy Permanently
in the U.S. 453 0.5 233 Nno

a.  Percentages are paopulotion estimates computed with use of weights. Therefore, frequencies are
not presented in the table. Percentages do not totol to 100.0%, since respondents were ollowed to
mork more than one reoson.

Primory sources of support.

c. Respondents waru ollowed te circle more thon one reason. Therefore, column percentoges do not

odd up 10 100.0%.

Table 57.
Fields of Study by Sponsorship Categorles
(Percent Distribution9:)

Sponsorship Cu!oyo«lub‘

Flelds of Scholarships & Self or Private
Study A.LD. Home Government Assistantships Sources
Engineering 21.2 0.2 28.2 2.8
Agriculture 19.1 18.6 55 3.9
Notural ond Life

Sciences 1.6 6.0 9.9 5.9
Business ond

Moaonagement 16.2 1.3 6.0 2.8
Education 2.8 4.8 4.7 3.0
Humonities 2.4 0.4 1.0 2.3
Health Professions 1.2 3.8 2.0 5.2
Social Sciences 3.7 7.5 (RI] 7.4
Other 21.8 26.4 214 2.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. See Footnote a., Table 48.
b.  Primary sources of support.
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Table 58.
Regions by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution®-)

Sponsorshlp Cu'ogorlnh'

Scholarshlps & Seif or Private
l.glon:" A.1.D. Homs Government Asslstantships Sources
Africa 39.3 38.1 12.3 129
South and East

Asio 36.2 19.3 69.5 32.5
Southwest Asia 9.2 13.4 6.5 36.3
Latin Amaerica 13.8 7.4 9.8 15.2
Europe i.5 1.8 1.9 3.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
o. Percentages ore population estimotes computed with weights assigned to all the abservotions ac-

cording to stotistical rules of sampling. Therefore, frequencies are not reported, since they are nat
octuol but weighted.

b.  Primary sources of support.

c. For countries included in eoch region, see Q.566 in Appendix B.

Table 59.
Marital Status by Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9:)

Sponsorshlp Culogovlnb'

Scholarships & Salf or Private

Marltal Status A.lD. Homs Government Assistantships Sources
Single 55.2 37.6 51.2 64.7
Morried

(spouse here) 24.4 54.1 43.1 31.9
Married

{spouse in home

country) 19.7 8.2 3.5 2.2
Other 0.7 0.1 2.2 1.2
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. See Footnote a., Toble 48,
b.  Primary sources of support.

Table 60.
Classification Ly Sponsorship Categories
(Percont Distribution®-)

Sponsorshlp Cuugorlnb'

Scholarships & Solf or Private

Claastfication A.l.D. Home Govarnment Assistantships Sources
Freshmon 0.5 0. 0.0 2.6
Sophomore 5.4 5.9 0.6 9.2
Junior 5.0 i0.1 1.3 15.1
Senior 18.0 131 1.3 24,2
Moster’s Student 52.6 35.8 30.4 31.0
Ph.D. Student 18.3 %8.8 65.5 10.2
Speciol Non-Degree

Student 0.1 0.2 0.0 1.4
Other 0.1 1.0 0.9 6.3
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. See Footncte o., Toble 48.
b.  Primory sourcus of support.
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Secondary
Source

Scholarship
from Government
Fulbright
Scholarship
University
Assistantship
Parents or
Relatives
Savings
Employment
on Compus
Employment
off Campus
Totol

10.4
4.7
0.9

36.4
11.2

10.2

26.2
100.00

Scholarships
from Gowt.

0.0
0.7
10.6

49.2
15.7

12.6
100.0

Table 61.
Secondary Sponsorship Categories by Primary Sponsorship Categories
(Percent Distribution9-)

Primary Sponsorship Tategories

ford or
Rockofeller
Scholarship

0.0
0.0
13.3

16.1
2.0

68.6

0.0
100.0

Fulbright
Scholarship

0.0
0.0
69.4

30.6
0.0

0.0

0.0
100.0

University
Assistontships

0.0

0.9

1.7

37.2
29.0

9.9

12.3
100.0

Parents cr
Relatlves

<
0.2
9.6

38.4
21.9

10.7

19.%
100.0

Savings

0.0

0.0

20.9

291
9.8

10.6

29.6
100.0

E’“ploym.n!
on C

Emplcyment

P off Camp

37 0.0
1.6 0.0
6.1 27.5
52.4 447
37 135
3.9 7.7
28.6 6.6
100.0 100.0

o. See Table 48.
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Table 62.
Means and Standard Errors of Importance Scores for Barriers to Good Relationships
By Sponsorship Categories9-

$Sponsorship Co'-gorlolb'
How Much Do You Think
Each Factor Is Preventing
You From Having Good Significantly
Relationships with U.S. Sponsor 1 Sponsor 2 Sponsor 3 Sponsor 4 DiHHerent
Notionals? Mean SE Meoan SE Maan SE Mean SE Categories®
Your Command of English 217 H 2.16 .08 2.34 .09 2.38 .08 None
Your Religious Bockground 1.54 a3 1.55 .06 1.48 .06 1.62 10 None
Your Rociol Background 2.61 13 2.40 .10 2.43 .08 2.34 .09 None
Your Culturol Bockground 2.57 .16 2.43 .06 2.55 .06 2.68 n None
Your Politica! " ‘iew 1.86 14 1.75 .08 1.78 .06 2.20 a3 4vs. 3,2
Your Bein: 4 “nreigner 2.94 .09 " 95 .09 2.84 .08 3.02 10 None
Your Attty ! word Others 2.10 .29 .85 .07 2.19 .05 2.10 .14 Jvs. 2
Their Attitusc toward You 2.99 e 2.86 A3 2.76 .06 2.90 .09 None

All figures ore weighted population estimates.

Sponsor 1 = A.L.D. sponsored, 2 = Home government sponsored. 3 = Scholorships and assistontships, 4 = Self ar private sources.
The group means differ beyond .01 level of significance.

Scores: 1 = Nototall. 2 = Alittle. 3 = Somewhat, 4 = Much, 5 = Very much.
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Table 63.

Means and Standard Errors of Perceived ratings of Academic Performance,

Intelligence, Physical Appearance, and Prestige of One's Country
by Sponsorship Categoriesd-

How Do You Rate and How
Do You Think Others Would
Rate . ..?

1

Your Academic Performonce
Self Rating

Rating by Friends n your
Country

Roting by U.S. Students
Your Intelligence

Selt Rating

Roting by Friends in your
Country

Ratng by US Students
Your Phys:col Appecronce
Self Rating

Roting by Friends in your
Country

Roting by U.S Students
Prestige ot your Country
Selt Rating

Rating by Friends in your
Country

Rating by U S. Students

3.64
3.90
3.68
3.86

4.10
3.69

3.68

3.70
3.33

3.21

3.3
2.28

Sponsor 1

N
13

.07

.10
.07

.07

Mean

3.86
4.9
3.77
3.78

4.05
3.65

3.58

3.65
3.44

3.36

3.59
2.63

Sponsorship Ca'.gorlo'b'

Sponsor 2 Sponsor 3
SE Mean
.05 4.19
.05 4.25

4.07
.07 4.03
.05 4.20
.06 3.98
.Oo 3.50
.05 3.57
.06 3.32
.05 3.17
.06 3.37
.06 2.681

&8 82 B BB 8 & 2 B

w
-

ey

Sponsor 4
Mean

3.70
3.87
3.62
3.82

4.02
3.72

3.60

3.70
3.36

3.30

3.59
2.62

.07
.10

Significontly
Ditferent
Ca'ogo'ln"

3 vs. the rest
3 vs. the rest;
2vs. 1,4
3 vs. the rest

3vs. 4,2

3vs. 24
3 vs. the rest

None

None
None

None

2,4vs. 1
The rest vs. 1

.. b.. c. See Footnotes a., b.. c., Table 62.
. Scores: 1 = Among the lowest, 2 =

Foirly low, 3 = Average, 4 =

Fairly high. 5 = Among the highest.
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Table 64.
Means and Standard Errors of Personal Experience Data
by Sponsorship Categories9-
Sponsorship Cu'ogofhlb'
Significontly

Sponsor 1 Sponsor 2 Sponsor 3 Sponsor & Different
Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Cui.gofl.l"
Age 28.19 .44 29.06 .64 28.39 .25 26.13 .40 The rest vs. 4
Langth of Stay in the U.S.
{months) 30.96 4.20 33.94 1.76 38.94 2.39 7. 2.30 None
Lenyth of Stay ot the
School of Current
Enrollment {months) 23.36 2.02 26.89 1.55 29.25 1.37 24.48 1.13 3.2vs. 4.1
Number of Countries
Visited besides the U.S. 2.90 .49 3.45 .23 2.56 15 3.70 .25 The rest vs. 3
Length of Stay Abroad in
the Above manths) 12.60 2.67 9.79 1.36 6.69 .66 n.27 .80 The rest vs. 3
a- Al figures are weighted papulation estimates.
b. Sponsor 1 = A.L.D. sponsored, 2 = Home government sponsored, 3 = Scholarships and ossistontships, 4 = Self or private sources.

[ The group means differ beyand .01 level ot significance.



Marital Status of Students

Table 65.

by Regions of Origin

(Percent Distribution9:)

Reglons
South and Southwest Latin

Marltal Status Africa East Asla Asla Amerlca Europe
Single 44.9 57.5 66.1 47.2 77.2
Married

(spouse here) 43 36.5 30.9 50.4 19.4
Married

(spouse in home

country) 10.7 4.6 2.4 1.0 1.3
Other 1.4 1.4 0.6 1.4 23
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
a. See Faatnote a., Table 48.

Table 66.
Fields of Study by
Regions of Origin
(Percent Distribution9:)
Reglons
South and Southwaest tatin

Fields of Study Africa East Asla Asla America £urope
Engineering 17.0 24.7 35.5 16.1 15.3
Agriculture 12.4 4.8 5.7 12.8 3.6
Natural and Life

Sciences 7.1 12.6 6.5 8.7 0.0
Business and

Management 163 17.3 14.8 20.6 17.3
Educotion 6.2 2.7 2.4 4.3 8.4
Humonities 1.2 0.9 0.2 3.7 7.8
Health Professions 7.5 4.3 1.0 3.5 11.8
Social Sciences 10.2 6.9 9.1 7.3 8.4
Other 221 25.8 24.8 23.0 27.4
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. See Faatnote a., Table 48.
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Table 67.
Likelihood to Remain Permanently in the U.S. by Fields of Study
(Percentage Distribution9)

Flelds of Study

Remaining Natural
Permanently & Lite Business & Healt! Soclal
in the U.S, Engineering Agriculiure Sci Mang t €ducation Humanlties Professl Scl Others
Definitely

Not 19.1 43.5 24.9 16.9 2.9 28.6 28.1 32.8 25.6
Very

Unlikely 19.8 25.3 14.8 14.3 15 14.8 8.5 n.z 19.3
Somewhat

Unlikely 10.4 6.9 59 15.9 6.0 4.1 2.4 6.9 10.9
Undecided 25.2 13.¢ 24.2 29.3 16.1 22.0 26.5 220 20.6
Somewhat

Likely 13.6 8.9 13.1 10.3 21 1.3 16.8 2.9 11.8
Very

Likely 8.5 1.4 12.9 8.4 7.8 20.5 12.6 10.2 7.2
Definitely

will 3.4 0.6 4.2 4.9 0.0 8.7 5.1 3.5 4.6
Totol 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. See F~~*~ote a., Table 48,



Table 68.
Reasons for Remaining Permanently in the U.S. by Fields of Study
(Percentages 9- of Students in each Field of Study who Marked each Reason)

Flelds of Study

Which of the

Foliowing Might

Make You Stay Natural

Pomantg’ly in & tife Business & Hea!th Soclal

the U.5.7 Englneering Agriculture Scl A g t Education H [ties Profoss! Scl Others
Palitical Conflict

at Hame 30.4 33.0 22.6 28.4 7.2 27.8 28.3 29.6 30.8
Not Being Able to Find

a Job ot Home 12.8 9.0 13.9 7.3 10.6 2.2 131 5.4 12.9
A Geod Job Ofter

in the U.S. 9.8 122 24.9 31.0 ns 25.2 24.2 0.7 24.7
Marriage ta o

U.S. Citizen 13.3 4.0 14.2 18.7 5.0 30.4 8.0 1.6 153
Family Members’

Advice 7.1 2.4 1n.e 8.5 5.1 0.0 1.5 7.8 6.2
Nothing Would Make Me

Stay Permanently in the U.S. 24.7 44.8 298 15.3 443 34.0 34.2 32.1 30.8
o. Percentages are populatian estimates computed with use of weights. Therefore, frequencies are nat presented in the toble. Percentages do not total ta 100.0%,

since respondents were allowed to mork more thon one reason.
b. Respondents were ollawed to circle more than one reason. Therefore, column percentages do not odd up ta 100.0.



Table 69.
TOEFL Scores by Fields of Study
(Percent Distribution9)

Flelds of Study

Natural
TOEML Score & Life Business & Healt Soclal
Ranges Engineering Agriculture S<b M - t Education Humanities Protfessl <k
Never Taken
TOEFL 23.4 29.0 17.9 301 2. 44.3 26.4 35.6
Below 400 0.2 0.6 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
400-450 3.0 5.8 4.5 3.9 23 0.0 7.5 5.0
451-500 9.4 13.9 10.7 17.6 12.3 6.4 8.5 9.4
501-550 25.0 2.6 30.3 20.5 33.2 9.4 26.6 16.3
551-600 20 16.3 15.7 18.0 n.7 8.1 17.9 23.8
Over 600 17.0 10.8 19.6 9.9 8.4 318 130 9.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 1460.0 100.0

a. See Footnate o., Table 48.
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Are You Trylng
To Find @ Job

in your
Country Now?
Yes. | am
No. but Plon
to Do So
No ond no Plans
to Do So
No because
Job 1s Waiting
Toral

Table 70.
Finding Future Jobs by Fields of Study
(Percent Distribution9)

Fislds of Study

Natural
& Life Business &

Engineering Agriculture Sl M 9 t Education Humarities
13.9 16.2 16.4 101 63 13.4
25.4 18.5 336 395 9.2 325
39.9 13.8 35.6 36.4 21.6 21.4
208 51.5 14.4 140 429 327

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N‘.cli‘h S.otlcl
10.3 123
23 7.7
38.0 34.4
29.4 258

100.0 100.0

Others
11.4

34.6

253
100.0

a See Foc'note o.. Table 48.



Marltal Status

Single
Married
(spouse here)
Married
(spouse in home
country)
Other
Totol

Engineering
66.4

28.7

4.4

100.0

Table 71.
Marital Status by Fields of Study
(Percent Distribution9)

Major
Natural
& Life Business &

Agriculture Scl L 'l t Education Humanities
46.5 63.3 59.8 2.3 40.2
42.4 2.6 36.8 63.2 521

8.5 6.6 1.6 7.4 4.6
2.7 0.6 1.8 0.1 3.1
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Health Soclal
54.7 40.3
35.8 53.4

9.3 4.3
0.1 2.1
100.0 100.0

Others
53.3

41.6

3.7

100.0

a. See Footnote a.,

Table 48.
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Table 72.
Fields of Study and Classification by Sex Categories
(Percent Distribution9)

Sex Categories Sex Categorles

Fleld of Study Femaole Male Classificatlon Female Male
Engineering 6.2 2.9 Freshman 21 1.4
Agriculture 3.8 9.5 Sophomore 8.2 5.4
Natural & Life Sciences 10.3 8.6 Junior 12.0 10.2
Business & Management 18.1 16.7 Senior 16.4 17.4
Education 6.1 2.9 Master’s Student 36.3 31.4
Humanities 4. 0.8 Ph.D. Student 19.0 30.3
Health Professions 8.7 27 Special Non-degree Student 2.2 0.4
Social Sciences 9.9 7.8

Others 32.8 2.1 Others 3.8 3.5
Total 100.0 100.0 Others 100.0 100.0

a. See Footnote a., Table 48.

Table 73.
Regions of Origin and Marital Status by Sex Categories
(Percent Distribution9)

Sex Categorles Sex Categories

Region female Male Marital Status Female Male
Africo n7 23.0 Single 60.1 54.1
South and East Asia 45.7 35.4 Married, spouse here 35.9 39.4
South and Waes! Asia 19.8 24.3 Morried, spouse in home country 1.4 5.7
Latin America 19.4 15.5 Other 2.6 0.8
Europe 4.4 1.8

Total 100.0 100.0 Total 100.0 100.0

a. See Footnotc o, table 48.
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Resldence

Dormitory
Morried Student Housing
Room off Compus
without Cooking
Room off Campus
with Cooking
Aportment
Trailer
Other
Totol

Seox Categories
female
14.4
19.7

0.9

7.3
44.9
0.7
12.1
100.0

Table 74.
Types of Residence and Living Arrangement by Sex Categories
(Percent Distribution9)

Male

10.6
2.1

With Whom Do
You Live?

U.S. Fomily
U.S. Student(s)
Foreign Student(s)
from onother Country
Student(s) from
your Country
Your Spouse (and children)
Alane
Other
Total

Seox Categories
Female
4.0
10.2

6.5

13.0
35.3
19.7
1.3
100.0

Male
1.2

4.9

17.9
37.8
273
7.6
100.0

a. See Footnote a., toble 48.



I

Ot

Age

17-22
23.27
28-32
33-37
38 over

Total

Africa

Nigeria
Kenya
Sudan
Egypt
Ghana
Other
Subtatal

Europe
Turkey
Other
(Portugal)
Subtotal

Frequency
256
654
525
235
106

1776

Frequency
186

27

Percant
14.4
36.8
2.6
13.2

6.0

100.0

Percoent
10.3
20

1.7

1.4

1.2
11.9
28.5

Sex
Frequency
Male 1412
Female 396
Total 1809
b

Countrles of Origin
Southwest Asia

Frequency
Iran 118
Israel 23
Jardan 20
Other 58
Subtotal 219
Latln America
Venezuela 71
Brazil a6
Mexico 44
Calambio 34
Chile 23
Other 131
Subtotal 349

Table 75.
Selected Personal Characteristics of the Sample®

Percent
78.1
21.9

100.0

Percent

a. Tatal frequencies varied by charactaristics due ta different missing cases.
b. Only those cauntries with twenty o more respondents are listed.

Marital Status

Frequency

Single 943
Married, with

the spouse 715
Marrier  with-

out the spouse 147

Other 32

Total 1837

South and East Asla

Frequency

Taiwan 136
india 128
Thailand 94
Indanesia 81
Malaysia 68
Korea 66
Philippines 31
Pakistan 30
Other 61
Subtotal 695
Total 1803

Percent

51.3
39.0
8.0

1.7
100.0

Percent

Accdemic Lovel

Frequency

Freshman 19
Sophomore 114
Junior 168
Senior 254
M.S. Student 627
Ph.D. Student 5€0
Other 67
Total 1829

Major

Frequency

Engineering 400
Agriculture 273

Business & Management 214
Natural & Life Sciences 168

Social Sciences 153
Education 86
Health Professians 60
Humanities 31
Other 452

Total 1837

Percant
1.0

6.0

9.0
4.0
34.4
32.0
3.6
100.0

Percent
21.8
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

Needs for practical experience before returning home were the least met
needs. Practical experience, such as a type of internship, could be made
part of the degree program so that schools could formally assist students,
especially in certain fields, to have needs met before returning home. In
our opinion, accommodation of (his tyvpe of need will enhance the vilue
of U.S. education to students from developing nations.

Students anticipated certain material and professional needs to be un-
met upon reiurning home. (This anticipation was less acute among those
supported by A.LD. and home governments.) This anticipated frustra-
tion has ramifications to various aspects of their stav in the U.S. It is our
recommendatior that students be given some assurance with regard to
material rewards (jobs, ete.), opportunities and facilities to further their
professional growth by their home governments. The U.S. government
and U.S. educational institutions might be able to assist or cooperate
with the home government in this regard.

We contend that providing foreign students with assistantships is a more
beneficial means of support in that students have significantly more
satistving experiences in the U.S, We suggest that both A.LD. and home
governments consider providing assistantships by channeling funds to
specific departments of colleges and universities where prospective
students will be located as a viable alternative to the current manner of
assisting students with scholarships.

Self-evaluated command of English was a substantial predictor of
satisfaction in a variety of needs. In order to have students feel satisfied
with their stay, a sound preparation in English skills is a must. A good
command of English is much needed in order for students to have
meaningful experiences at the interpersonal and community levels.
Remedial Iinglish courses could be strengthened, along with the addition
of intermediate courses.

Needs for relevant education and for training to apply knowledge were
emphasized by students in most fields of study, but particularly in
agriculture. These are the types of needs educational institutions could
accommodate by improving the current curriculum. Whether these
needs are being met or not will have far reaching consequences per-
taining to the use of training ar ' knowledge that students have when
they return to their home countries. If these needs are not met, the
student’s training may not be best used.

Regions of the world from which students came made significant
differences in terms of importance of eertain needs and satistaction.
Even though emphasized by students from all the regions, African
students particularly placed high importance on the above points (see 5).
We are under a strong impression, hased on the preliminary analysis of
data, that students from different regions of the world have different
perceptions of their acceptance which lead to different degrees of
satisfaction, particularly in those needs involving interpersonal interac-
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tions. One of the groups which perceived the least satisfaction in receiv-
ing equal acceptance by faculty and human respect by U.S. students was
the group who were most likely to return home,. i.e. African students. We
must deplore this situation. We cannot over-emphasize the strong need
for improving human relations between U.S. narlonals, faculty ineluded,
and foreign students in academic institutions, especiallv when we
recognize that today's foreign students are likely to hecome tomorrow's
leaders in those nations.

Students living with U.S. students tended to have more satisfving in-
terpersonal experiences and stronger contidence in both primary and
secondary goal attainment than those living with fellow countrymen in
particular. U.S. educational institutions could assist and encourage
foreign students to live with U.S, students. Such arrangements can even
be made in advance for foreign students, it so desired by them.
Overall, students with jobs in their home countries enjoved a more
satisfving stay in the 1S, as measured by academic and interpersonal
items. We wish to re-emphasize the importance of guaranteed job oppor-
tunities for students in order to ensure more satisfving experiences for
them in the U5, Those with jobs waiting scored the lowest in placing im-
portance on the need for practical experience. However, this did not hold
in every field. Needs for work experience and opportunities to apply
knowledge gained in the class before returning home appeared to be
genuine among many students who had jobs waiting for them in their
home countries, as well as among others,

Finally we wish to express our opinions. U.S. educational institutions
are encouraged to make an accommodation to meet the needs of foreign
students for training to apply knowledge and practical experience hefore
they return home. They are also encouraged to contribute in having the
post-return needs met. Accommodating the needs for practical experience
might raise a concern among some who speculate that practical training
might lead to a permanent stay in the U.S. We suggest that educators in
LS. institutions reevaluate the objectives of U.S. education with regard to
foreign students. Is it to educate foreign students, regardless of country of
origin, for advancement of the world community of sciences and
humanities? Or is it to educate students to meet the needs of their home
countries? If the tormer is the major objective, the isste of return intention
becomes irrelevant. Onee educated, graduates should be given the best op-
portunities in the most facilitating environments to most effective v con-
tribute their talents to the advancement of the international community of
knowledge. If the second is to be the primary objective of U.S. education,
than we contend that U.S. educational institations and government, in con-
junction with students’ home governments, need to better plan and ensure
that students be given appropriate professional opportunities a . acilities
to utilize their training and further advance their knowledge upon returning
to their home countries. Such a plan should ideally he made before students
leave their countries, so that they will experience greater satisfaction while



in the U.S. Under this objective, U.S. educational institutions would be
obliged to accommodate the need for more relevant programs and more
practical training so that students could see how to apply their U.S. educa-
tion to the situations in their home countries.

Education should be regarded as a continuous process. U.S.
educational institutions may be in the best position to provide continuous
opportunities and facilities to further enhance professional growth of the
returnees in cooperation with institutivas of higher education in developing
countries. Intergovernmental cooperation is also essential to achieve these
objectives. International education should not end on the dayv students
leave for their home countries. By providing opportunities and facilities for
continuous professional growth to the returnees, we can hope to have the
returnees in developing nations contribute to the international community
of knowledge.
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APPENDIX A: OTHER RESPONSES'

Following each category of need items on the questionnaire, an item
-alled other needs was inserted. Many respondents availed themselves of
the opportunity to articulate additional needs and concerns not fully
tapped by the questionnaire. Out of 1,857 respondents, only a small frac-
tion of them wrote in other responses. However, we found some of their
responses rather revealing and thought provoking. A summary of the
responses to each category follows.

Information (75 responses):

The foreign students wanted to know about availability of transporta-
tion (within the community and to airports). safety of cities, regulations
on driving, racial attitudes and prevalence of diserimination among U.S.
nationals. and opportunities for jobs. Expense evidently entered into many
of their concerns, hecause information as to costs of travel and availability
of an emergency cash/loan fund were mentioned.

More detailed information about universities was desired.
Respondents felt it would be advantageous to know in advanee about un-
wersities and their specialities, plus more details on the entire college
svstem (exams, credits, majors). A need for further English courses was
mentioned as the course currently offered are too rudimentaey, e.g. in-
termediate English courses for graduate students would be helpful.

Degree program (45 responses):

Additional responses  within the degree program fell into two
categories—money and applicability of the program. Foreign students
seemed to feel that they are overcharged by universities (because they pay
310 times the in-state tuition) and that more and higher-paying
assistantships should be available.

Course requirements need to be more flexible, because courses like
American history and political science are not of much use to a foreign
stu”ent. Most research was seen as geared to the department’s research
program. not to the students’ needs. Foreign students also felt that infor-
mation about research going on in the home country was of great impor-
tance.

Relevancy of the degree program (20 responses):

Comments in this area were best summarized by this student:
“Classroom learning is very ok, but practical experience is not there. Even
co-op, though allowed is not in practice.” Apparently practical experience

The material presented in this appendix was organized by Barbara Munson, one of our data
assistants, who also acted as our editor based on her trainming and experience i, ' glish
language instruction. The authors wish to acknowledge Mrs. Munson tor her special con-
tribution ta this section,
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for two to three vears in the U.S. before returning to the home country is a
major unfulfilled need of toreign students. Another concern was continuing
communication between the U.S, universities and the student’s home
country after the student’s return. Even though we included items tapping
these issues, some students still emphasized them by restating them in
their own words,

cxtracurricular professional activities (33 responses):

Again the need for practical work experience betore leaving the U.S.
was stressed. This could be accomplished  through  post-doctoral
fellowships. internship programs, or even by working during breaks and
summer vacations. Such work would be helptul in ap:iiing knowledge to
the home country and allowing the student to work out “doubts or
problems™ as hisher study progresses. Immigration regulations were
perceived as the big problem in attaining these goals,

Professional activities were also seen as a help in hridging the gap
hetween the theoretical and the practical. As several respondents wrote,
there is a big ditference in technigues involved and basic technology and
its applications from the U.S0 to developing nations,

Being a university student (31 responses):

Being respected as a human being and being treated without dis-
erimination  concerned  many respondents in this area. “UAcademic
segregation” apparently does exist and was seen as a major problem,
Cu'tural exchanges were suggested ax a possible remedy. Furthermore,
some rustration has resulted from contacts with some foreign students’
advisors, beeause of their lack of personnel and/or understanding.

Again more understanding of the entire U.S. university svstem was
desired. as well as more time to adjust to that svstem and more freedom to
change within it.

Money and jobs (14 responses):

Intlation and immigration regulations were seen as the culprits in
monev and job problems. Immigration restrictions were judged to be un-
fair and the immigration officials to be unenlightened and arbitrary in
wielding power by some respondents.

Intlation has made it necessary to obtain both financial aid and a job.
Many students are married and have a family to support. Both the stu-
dent and the spouse need to work but are unable to hecause of visa restrie-
tions or unavailability of jobs, In addition, money sources from the home
country have been interrupted at times, causing further money problems
for the foreign students, Deferred payment of fees and reduction in non-
resident tuitions were suggested as remedies.

A poignant remark came from one respondent: “Question: how to get
enough monev for air-ticket to visit_home just one Christmas holiday dur-
ing myv course of studv?” (This came from a young married man whose
spouse remained in his home country.)



Local community life (21 responses):

Bias and hypoceris: toward foreign students are reiterated in this area.
Respondents spoke of feeling victimized— by segregation, by hostility
(eaused by current problems in Tran). by fear of erime. The need is to be
treated courteously, As one student wrote, “Generally, students and peo-
ple understand and aceept us .. Government and institutions are the
problem.”

Momey is also part of the problem. Medicine, medical care. and in-
surance are available but oo expensive, The large deposits required for
housing and atilities ereate hardships,

Housing needs (20 responses):

Availability of housing was scen as a major need. Housing needs to be
close to campus 1o accommodate those without cars and inexpensive
cnough that students can manage it financially. In addition, discrimina-
tion in obtaining housing wax a problem. because of racial reasons or hav-
ing children.

Students telt they were taken advantage of in obtaining housing. Con-
tracts and leases were not explained and were incredibly complicated.
Legal assistanee treer could alleviate this problenn.

Interpersonal relationships (14 responses):

Relationships with other foreign students were the casiest to attain,
Apparently there a natural camaraderie exists. U8, {riends were slightly
less attainable, expecially as friends with whom one could hecome close.

Advisors and professors were judged to be sympathetic and un-
derstanding. but sometimes lacking appreciation of foreign student needs.

Before going home (22 responses):

Lots of questions arose about getting onesell and one’s goods home by
the cheapest means. Information about student rates and charter flights
would be helpful. as would an increase in the book allowance to allow
mare books to go back. A booklet with this information would certainly
help those students who are soon to return home.

The conversion problems of electrical appliances were a nuisance.
Students would like 1o be able to buy clectrical items with the voltage
they need or at least get converters for them,

Anticipated conditions after returning home (18 responses):

Most needs in this category dealt with hopes and plans tor the future.
An often-expressed need was to have adequate equipment and personnel
to cquip a lab or rescarch arcea properly. An additional hope was for ongo-
ing communication through the student returning to the U.S. at intervals
or U, professionals visiting the developing nations. It would also he help-
ful to know of organizations within the U.S, with which to maintain con-
tact and receive information about progress and research in the field of
study.,
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Goals on coming to the U.S. (28 responses):

Major goals to be achieved in the U.S, ranged from individual to
worldwide. Individual goals included attaining emotional and intellectual
maturation, learning self-discipline, being receptive to others’ ideas
regardless of color, race, or religion,

Manyv respondents held a world view of their U8, experiences—to
help U.S. nationals to understand my country, to use knowledge cross-
culturally, to entice Americans to visit my country, to inform the U.S. of
foreign politics, culture and prejudice. and to be able to discuss differing
ideologies in a meaningful wayv,

English skills (30 responses):

Many students responded that they already knew English well before
coming to the U.S. However, they could increase their skill in tollowing
different accents and learning American slang. Fven maore, skills are need-
ed hevond the usual English as a foreign language courses—-the basics of
“writing papers, from research to typing, from punctuation to format.”
The need is for intermediate English courses not just the remedial courses.

English courses for foreign students (66 responses):

Most of the reasons for not taking Knglish courses for foreign students
dealt with having prior knowledge of the language. Many students felt
they were sufficiently proficient in English by virtue of having taken
Fnglish courses hefore, taking all high school courses in English, or
Knglish being the home country's official language. Several respondents
thought practice was the best remedy for any problems, that listening and
comprehension needed work, but not grammar.

Factors which prevent relationships with U.S. nationals (88
responses):

Although many foreign students indicated that thev have good
relationships - with 1N, students, many more cited factors which
prevented good relationships. Lack of time and being too busy with
studies were factors which covered all groups, but basically reasons fell
into two categories -"“them”™ and “us.”

“Thev (meaning U.S, students) were prejudiced against foreigners,
uninformed about other countries, superior-acting, too individualistie in
attitude, unwilling to make the effort, or generally friendly and polite but
not willing to get close. The foreign students were unable to form
relationships because they tended to stick together, were uninterested,
didn’t like the U.S. system. did not know American culture, or spoke
accented Fnglish and didn't know American slang.

Orientation programs (90 responses):

The Washington International Center (Washington, D.C.) has
evidently conducted many orientation programs for incoming foreign
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students. In addition, student clubs. such as Arab Students Club,
Chinese Student Club, and Malaysian Student Association were another
souree of orientation programs, as were ex-students, family, and friends.
Lastly, U.S. embassies in the student’s home country were mentioned hy
several students as the source of their orientation.

Reasons one might stay in the U.S. permanently (78 responses):

Many students responded with aspects which they liked about living
in the U.S.—"good education and good country™, better future, personal
and professional achievement, advanced society, opportunities. Many just
“like it here. Family considerations were also important. If the children
or family wanted to stay, if the student’s parents came over here, or if
death occurred in the family at home, the student would be more likely to
stay here. Religion was mentioned as a factor several times. Several
student: also feared problems in readapting to their home environment
and social conditions,

Extra responses (93 responses):

Many of the respondents wrote notes on the guestionnaires which
provided interesting and lively reading. The most common perhaps was
thanking us for our interest and hoping that some help Jor foreign students
would result. Apparently the questionnaire items tapped into wells of feel-
ing hecause many students almost literally wrote us books of information
on their needs and desires.

As might be expected there were complaints about the research
methods emploved: the questionnaire was too long, answers were modell-
ed. answers needed more flexibility, some items were unnecessary while
other crucial questions were missed.

Suggestions were also made:

1) Each foreign stuaent should spend 1-2 hours per day with a U.S.

student.

2) ULS. students should receive similar questionnaires to determine

their attitudes toward foreign students.

3) Results of this study should be made available to foreign student

advisors.

4) Foreign student advisors or representatives should visit the ex-
students in their home country. Dialogue between hosts and guests
eould be helpful.

5) U.S. government or universities should intervene with the home
country on behalf of foreign students, especially to get them more
money,
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APPENDIX B:

QUESTIONNAIRE



A Study to Assess the Needs
of Foreign Students

What do you need?

Wherever you come from, we are
interested in your opinion.
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Principal Investigator:

M.Y. Lee

Assistant Professor

Department of Sociology & Anthropology
lowa State University

Ames, lowa 50011

This study is sponsored by the National Association for Foreign Student Af-
fairs (NAFSA).
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Confidential
Please do nol write your name.

We would like to find out what foreign students need so that U.S. un-
iversities and local communities can make necessary adjustments to make
the study here more pleasant to foreign students.

You will need about halt an hour to complete this questionnaire. Your
assistance will be of great value to us. Please complete the questionnaire
now and simply put it in a nearby mail box. No postage needed. By helping
us, you will be helping students from your country and other countries who
are yet to come. Thank you for your participation in this survey.

M. Y. Lee (515) 294-8440

Mokhtar Abd-Ella {515) 294-8417

Linda Burks Thomas (515) 294-8417
Department of Sociology & Anthropology
lowa State University

Ames, lowa 50011
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I. The following list (Items 109 - 55) includes the type of A. Clrcle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate

information you might have wanted to know when you how important it was for vou to how satisfied you are with your
lirst came to the U.S. Please read each item and answer know the item. when you first knowledge of the item now.
both A and B as shown by the example. (Note: If the came to the U.S.
item does not apply to you please skip it.)
z E <
€ g2 = < =2 2
+ £ E sT § z = T 2 % 3, 2
< S € 58 g & £ = % c To ® o °
£t g 2 ag = T <€ 2 3 2 £ = = &
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< £ CE = E e 2 € £ s = ] =
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Example: 5 > G ®5 o6 S 5 s 3 6 ®5 6 3 H
> &6 v z2 & o > > & v Z22 o o >
The locations of the bookstores. 1T 2 3 4 (8 6 7 1 2 3 5 6 @
Information about. . ..
109. The registration procedure. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6
111. The procedure to begin your degree program. 2 3 6 7 2 3 5 6 7

113. Examinatior requirements and regulations for

a degree. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
115. English language requirements. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
117. English courses for foreign students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
119. The efficient use of the library. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
121. The role of the academic advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
123. The role of the major professor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
125. The role of the foreign student advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
127. The cost of travelling in the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A. Circle oae number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important it was for you to how satisfied you are with your
know the item. knowledge of the item now.

€ T
£ £E z 2 -
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a Qo b4 = =
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3 @ C - 3 -
z £2 2 2 z
® @ o © o o
Information about. . . > zc > > >
129. How much it costs to live here. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
131. Housing facilities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
133. Housing cost. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
135. Community services available to foreign
students and their families. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
137. Recreational activities available on campus. 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 5 6 7
141. Availability of food and spices you are
accustomed to using. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
143. Health services available. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
145. Health insurance available. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
147. Clothes needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
149. Ways of doing things in the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
151. Dating behavior with U.S. nationals of the
opposite sex. 2 3 4 6 7 1 2 3 4 6 7
153. Immigration and visa reguiations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
155. Information on sponsors’ rules about families,
medical care, and travelling. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other things you need to know (please specify):
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1l. The following is a list of needs you may have during your A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
stay in the U.S. Please read each item and then answer how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
A and B. (Note: if the item does not apply to you, please your case.
skip it.)
H £z - H H
The degrze program In the U.S. T Se £ 3 23 o
a Qg T = =% 2
E Ez 2 H S3 s
€ - E 3 c -] ®
3 ®c = = ®c -
Need for. . . S £°7 = = £3 =
] ® 5 3 ] ® 5 o
157. Having an academic advisor assigned to you > ze > > zc >
betfore your arrival. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
159. Receiving credit for academic work done
ovtside the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
161. Sharing responsibility in planning your degree
program with your academic advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
163. Substituting certain requirements with alternative
courses more relevant to your country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
165. Having your academic advisor available when needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
167. Having faculty members spend enough time with you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
169. Having faculty members with international
experiences to guide you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
171. Having an experience as a teaching assistant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
173. Having an experience as a research assistant. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
175. Opportunities to do some team-work with
American students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
177. Having another student to help you with
your study. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one iiumber to indicate

how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.

€ € _ ° °
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179. Having the sponsoring agency accept necessary >

adjustments in your degree program. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

209. Coordination between the sponsoring agency and
the university. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

211. Economic contributions of foreign governments
to U.S. unviersities in order to finance special
programs for foreign students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):

Relevancy of the U.S. degree program

Needfor. ..
213. A program relevant to your future job

in your country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
215. A program relevant to the present needs of your

country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

217. Level of technology applicable to the future of
your couriry.

219. Obtaining basic knowledge in your area of study.
221. Having international materials included in courses.
223. Training to apply knowledge.
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
- £_
; £5 z z 3
£ EZ 1 3 :
Relevancy of the U.S. degree program 5 $¢c E s H
3 s 3 5 3
Needfor. .. > Tc > > >
225. Training for leadership role. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
227. Training to introduce changes in your country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
229. Thesis research in your country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
231. Seminars with students from several departments
to deal with problems of national development. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
233. Exchange of visiting professors between
universities of your country and those in the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Other needs (please specify):
Extracurricular professional activities in the U.S.
Need for. ..
235. Opportunities to give information about your
country in educational situations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
237. Opportunities to attend off-campus professional
meetings. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
239. Learning how universities provide assistance to
local communities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
241. Opportunities to put into practice what you learn
in class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
243. Work experience in your field before returning home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
€ T_
§ g i g iz 3
E Ea o < Q= -
Being a university student in thc U.S. E E g E £ é § s
Needfor. .. E §§ E E §§ E
245. Understanding the grading system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
247. Understanding course requirements of instructors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
249. Being able to take class notes wall. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
251. Having extra time in taking exams to compensate
for language difficulty. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
253. Having opvortunities to discuss course work with
U.S. students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
255. Opportunities to discuss course work with faculty
members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
257. Getting adequate advice from your academic advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
259. Getting adequate : dvice from your foreign student
advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
261. Being treated as fairly as U.S. students by faculty
members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
263. Being respected as a fellow human being by U.S.
students. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
265. Having publications in your area of study from
your country available in the university library. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
267. Having magazines and newspapers from your country
available in the university library. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
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269. Having an office space for each graduate student. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Other needs (please specify):
Money and jobs in the U.S.
Need for. ..
271. Having enough money for school. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
273. Having enough money for basic living expenses. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
275. Having enough money to receive necessary medical
care. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
277. Having money for some recreational activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
308. Receiving money from your sponsor without delay. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
311. Getting help in banking. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
313. Getting help from Student Financial Aids. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
315. Finding a part-time job. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
317. Finding a part-time iob at tha university
related to your degree program. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 6
319. Finding a job for your husband or wife. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
321. Getting a work permit for off campus jobs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
hcew important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
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323. Getting accustomed to U.S. food. 1 2 3 4 5 o 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
325. Observing your religious practices. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
327. Being able to behave according to your values
and beliefs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
329. Having sufficient time for social and recreational
activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
331. Feeling welcome by U.S. nationals in the local
community. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
333. Having recreational activities with U.S. nationals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
335. Visiting U.S. families. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
337. Having U.S. nationals correctly informed about
your country. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 2 4 5 6 7
339. Having local people treat foreign students
courteously. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
341. Social activities which will give you an opportunity
to meet persons of the opposite sex. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
343. Obtaining medical care. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
347. Knowing income tax regulations. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
- T_
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Housing needs in the U.S. B s % £ g 5 E E
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349. Having adequate housing facilities on campus. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
351. Having adequate housing facilities off campus. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
353. Obtaining necessary furniture at a reasonable cost. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
355. Borrowing necessary furniture. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
357. Getting housing you want without discrimination. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
359. Sharing housing with U.S. Nationals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
361. Being informed about legal rights and duties when
you sign a contract. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Other needs (please specify):
Family living in the U.S.
Note: For only those who have their families with them.
(Others: please go to Interpersonal relationships on
page 10).
Need for. . .
363. Finding enough activities for your spouse
(husband or wife). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
365. English language training for your spouse at a
reasonable cost. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
< c .
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g 55 E § 3
Need for . . . 3 z: 3 3 z
367. Appropriate educationa: opportunities for your > =< > > >
spouse. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
369. Social activities which include children. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 2 3 4 5 6 7
371. Finding appropriate child care. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
373. Finding approy.riate educational opportunities
for children. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6
375. Getting to know U.S. neighbors. 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Other needs (please specify):
Interpersonal relationships in the U.S.
Need for. . .
409. A good relationship with your advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
411. Good relationships with the degree program
committee members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
413. Good relationships with course instructors. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
415. A good relationship with your foreign student advisor. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
417. Friendly treatment by other university staff members. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



L91

A. Circle one number to indicate B. Circle one number to indicate
how important the need is to you. how much the need is satisfied in
your case.
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419. U.S. friends. 1 2 3 4 5 86 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
421. U.S. friends with whom you can discuss personal

probiems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 3 4 5 6 7
423. Social activities with U.S. nationals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 3 4 5 6 7
425. Friends from other countries. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):
Before going home
Need for. ..
427. Knowing how to send books and household items

home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
429. Knowing information, in a-vance, on tax clearance

regulations, sailing permit, etc. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
431. Knowing the cheapest means of transpo-tation to

return home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other needs (please specify):
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Anticipated conditlons after returning home

When you look ahead toward returning home, you
might recognize certain needs in ¢rder for you to func-
tion properly as a professional in your field in your
country. Please read each item and then answer A and

Need for ...

433.

435

437.
439,
441.
443.
445,

447.

449.

451.
453.

Finding a job appropriate to your training.
Adequate salary or wages.

Finding appropriate housing.

Having funds for research.

Having facilities to use U.S. training in future jobs.

Having resources to use U.S. training in future jobs.

Receiving the latest professional materials in the
field

Visiting ouizizie your country at intervals to keep
in contact with scholars in your field.

Having scholars visit your country for professional
consultations.

Publishing in professionatl journals abroad.
Publishing in professional journals in your country.
Other needs (please specify):

A. Circle one number to indicate
how important the neec will be to
you.
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B. Circle one number to indicate

how much the need will
satisfied in your case.

o a2 o = - Very unsatisfied
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A. How important was this goal B. How likely is it that you are go-
before you came to this country? ing to achieve this goal?
€ T
IV. The following is a list of goals which you might have 3 £§ E . -
wished to achieve when you were leaving your horme g &% H s £z =
country for the U.S. Please answer A and B by circling 5 é—g E < :;:E =
one number for each item. E ; 5 E E E 5 E
455. Obtaining the degree. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N 2 3 4 5 6 7
457. A broad education. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
459. Specialized skills and knowledge in your tield. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7
461. Developing research skills. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
463. Improving your command of English. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
465. Gaining practical experience in your field. 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
467. Getting to know U.S. professionals in your field. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
469. Seeing different parts of the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
471. Learning about the U.S. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
473. Broadening your view of the world. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Other goals (ptease specity):
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V. The following is a list of English skills you may need.

Please answer A, B and C.

English skills

509.
512.
515.
518.
521.
524.
527.
530.

Understanding spoken English.
Giving an oral presentation in class.
Reading (textbooks, journais, etc.).
Writing papers and a thesis.

Taking tests.

Taking class notes.

Participating in class discussions.

Conversing with faculty members and other
students.

Other skills (please specify):

A. Circle one number
to show how important
the skill is to you.

Very unimportant
Nelther important
nor unimportant
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N N N N N N N Very Important
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B. Circle one number
to show how good your
English is in this skill.

g
5 i g
a 58 @
> £2 >
£ 28 $
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

- o4 4 4 4 Very poorly

C. It you have taken
English courses in the
U.S., circle one
number to show how
well they helped to im-
prove the skill.

%‘

2 =

5%® H

£: 3

ZzZc >
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 56 7
2 3 4 5 6 7

No English
courses laken

0 0 W O O o
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VI. Many universities otter English courses for foreign students. Please answer A and B
below.

A. Have you taken any Engiish courses for foreign studente on campus? Please cir-
cle one number.

533. 1. Yes, (please go to VIi.).
2. No (please answer B below).
B. Why have you not taken any English courses for foreign students? Please circle

the number(s) applicable to you. (You may have more than one reason.)
534.1. | do not feel | need to improve my English.
535.2. | have no time to take them.
536.3. | have no money to take them.
537.4. | do not think they will improve my English.
538.5. | have schedule contlicts.
539.6. | plan to take them later.
540.7. There are no English courses for foreign students on this campus.

541.8. | was not required to take any of them.
Other reasons (please specify):

Vil. Did you take TOEFL? | so, what was your score? Please circle one number.
542. 1. No, | did not. (Please go to Question Viil.)
Yes, | did. My score was:

3. 400-450
4. 451-500
5. 501-550
6. 551-600
7. Over 600.



VIIL. The following factors may prevent you from establishing good relationshlps with U.S.
nationals. Please clrcle one number to indicate how much you think each factor is
preventing you from having good reiationships.

543.
544,
545.
546.
547.
548.
549.
550.

oLl

551.

554

Your command of English
Your religious background
Your racial background
Your cultural background
Your political view

Your being a foreigner.
Your attitude toward others
Their attitude toward you.

Other factors (please specify):

= = 4 o a Notatall
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W W W W Www W w Somewhat
&b bbb s b A Mych

GO G very Much

IX. We would like to know how you rate the following, and how you think others would
rate them. Please answer A, B and C below by circling one number for each item for
each question. (If you are not at all sure, you may skip the item.)

1. Your academic
performance.

. 2. Your intelli-

gence.

A. How do

you rate

them?

H H
x 5
S =
£ _ 52
e 2 &8 % o
§z§zs
E = 2 € E
< u « u «
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

B. How do
you think
your
friends in
your coun-
try would
rate them?

- Among the lowest

no Falrly low
w Average

Falrty high

F

Among the highest

(3]

C. How do
you think
U.S. stu-
dents
would

rate themn?

Among the lowest

N Falrly low
W Average
& Falrly high

-y

iy
N
w

F

v Among the highest

4]
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H
H
8
2 2
s ©
§ £
E =
§57. 3. Your physical < u
appearance. 1 2
560. 4. Prestige (status)
of your country
in the world. 1 2

w Average

- -
£
= L
52 2
ECI o
5 8
® E E
w < <
4 5 1
3 4 5 1

X. What was your age on your last birthday?

563. ( ) years.

Xl. What is your sex? Clircle one nimber.

565. 1. Female

2. Male

N Falrly low

w Aveorage

& Falrly high

o Among the highest

H

4

o

o =
S : .2
C » &
¢ 2§z
< & < &
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

o Among the h!zhest

Xil. Please circle one number to identity your home country. Due to the limited space the
list includes only those countries with large numbers of students in the U.S.

566. Africa
1.1 Nigeria
1.2 Ethiopia
1.3 Libya

South and East Asia
2.1 Taiwan
2.2 India
2.3 Korea
Southwest Asia
3.1 Iran
3.2 Lebanon

Latin America
4.1 Mexico
4.2 Venezuela
4.4 Brazil
Europe
5.1 Portugal
5.2 Turkey
5.3 Other (please specify):

1.4 Ghana
1.5 Egypt
1.6 Kenya

2.4 Thailand
2.5 Malaysia
2.6 Indonesia

3.3 Israel
3.4 Jordan

4.5 Colombia
4.6 Chile
4.7 Panama

1.7 Sudan
1.8 Other

(please specify):

2.7 Philippines
2.8 Pakistan
2.9 Other

(please specify):

3.5 Iraq
3.6 Other

(please specity):

4.8 Peru
4.9 Other

(please specity):
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X1l

XIV.

XV.

What is your marital status? Circle one number.
568. 1. Single
2. Married: The spouse is w:.th me.
3. Married: The spousd is in my country.
4. Other

What is your present university classification? Circle one number.

569. 1. Freshman 6. Master's Student
2. Sophomore 6. Ph.D. Student
3. Junior 7. Special - Non degree student
4. Senior 8. Other (please specify):

On the following list, identity your area of study. Circle one number.
570. 01. Agriculture and Natural Resources

02. Architecture and Environmenta! Design

03. Area Studies

04. Biological Sciences

05. Business and Management

06. Communications

07. Computer and Information Services

08. Education

09. Engineering

10. Fine and Applied Arts

11. Foreign Languages

12. Health Professions

13. Home Economics

14, Law

15. Letters

16. Library Science

17. Mathematics

18. Military Sciences

19. Physical Sciences

20. Psychology

21. Public Aftairs and Services

22. Socia! Sciences

23. Theology
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XVI.

XVIL.

XViLl.

24. Interdisciplinary Studies

<5. Undeclared

26. Double major (please specify):
27. Other (please specity):

Please answer A and B below by circling the numbers applicabile to you.

A. Is 4.00 the maximum grade point average at the university you are attending
now?
§72. 1. Yes (please answer B)
2. No (please answer C)
B. My grade point average is . . .
5§73. 1. Betwseen 0.00 and 2.44
2. Between 2.45 2nd 2.84
3. Between 2.85 and 3.24
4. Between 3.25 and 4.00

C. What is the maximum grade point average a. the university you are attending
now?

( )
What is your grade point average?

( j

Please circle one number to indicate where you live now.

§74. 1. In a dormitory.

. In married student housing.

. In a room off campus without cooking privileges.
- In a room off cempus with cooking privileges.

. In an apartment off campus.

. In a trailer

. Other (please specify):

NOO A WN

Whom do you live with? Please circle one number.
5§75. 1. U.S. family.
2. U.S. student(s).
3. Foreign student(s) from another country.
4. Student(s) from your country.
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XIX.

XX.

5. Your spouse (and children).
6. Alone.
7. Other (please specify):

What are the primary and secondary sources of your financial support now? Please

circle one number for each source.

576.

AID, LASPAU or AA! (AIFGRAD)
scoolarship

Scholarship from your government

Rockefeller or Ford scholarship

Fulbright scholarship

University assistantship

Parents or relatives (gi‘ts, loans)

Savings

Employment off campus

Employment on campus

Other sources (please specify):

Please circle the number(s) in the following table to indicate who
orientation programs you attended in your country ard in the U.S.

609. In your country:

613. In the L.S.

Other organizers:

Home country
governmaent

-4

N> Sponsor agency

This niversity

Secondary

Primary
source
source

WONOObLEWN =
Wo~NoO UL

organized the
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5 6
4 5 6



XXI.

XXIH.

XXV,

XV,

XXVI.

How long have you been in the United States? Please enter the i>tal months of stay
it this is not the first time you have been in the U.S.

618. ( ) months

How long have you bean at *his university? Please enter the total months.

620. ( ) months
How many foreign countries besides the U.S. have you visited and/or ‘ived in?
622. ( ) countries.
How many months in total were you in those countries?
624. ( ) months.

How likely is it that you might remain permanently in the U.S.? Please circle one
number.
626. 1. Definitely not
2. Very unlikely
. Somewhat unlikely
. Undecided
. Somewhat likely
. Very likely
. Definitely will.

~NOoOWL AW

Which of the following might make you stay permanently in the U.S.? Please clrcle
the number(s) applicable to you.

627. 1. Political conflict at home.

628. 2. Not being able to find a job at home.
629. 3. A good job offer in the U.S.
630. 4. Marriage to a U.S. citizen.
631. 5. Family members’ advice.
6. Other situations (please specify):
632. 7. Nothing would make me stay permanently in the U.S.

Are you trying to find a job in your country now? Please circle one num&er.
633. 1. Yes. | am.

2. No. | am not. But | plan to do so.

3. Mo, 1 am not. | have not made any plans about finding a job.

4. No, | am not, because | have a job waiting for me.



8L

XXVIl. Have you registered with the Home Country Employment Registry of NAFSA (the
National Association for Foreign Student Affairs)? Please circle one number.

634. 1. Yes, | have.
2. No, | have not but | am aware of it, and | intend to ragister.
3. No, | have not. | have a job waiting for me in my country.
4. No, | have not. | know about ii, but | will not register with it because (please
specify):

5. No, | have not. | do not know about it. (Please see your foreign student ad-
visor, if you would like to know about it.)

635.

— THANK YOU VERY MUCH —

Please do not write your name on this questionnaire.

Please drop this today in a mail box!
No envelope, no postage needed.
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