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ABSTRACT

Prospective international students who aspirert@Acan higher education
stand at the confluence of two vast and complenaarecollege choice and
internationalization.The purpose of this study is to learn more about ho
international undergraduate students in Americghdr education selected the
college or university they attend and to explore ltleeir experience in American
higher education influences the factors that theser important for prospective
international students engaged in the college ehpiocess. This study assesses the
extent to which the degree of importance ascribetig¢se factors varies according to
key demographic variables and whether there aferdifces between (1) which
factors influenced the college choice decisionsit&rnational undergraduate
students in U.S. higher education and (2) whickofacthose same students think are
important for prospective international undergradistiudents to consider when
making college choice decisions.

A total of 134 international undergraduate stusgeanrolled at nine institutions in
the U.S., completed the survey instrument, whickduskert-type scales ranging
from 1 (ot important)to 5 very importantto gauge factors’ importance. The
study’s findings suggest that the preeminent fadtoiprevious college choice
research remain preeminent in the college choicssidas of today’s undergraduate
international students. Undergraduate internatistu@ents who are not satisfied
with their college choice decisions, as a groupeap to base their college choice
decisions on the same factors as undergraduateatitenal students who are

satisfied with their college choice decisions. Ungdiaduate international students



who attended high school in the U.S. appear to thesecollege choice decisions on
the same factors as undergraduate internationdgstsi who did not attend high
school in the U.S. Undergraduate internationalestis’ experiences in American
higher education shape what they think should lmtant for prospective

international students to consider when makingeg@lichoice decisions.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The academic literature refers to “the processhobsing whether and where to
attend college” (Bergerson, p. 21, 2009¢akege choiceTheoretical and empirical
research on college choice is plentiful, from whtletee primary theoretical approaches
have emerged: econometric, sociological, and coeabprocess models (Hossler,
Schmit, and Vesper, 1999; Kinzie et al., 2004; Beryl 1990). Econometric models of
college choice assume students are rational astowsanalyze the anticipated costs and
benefits of college attendance when deciding whiethd where to enroll in higher
education (Hossler et al., 1999; Jackson, 1978; deiDdgh, 1997; Paulsen, 1990).
Sociological approaches focus on socializationls, rexploring how socioeconomic
status and family conditions influence studentsices in higher education (Alwin &
Otto, 1977; Hossler et al., 1999; Sewell & Shah896ombined process models
incorporate elements of multiple perspectives (et al., 2004). Hossler and
Gallagher’s model of college choice (1987), whishhie most frequently cited model in
the college choice literature (Bergerson, 2009®swscombined process approach.

Much of the academic literature on college cheixglores the various factors that
influence students’ college choice decisions. Ftoimiresearch, three categories of
factors emergestudent characteristic®.g. socioeconomic status and scholastic aptitude
institutional characteristicse.qg. tuition, reputation, and location, ar/ironmental
characteristics e.g. parental involvement and peer influence JBetins, Dundar, &

Darwin, 2006; Paulsen, 1990).



Different groups of students engage in the colldgsce process differently
(Choudaha, R., Orosz, K. & Chang, L., 2012; Pau&&it. John, 2002). According to
Paulsen and St. John, “There are diverse pattéstaiadent choice, and therefore diverse
groups merit study” (p. 192, 2002). Surprisinglyelatively small body of research
specifically examines the college choice processtudents who seek higher education
outside of their home country (Maringe & CarterQ2p The “Push-Pull” model, which
describes the college choice process of studertspwisue higher education abroad,
contends that factors in students’ home countriag fpush” students into higher
education abroad and factors in host countries‘imaly’ students into colleges and
universities in those host countries (Mazzarouldutgar, 2002).

Why College Choice Matters

Scholars emphasize the importance of understarmdiege choice and its
“implications for practice, policy, and researcBefgerson, 2009, p. 1). In an era of
increased competition for students, institutioresks@more comprehensive knowledge of
how students engage in college choice to targeketiag and student recruitment efforts
(Bergerson, 2009). To combat chronic underreptasien of certain student groups in
higher education, some researchers explore thef@ecioeconomic status in the
college choice process (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2001;dnogh, 1997; Bergerson, 2009).

College choice also influences student successbstantial ways (Braxton,
Vesper, & Hossler, 1995; Stage & Hossler, 2000le\fd & Hu, 1990.) The expectations
of higher education that students develop duriregcthilege choice process effect student
persistence (Braxton, Vesper, & Hossler, 1995)drape student satisfaction (Stage &

Hossler, 2000). Student retention is linked tdeg® choice (Villella and Hu, 1990).



Students who choose to attend less selectivelitistis than those for which they are
qualified, which is known asndermatchingmay be less likely to graduate (Bowen,
Chingos, McPherson & Tobin, 2009). In short, houdsihts engage in the college choice
process and their college choice decisions matter.

Students who seek higher education outside of boene country are subject to
additional vulnerabilities related to college cleicAccording to Sherry, Thomas and
Chui (2010), “Institutions which do not address timgue needs of international students
may leave these students feeling disappointed |fillgd, and even exploited” (p. 33).
Challenges related to language, culture, and sabelation, among others, may
jeopardize some international students’ succa$iinstitutions they attend do not
provide adequate resources and support servicesr{Sdt al., 2010).

Background of the Study — Internationalization as @ntext

Prospective international students who aspire t@Aecan higher education stand
at the confluence of two vast and complex arenafege choice and internationalization.
American leaders in education, public policy, atiteo fields often emphasize the
importance of providing students with a global eation and highlight the value of
internationalizing schools and campuses. Refeeetocthe economic interdependency
and interconnectedness among nations, to the sethnéats of the Zicentury, such as
terrorism, flu epidemics, and financial crises, &mthe moral imperative of addressing
human suffering and poverty frequently highlight tieed for increased international
awareness and competence (American Council on EdondACE], 2012; Herfkens,
2006). Educators devoted to the internationaliratibhigher education are eager to

declare its many benefits to all stakeholders énahterprise of higher education,



including society at large (Marmolejo, 2010), ydtais meant by the term
internationalization is not always clear.

Hans de Wit (2002) notes that “one of the fundamigooblems we face when
dealing with the internationalization of higher edtion is the diversity of related terms”
(p. 103). To somanternational educatiomay be interchangeable with “international
studies, international programs, global educatioulficultural education, global studies,
the international perspective, and the internatidimension” (Arum and Van de Water,
1992). Others use the term international educatioefer to activities and programs that
“encourage the flow of ideas and people acrossi@lland international boundaries”
(Sowa, 2002) or that develop and inspire “worldniimess” (Hayden and Thompson,
1995).

Even greater ambiguity surrounds the definitiothefterminternationalization(de
Wit, 2002; Knight, 2004; Teichler, 2004). Intenoaalization may refer to specific
educational activities and programs, rationalesteel to desired institutional outcomes,
competencies targeted for development in studéuslty, and staff, and/or processes
that infuse international perspectives, relatiopshand experiences into all aspects of an
institution (de Wit, 2002; Leask, 1999)Jane Knight (2003) defines internationalization
as “the process of integrating an internationagricultural or global dimension into the
purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondamycation” (p. 2). According to the
American Council on Education (ACE), institutionsgrgue internationalization by
“incorporating global perspectives into teachiregrhing, and research; building

international and intercultural competence amondestts, faculty, and staff; and



establishing relationships and collaborations \pithple and institutions abroad” (2012,
p. 3).

Despite the lack of consensus surrounding its difim internationalization
appears on college campuses in a myriad of maatfess that may be categorized as
classroom orienteccampus orientedandexternally orientedClassroom oriented
elements include internationalizing what takes @liacclassrooms - what students learn
in their classes and how they learn it. The devekqt of programs and courses in
international studies, area studies, internatideaklopment studies, and the inclusion of
international content in disciplinary courses ar®ag the proposed internationalizing
tools that may influence students’ experiencesaastooms (Harari, 1992; Pickert &
Turlington, 1992).Campus orientedhanifestations take place outside of the classreom
in international residence halls and at internati@inners. Recruiting, enrolling, and
integrating international students on campus regtegspects of internationalization that
reach well beyond the walls of classrooms throumgigration with campus life (ACE,
2012; Ellingboe, 1998; Harari, 1992; Wit, 200Bxternally orientedacets of
internationalization take place away from one’s barampus and require institutional
relationships between or among organizations astitutions, such as study abroad,
student exchange programs, and branch campuses.

The recruitment, enrollment, and integration oérngational students on American
college campuses constitute a foundational elewfenternationalization (ACE, 1995;
Ellingboe, 1998; Harari, 1992; Wit, 2002)early 680,000 international students were
enrolled in American higher education in 2012 (Fegl.1), with 9.5 percent pursuing

associate’s degrees, 36 percent pursuing bachelegiees, 44.2 percent pursuing



graduate or professional degrees, and 10.2 peeoeolled in non-degree programs
(Institute of International Education [IIE], 2012Ry comparison, among all 14.6 million
full-time students in U.S. higher education in 20@gure 1.2), 26 percent were
pursuing associate’s degrees, 59 percent wereipgreachelor’s degrees, and 15

percent were pursuing graduate or professionaledsgiU.S. Census Bureau, 2012).

Associate's
10%

Non-Degree
10%

N =679,338 N = 14,602,000
Figure 1.1:International students Figure 1.2:All students by
by academic level, 2011-2012. Data academic level, 2011-2012. Data from
from IIE, 2012 U.S. Census Bureau, 2012

International students are enrolled in the arfapsitution-types that constitute
American higher education (Figure 1.3); in 20123rhe63 percent attended doctorate-
granting universities, about 17 percent attendestens-granting colleges and
universities, more than 11 percent attended adssegaanting institutions, and four

percent attended baccalaureate-granting colleges2012).
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N = 764,495
Figure 1.3:Enroliment by institution type, 2011-2012. Includ#sdents on post-
completion Optional Practical Training. Data froif,[2012.

The international student population in the U& mcreased 31% from one decade
ago (llg, 2012). In 2011-2012, almost half of alieérnational student enrollments came
from China, India, and South Korea (Figure 1.4he-three top sending countries — with
25 percent coming from China, alone (lIE, 2012he iumber of students in the U.S.
from China, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Venezuela, and Spak011-2012 increased by more
than 10% when compared to the previous academigfEa2012).

Table 1.1
Top 10 Places of Origin of International Studem4J.S. Higher Education, 2011-2012

Rank Place of Origin 2011/12 % of Total
1 China 194,029 25.4
2 India 100,270 13.1
3 South Korea 72,295 9.5
4 Saudi Arabia 34,139 4.5
5 Canada 26,821 3.5
6 Taiwan 23,250 3

7 Japan 19,966 2.6
8 Vietnam 15,572 2

9 Mexico 13,893 1.8
10 Turkey 11,973 1.6

Data Source: IIE, 2012



Notwithstanding the years immediately following tierrorist attacks of September
11, 2001 (Figure 1.5), enrollment of internatiosiidents in American higher education
has risen steadily since the 1970s (lIE, 2012)is iritreasing presence of international
students on American university and college campissboth an indicator and a
component of global trends. As national econorhag grown more interconnected and
interdependent, and as terms Ilgkebalizationand thanternationalizationhave entered
the international vernacular, U.S. higher educatioa, has become more global. Gary
Althen (1995) remarks, “Perhaps the most dramaticampus development related at
least indirectly to foreign students has been tliesgpread adoption of the rhetoric of

internationalization” (p. 4).
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Figure 1.4:International student enrollment, 1975-2012. DataflIE, 2012.

Among the recognized benefits of internationatisius in American higher
education are increasing campus diversity, coniniguo learning and the educational
mission, boosting local economies, and servingaagservoir of goodwill for the United
States, perhaps [the nation’s] most underrateddiongolicy asset” (NAFSA, 2007).
International students’ economic benefit to the.likSiearly $22 billion dollars, which is

the estimated net contribution to the U.S. econbmnioreign students and their families



in 2011-2012 (lIE, 2012). The majority of interraatal students in American higher
education are funded by personal or family sou(dEs 2012), since most forms of
financial assistance at U.S. institutions is lirdite U.S. citizens and permanent residents
(IlE, 2012). Institutional financial aid that isalable to international students is often
restricted to graduate international students ashiag and research assistantships (lIE,
2012). International students’ influence extendgobe their contribution to the U.S.
economy and into classrooms, student union buigjiggads, and athletic arenas.

The educational benefits of diversity in universitgssrooms and on college
campuses include “the development of complex thiglind socio-cognitive and
democratic skills,” (Hurtado, 2005). The U.S. Same Court has cited as its preeminent
justification for the constitutionality of affirmae action that “the educational benefits of
diversity were a compelling governmental intergbthiversity of Michigan, 2003). In
2003, the Court upheld the University of MichigaamL.School’s affirmative action
policy, stating “that student body diversity proe®tearning outcomesGfutter v.
Bollinger, 2003). The presence of international studenfamerican higher education is
an integral part of campus diversity and fosteesatgr cultural and international
awareness (Mcintire & Willer, 1992). Institutioard commentators frequently seek
initiatives to facilitate greater interaction beemeinternational students and domestic
students (Zhai, 2004). Acording to Mclintire and Mfil “the benefits derived from the
diversity that the presence of international stisiéends to the student body on a college
and university campus are undeniable” (1992, p. xii

The presence of international students on Americdliege campuses is central to

the internationalization of U.S. higher educatiBafore international students move into



their American dorm rooms and walk into an AmericEssroom, they must first engage
in the college choice process.
Purpose of This Study

The purpose of this research is to learn more tataw international
undergraduate students in American higher educagtacted the college or university
they attend and to explore how their experienc&nrerican higher education influences
the factors that they consider important for prasipe international students engaged in
the college choice process. In addition to learmrage about how international
undergraduate students in the U.S. made theirgmltboice decisions, this study
examines the factors that current internationakugidhduate students in American higher
education think are important for prospective ugdsduate international students to
consider when making their college choice decisidhss study assesses the extent to
which the degree of importance ascribed to thesefsvaries according to key
demographic variables and whether there are difea® between (1) which factors
influenced the college choice decisions of intaoratl undergraduate students in U.S.
higher education and (2) which factors those saosests think are important for
prospective international undergraduate studentsrigider when making college choice
decisions.
Contributions to Knowledge

This study’s contributions to the literature abmuérnational students and college
choice are both theoretical and concrete. Becdugseays in which different groups of
students engage in college choice can be diffetieiststudy, which examines how

international students in American higher educaéingage in college choice, can

10



“provide a basis for refining theory” (Paulsen & $bhn, 2002, p. 192). The study offers
a model of college choice for international studeMore concretely, the study
contributes to the body of knowledge about theotaifactors that influence the college
choice decisions of international undergraduatdesits in American higher education.

By exploring the factors that undergraduate iragaomal students in American
higher education think are important for prospextmdergraduate international students
to consider when making college choice decisidmis,dtudy also contributes to the body
of knowledge available to prospective internatiamadergraduate students and their
families when navigating the complex process ofeg@ choice. Information plays an
important role in college choice, with access ttidsenformation often leading to better
results for students. Students with better aciwesgormation about colleges and
universities during the college choice process teriate more satisfied with the
institutions they attend (Hamrick & Hossler, 1996hnversely, scholars cite the lack of
information during the college choice process psraary factor in college
undermatching (Bowen, et al., 2009). Undermatclicgirs when students choose to
attend a less selective institution than thosevtuch they are qualified, which appears to
reduce the graduation rates of undermatched stsi@atven, et al., 2009).

Despite the availability of popular guidance amfbimational resources, much
about college search and choice in the U.S. islpooderstood by many prospective
international students (Hathaway, 2011). In Chimlsich sends more students to the
U.S. than any other country, as many as “80% oh&$e applicants to American
undergraduate programs” rely on third-party agemtselp clarify and to negotiate the

admissions process (Melcher, 2010, p. 4). Whiiamee on third party agents in China

11



may have cultural underpinnings, Chinese studetdgslack of knowledge in [the]
application process” and “in foreign institutioresS primary reasons for using agents
(Zhang & Hagedorn, 2011, p. 11). Many Chineseeasttgland parents are not familiar
with “differences among universities and about casngulture, application requirements,
and other information considered common knowledg&merican society.” (Hathaway,
2011, A26). The process can be especially opagustddents who attend schools that
do not offer guidance counselors and whose patkaus the English skills to help their
children differentiate between an accredited ceallagd a diploma mill.”(Hathaway,
2011, A26).

Most popular resources that aim to explicate gellsearch and choice for students
and families are normative and atheoretical. Rebdassed guidance that is grounded in
the relevant literature is rare. Sound informatioraources can be particularly important
to international students engaged in the colleggcehprocess because of the information
asymmetries inherent in the delivery of higher edion (Breneman, Pusser & Turner,
2006). Institutions of higher education know mab®ut the educational experiences
they provide than their prospective students; ¢theracteristic can lead to inaccurate
assessments of institutions during the collegecghpiocess and makes students
susceptible to exploitation (Pusser, 2002).

By comparing the factors that influenced the g@lehoice decisions of
international undergraduate students in U.S. higldecation with the factors that those
same students think are important for prospectiternational undergraduate students to
consider when making college choice decisions,stidy may reveal which factors tend

to be over-emphasized or under-emphasized durengdllege choice process. This study

12



asks international undergraduate students currentiglled in American colleges and
universities to reflect on their experience in Aroan higher education while contrasting
the factors that influenced their own college ckaiecisions with the factors that they
think are important for prospective undergraduaternational students to consider when
making college choice decisions. Prospective irtigonal undergraduate students, their
families and counselors, and U.S. colleges andeusitves may benefit from this work.
According to Hossler et al., the “college chgitecess is a complex phenomenon”
(1999, p. 281). Students seek reliable informatioesources to prepare for and to
navigate this complicated process, and such ressunay be less accessible to
international students (Hathaway, 2011; Zikopodld3arber, 1986). Current
undergraduate students have experienced both llegechoice process and
undergraduate student life; not surprisingly, reseandicates that current college
students are among high school students “mostnpeefsources of information” during
the college choice process (Paulsen, 1990, p.%8),. collections of current international
student perspectives on the college search praecedsnited, and research based
inquiries on this subject are particularly scafencipal among this study’s aims is to
harness current international students’ viewpdintselp prospective international

students and their families navigate and clarigy¢bmplex process of college choice.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What factors influenced the college choice densof undergraduate international
students in American higher education?

2. What factors do undergraduate internationalesttedin American higher education
think are important for prospective undergraduaternational students to
consider when making their college choice decistons

3. Does the degree of importance ascribed to tlaesers vary according to key
demographic variables?

4. Does the degree of importance ascribed to faabaresponse to RQ1 differ from
the degree of importance ascribed to factors ipaese to RQ2?

DEFINITIONS

College Choice — “The process of choosing whedinerwhere to attend college”
(Bergerson, p. 21, 2009).

Internationalization - “The process of integratanginternational, intercultural or
global dimension into the purpose, functions oneey of post-secondary education”
(Knight, p. 2, 2003).

International Students — Students enrolled in areAcan institution of higher
education who are neither U.S. citizens nor permaresidents of the U.S. and whose
international student advising offices consideelinational students.

Prospective International Students - Students arbaeither U.S. citizens nor

permanent residents of the U.S. and who aspirentergan higher education.

14



CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Internationalization as Context

By the middle of the 1990s, as the tegimbalizationwas entering the American

English vernacular, colleges and universities radpd to the growing public and

governmental emphasis on the global economy aret gthbal forces by incorporating

internationalization into their missions (Levin,(A). Internationalization, though, is an

ambiguous term that can represent different thiogsfferent people, even among

experts in higher education (Wit, 2002; Knight, 2DQ@ane Knight (2004) explains the

confusion surrounding the term:

For some people, it means a series of internatiactalities such
as academic mobility for students and teachersrnational
linkages, partnerships, and projects; and newtnatenal
academic programs and research initiatives. Farstlit means
the delivery of education to other countries thtongw types of
arrangements such as branch campuses or francisisgsa
variety of face-to-face and distance techniquesmaay, it means
the inclusion of an international, interculturaidéor global
dimension into the curriculum and teaching learrpnacess. Still
others see international development projects atetnatively,
the increasing emphasis on trade in higher educato
internationalization.

(p. 6)

Perhaps most generally, internationalization retiettie “infusion” (Leask, 1999) of

international perspectives, relationships, and B&pees into higher education.

Despite the lack of consensus surrounding its difim internationalization

appears on college campuses in a myriad of maatfess that may be categorized as

classroom orienteccampus orientedandexternally oriented

15



Classroom Oriented Manifestations

The internationalization of higher education imt#s internationalizing what takes
place in classrooms - what students learn in tiagses and how they learn it. A
preeminent component of internationalization isititernationalization of curriculum
(ACE, 2012; Klasek, 1992; Leask, 1999). Leask @3fescribes the mission of
internationalizing curriculum as seeking to “deyetaulti-cultural awareness and cross-
cultural communication skills while achieving thgesific skills and knowledge
objectives appropriate to the discipline area”l{p. A conspicuous and popular form of
internationalizing the curriculum is the adoptidrfareign language requirements (ACE,
1995; Dobbert, 1998). While more demanding thastmmommentators, Dobbert (1998)
argues that proper internationalization requir@s sfudents “speak two to three
languages in addition to English at the level of Above on a 10 point scale...” (p. 65).

The development of programs, concentrations, andses in international
studies, area studies, international developmeniiest, and the inclusion of international
content in disciplinary courses are also amongtbgosed internationalizing tools that
may influence students’ experiences in classrodx@E( 2012; Harari, 1992; Pickert &
Turlington, 1992). The enrollment of internatiostidents, hiring international faculty,
employing visiting faculty from other countriesjng comparative approaches in
teaching and research, and focusing faculty dewedop and rewards on developing
international expertise can be part of an insbts internationalizing efforts (ACE,
1995; Harari, 1992). Furthermore, an institutiosymealize its mission to

internationalize the content of its courses by giséxts that incorporate more
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international perspectives and applications anthtsgducing international issues
relevant to course material (Leask, 1999).

The classroom oriented dimension of internatia@adilon influences what students
learn in their coursework. Expanded curriculamursgments and course offerings in
foreign languages and international area studiestathe courses in which students
enroll and the subjects they encounter during t@iege students experience.
Classroom oriented initiatives of internationaliaatmay also appear in the way faculty
members teach existing courses.

Campus Oriented Manifestations

Some aspects of internationalization take placsid@f the classroom. As
Ellingboe (1998) suggests, “international resideimaks, conference planning centers,
student unions, career centers, cultural immersamiaislanguage houses, and student
organizations” are all a part of the co-curricldamponent of internationalization (p.
205). International and intercultural events, lik&ernational food fairs and campus-
wide festivals, and language partner programsgtaip international and domestic
students are elements of internationalizationeiat that extend beyond the classroom
experience (ACE, 2012; Leask, 1999; Wit, 2002) crB#ing, enrolling, and integrating
international students on campus represent anetberent of internationalization that
reaches well beyond the walls of classrooms thronigiyration with campus life (ACE,
2012; Ellingboe, 1998; Harari, 1992; Wit, 2002).

Campus oriented initiatives influence student hogisiptions, the nature of on-
campus social activities, and student populationatgaphics. Perhaps most profoundly,

these elements of campus oriented initiatives egract student interactions with other
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students (ACE, 2012, p. p.13). The presencetefnational students on a college
campus can increase opportunities for studentstéoact with a student of another
nationality or culture. The coordination of intationally related activities that seek the
attendance and participation of students fromatkigrounds adds to the arena of social
and educational events available to students windeiding opportunities for interaction
among students. The availability of student hagisiptions that are associated with
international themes fosters student interactiahrafationships that are an integral
component of the college student experience.
Externally Oriented Manifestations

Externally oriented aspects of internationalizatiake place away from one’s
home campus and require institutional relationshgtsveen or among organizations and
institutions, such as study abroad, student exahpnggrams, and branch campuses
(ACE, 2012; Ellingboe, 1998; Klasek, 1992; Wit, 2D0nternational study opportunities
are a significant piece of providing students vgitibstantial international exposures;
Dobbert (1998) suggests that a “globalized persomistiave resided in at least two
non-English speaking countries, in non-Americanigedironments, for at least one year
each,” and he calls upon colleges and univerdibiggovide such opportunities (p. 65).
Global competition within higher education, and tleeresponding global flows of
“people, capital and knowledge” (Marginson, 20063%), represents an externally
oriented manifestation of internationalization t&liesearch universities in English
speaking countries benefit from these global flgMarginson, 2006).

Consortia and partnerships among institutionsasgmt another type of externally

oriented initiative (ACE, 2012; Harari, 1992; Owert 1992). Such relationships with
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universities in other countries can facilitate stoidand faculty exchange for
collaborative research and study (ACE, 2012; Hai®92). Universitas 21, a network
of 24 research universities in 12 countries andgtoeres, facilitates collaboration among
partner institutions in an effort to develop resbar engagement, educational innovation,
and global student experiences (Universitas 212PM\etworks of institutions in the
same geographical area can also expand opportifotienternational and comparative
study (Overton, 1992). Overton (1992) writes & @o-Operative Education Program,
which included colleges and universities in thetiBare, Maryland metropolitan area
and allowed full-time students at any member ingtih to enroll in courses at any other
member institution not offered at their home ingidgns “free of charge” ( p. 173). This
consortium expanded student opportunities for maonal education at member
institutions by facilitating course enroliment irea studies courses that one’s home
institution did not offer (Overton, 1992).

Externally oriented initiatives can expand leaghapportunities for students and
research collaborations among faculty. Study abpsagrams, consortia affiliated
exchange agreements, and internships associatedsfitutional partnerships may
supplement on campus experiences.

International Students in American Higher Education

The recruitment, enrollment, and integration oérngational students on American
college campuses constitute a foundational elewfenternationalization (ACE, 1995;
Ellingboe, 1998; Harari, 1992; Wit, 2002), and awjing amount of research focuses on
this student population. Among the most saliepeats of this population is that it is

diverse; “not all international students are thmsa(Choudaha, et al., 2012, p. 2).
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Given the scarcity of U.S. based sources of fir@raid for which international students
are eligible, more than 80 percent of internatiamadergraduate students’ primary
funding comes from personal and family sources, @&L2). This suggests that the
families of many international undergraduate stislane of high socioeconomic status
and those which are not make substantial finasaatifices. Differences abound among
students from different countries and geographiegions as well as among students
within the same countries and geographical regi@h®udaha, et al., 2012).

There are also differences among institutionalgyfma international undergraduate
students and international graduate studentsdditian to fostering internationalization
and the educational benefits of student diversityioiversity campuses (Hurtado, 2005;
Mcintire & Willer, 1992), some institutions recruitternational undergraduate students,
in part, to increase the full-tuition-paying stutpopulation (Altbach and Knight, 2007).
Many research universities rely heavily on inteiovad! graduate students, who are often
the majority of full-time graduate students in sce, technology, engineering, and math
(STEM) fields, to maintain and support researche&nce (Anderson, 2013).

The variety of tools that U.S. institutions usettact international students to their
campuses may be divided into three categofiegditional recruitment strategies include
participating in international college fairs andhaal tours (Choudaha, et al., 2012;
Dessoff, 2009) and relying on international alutenperform some of the recruitment
ground work (Dessoff, 2009Dnline recruitment strategies include institutional web
sites, videos, Facebook and Twitter accounts, alicallege fairs and webinars
specifically for prospective international studef@foudaha, Chang, L. & Kono, Y.,

2013; Dessoff, 2009). The usetbird-party organizationss another means of
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international student recruitment. In 1999, th8.l6tate Department’s Bureau of
Educational and Cultural Affairs initiated Educati¢SA to offer a network of education
advising centers throughout the world (lves, 2088redited institutions in the U.S
may work with EducationUSA’s collection of more th&50 advising centers, funded by
the U.S. government, to assist in their recruitngdfdrts (Choudaha, et al., 2013;
Dessoff, 2009). Many institutions also work withnagovernmental organizations and
paid agents to facilitate their recruitment effqiessoff, 2009). This practice of paying
private agents to recruit students at U.S. insbitigtis controversial (Dessoff, 2009).

The most heavily researched subject areas comegimternational students in
American higher education are those related t@$yehological and social impact of the
international student experience on internationadents, and within this realm,
international student adjustment and adaptatiopaaeminent. International student
adjustment refers to the “adaptive process of sogns [international students] in their
overseas assignments” (Ting-Toomey, 1999, p. d8&tnational student adaptation
refers to “the dynamic process by which individatsunfamiliar environments]
establish (or reestablish) and maintain relatigtble, reciprocal, and functional
relationship with those environments” (Kim, 200131). Much of this research on
adjustment and adaptation incorporates the U-Cloypethesis (Lysgaard, 1955), culture
shock (Oberg, 1960), the transitional experienci¢A 1975), and the transcultural
experience (Mansell, 1981).

The U-Curve hypothesis (Lysgaard, 1955) postultitasthe process of

adjustment to a new culture follows a U-shaped euinitial ease and success give way

to feelings of loneliness and unhappiness, whiahirdsh as one returns to feeling
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integrated and well-adjusted (p. 51). Subsequesgarch has supported the U-Curve
hypothesis (Zapf, 1993), expanded the U-Curve hgms (W-Curve hypothesis,
Gullahorn, 1963), and refuted the U-Curve hypoth€Shurch, 1992; Nash, 1991).

Culture shock (Oberg, 1960) encompasses the enabtioiety and distress that
one may experience when in an unfamiliar cultu@derg (1960) delineated four stages
of culture shock through which individuals passaéymoon, hostility, recovery, and
adjustment. Adler’s (1975) notion of the transiabexperience refers to “a movement
from a state of low self- and cultural awareness state of high self- and cultural
awareness,” which sojourners encounter (p.15). phases of a transitional experience
through which sojourners move are contact, disnatig@n, reintegration, autonomy, and
independence (Adler, 1975). The transcultural egpee (Mansell, 1981) is a “multi
dimensional process of adaptation” (p. 93), whittludes phases of “alienation,
marginality, acculturation, and duality” (p. 101).

Much of the literature on international studernjuatinent and adaptation
incorporates, critiques, or amends one or morbedd aforementioned conceptual
constructs. Five prominent sources of psychobkigicstress among international
students that appear in the literature of inteamati student adjustment and adaptation
concern language related challenges, differenceducation systems, differences in
learning strategies, faculty-student communicatéord “influences of sociocultural
environment on academic adjustment” (Wang, 20047p. Studies addressing
international students’ experiences with perceigisdrimination (Lee & Rice, 2007,
Kim & Kim, 2010) and racial microaggressions — “Balverbal, nonverbal, or

environmental slights” — also appear in the literat(Kim & Kim, 2010).
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Peripherally related to adjustment and adaptati@@re is a much smaller body of
research concerning the psychological and soci&ainof the sojourn on the student that
focuses on international student attitudes. Rekeas have conducted studies on the
attitudes of international students towards seegsyghological and counseling services
(Leong, 1986; Komiya & Eels, 2001; Zhang & Dixoi®(38). Zhang and Dixon (2003)
found that greater degrees of acculturation caedlpositively with more positive
attitudes toward seeking psychological services.

The area of research related to internationalestisdin American higher
education at the center of this study concernsnatenal students and college choice.
The College Choice Literature

Theoretical and empirical research on collegeahdihe process of choosing
whether and where to attend college” (Bergerso81p2009) is plentiful. Anticipated
economic and demographic shifts in the 1980s, winahy leaders in higher education
thought would result in substantial challengesditege enrollment, inspired a thrust in
college choice research during the final decadeseo2d' century (Paulsen, p. 3, 1990).
Institutions of higher education could be betteagared for “the possibility of reduced
enroliments, budget deficits, and retrenchmenthaying an empirical understanding of
how students make decisions to attend particulditinions (Paulsen, p. 6, 1990). While
the impetus for college choice research resondtesfly with enrollment managers
within higher education, the broader audience aeficiaries of such inquiry include
public policy makers, guidance counselors, paremd,students.

Educational researchers bring different discipirianses to topics of inquiry,

which often generate different theoretical appreado the same issue. Throughout the
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decades of college choice research, three prirhagrétical approaches have emerged:
econometric, sociological, and combined processatsqgHossler et al., 1999; Kinzie et
al., 2004; Paulsen, 1990).

Econometricapproaches to college choice rely on the foundatieconomic
principle of maximizing utility (Hossler et al., 29; Jackson. 1978). Students, assumed
to be rational actors with access to perfect infdrom, analyze the anticipated costs and
benefits of college attendance, akin to investndetsion-making, when deciding
whether and where to enroll in higher educationsgter et al., 1999; McDonough, 1997,
Paulsen, 1990). Costs that students consider cotilede direct expenses, such as for
tuition and housing, and also an array of othets;ascluding opportunity costs, loss of
friendships in one’s hometown, etc. (Hossler etl#199). Anticipated job prospects and
expected earnings after earning a degree as waftlyagariety of other benefits, such as
improved social life and added respect, may facitor students cost-benefit analysis
(Hossler et al., 1999).

Kotler and Fox (1985) offer a model of college ickeahat is typical of econometric
approaches (Hossler et al., 1999). The model (Eigudelineates four stages - deciding
to explore higher education, gathering informatievaluating institutions, and choosing
an institution - with students basing their deaision risks and costs at each stage

(Kotler & Fox, 1985).
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Process Gathering Evaluation Execution : Assessment

Figure 2.1:The Kotler & Fox Model - Interaction between infwation and
the college decision process. From Kotler & Fox83,9. 212.

Sociologicalapproaches to college choice focus on how soaiadiz affects
whether and where students attend college (Hosskdr, 1999; McDonough, 1997,
Paulsen, 1990). Many of these models are basedeostatus attainment process, and
they explore how socioeconomic status, family cbods, and school context influence
students’ higher education aspirations and chdiskgin & Otto, 1977; Hossler et al.,
1999; Sewell & Shah 1968). Hossler et al. (1998dew"If economic models open
possibilities for students through rational chostefus-attainment models describe a
process that has acted to narrow students’ pasigibisince they were born (p. 144).”

Boyle (1966) offers a social status attainment ehodl factors that influence the
educational aspirations of high schools studertte.model (Figure 2) depicts how the
social and academic contexts of high schools rétapersonal academic abilities and

students’ aspirations for attending higher educatitossler et al., 1999).
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Figure 2.2 The Boyle Model - Schematic diagram of factoeliag to a variation in the
aspirations of students attending different highosts. From Boyle, 1966, p. 633.
Sociological approaches to college choice alsludesocial-psychological models

that focus on the variety of factors, like expecesy characteristics, and environments,
which shape student-institution fit (Paulsen, 199Dhese models explore students’ own
evaluation of their fit with prospective instituti® based on characteristics like academic
program offerings, campus social climate, tuitiosts, and location (McDonough, 1997,
p. 3). Pervin (1968) explains “fit,” as understomithin the field of psychology, with the
following:

for each individual there are environments (intespeal

and non-inter-personal) which more or less mateh th

characteristics of his (or her) personality. A “ofdtor

“pest-fit” of individual to environment is viewed a

expressing itself in high performance, satisfacteond little
stress in the system...

(p. 56)

26



Combined procesapproaches to college choice incorporate elenwémtailtiple
perspectives to generate a more comprehensiveofieallege choice as a
developmental process (Hossler et al., 1999; Kiazed., 2004). Hossler and
Gallagher’s eminent model of college choice (198/hich is the most often cited model
in the college choice literature (Bergerson, 2008gs a combined process approach.

Hossler and Gallagher’'s model of college choidgufe 3) describes a three-phase
process that students experience. Phasepoadispositioncorresponds to the decision
to go to college, phase twegarch refers to the process of seeking informatioruabo
specific institutions and determining which chaegistics are most important, and phase
three,choice in which students complete the application pre@xl choose an
institution (Hossler et al., 1999). At each phdbke,interaction of various factors

influences student outcomes.

Model Dimensions Influential Factors Student Qutcomes
Individual Factors Organizational Factors
Predisposition * Student Characteristics |  School Characteristics | Search for:
(Phase One) + Significant Others a. College Options
+ Educational Activities b. Other Options
Search + Student preliminary * College and University
b. Other Options
Choice * Choice Set » College and University | Choice
(Phase Three) courtship activities

Figure 2.3:The Hossler & Gallagher Model. From Hossler & Gglfiar, 1987, p. 208.
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Emerging Literature on College Choice

Some emerging models of college choice (Perng;Zh@rney & Venegas, 2009)
offer an alternative approach from within the caihtef Bourdieu’s social reproduction
theory (1977), which suggests that social orgaiumatvalue certain types of capital over
others and that individuals with the favored typ&sapital may more easily negotiate
complex systems (Bergerson, 2009). This notiocapital as power - with economic
capital representing power associated with monefalye, social capital representing
power associated with personal connections, artdralicapital representing power
associated with cultural status and knowledge (8=@n, 2009) - can affect the realm of
educational opportunities and informational researthat are available to students and
their families (Bergeson, 2009; McDonough, 1997).

Perna’s conceptual model delineates four layec®ntexts that influence college
choice (2006). Social capital, cultural capitaldaemographic characteristics constitute
the foundational layer in Perna’s model, whichthe tradition of Bourdieu, she calls
habitus(2006).School and community contextcluding school characteristics and the
availability of resources related to collegegher education contexincluding
institutional characteristics and recruitment, andial, economic, and policy context
including the labor market and government poli¢ggard higher education, form the
other layers of Perna’s model (2006).

Factors That Influence College Choice

Throughout the last several decades, interesteslas have sought to explore the

various factors that influence students’ collegeioh decisions. Three categories of

factors emerge from the literatustudent characteristi¢®.g. socioeconomic status and
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scholastic aptitudenstitutional characteristicse.g. tuition, reputation, and location, and
environmental characteristice.g. parental involvement and peer influence JBe#ns,
Dundar, & Darwin, 2006; Paulsen, 1990). This secteviews these three categories of
factors in the research literature from within tftemework of Hossler and Gallagher’s
three phases of college choice.

Predisposition

Student Characteristic§everal studies have linked students’ scholastiezaement

with aspiration to attend higher education; stuslvtio are successful in the classroom
are more likely to aspire to college attendancead@er, Ritblatt, & Beatty, 2000; Hossler
et al., 1999; Paulsen, 1990). The socioeconomiusstd# students also affects
predisposition. Students from families with higlsomes are more likely to aspire to
college attendance (Hossler and Stage, 1989; Paul860). Students from low
socioeconomic status may believe that college ddtece is too expensive for them to
attend (Bergeson, 2009).

Institutional CharacteristicsSeveral studies suggest that supportive teachdrs an
counselors in high school contribute to studenisgmore likely to aspire to attending
college (Bergeson, 2009, McDonough, Korn, & Yamase¥97; Muhammad, 2008;
Paulsen, 1990; Rosenbaum, Miller, & Krei, 1996udents who take college preparatory
courses in high school tend to aspire to colleggndaince (Paulsen, 1990).
Environmental Characteristicésmong the more significant predictors for attendaimc
higher education are parental involvement, encament, and support in their
children’s education (Bergeson, 2009; Hamrick &g8tal995; Hossler et al., 1999;

Paulsen, 1990; Perna & Titus, 2005; Ramirez, 208Lidents whose parents, siblings,
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and extended family have higher educational attairtrare more likely to want to attend
college (Beregeson, 2009; Paulsen, 1990). Stueetitpeers who aspire to higher
education are more likely to aspire to higher etlonathemselves (Bergeson, 2009;
Paulsen, 1990; Perez & McDonough, 2008).

Search

Student Characteristic§tudents with greater academic achievement and high
standardized test scores generally consider anlgt apa larger number of institutions
(Hurtado, Inklelas, Briggs, & Rhee, 1997; Pauld®90). Research also demonstrates
how socioeconomic status impacts the search pHas#lege choice. Students from
higher socioeconomic statuses have greater acc@s®tmation relevant to students in
the search phase (Bergeson, 2009; McDonough, F3%pn and Rosenbaum, 2006),
and are more likely to hire independent educaticoakultants (Bergeson 2009;
McDonough, Korn, & Yamasaki, 1997). Affluent stutte consider more prestigious
institutions and institutions in a larger geographarea (Cabrera & La Nasa, 2000;
McDonough, 1997; Hossler et al., 1999).

Institutional CharacteristicsSome research indicates that guidance from higbasch
teachers and counselors is a significant factostiedents in the search phase, especially
for students with low socioeconomic status (Berge2009; Cabrera & LaNasa, 2000;
Plank & Jordan, 2001). Guidance counselors ar@ @fteong students’ most frequently
used sources of information about colleges andeusities during their search (Paulsen,
1990). Other researchers emphasize the minimathatehigh school personnel have on
the search process (Bergeson, 2009; Freeman, &®8upgest a “declining influence of

the high school counselor” (Rowe, 2002, p. 51).
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Characteristics of universities and colleges bégimfluence the college choice
process when students enter the search phase. ypahonaterials, both online and in
print, from institutions of higher education influge students’ search (Bergeson, 2009, p.
26). Students often consider the academic quatityreputation of institutions to be
among the most important aspects of colleges ainversities during the search phase
(Paulsen, 1990). The academic programs and majaikable at an institution influence
students’ search (Hossler et al., 1999; McDono@§By). Costs, availability of financial
aid, and the location of institutions are also agthre important parameters that students
consider during the search phase (Braxton, 199@s€a, 1990). Many students also
consider the campus life and social atmosphereltdges and universities when
searching for their set of institutions (Cabrerb&Nasa, 2000; Capraro, Patrick, &
Wilson, 2004).

Environmental Characteristic®arents can play a significant role in the sepiase, as
their children begin developing their selectiorpogsible institutions (Bergeson, 2009,
Galotti & Mark 1994; Hossler et al., 1999). Pasgrurrent college students, and college
graduates are among “the most preferred sourdesoofmation about college attributes

in the search and application phase” (Paulsen,,J8%B). Research suggests that peers
and friends are also important sources of inforomatiuring the college search
(McDonough, 1997; Paulsen, 1990).

Choice

Student Characteristiche academic reputation and prestige of an utgdit are often
among the most salient factor in the decision geder students with high academic

achievement (Avery & Hoxby, 2004; Braxton, 199Qudgnts with higher
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socioeconomic status are more likely to attendtygiesis colleges and universities
(Bergeson, 2009; Bowen, et al., 2009; Hearn, 19%EVveral emerging models of college
choice focus on the impact of socioeconomic statushoice (Perna, 2006; Bergerson,
2009) and on undermatching (Bowen, et al., 2009).

Institutional CharacteristicsCharacteristics of high schools can affect teridents’
enrollment decisions (Bergeson, 2009). Specifjcatisearch has found that connections
between high schools and colleges and univergiMedien, 2009; Wolniak & Engberg,
2007), the level of academic achievement amongestsdat high schools (Gardner,
Ritblatt, & Beatty, 2000), high schools’ counselargl counseling resources
(McDonough, 1997; Perna et al., 2008), and thengxtecollege preparatory academic
work available at high schools (Solorzano & Orngkf¥4) can all influence students as
they make their college choices.

College costs and financial aid are salient factatudents’ college choice
decisions (Bergeson, 2009; Paulsen, 1990; ReayeBavavid, & Ball, 2001) ,
especially for students with disadvantaged socioecuc status and of color (Dynarski,
2003; McPherson & Shapiro, 1998). Research alswsliwat the location of an
institution (Bergeson, 2009; Braxton, 1990, Desdardt al., 1999; Paulsen, 1990; Reay,
Davies, David, and Ball, 2001), the courses andmajffered (Bergeson, 2009,
DesJardins et al., 1999; Paulsen, 1990), impnessdistudent-institution fit (Bergeson
2009, Reay et al., 2001), success of athleticssgartawsky, Schneider, Pedersen &
Palmer, 2003; Paige & McClintock, 1984), and canlgasand social atmosphere
(Bergeson, 2009; Paulsen, 1990) can all servectsréathat influence college choice

decisions. An institution’s average class size, agnaphic profile of the student body,
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including the percentages of minority and interorai students, religious affiliation, and
the availability of student support services mayrbportant factors in college choice
(Paige & McClintock, 1984).

Students often cite the academic quality and egjaut of the institution as
important factors (Bergeson, 2009, Johnson & Stew801; Paulsen, 1990). Recent
studies have suggested that the influence of rgskam prospective students’ college
choice decisions has increased over the last cafiglecades (Hesel, 2013).
Environmental Characteristicfarental influence can shape college choice idasis
(Dixon & Martin, 1991; Hossler et al., 1999; McDargh, 1997), and may “act primarily
as a veto,” in some cases (MacDermott, Conn, & QW887, p. 9). Friends are also
“consistently influential” (McDonough, 1997, p. 4nd the preferences of guidance
counselors can also be important (Paige & McCliktd®©84).

International College Choice

The literature on college choice as it pertainsttments pursuing higher education
in their home country is robust. The literatureimiernational students and college choice
is relatively thin (Maringe & Carter, 2007). Thesimwed research in the previous section
is not focused specifically on international studeget the findings are relevant and
applicable to the college choice process of intiswnal students (Chen, 2005). This
section considers college choice literature than@res the college choice process of
those students who seek higher education outsittewfhome country.
The Push-Pull Model

Separate from the aforementioned prevailing apgvesito college choice is the

“Push-Pull” model, which describes the college cb@rocess of students who pursue
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higher education abroad (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2008 Push-Pull model, originally
conceived to explain aspects of international ntigna(Lee, 1966), serves as the
foundation for Mazzaroul and Soutar’s (2002) exgiien of college choice. The model
proposes three stages of the international stusleotfege choice proces$eciding to
pursue higher education at home or abrpselecting a host countrgndchoosing an
institution(Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002).heir research illuminates four primary “push”
influences that motivate students to seek highecatibn abroad: the perception that
education overseas is of a higher quality, the aitavility or inaccessibility of the
desired program of study in a student’s home cguttie desire to become more familiar
with a new culture, and the intention to live i tmost country following completion of
the program of study (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002).

Among the principal “pull” influences that influea choice of host country are
knowledge of the host country and the perceivedrenment and lifestyle of host
country (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002). The chief “putifluences on choice of institution
in the host country include an institution’s acaderaputation, its links with institutions
already known by the student, and personal recordatems by alumni of the institution
(Mazzaroul & Soutar 2002).

Factors that Influence College Choice in the Interational Context

Interested scholars have sought to explore thewsfactors that influence the
college choice decisions of international studefiisis section reviews the factors that
appear in this relatively thin research literatinoen within the framework of the Push-
Pull model’s three stages of college choice.

Deciding to Pursue Education Abroad
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As previously mentioned, Mazzaroul and Soutar 220€olated several key
motivations for students to pursue their highercation outside of their home country:
the perception that education overseas is of aehighality, the unavailability or
inaccessibility of the desired program of studgistudent’s home country, the desire to
become more familiar with a new culture, and ttiention to live in the host country
following completion of the program of study. Pigl#tl oppression in one’s home
country, “e.g. students...who contended with aiteostilitary Government which
devalued academic success and undermined the nobithle University,” may also
contribute to a student’s decision to study ovesg€ax, 1988, p. 180).

Selecting Host Country

Among the major factors that serve to influendenmational students’ selection of
a host country is the perceived quality of educatiothe host country (Bodycott, 2009;
Kemp, Madden & Simspon, 1998; Neice & Braun, 19iKppoulos & Barber, 1986).
Students are more likely to consider pursuing higlieication in a country and location
about which they have knowledge and familiarity ifi{e Madden & Simspon, 1998;
Neice & Braun, 1977; Zikopoulos & Barber, 1986) avitere their friends and relatives
live or have studied (Bodycott, 2009; Neice & Brali77). Preferences of family
members may also influence students’ choices df¢mstry (Pimpa, 2005). Other
factors that may affect an international studesglection of a host country include the
availability of scholarship assistance (ZikopoutoBarber, 1986), the perceived lifestyle
and environment (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002; NeicBr&un 1977), the language(s)

(Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002) the geographic locatbthe host country (Kemp, Madden,
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& Simspon, 1998) and the perceived level of crimeé eacial discrimination in the host
country (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2002).
Choosing Institution

The academic reputation of an institution (Leon§&dlacek, 1982; Neice &
Braun, 1977; Choudaha, et al., 2012) and whetharstitution offers the desired
program of study (Bodycott, 2009; Neice & BraunyZIPappear to be significant factors
in international students’ decisions to attend ig@aar institution. Research also
indicates that U.S. university representatives (@hiéram, and Holdsworth, 2009),
recommendations from family and friends (Choudata)l., 2012; Leong & Sedlacek,
1982), the location of the institution (Bodycot®(®; Leong & Sedlacek, 1982), the size
of the institution (Zikopoulos & Barber, 1986), tlewel of cultural diversity at the
institution (Lee, 2008), the cost of attendance awvailability of financial aid
(Choudaha, et al., 2012; Joseph & Joseph, 2000pdikos & Barber, 1986), and
availability of support services (Bodycott, 200didDdaha, et al., 2012) influence the
choice of institution. Research in Australia suggdisat international students seek “on-
the-ground research and information building” byking campus visits (Hare, 2012).
Some international students consider the antiaipjate opportunities that a degree from
a particular institution can generate (ZikoppowoBerber, 1986). Of course, being
accepted by the institution, especially when natdpeffered admission elsewhere, can
impact a student’s decision (Leong & Sedlacek, 198fce & Braun, 1977).
Paid Agents

In some countries, third-party education agentsptay a significant role in the

college choice process (Choudaha, et al., 2012ngBaHagedorn, 2011). Third-party
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agents, who work neither for high schools overseador U.S. colleges and universities,
provide a variety of fee-driven services relateddmpiling application materials, writing
essays, preparing for admissions interviews, alettieg an institution (Choudaha, et
al., 2012; Zhang & Hagedorn, 2011). A recent repaticated that nearly 17% of
international students surveyed had used educagents at some point during the
admissions process, and students who are “mosesgtésl in the personal and
experiential aspects of studying the United States;ontrast to academic aspects, are
more likely to work with paid agents (Choudahaalet2012, p. 7). The practice is
substantially more common in China (Melcher, 2Qltang & Hagedorn, 2011).

Trustworthy agents may provide students with valeiguidance and instruction.
Some international students have reported negatiperiences with education agents,
including incidents of agents “trying to steer #pplicant away from schools that had
more complex admissions requirements, chargingb&entt fees but providing little
more than advice, or pushing schools that the egmiiwas not happy with” (Choudaha,
etal., 2012, p. 12).

International students in American higher educatepresent a central aspect of
internationalization. There is an abundance afassh on college choice, generally,
which informs our understanding of internationaildgnts and college choice, but
additional research that explores how internatishadents in American higher
education, specifically, engage in college choscededed. Furthermore, the relatively
few studies on international students and colldgece have focused on the factors that
influenced international students’ own college ckalecisions without examining

international students’ perspectives on the colldg®ce process after matriculation.
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Research on the factors that influence the colidgéce decisions of international
students is limited, and studies that allow curietgrnational students to reflect on how
to improve the college choice process are absent.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The conceptual framework that guides this studguie 2.4) flows from the
literature review in the previous section. Hossled Gallagher’s (1987) three stage
model of college choice forms the foundation o tihamework, while the push-pull
forces specific to students who pursue higher gthrcabroad (Mazzaroul & Soutar,
2002) influence students throughout the three stagiand symbols on the left indicate
“push” factors from within one’s home country, @mehd symbols on the right indicate
“pull” factors” from within the host country. Thadtors that influence the college choice
process, according to previous research, are letedrding to the stage of college choice
that they impact and are grouped according to cayg@udent, Institutionaland

Environmentg|
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODLOGY

This study examines how international undergraglgatdents in American higher
education selected the college or university thesnd and how their experience in
American higher education influences the factoas they consider important for
prospective international students engaged indHege choice process. This study also
assesses whether there are differences betweeihic@) factors influenced the college
choice decisions of international undergraduatdesits in U.S. higher education and (2)
which factors those same students think are impbfta prospective international
undergraduate students to consider when makinggmlthoice decisions.

Research Questions

1. What factors influenced the college choice densof undergraduate international
students in American higher education?

2. What factors do undergraduate internationalesttedin American higher education
think are important for prospective undergraduaternational students to
consider when making their college choice decistons

3. Does the degree of importance ascribed to tlaesers vary according to key
demographic variables?

4. Does the degree of importance ascribed to faabaresponse to RQ1 differ from
the degree of importance ascribed to factors ipaese to RQ2?

Data Collection
The research design for this project is non-expental and quantitative. This study

used an online survey instrument that the autheeldped (Appendix 1). Closed ended
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survey questions assessed (1) the degree to wiedoltowing factors influenced the

college choice decisions of current undergradudtgnational students in American

higher education, and (2) the degree to which otiirgernational students in American

higher education think the following factors areortant for prospective undergraduate

international students to consider when making tbalege choice decisions:

1.

10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

High school counselors’ opinions (Cabrera & LaN&@)0; Paulsen, 1990; Plank & Jordan,
2001)

Parents’ opinions (Bergeson, 2009, Galotti & Ma##94; Hossler et al., 1999, Paulsen, 1990)

Friends'/Peers’ Opinions (Choudaha, et al., 20Erg & Sedlacek, 1982; McDonough,
1997; Paulsen, 1990)

Current undergraduate students’ opinions (Paulk290)

Recent university graduates’ opinions (Paulsenp}199

Academic reputation, as determined by rankings (A®eHoxby, 2004; Braxton, 1990;
Choudaha, et al., 2012)

Academic reputation, as determined by other mebesng & Sedlacek, 1982; Neice & Braun,
1977)

Promotional materials from institutions (Bergesao09)

Academic programs/majors offered (DesJardins.gHalssler et al., 1999; McDonough, 1997)

Tuition and fees (Hossler et al., 1999; McDonout#97)

Availability of financial aid (Braxton, 1990; Paels, 1990; Reay et al., 2001)

Location (Bodycott, 2009; Braxton, 1990; Leong &d&eek, 1982; McDonough, 1997; Paulsen,
1990)

Campus life: social atmosphere and opportunitied(€a & La Nasa, 2000; Capraro et al.,
2004)

Perceived level of crime and racial discriminat{dfazzaroul & Soutar, 2002)

Campus visit (Hare, 2012)

Size of classes (Paige & McClintock, 1984; Zikomsu& Barber, 1986)

Diversity of student body (Lee, 2008; Paige & Meatiitick, 1984)

Percentage of international students (Lee, 200igjeRa McClintock, 1984)

Religious affiliation of institution Paige & McClinck, 1984)

Athletic teams (Letwasky et al., 2003; Paige & Mo@ick, 1984)

Availability of student support services (Bodyc@®09; Choudaha, et al., 2012)

Anticipated job opportunities with degree from itgton (Hossler et al., 1999)

Perceived fit with institution (Bergeson 2009, Reawl., 2001)

Each of these factors appears in the conceptuakfrmrk as institutional and

environmental factors that the literature suggesty influence the college choice

process during the search and choice stages. ureysinstrument used Likert-type

scales ranging from h¢t important}o 5 (very importantfo gauge factors’ importance.

41



The survey instrument also included a series ofagaphic questions to establish
the demographic composition of respondents andtabksh some measure of how
closely the sample resembles the population of igndéuate international students in
American higher education. World Education Sersgaost recent report entitled “Not
All International Students Are the Same: Undersitagn&egments, Mapping Behavior,”
highlights a salient characteristic of prospectiternational students: differences among
them abound and these differences impact both hewe&ngage in the college choice
process and their college choice decisions (Chaudzhal., 2012). The degree of
importance that current international studentsilbsdp the factors above may also vary
according to these differences. The survey instninmeluded the following

demographic questions:

1. What is your home country?

2. How many years have you been enrolled at your ntimstitution?

3. How many other colleges or universities in the W&:e you attended?
4. When do you expect to graduate from your curregteke program?

5. What is your major area of study?

6. Did you attend middle school or high school in ths.?

7. Did your parents attend a university in the U.S.?

8. How satisfied are you with your current institution

9. Do you feel like you made the right college chalegision?

10. Did you use paid counselors when you were appliongniversities?

The survey instrument included two open endedtoresthat asked respondents to
specify any other factors (1) that influenced tloeitege choice decisions and (2) that
respondents think are important for prospectiveeogihduate international students to
consider when making their college choice decisidhg aforementioned list of 23
factors is rooted in the college choice literatuvhich focuses on how students decide
whether and where to attend higher education (Bsoge 2009). Since this study

explores current international students’ viewpoorighe college choice process of
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prospective students, the survey instrument pravateopportunity for respondents to
offer additional factors that do not generally agpe the college choice literature.

In January of 2013, the researcher administegaé-dest pilot of the online survey
to a small group of international students at glsimstitution to evaluate the
intelligibility and competency of the instrumen#lso in the winter of 2013, members of
the researcher’s doctoral committee reviewed tineesuinstrument for face validity, and
the Institutional Review Board granted approvatdéoduct the study. In the spring of
2013, the researcher sought participation fromreayaf institution types - research
universities and liberal arts colleges, publicly gmivately supported, in urban and rural
environments - in an effort to ensure diversityafticipants. The researcher requested
that the international student offices at instdos distribute a link to the online survey
instrument to all undergraduate international stislat their institutions. The researcher
employed convenience sampling, relying on instiugithat were willing to distribute the
survey to their undergraduate international stuslent

Institutional resistance to the researcher’s retgui®r survey distribution limited
participation in this study. Many institutions didt respond to the researcher’s requests;
several cited institutional policies that prohithie distribution of research surveys from
outside entities (researchers unaffiliated withiibene institution), and others cited
survey fatigue among their student populationdhasé¢ason to deny the researcher’s
requests.

Sample
Participants in this study were international ugdeduate students at selective

colleges and universities in the U.S. in the spahg013. A total of 134 international
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undergraduate students enrolled at nine institatcmmpleted the survey instrument.

Participants were enrolled at the following indiin-types:

one publicly supported research university in thidwést with more than 2,000
international undergraduate students (51 parti¢g)an

one publicly supported research university in thd-Ktlantic with more than
1,000 international undergraduate students (43cggzahts)

one publicly supported research university in tbat8 with more than 1,000
international undergraduate students (25 parti¢g)an

one privately supported research university inNlbetheast with fewer than 500
international undergraduate students (5 particgant

one privately supported liberal arts college inMidwest with fewer than 500
international undergraduate students (3 parti¢gan

one publicly supported master’s university in thiglMtlantic with fewer than 500
international undergraduate students (3 particg)ant

one publicly supported research university in tloethvest with more than 2,000
international undergraduate students (2 particg)ant

one privately supported research university inSbath with fewer than 500
international undergraduate students (1 partic)pant

one privately supported research university inMi@-Atlantic with fewer than 500

international undergraduate students (1 partic)pant

Demographic Data

The 134 survey respondents came from 31 differemtencountries (Table 3.1).

Nearly half of the respondents (65) were from Chitlradia, Korea, and Singapore were
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the next most represented countries in the samipthesix respondents from each. No
more than four respondents came from any of theair@ng 27 home countries. Eight
respondents did not provide their home countriesrdMindergraduate international
students in American higher education come frorm€linan from any other sending
country (lIE, 2012), and the demographics of thea are consistent with that fact.

Table 3.1
Home Countries of Respondents

Number of % of % of Undergrad. Intl.
Home Country Respondents  Respondents  Student Pop. in U.S.*

China 65 48.5% 26%
Blank (No response given) 8 6% NA
India 6 4.5% 4.2%
Korea 6 4.5% 12.4%
Singapore 6 4.5% 7%
Malaysia 4 3% 1.5%
Saudi Arabia 4 3% 4.6%
Columbia 3 2.2% .8%
Dominican Republic 3 2.2% .3%
Barbados 2 1.5% .05%
Brazil 2 1.5% 1.4%
Canada 2 1.5% 4.6%
Guatemala 2 1.5% 2%
Italy 2 1.5% 4%
New Zealand 2 1.5% 2%
Angola 1 .75% 2%
Australia 1 .75% 5%
Bermuda 1 .75% 1%
Czech Republic 1 .75% 1%
Ecuador 1 75% A%
Ireland 1 .75% 1%
Mexico 1 .75% 2.4%
Nigeria 1 75% 1.2%
Norway 1 .75% A%
Pakistan 1 .75% .6%
Paraguay 1 75% 1%
Switzerland 1 75% 2%
Thailand 1 .75% .8%
The Bahamas 1 .75% A%
The Philippines 1 .75% .5%
The United Arab Emirates 1 .75% 5%
The United Kingdom 1 .75% 1.4%

*Source: lIE, 2012
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Table 3.2 offers a summary profile of the respasledemographics. 41
respondents (30.6%) studied business or busintgeddields of study. 23 respondents
(17.2%) pursued degrees in the Social Scienceesp@ndents (14.9%) studied
Humanities, 18 respondents (13.4%) pursued NaBaighces and Mathematics, and 13
respondents (9.7%) studied Engineering. 22 respusd£6.4%) did not indicated their
major field of study or intended field of study.

44 respondents (32.8%) expected to graduate dthrég015-2016 academic year,
41 respondents (30.6%) expected to graduate in-2018, 25 respondents (18.7%)
expected to graduate in 2012-2013, and 17 respts{{Eh 7%) expected to graduate in
2013-2014. Seven respondents (5.2%) did not ineli@atexpected year of graduation.

More than three-quarters of respondents (105hdidattend high school in the
U.S., and 85% of respondents (114) indicated tiet parents did not attend a college or
university in the U.S. About one-third of respont$e(45) indicated that they had used
paid educational agents or counselors when apptgingiversities. More than 80% of
respondents (108) felt that they had selectedigin institution to attend, while 20

respondents (14.9%)) felt that they had selecteavtbag institution.
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Table 3.2
Demographics of Respondents

Rl\tleig](?r?(;gr]:ts % of Respondents
Major Areas of Study
Blank or Undecided 22 16.4%
Business 41 30.6%
Engineering 13 9.7%
Humanities 20 14.9%
Natural Sciences and Mathematics 18 13.4%
Social Sciences 23 17.2%
Expected Year of Graduation
2012-2013 25 18.7%
2013-2014 17 12.7%
2014-2015 41 30.6%
2015-2016 44 32.8%
Blank (No response given) 7 5.2%
Attended Middle or High School in U.S.
Yes 22 16.4%
No 105 78.4%
Blank (No response given) 7 5.2%
Parents Attended U.S. College/University
Yes 15 11.2%
No 114 85.1%
Blank (No response given) 5 3.7%
Used Paid Educational Agents or Counselors
Yes 45 33.6%
No 83 61.9%
Blank (No response given) 5 3.7%
Made Right College Choice Decision
Yes 108 80.6%
No 20 14.9%
Blank (No response given) 6 4.5%

Data Analysis

Descriptive analysis extracted frequencies, meams standard deviations to
address research questions one and two. Indepersis were used to determine any
statistically significant differences in the degodemportance ascribed to factors based
on selected demographic variables, including hoowmty, anticipated year of
graduation, satisfaction with college choice decisand whether respondents attended
high school in the U.S. (research question thrée)ene’s test for equality of variances

was used to test for homogeneity of variance. Tasuee the effect size of any
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significant differences between means, Cohen’s sleadculated. Principal Component
Analyses (PCA) with Varimax (orthogonal) rotatiointlee 23 factors relating to both
respondents’ own college choice decisions and @t wdspondents think prospective
undergraduate international students should consideir college choice decisions
were performed to reveal underlying concepts thptagn any co-variation among the 23
factors. Paired samples t-tests and were useahtpare the mean responses for each
factor to test the significance of any differenetveen a factors’ importance in
participants’ own college choice decisions andsidém@e factors’ importance if advising
prospective international students (research quesbur). The statistical significance
level for this study was 95% (p < .05). The reskaremployed content coding based on
conceptual similarity to code respondents’ openeenm@sponses and employed
frequency analysis to present the distributionesponses.
Limitations and Assumptions of Study

Among the primary limitations of this study ar@sle due to non-probability,
convenience sampling, which may limit the geneaddility of the findings. This study’s
participants are enrolled at selective institutiohkigher education in certain
geographical locations; students from the full op§institutions-types and geographical
location in American higher education are not ideld. In addition, the sample may not
be representative of the population of undergrasimérnational students due to the
relatively small sample size. Another limitati@nthat international students who
enrolled in U.S. higher education and subsequeintdpped out or transferred to

institutions outside of the U.S. are not includ&ltudents outside of the U.S. who applied
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to U.S. institutions and decided not to matriculate American higher education are
also not included.

Additional limitations of this study derive frorhé assumptions inherent in the t-
test. As Snijders (2001) writes:

The probability statements that are required fatistical tests do
not come for free, but are based on certain assangpabout the
observations used for the test. In the two-sam#stt the
assumptions are that the observations ffédint individuals are
outcomes of statistically independent, normallyribsited,
random variables, with the same expected valualfandividuals
within the same group, and the same variance fandiliduals in
both groups. Such assumptions are not automatisaligfied, and
for some assumptions it may be doubted whetherdhegver
satisfied exactly.
(p. 7124)
To the extent that convenience sampling necessaityes with it the risk of
selection bias, it is possible that any statidycsignificant differences between
means as determined by t-tests may be the resctinddbunding variables other
than the factors being tested.

The study assumes that recommendations from ¢umntennational students in
American higher education are of value to perspedtiternational students who aspire
to American higher education. It also assumesghgicipants’ responses are sincere.
Summary

This study assesses the factors that influencediege choice decisions of
prospective international students through the p@wnts of current international students
in American higher education. Through the distiifru of a survey instrument to 134

international undergraduate students enrolledred selective institutions and subsequent

analysis of results, the researcher aims to hathegserspectives of current international
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students in American higher education to contrilbotienowledge about college choice
and to help students who aspire to American highdecation and their families navigate

and clarify the complex process of college choice.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this study is to learn more abowut imternational undergraduate
students in American higher education selected¢dtiege or university they attend and
to explore how their experience in American higbaucation influences the factors that
they consider important for prospective internaticstudents engaged in the college
choice process. This study also examines the fatat current international
undergraduate students in American higher educétiok are important for prospective
undergraduate international students to considenwhaking their college choice
decisions. This study assesses the extent to winecegree of importance ascribed to
these factors varies according to key demograpdni@bles and whether there are
differences between (1) which factors influencesldbllege choice decisions of
international undergraduate students in U.S. higdercation and (2) which factors those
same students think are important for prospectitermational undergraduate students to
consider when making college choice decisions.

Research Questions

1. What factors influenced the college choice deossof undergraduate international
students in American higher education?

2. What factors do undergraduate internationalesttedin American higher education
think are important for prospective undergraduaternational students to

consider when making their college choice decistons
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3. Does the degree of importance ascribed to tlaesers vary according to key
demographic variables?
4. Does the degree of importance ascribed to faabaresponse to RQ1 differ from
the degree of importance ascribed to factors ipaese to RQ2?
Response Rate
The researcher did not send the online surveyumsnt directly to respondents;
instead, the researcher requested that the ini@naastudent offices at more than 100
institutions distribute a link to the online suriegtrument to undergraduate international
students at their institutions. The institutionattagreed to distribute the survey
employed different methods of distribution. Soms&itations sent a link to the survey via
e-mail to their undergraduate international stugbemiulations, others distributed a link to
the survey via e-mail to a random sample of thedangraduate international student
populations, and others posted a link to the suoretheir offices’ web pages, blogs, or
Facebook pages.
Among the institutions whose undergraduate intgynal students participated in
the study, 455 students viewed the survey instran23% students (60.4%) started the

survey and 134 (29.5%) completed the survey (Téaldlp
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Table 4.1
Responses by Institution

Institution Viewed Started Completed
Public research university in the Midwest 175 105 51
Public research university in the Mid-Atlantic 125 77 43
Public research university in the South 65 a7 25
Private research university in the Northeast 30 20 5
Private liberal arts college in the Midwest 6 4 3
Public master’s university in the Mid-Atlantic 9 5 3
Public research university in the Northwest 28 2 2
Private research university in the South 9 9 1
Private research university in the Mid-Atlanti® 6 1
Total 455 275 134
Findings

Research Question One: What factors influence@diege choice decisions of
undergraduate international students in Americaghleir education?

Descriptive statistics were used to address thersearch question. The mean
response (N=134) for each college choice facttinénsurvey instrument appears in
Table 4.2. The survey instrument used Likert-typaes ranging from Inot important)
to 5 (very important}to gauge factors’ importance. The factors aredigteTable 4.2 by
mean values in descending order. The factors ésgondents indicated were more

important in their own college choice decisionsegyat the top of the table.
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Table 4.2
Importance of Factors in Respondents’ College Gih@lecisions

Rank Factor Mean
1 Academic Reputation of Institutions - rankirrgs 4.16
2 Academic Programs/Majors Offeree 4.08
3 Academic Reputation of Institutions - other means 3.95
4 = Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree 3.67
5 Campus Life at Institutiors 3.62
6 Perceived Fit with Institutiors 3.51
7 Tuition and Fees at Institutioss 3.5
8 Location of Institutions 3.49
9 = Recent College/ University Graduates' Opiniens 3.46
10 = College/University Students' Opiniors 3.4
11 = Parents' Opinions 3.37
12 Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discrimioat® 3.36
13 Promotional Materials from Institutiorrs 3.31
14 Availability of International Student Supportriees= 3.23
15 Availability of Financial Aid= 3.08
16 Diversity of Student Body 3.06
17 Percentage of International Students 2.99
18 Size of Classes 2.98
19 =Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.95
20 Campus Visie 2.77
21 =High School Counselors' Opinions 2.76
22 Athletic Teams at Institutiorss 2.45
23 Religious Affiliation of Institutions> 2.34

The mean values of responses for all push fagbotkfactors, and factors that

both push and pull appear in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3
Mean Value of Factors in Respondents’ College Ghbiecisions,

Grouped by Factor Type (Push, Pull, or Push & Pull)

Factor Type Mean
= Factors that Push and Pl 3.51
Pull Factors® 3.32
=Push Factors 3.03

The survey instrument asked respondents to spagifyother factors, beyond

those listed in the survey instrument, which infloed their college choice decisions.

Responses to this open ended question appearahla 7.4 in descending order of

frequency.
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Table 4.4
Frequency Table of Other Factors that Influencedg®adents’ College
Choice Decisions

Other Factor Frequency

Campus Quality (Housing, Dining, Appearance) 4
Scholarship Provided by Institution 3
Travel Accessibility of Institution 2
Climate/Weather of Area 2
Gained Admission to Institution 1
Local Community around Institution 1
Quality of New Student Orientation Program 1
Quality of Faculty 1

Research Question Two: What factors do undergraumérnational students in
American higher education think are important foogpective undergraduate
international students to consider when makingrtbellege choice decisions?
Descriptive statistics were used to address thensbiesearch question. The
mean response (N=134) for each factor that appedng survey instrument appears in
Table 4.5. The survey instrument used Likert-typaes ranging from Inot important)
to 5 (very importantto gauge which factors undergraduate internatisnaents think
are important for prospective undergraduate inteynal students to consider when
making their college choice decisions. The factweslisted in Table 4.5 by mean values
in descending order. The factors that respondedisated were more important for
prospective international students to consider apgaethe top of the table. For the basis
of comparison, the column on the far right displagsh factor’s rank in respondents’

college choice decisions from Table 4.2.
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Table 4.5
Factors for Prospective Undergraduate Internatiofadents to Consider When Making
College Choice Decisions

Factor’'s Rank in
Respondents’ College

Rank Factor Mean Choice Decisions
1 Academic Programs/Majors Offeré&er 4.23 2
2 = Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree 3.96 4
3 Academic Reputation of Institutions - rankirtgs 3.87 1
4 Campus Life at Institutiors® 3.87 5
5  Academic Reputation of Institutions - other means ~ 3.81 3
6 Perceived Fit with Institutions 3.78 6
7  =Recent College/ University Graduates' Opinions ~ 3.78 9
8 Tuition and Fees at Institutio® 3.74 7
9 Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discriminafien ~ 3.67 12
10 Location of Institutions 3.66 8
11  Availability of International Student Support Sereg= 3.65 14
12 = College/University Students' Opiniofs 3.55 10
13 Availability of Financial Aid= 3.54 15
14  Campus Visit® 3.4 20
15  Diversity of Student Body 3.37 16
16  Size of Classes® 3.36 18
17  Percentage of International Studefts 3.25 17
18 <= Parents' Opinions 3.22 11
19  Promotional Materials from Institution 3.17 13
20 = High School Counselors' Opinions 2.89 21
21 = Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.87 19
22 Athletic Teams at Institutions 2.58 22
23 Religious Affiliation of Institutions> 2.48 23

The mean values of responses for all push fagboitsfactors, and factors that
both push and pull appear in Table 4.6.
Table 4.6

Mean Value of Factors for Prospective Undergraduaternational Students to
Consider When Making College Choice Decisions, @eolby Factor Type

Factor Type Mean
=Factors that Push and Pull 3.76
Pull Factors® 3.49
=Push Factors 2.99
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The survey instrument asked respondents to spagifyother factors, beyond
those listed in the survey instrument, which tHegk are important for prospective
undergraduate international students to considenwhaking their college choice
decisions. Responses to this open ended questi@maam a Table 4.7 in descending
order of frequency.

Table 4.7

Frequency Table of Other Factors for Prospectivelehgraduate International Students
to Consider When Making College Choice Decisions

Other Factor Frequency
Size of City around Institution 3
Availability of Student Resources: LGBTQ, SexuakAslt, Health Services 2
Fit with Students at Institution 2
Institutional Commitment to Internationalization 2
Travel Accessibility of Institution 1
Climate/Weather of Area 1
Housing 1
Friendship with an Upperclassman at InstitutionNantorship 1

Research Question Three: Does the degree of impeoetascribed to these factors vary
according to key demographic variables?
Home Country

Nearly half of the respondents indicated thatrtheme country is China.
Independent t-tests were used to determine wh#thes are any differences in responses
between respondents from China and respondentamhoot from China. Respondents
who did not indicate a home country were excludethfthese analyses.

Table 4.8 summarizes independent t-test resulth&importance of factors in
Chinese and non-Chinese respondents’ college cleitsions. When comparing group
responses, respondents from China (M=2.59) coresidée religious affiliation of

institutions significantly more important in theiollege choice decisions than
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respondents who were not from China (M = 2.0),2§122.699, p = .008. Cohen’sd

(.48) indicated a medium effect size. No othereté#hces were significant at the .05

level.

Table 4.8

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtadgn Chinese and Non-Chinese
Respondents’ College Choice Decisions

Respondents
Factor Respondents from China Not from China t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.56 1.118 3.19 1.203 1.764 .080

High School Counselors' 2.95 1.151 2.6 1.336 1.584 .116
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 3.07 1.069 2.84 1.11 1.145255

College/University Students' 3.39 .998 3.43 1.088 -0.222 .825
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.45 1.019 3.48 1.264 -0.156 .876
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.016 .889 4.30 .891 -1.801 .074

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.78 1.023 411 .918 -1.925 .057

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.43 .957 3.19 1.281 1.164 247
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 3.95 913 4.24 1.011 -1.661 .099
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.61 .964 3.41 1.253 1.002 .318
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.28 1.127 2.87 1.497 1.708 .090
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.33 .908 3.66 1.175 -BB7 .096

Campus Life at Institutions 3.5 .954 3.76 1.146  47B. .143

Perceived Level of Crime 3.53 1.067 3.21 1.334 1.510 .134
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 2.92 1.115 2.65 1.472 1.142 .256

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.07 1.006 2.9 a.28 .777 439

Diversity of Student Body at 3.15 .946 2.95 1.237 .985 .327
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.15 1.114 2.81 1.291 1.564 .120
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.59 1.243 2.0 1.191 2.699  .008*
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.52 1.242 2.37 1.36 .645 .520
Institutions

Availability of International 3.39 1.021 3.05 1.313 1.634 .105
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.75 .975 3.57 1.411 798 427

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/Institutions 3.41 .901 3.62 1.275 1.057 .293

* denotes significant difference at .05.
" denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejbsteégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Table 4.9 summarizes independent t-test resulth&importance of factors that
respondents from China and from all other counthésk prospective undergraduate
international students should consider when makaoilgge choice decisions. When
comparing group responses, respondents from ChMra3.48) rated parents’ opinions
significantly more important for prospective undadyuate international students to
consider than respondents who were not from Chivha 2.98), t(116) = 2.257, p = .026.
Cohen’s d (.42) indicated a medium effect sizesg®adents from China (M = 2.75) also
rated the religious affiliation of institutions si§jcantly more important for prospective
undergraduate international students to consider tespondents who were not from
China (M = 2.18), t(118) = 2.641, p = .009. Colseh’(.49) indicated a medium effect
size.

Chinese respondents rated the following five fiecgagnificantly less important
for prospective undergraduate international stuslentonsider than respondents who
were not from China:

» Academic Programs/Majors at Institutions
e Location on Institutions

» Campus Life at Institutions

» Size of Classes

» Perceived Fit with Institutions

No other differences were significant at the .0kle
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Table 4.9

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtadhat Chinese and Non-Chinese
Respondents Think Prospective Undergraduate Intemnal Students Should Consider

Respondents
Factor Respondents from China Not from China t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.48 1.232 2.98 1.172 2.257 .026*

High School Counselors' 3.04 1.068 2.8 1.273 1.084 .281
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.97 .909 2.75 1.15 1.122.264

College/University Students' 3.45 .928 3.72 1.019 -1.531 129
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.63 .981 3.97 .966 -1.914 .058
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 3.78 1.018 3.97 .966 -1.036 .302

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.75 1.044 3.89 .819 -0.813 .418

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.24 1.088 3.05 1.217 .892 374
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.09 .8 4.39 .802 -2.032  .045*
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.68 973 3.79 1.002 -0.604 .547
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.5 .996 3.54 1.163 -0.206 .837
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.22 .852 4.08 .996 -5.073.001*

Campus Life at Institutions 3.66 .801 4.02 991 158, .033*

Perceived Level of Crime 3.64 .943 3.7 1.078 -0.301 .764
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.32 .909 3.48 1.246 -0.798 .426

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.11 .888 3.55 5.18 -2.287 .024*

Diversity of Student Body at 3.17 .968 3.53 1.105 -1.875 .063
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.24 1.144 3.21 1.24 129 .898
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.75 1.108 2.18 1.232 2.641 .009*
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.62 1.105 2.51 1.247 .52 .604
Institutions

Availability of International 3.55 1.016 3.72 1.121 -0.853 .395
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.87 1.096 4.05 1.096 -0.916 .361

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/Institutions 3.55 .946 4.02 1.081 2.516 .013*

* denotes significant difference at .05.
" denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejbsteégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Anticipated Year of Graduation

Independent t-tests were used to determine whthes are any differences in
responses between respondents who were uppercltagamese expected year of
graduation was 2012-2013 or 2013-2014) and respusdeho were underclassmen
(whose expected year of graduation was 2014-20PD15-2016). Respondents who
did not indicate an expected year of graduatiorevesrcluded from these analyses.

Table 4.10 summarizes independent t-test rexultthé importance of factors in
respondents’ college choice decisions grouped pgea®rd year of graduation. When
comparing group responses, upperclassmen (M = 8&gjdered friends’/peers’
opinions significantly more important in their cale choice decisions than respondents
who were underclassmen (M = 2.81), t(124) = 2.229,.028. Cohen’s d (.42) indicated
a medium effect size. Upperclassmen (M = 4.5) etstsidered academic reputation of
institutions, as determined by rankings, signifitamore important in their college
choice decisions than respondents who were undsroken (M = 3.98), t(125) = 3.16, p
=.002. Cohen’s d (.6) indicated a medium effeng si

Upperclassmen (M = 2.79) considered diversityhefstudent body at institutions
significantly less important in their college cheidecisions than respondents who were
underclassmen (M = 3.19), t(123) = -2.001, p = .@k&en’s d (.38) indicated a medium
effect size. Upperclassmen (M = 2.33) considerednapus visit significantly less
important in their college choice decisions thaspondents who were underclassmen (M
=2.99), t(123) = -2.726, p = .007. Cohen’s d (B@jcated a medium effect size.
Upperclassmen (M = 2.02) considered religiousiaffdn significantly less important in

their college choice decisions than respondentswdre underclassmen (M = 2.46),
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t(123) =-1.982, p = .05. Cohen’s d (.52) indicasemedium effect size. Upperclassmen
(M = 2.1) also considered athletic teams at instihs significantly less important in
their college choice decisions than respondentswdre underclassmen (M = 2.6),
t(122) = -2.061, p = .041. Cohen’s d (.39) indidademedium effect size. No other

differences were significant at the .05 level.
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Table 4.10
Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtaan Respondents’ College Choice
Decisions Grouped by Expected Year of Graduation

Upperclassmen Underclassmen
(Graduation Expected in (Graduation Expected in

Factor 2012-13 or 2013-14) 2014-15 or 2013-14) t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.19 1.194 3.48 1.151 -1.328 .187

High School Counselors' 2.79 1.335 2.77 1.233 .061 .952
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 3.26 1.014 2.81 1.103 R.22.028*

College/University Students' 3.37 1.067 3.44 1.029 -0.351 .726
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.61 1.159 3.42 1.122 .894 373
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.5 672 3.98 .963 3.16 .002*

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 4,12 .889 3.84 1.045 1.51 134

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.26 1.231 3.3 1.112 -0.18 .857
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.17 .961 4.0 1.006 .89 .375
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.52 1.292 35 1.07 A1 913
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.2 1.418 3.04 1.312 .621 .536
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.42 1.095 3.51 1.064 B4 .657

Campus Life at Institutions 3.48 0.994 3.64 1.126 0.813 418

Perceived Level of Crime 3.1 1.185 3.42 1.235 -1.447 .150
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 2.33 1.183 2.99 1.313 -2.726  .007*

Size of Classes at Institutions 2.71 1.123 3.1 4.15 -1.776 .078

Diversity of Student Body at 2.79 1.071 3.19 1.076 -2.001  .048*
Institutions

Percentage of International 2.73 1.184 3.1 1.209 -1.589 115
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.02 1.07 2.46 1.309 -1.982 .05*
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.1 1.265 2.6 1.294 -2.061  .041*
Institutions

Availability of International 3.1 1.226 3.24 1.175 -0.646 .520
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.57 1.291 3.7 1.167 -0.575 .566

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/Institutions 3.38 1.058 3.57 1.16 -0.868 .387

* denotes significant difference at .05.
" denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejbsteégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Table 4.11 summarizes independent t-test resultthé importance of factors that
respondents think prospective undergraduate intiena students should consider when
making college choice decisions, grouped by expegptar of graduation. When
comparing group responses, upperclassmen (M = daléx) the academic reputation of
institutions, as determined by rankings, signifitamore important for prospective
undergraduate international students to consider tinderclassmen (M = 3.71), t(119) =
2.366, p =.02. Upperclassmen (M = 2.18) ratedathketic teams at institutions
significantly less important for prospective undadyate international students to
consider than underclassmen (M = 2.75), t(118).58@ p = .011. Cohen’s d (.51)
indicated a medium effect size. No other differamnsere significant at the .05 level.

No other differences were significant at the .0kle
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Table 4.11

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdfadhat Respondents Think
Prospective Undergraduate International StudentsuhConsider, Grouped by
Expected Year of Graduation

Upperclassmen
(Graduation Expected in (Graduation Expected in

Underclassmen

Factor 2012-13 or 2013-14) 2014-15 or 2013-14) t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 2.97 1.246 3.31 1.186 -1.436 .154

High School Counselors' 2.98 1.25 2.86 1.148 .504 .615
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 3.03 1.025 2.77 1.04 1.29897

College/University Students' 3.5 1.086 3.62 .938 -0.64 .524
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.8 1.091 3.8 .928 -0.013  .990
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.15 .904 3.71 1.0 2.366 .020*

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.92 .839 3.73 .969 1.114 .268

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.03 1.25 3.19 1.085 -0.726  .469
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.26 91 4.21 779 317 752
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.65 1.099 3.75 .942 -0.535 .593
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.54 1.047 3.53 1.108 .036 971
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.75 1.104 3.63 .986 .629.531

Campus Life at Institutions 3.8 1.018 3.85 .868 292, .771

Perceived Level of Crime 3.5 1.013 3.71 1.046 -1.06 .291
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.15 1.159 3.51 1.038 -1.676 .096

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.4 1.128 3.33 4.05 .307 .759

Diversity of Student Body at 3.3 1.091 3.41 1.022 -0.532 .596
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.0 1.261 3.38 1.107 -1.67 .098
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.25 1.056 2.58 1.244 -1.442 152
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.18 1.023 2.75 1.189 -2.586 .011*
Institutions

Availability of International 3.78 1.121 3.56 1.037 1.066  .288
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job Opportunities 3.95 1.26 3.98 .987 -0.121  .904

with a Degree

Perceived Fit with Institutions 3.68 1.163 3.84 .993 -0.809 42

* denotes significant difference at .05.
" denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejbsteégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Satisfaction with College Choice Decision

Independent t-tests were used to determine wh#thes are any differences in
responses between respondents who indicated thah#d made the right college choice
decision and respondents who indicated that thdynfede the wrong college choice
decision. Respondents who did not indicate whetiey had made the right or wrong
college choice decision were excluded from thesdyans.

Table 4.12 summarizes independent t-test rexultthé importance of factors in
respondents’ college choice decisions grouped tisfaetion with their college choice

decision. No differences were significant at the l€vel.
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Table 4.12
Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtaan Respondents’ College Choice
Decisions Grouped by Satisfaction with College Cadecision

Made the Right Did Not Make the Right
Factor College Choice Decision College Choice Decision t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.4 1.103 3.3 1.455 314 .756

High School Counselors' 2.78 1.269 2.79 1.228 -0.044 .965
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.89 1.088 3.26 1.046 9-1.3 .167

College/University Students' 3.42 1.01 3.3 1.218 A74 .636
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.51 1.062 3.3 1.455 614 545
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.08 877 4.45 .999 -1.681 .095

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.89 .998 4.15 .988 -1.076 .284

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.24 1.092 3.7 1.261 -1.701 .091
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4,12 .898 3.8 1.361 1.016 .321
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.47 1.102 3.65 1.348 -0.656 513
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.09 1.328 3.05 1.432 135 .893
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.48 1.01 3.45 1.356 A1 209

Campus Life at Institutions 3.6 .998 3.55 1.468 8'16 .868

Perceived Level of Crime 3.35 1.182 3.25 1.482 273 787
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 2.76 1.269 2.9 1.447 -0.429 .668

Size of Classes at Institutions 2.95 1.081 2.95 32.4 .008 .993

Diversity of Student Body at 3.04 1.095 3.1 1.119 -0.232 .817
Institutions

Percentage of International 2.93 1.193 3.2 1.322 -0.931 .354
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.26 1.196 2.5 1.469 -0.81 419
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.49 1.309 2.15 1.226 1.061 291
Institutions

Availability of International 3.18 1.186 3.35 1.268 -0.584 .560
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.64 1.173 3.65 1.424 -0.019 .985

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.56 1.105 3.2 1.196 1.307 194

T denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejésteégvene’s test for equality of variances.
Table 4.13 summarizes independent t-test resultthé importance of factors that

respondents think prospective undergraduate intiena students should consider when
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making college choice decisions, grouped by respotst satisfaction with their college
choice decision. No differences were significarthat.05 level.

Table 4.13

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtadhat Respondents Think
Prospective Undergraduate International StudentsuhConsider, Grouped by
Satisfaction of College Choice Decision

Made the Right Did Not Make the Right
Factor College Choice Decision College Choice Decision t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.26 1.191 3.0 1.372 .818 415

High School Counselors' 2.9 1.185 2.9 1.15 .018 .986
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.83 1.024 3.05 1.079 820.8 .379

College/University Students' 3.6 .95 3.42 1.17 712 A78
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.83 .923 3.68 1.204 .582 .562
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 3.78 .959 4.0 .745 -0.961 .338

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.84 .981 4.0 1.054 -0.666 507

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.09 1.104 3.47 1.349 -1.353 179
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.25 T74 4.16 1.068 457 .648
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.69 .96 3.9 1.197 -0.823 412
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.45 1.077 3.79 1.084 -1.256  .212.
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.61 1.026 3.84 1.068 gB9 .366

Campus Life at Institutions 3.88 .855 3.58 1.17 830 .291

Perceived Level of Crime 3.67 .998 3.68 1.204 -0.068 .946
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.4 1.03 3.42 1.346 -0.092 927

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.34 1.022 3.26 84.2 .3 .764

Diversity of Student Body at 3.3 1.037 3.6 1.17 -1.052 .295
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.18 1.129 3.42 1.387 -0.835 .405
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.42 1.125 2.63 1.499 -0.593 .559
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.61 1.179 2.37 1.065 .824 411
Institutions

Availability of International 3.63 1.019 3.58 1.305 .196 .845
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 4.0 1.066 3.68 1.204 1.162 247

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.81 1.03 3.53 1.124 1.072 .286

T denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejéstégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Attended High School in the U.S.

Independent t-tests were used to determine wh#thes are any differences in
responses between respondents who indicated thaattended high school in the U.S.
and respondents who indicated that they did nehd#d high school in the U.S.
Respondents who did not indicate whether they @aét@émigh school in the U.S. were
excluded from these analyses.

Table 4.14 summarizes independent t-test rexultthé importance of factors in
respondents’ college choice decisions grouped vehedspondents attended high school
in the U.S. When comparing group responses, regmadvho attended high school in
the U.S. (M=3.52) considered a campus visit sigaiitly more important in their college
choice decisions than respondents who did notcttegh school in the U.S. (M = 2.6),
t(123) = 2.919, p = .004. Cohen’s d (.7) indicatededium effect size. No other

differences were significant at the .05 level.
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Table 4.14
Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdfadRespondents’ College Choice
Decisions Grouped by Whether Attended High Schmotbie U.S.

Attended Did Not Attend
Factor High School in the U.S.  High School in the U.S. t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.36 1.329 3.37 1.129 -0.029 977

High School Counselors' 3.18 1.097 2.69 1.268 1.69 .094
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 3.24 1.136 2.89 1.077 61.35.177

College/University Students' 3.46 .963 3.39 1.065 .245 .807
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.32 1.211 3.51 1.128 -0.696 .488
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.3 767 4.1 .929 792 43

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.96 .899 3.91 1.02 172 .864

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.43 1.207 3.26 1.141 .613 541
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.1 .831 4.04 1.018 .241 .81
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.57 .978 35 1.17 279 .78
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.05 1.431 3.1 1.333 -0.15 .881
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.81 .981 3.4 1.088 1.605.111

Campus Life at Institutions 3.86 1.153 3.54 1.065 .217 .226

Perceived Level of Crime 3.38 1.117 3.34 1.254 129 .897
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.52 1.078 2.6 1.292 2919 .004*

Size of Classes at Institutions 2.91 1.179 2.98 49.1 -0.275 .784

Diversity of Student Body at 3.1 .995 3.04 1.123 .215 .83
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.05 1.117 2.94 1.245 .359 72
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.29 1.384 2.33 1.226 -0.137 .891
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.86 1.315 2.34 1.288 1.672 .097
Institutions

Availability of International 2.86 1.153 3.28 1.17 -1.511 133
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.55 1.191 3.65 1.218 -0.339 .735

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.62 1.161 3.47 1.123 547 .587

* denotes significant difference at .05.

Table 4.15 summarizes independent t-test resultthé importance of factors that

respondents think prospective undergraduate intiena students should consider when
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making college choice decisions, grouped by wheattsgondents attended high school
in the U.S. No differences were significant at 10 level.

Table 4.15

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtradhat Respondents Think
Prospective Undergraduate International StudentsuhConsider, Grouped by
Whether Attended High School in U.S.

Attended Did Not Attend
Factor High School in the U.S.  High School in the U.S. t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.48 1.123 3.15 1.221 1.115 .267

High School Counselors' 3.29 1.102 2.81 1.184 1.673 .097
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.95 1.071 2.84 1.032 .451.653

College/University Students' 3.5 .859 3.59 1.016 -0.386 7
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.71 1.007 3.81 .982 -0.404 .687
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4 .873 3.82 1.014 779 .438

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.82 .853 3.8 .958 .091 .928

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.29 1.271 3.13 1.125 .564 574
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.32 671 4.2 .849 541 .59
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.5 1.03 3.77 .993 -1.026 .307
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.19 1.078 3.59 1.088 -1.515 132
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.76 1.044 3.62 1.027 .589 .557

Campus Life at Institutions 4.0 .949 3.8 91 .909 365.

Perceived Level of Crime 3.71 .956 3.65 1.062 27 .788
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.76 .995 3.31 1.097 1.754 .082

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.35 .988 3.33 71.08 .076 .939

Diversity of Student Body at 3.38 74 3.34 1.121 208 836
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.19 1.078 3.23 1.211 -0.146 .884
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.52 1.289 2.46 1.184 221 .825
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 291 1.179 251 1.155 1.435 154
Institutions

Availability of International 3.45 .999 3.67 1.087 -0.85 .397
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.85 1.04 3.96 1.104 -0.412 .681

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.8 1.005 3.76 1.06 .146 .884

T denotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejéstégvene’s test for equality of variances.
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Use of Paid Agents

Independent t-tests were used to determine wh#thes are any differences in
responses between respondents who indicated thatied paid educational agents or
counselors when applying to universities and redpots who indicated that they did not
use paid educational agents or counselors. Resptsngo did not indicate whether
they used paid educational agents or counselors exeluded from these analyses.

Table 4.16 summarizes independent t-test rexultthé importance of factors in
respondents’ college choice decisions grouped bytipaid agents. No differences were

significant at the .05 level.
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Table 4.16

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtaan Respondents’ College Choice
Decisions Grouped by Use of Paid Agents

Did Not
Factor Used Paid Agents Use Paid Agents t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.56 1.078 3.31 1.178 1.144 .255

High School Counselors' 2.93 1.228 271 1.262 .961 .338
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.98 1.097 2.94 1.093 .191.849

College/University Students' 3.5 1.089 3.35 1.017 775 44
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.38 1.114 3.54 1.119 -0.797 A27
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.09 .848 4.18 .939 -0.546 .586

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.93 .863 3.92 1.062 .096 .924

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.33 1.022 3.25 1.199 408 .684
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.07 .939 4.05 1.017 .097 .923
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.47 1.102 3.65 1.348 -0.656 513
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 2.96 1.293 3.17 1.35 -0.869 .386
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.48 1.045 3.43 1.083 225 .822

Campus Life at Institutions 3.64 1.048 3.56 1.101 416. .678

Perceived Level of Crime 3.42 1.196 3.28 1.25 .62 .536
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 2.8 1.193 2.78 1.352 .062 .951

Size of Classes at Institutions 2.96 1.147 3.0 1.14 -0.209 .835

Diversity of Student Body at 3.22 1.042 2.94 1.122 1.396 .165
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.07 1.176 2.89 1.235 .788 432
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.4 1.176 2.24 1.277 716 A75
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.58 1.288 2.34 1.312 .99 .324
Institutions

Availability of International 3.22 1.259 3.17 1.149 223 .824
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.55 1.21 3.73 1.222 -0.786 434

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.29 1.16 3.61 1.092 -1.522 A3

Table 4.17 summarizes independent t-test resultthé importance of factors that

respondents think prospective undergraduate intienad students should consider when
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making college choice decisions, grouped by respotstiuse of paid educational agents.
No differences were significant at the .05 level.

Table 4.17

Summary of t-test Results for the Importance otdtadhat Respondents Think
Prospective Undergraduate International StudentsuhConsider, Grouped by Use of
Paid Agents

Did Not
Factor Used Paid Agents Use Paid Agents t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.41 1.245 3.13 1.17 1.223 224

High School Counselors' 2.98 .976 2.88 1.262 470 64
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 3.02 1.023 2.78 1.015 4.25.212

College/University Students' 3.62 .96 3.58 .961 .252 .802
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.71 .978 3.686 .963 -0.846 .399
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 3.89 .92 3.87 1.011 .079 .937

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.93 .95 3.76 9 1.013 313

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.05 1.099 3.21 1.177 -0.737 463
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.17 946 4.29 741 -0.728 .468
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.67 1.022 3.77 .985 -0.531 .596
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.43 1.087 3.56 1.094 -0.614 .54
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.51 1.121 3.72 974 -B09 .275

Campus Life at Institutions 3.78 974 3.9 .852 0Q.7 .484

Perceived Level of Crime 3.59 1.041 3.71 1.024 -0.634 .528
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 3.28 1.076 3.44 1.094 -0.785 434

Size of Classes at Institutions 3.32 1.116 3.34 32.0 -0.097 .923

Diversity of Student Body at 3.42 1.055 3.29 1.05 .692 49
Institutions

Percentage of International 3.24 1.209 3.22 1.173 .093 .926
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.67 1.128 2.36 1.213 1.366 175
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.64 1.08 2.49 1.21 .649 .518
Institutions

Availability of International 3.41 1.187 3.74 .973 -1.682 .095
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job 3.84 1.14 4.05 1.043 -1.034 .303

Opportunities with a Degree

Perceived Fit w/ Institutions 3.55 1.109 3.9 1.001 -1.793 .075

Tdenotes hypothesis of equal variances was rejbgtéévene’s test for equality of variances.
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Principal Component Analysis

Principal Component Analysis may reveal underlyéogcepts that explain any
co-variation among the 23 factors related to irdagomal student college choice that the
survey instrument assessed. To explore whetheét3tactors may be summarized or
reduced to fewer composite factors, a Principal @ament Analysis (PCA) with a
Varimax (orthogonal) rotation of the 23 factorsatelg to respondents’ own college
choice decisions was performed. The Kaiser-Mey&mOneasure of sampling
adequacy was .786 and Bartlett’s test of sphengay significanty2 = 1172.15, p <
.001), indicating the sample’s factorability. Téralysis indicated seven underlying

factors (Table 4.18).
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Table 4.18

Item Loadings for the 23 Factors Relating to Resiemits’ Own College Choice

Decision8

Component

Percentage of International
Students at Institutions

.795

Diversity of Student Body at
Institutions

.785

Perceived Level of Crime
and Racial Discrimination

712

.318

Size of Classes at Institutions

.690

Location of Institutions

.624

.329

Religious Affiliation of
Institutions

.559

-.393

AT7

Availability of International
Student Support Services

.501

.309

493

Academic Reputation as
determined by other means

.858

Academic Reputation, as
determined by rankings

779

Promotional Materials from
Institutions

.300

442

434

Academic Programs/Majors
Offered at Institutions

.709

Campus Life at Institutions

.543

.645

Perceived Fit w/Institutions

.568

322

Tuition and Fees at
Institutions

.766

Availability of Financial Aid
from Institutions

723

Anticipated Job Opportunities
with a Degree

.388

314

409

419

Athletic Teams at
Institutions

.817

Campus Visit

374

.651

College/University Students'
Opinions

.850

Recent College/ University
Graduates' Opinions

.804

High School Counselors'
Opinions

.785

Friends'/Peers' Opinions

.309

.680

Parents' Opinions

Eigenvalues

6.721

2.374

1.771

422

1.472

1.276

1.218

.596

1.1

Percent of Total Variance

29.221

10.321

7.699

6.3985.547

5.294

4.784

Number of Factors

7

3

3

3

2

2

3

%oadings =>.3
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Seven items loaded onto Factor 1, including peeggnof international students,
diversity of student body, perceived level of criemal racial discrimination, size of
classes, location, religious affiliation, and a&hility of international student support
services. These items relate generally to what lmedgbeled Campus Environment.

Three items loaded onto Factor 2, including acadeeputation — rankings,
academic reputation — other means, and promotioagrials. Insofar as promotional
materials showcase their respective institutionad@mic reputations, these three items
relate to what may be labeled as Academic Reputatio

Three items loaded onto Factor 3, including acad@nograms offered, campus
life, and perceived fit. These items relate to whay be labeled Academic and Social
Fit.

Three items loaded onto Factor 4, including taittmd fees, availability of
financial aid, and anticipated job opportunitieee$e items relate to what may be labeled
Economic Costs and Benefits.

Two items loaded onto Factor 5, including athléti@ms and campus visit. These
items may be labeled Athletic Teams and Campusg.Visi

Two items loaded onto Factor 6, including collsgelents’ opinions and recent
college graduates’ opinions. These items relatehat may be labeled College Student
and Recent Graduate Opinions.

Three items loaded onto Factor 7, including colamseopinions, friends’
opinions, and parents’ opinions. These itemsedtaivhat may be labeled Counselor,

Friend, Parent Opinions.
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To explore whether the 23 factors may be summaiezeeduced to fewer
composite factors, a Principal Component AnalyBiSA) with a Varimax (orthogonal)
rotation of the 23 factors relating to what respamtd think prospective undergraduate
international students should consider in theiteg@ choice decisions was performed.
The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequeay .669 and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significanf® = 948.928, p < .001), indicating the sample’sdeability.

The analysis indicated seven underlying factorbi@4.19).
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Table 4.19
Item Loadings for the 23 Factors Relating to Whaspbndents Think Prospective
Undergraduate International Students Should Condide

Component 1 2 3 4 > 6 !

Size of Classes at Institutions 795

Diversity of Student Body at
Institutions .760 .330

Percentage of International
Students at Institutions 674

Religious Affiliation of
Institutions 560 445

Perceived Fit w/Institutions 537 .396 -311

Anticipated Job Opportunities
with a Degree 741

Perceived Level of Crime
and Racial Discrimination .623 .387

Availability of Financial Aid
from Institutions .586

Availability of International
Student Support Services -394 516

Academic Reputation as
determined by other means 871

Academic Reputation, as
determined by rankings -840

Academic Programs/Majors
Offered at Institutions 420 488 374

Recent College/ University
Graduates' Opinions .888

College/University Students'
Opinions 855

Parents' Opinions .323 .729

High School Counselors'
Opinions 681

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 332 671

Athletic Teams at
Institutions 557 404

Location of Institutions .736

Campus Life at Institutions .330 .653

Campus Visit .398 .610

Promotional Materials from
Institutions .758

Tuition and Fees at

Eigenvalues 5.158 2.608 2.082 1.733 1.288 1.236 191.1

Percent of Total Variance 22.427 11.339 9.054 7.534 5.6 5.376 4.865

Number of Factors 5 4 3 2 4 3 2

%oadings =>.3
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Five items loaded onto Factor 1, including sizelasses, diversity of student
body, percentage of international students, raligiaffiliation, and perceived fit. These
items relate generally to what may be labeled Rt @ampus Environment.

Four items loaded onto Factor 2, including antitgal job opportunities,
perceived level of crime and racial discriminatiamailability of financial aid, and
availability of international student support sees. These items relate to what may be
labeled Campus Support and Job Prospects.

Three items loaded onto Factor 3, including acadeeputation — other means,
academic reputation — rankings, and academic pmgcdfered. These items relate to
what may be labeled Academic Reputation and Offistin

Two items loaded onto Factor 4, including collsggdents’ opinions and recent
college graduates’ opinions. These items relatehtat may be labeled College Student
and Recent Graduate Opinions.

Four items loaded onto Factor 5, including, pa'empinions, counselors’
opinions, friends’ opinions, and athletic teamse3ditems may be labeled Parent,
Counselor, Friend Opinions and Athletic Teams.

Three items loaded onto Factor 6, including largtcampus life, and campus
visit. These items relate to what may be labelechtion and Campus Feel.

Two items loaded onto Factor 7, including promagiomaterials and tuition and
fees. Insofar as promotional materials showcasie tespective institutions’ tuition and

fees, these two items may be labeled as TuitionFaed.
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Research Question Four: Does the degree of impodascribed to factors in response
to RQ1 differ from the degree of importance asdatitgefactors in response to RQ2?

Paired t-tests were used to determine whether Hrerany differences in (1) the
degree of importance that respondents ascribeattors in their own college choice
decisions and (2) the degree of importance thabregents ascribed to factors when if
advising prospective international students on bwoey should decide which U.S. college
or university to attend. Table 4.20 summarizegthiesd t-test results.

When comparing group responses, respondents egaignificantly more
importance to parents’ opinions (M = 3.42) in thewn college choice decisions than
when advising prospective international studentb@m they should make their college
choice decisions (M = 3.22), t(124) = 2.396, p £8.0 Respondents also ascribed
significantly more importance to academic reputgtes determined by rankings, (M =
4.17) in their own college choice decisions tharmwhdvising prospective international
students on how they should make their collegeaehdecisions (M = 3.87), t(124) =
3.969, p = <.001.

Respondents ascribed significantly less importaodke following 15 factors in
their own college choice decisions than when adgiprrospective international students
on how they should make their college choice denssi

» Recent College/University Graduates' Opinions

» Tuition and Fees at Institutions

» Availability of Financial Aid from Institutions

* Location of Institutions

» Campus Life at Institutions: social atmosphere @pylortunities
* Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discriminatadrinstitutions
* Campus Visit

» Size of Classes

» Diversity of Student Body at Institutions

» Percentage of International Students at Institgtion
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» Religious Affiliation of Institutions
* Athletic Teams at Institutions

» Availability of International Student Support Siees at Institutions
* Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree frorstitutions
* Perceived Fit with Institutions

Table 4.22

Summary of Paired t-test Results for Importanceawftors in Respondents’ Own College
Choice Decision and if Advising Prospective Stuslent

Importance in
Respondents’ Own

Importance if

Advising

Factor College Choice Decision Prospective Students t Prob.
Mean SD Mean SD

Parents' Opinions 3.42 1.123 3.22 1.222 2.396 .018*

High School Counselors' 2.75 1.289 2.87 1.185 -1.43 .155
Opinions

Friends'/Peers' Opinions 2.95 1.102 2.86 1.041 4.21 .227

College/University Students' 341 1.037 3.56 .984 -1.816 .072
Opinions

Recent College/ University 3.43 1.142 3.76 974 -3.562 <.001*
Graduates' Opinions

Academic Reputation, as 4.17 .889 3.87 .976 3.969 <.001*

determined by rankings

Academic Reputation as 3.94 .982 3.81 .924 1.662 .099

determined by other means

Promotional Materials from 3.3 1.145 3.18 1.124 1.531 .128
Institutions

Academic Programs/Majors 4.07 .989 4.23 .821 -1.931 .056
Offered at Institutions

Tuition and Fees at 3.5 1.115 3.74 .997 -2.813 .006*
Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid 3.06 1.312 3.54 1.089 -5.018 <.001*
from Institutions

Location of Institutions 3.46 1.081 3.67 1.022 2 .027*

Campus Life at Institutions 3.62 1.087 3.87 915 618 .01*

Perceived Level of Crime 3.37 1.254 3.67 1.038 -3.366 .001*
and Racial Discrimination

Campus Visit 2.76 1.303 3.4 1.081 -6.331 <.001*

Size of Classes at Institutions 2.95 1.156 3.36 68.0 -4.802 <.001*

Diversity of Student Body at 3.05 1.121 3.39 1.046 -4.509 <.001*
Institutions

Percentage of International 2.97 1.236 3.25 1.194 -3.307 .001*
Students at Institutions

Religious Affiliation of 2.33 1.281 2.49 1.202 -2.189 .03*
Institutions

Athletic Teams at 2.41 1.317 2.58 1.18 -2.626 .01*
Institutions

Availability of International 3.23 1.192 3.67 1.038 -4.617  <.001*
Student Support Services

Anticipated Job Opportunities 3.69 1.202 3.97 1.055 -3.191 .002*

with a Degree

Perceived Fit with Institutions 3.54 1.097 3.78 M0 -3.068 .003*

* denotes significant difference at .05.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION
Summary

College choice influences student success in anotigt ways (Braxton, Vesper, &

Hossler, 1995; Stage & Hossler, 2000; Villella &,H1990), and scholars emphasize the
importance of understanding college choice antintplications for practice, policy, and
research” (Bergerson, 2009, p. 1). Prospectiwmational students who aspire to
American higher education stand at the confluerficeth college choice and
internationalization - “the process of integratanginternational, intercultural or global
dimension into the purpose, functions or deliverpast-secondary education” (Knight,
p. 2, 2003).

The purpose of this study was to learn more abowtihternational undergraduate
students in the U.S. made their college choicestlats and to examine the factors that
current international undergraduate students inigae higher education think are
important for prospective undergraduate internaistudents to consider when making
their college choice decisions. This study assea$mther there are differences between
(1) which factors influenced the college choiceisieas of international undergraduate
students in U.S. higher education and (2) whiclofacthose same students think are
important for prospective international undergradisiudents to consider when making
college choice decisions.

The following four research questions guide thislg:

1.What factors influenced the college choice deossiof undergraduate international

students in American higher education?
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2. What factors do undergraduate internationalesttedin American higher education
think are important for prospective undergraduaternational students to
consider when making their college choice decistons

3. Does the degree of importance ascribed to tlaesers vary according to key
demographic variables?

4. Does the degree of importance ascribed to faabaresponse to RQ1 differ from
the degree of importance ascribed to factors ipaese to RQ2?

Three primary theoretical approaches to colleggoehhave emerged: econometric,
sociological, and combined process models (HosSkrmit, and Vesper, 1999; Kinzie
et al., 2004; Paulsen, 1990). This literature sstgythat three primary categories of
factors influence college choicgtudent characteristic®.g. socioeconomic status and
scholastic aptitudenstitutional characteristicse.g. tuition, reputation, and location, and
environmental characteristice.g. parental involvement and peer influence JBefns,
Dundar, & Darwin, 2006; Paulsen, 1990).

The “Push-Pull” model describes the college chpimeess of students who pursue
higher education abroad (Mazzaroul & Soutar, 2008 limited literature on how
students who seek higher education outside of tieite country engage in college
choice suggests that a variety of factors playl@irothe decision to pursue education
abroad, in selecting the host country, and in cimgohe institution to attend (Mazzaroul
& Soutar, 2002).

Hossler and Gallagher’s (1987) three stage mddabltege choice (predisposition,

search, and choice) forms the foundation of thidygs conceptual framework, while the
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push-pull forces specific to students who pursgééi education abroad (Mazzaroul &
Soutar, 2002) influence students throughout theetistages.

This study used an online survey instrument thatuthor developed (Appendix 1)
to assess the degree to which certain factorsenfled the college choice decisions of
current undergraduate international students ingae higher education, and the
degree to which current international studentsnamefican higher education think those
factors are important for prospective undergradudégnational students to consider
when making their college choice decisions. Twonopreded questions asked
respondents to specify any other factors (1) thiddenced their college choice decisions
and (2) that respondents think are important fospective undergraduate international
students to consider when making their collegeaghdecisions. The survey instrument
also included several demographic questions.

A total of 134 international undergraduate studemtrolled at nine selective
institutions in the U.S. completed the survey imstent. All respondents experienced the
college choice process. Similarly, with regardHtwssler and Gallagher’s (1987) first
phase of college choice, respondents’ enrollmehtgher education suggests a
predisposition to attend higher education. Thislgfiocuses on Hossler and Gallagher’s
(1987) second and third phases of college choegzch and choice, with an emphasis on

exploring the factors related to choice.
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Summary of Findings
Research Question One: What factors influenced¢diege choice decisions of
undergraduate international students in Americaghleir education?

Respondents’ Own College Choice Decisions:

The five college choice factors that ranked magtlly in respondents’ own
college choice decisions were academic reputatiokings, academic programs/majors
offered, academic reputation-other means, antiegptb opportunities, and campus life
(Table 4.2). The five factors that ranked lowesteispondents’ college choice decisions
were friends’/peers’ opinions, campus visits, hsghool counselors’ opinions, athletic
teams, and the religious affiliation of instituteo(Table 4.2). Of the ten most highly
ranked factors, seven were pull factors and three wush-and-pull factors. The most
highly rated push factor was “parents’ opinionsliieh was the eleventh most highly
rated factor (Table 4.2).

Few respondents offered other factors that inftedrtheir college choice
decisions. The only other factors that were offdrganultiple respondents were campus
guality, scholarship provided by institutions, tehaccessibility, and the climate/weather
of area (Table 4.4).

These findings are largely consistent with presioesearch on college choice,
generally (Bergeson, 2009; Paulsen, 1990), ancbthege choice for international
students, specifically (Choudaha, et al., 2012; Maaul & Soutar, 2002). The factors
that appear in the college choice literature wieeerélevant factors, to varying degrees,
in the respondents’ college choice decisions. mbst important factors in respondents’

college choice decisions relate to academic rejpatgbrogram offerings, and job
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opportunities, which are in accordance with fredlyerited factors for international
students with high academic preparedness and aspsdo attend selective institutions
(Choudaha, et al., 2012).

Research Question Two: What factors do undergrasumérnational students in
American higher education think are important foogpective undergraduate
international students to consider when makingrtbellege choice decisions?

For Prospective International Students’ Collegei€Gh®ecisions

The five college choice factors that respondemdgated were most important for
prospective international students to consider whaking their college choice decisions
were academic programs/majors offered, anticipgie@pportunities, academic
reputation-rankings, campus life, and academictegfmun-other means (Table 4.5). The
five factors that respondents indicated were leagbortant for prospective international
students to consider when making their collegeaghdecisions were promotional
materials, high school counselors’ opinions, fr@fgkers’ opinions, athletic teams, and
the religious affiliation of institutions (Table5). Of the ten most highly ranked factors,
eight were pull factors and two were push-and-fadtors (Table 4.5). The most highly
rated push factor, “parents’ opinions,” was thengagnth most highly rated factor (Table
4.5).

Few respondents offered other factors that thie thre important for
prospective undergraduate international studentsrigider when making their college
choice decisions. The only other factors that vegfered by multiple respondents were
city size, availability of student resources, fitwstudents at institution, and the

institution’s commitment to internationalizationgfle 4.6).
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Research Question Three: Does the degree of impeetascribed to these factors vary
according to key demographic variables?

Home Country: Respondents’ Own College Choice Datss

Respondents from China considered the religioukaithn of institutions
significantly more important in their college cheidecisions than respondents who were
not from China (Table 4.8). More than 90% of resjents were enrolled at public U.S.
institutions with no religious affiliation; a sangpbf respondents from religiously
affiliated colleges and universities may generdterent findings. Nonetheless, these
findings may reflect a recent trend among Chinésaesits in American higher
education. According to Yan & Berliner, “Churchimereasingly becoming a place for
providing emotional or instrumental support” foriGése students (2011, p. 537).

Home Country: For Prospective International StusteBbllege Choice Decisions

Respondents from China rated parents’ opinionstlaadeligious affiliation of
institutions significantly more important for prasgive undergraduate international
students to consider than respondents who wergomtChina (Table 4.9). The
relatively elevated recommended importance of gar@mong Chinese respondents may
be a manifestation of filial piety in China andGonfucian philosophy that previous
research on international college choice highligBtsdycott, 2009).

Respondents from China rated academic programsvsnaffered, location,
campus life, size of classes, and perceived fitiBggantly less important for prospective
undergraduate international students to consider tespondents who were not from

China (Table 4.9).
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While previous research pertaining to college ch@oes not address the
guestion of which factors undergraduate internafistudents in American higher
education think are important for prospective ugdsiuate international students to
consider, these findings suggest that Chinese stsideay experience American higher
education differently from other international stats. Despite there being only a single
factor (religious affiliation) that respondentsrfrdChina considered significantly more
important in their own college choice decisionsthespondents who were not from
China, Chinese respondents rated the importantweoofactors significantly more
important and five factors significantly less imgaot for prospective undergraduate
international students to consider than respondentswere not from China. Just as
different groups of students engage in the coltdgrce process differently (Choudaha,
R., Orosz, K. & Chang, L., 2012; Paulsen & St. J&002), different groups of students
may experience American higher education diffegentl

Anticipated Year of Graduation: Respondents’ Owiigge Choice Decisions

Respondents within two years of their anticipaeztuation date
(upperclassmen) considered friends’/peers’ opinamsacademic reputation-rankings
significantly more important in their college cheidecisions than respondents who were
more than two years from their expected graduateie (underclassmen) (Table 4.10).
Upperclassmen considered diversity of the studedyja campus visit, religious
affiliation, and athletic teams at institutionsrsfgcantly less important in their college

choice decisions than respondents who were undsrken (Table 4.10).
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Anticipated Year of Graduation: For Prospectiveinational Students’ College Choice

Decisions

Upperclassmen rated the academic reputation tfutisns-rankings
significantly more important for prospective undadyuate international students to
consider than underclassmen (Table 4.11).

These findings seem to be inconsistent with resemies that indicate that
rankings are playing an increasingly larger rolstudents’ college choice decisions
(Hesel, 2013). If the trend suggests that prospestudents across the years are
progressively caring more about rankings, thenroight expect underclassmen, those
who were most recently prospective students, snatkings more important in their
own college choice decisions and for prospectivdestts to consider than
upperclassmen.

Satisfaction with College Choice Decision

Whether respondents were satisfied with theireg@lchoice decision made no
significant difference in their responses to thewvey. There were no significant
differences between respondents who indicatedhbdymade the right college choice
decision and those who indicated they had madetbeg college choice decision, either
when rating factors in their own college choiceisiens or if advising prospective
international students (Tables 4.12 and 4.13). @fieglings suggest that respondents
who feel they made the wrong college choice decisitied on the same factors as
students who feel they made the right college @oithese findings could also indicate

that the reasons behind students feeling they nirederrong college choice decisions
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may vary among students to such an extent thaatierps emerged when these students
considered the importance of factors for perspectudents.

It should be noted that the percentage of pagitipwho indicated that they had
made the right college choice — 80.6 percent — se@erbhe consistent with national
averages. The American Council on Education suvegeent graduates of U.S.
institutions, and “nearly 80 percent of young aluneported that they would choose to
attend the same institution again” (Corrigan, 2ai1).

Attended High School in U.S.: Respondents’ Own &l Choice Decisions

Respondents who attended high school in the Wisidered a campus visit
significantly more important in their college cheidecisions than respondents who did
not attend high school in the U.S. (Table 4.14hisTinding is unsurprising; in many
respects, it is easier to visit colleges and usities in the U.S. when attending a high
school in the U.S.

Attended High School in U.S.: For Prospective In&tional Students’ College Choice

Decisions
There were no significant differences betweenardpnts who attended high
school in the U.S. and those who did not attend bahool in the U.S. (Table 4.15),
Research on international students in Americah bapools is scarce, but these
findings suggest that, in regards to this inqumypicollege choice, such students do not
differ substantially from international studentsondtid not attend American high schools.

Use of Paid Agents

Whether respondents used paid education agents nwasignificant difference in

their responses to the survey. There were no ggnif differences between respondents
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who indicated they had used paid education agemisglthe college choice process and
those who indicated they had not used paid educatjents, either when rating factors in
their own college choice decisions or if advisimggpective international students
(Tables 4.16 and 4.17). Despite recent reseasthirttlicates international students
whose interests are “not exclusively academicaoee likely to rely on paid agents
(Choudaha, et al., 2012, p. 7), these findings ssigipat, in regards to this inquiry into
college choice, students who used paid agents ddiffier substantially from

international students who did not use paid agents.

Principal Component Analysis

Item loadings for the 23 factors relating to rasgents’ own college choice
decisions indicated seven underlying factors (T4kl®), which may be labeled Campus
Environment, Academic Reputation, Academic and &dgt, Economic Costs and
Benefits, Athletic Teams and Campus Visit, Coll&gedent and Recent Graduate
Opinions, and Counselor, Friend, Parent Opinidesn loadings for the 23 factors
relating to what respondents think prospective upr@eluate international students
should consider indicated seven underlying fagfdable 4.19), which may be labeled
Fit with Campus Environment, Campus Support andRloBpects, Academic Reputation
and Offerings, College Student and Recent GradDpieions, Parent, Counselor, Friend
Opinions and Athletic Teams, Location and Campued,feend Tuition and Fees.

These classifications of factors are based otioakhips among the factors,
which reveal structure to how the factors inteteel®erhaps the most interesting aspect
of this revealed structure is that the relationsk@mong factors and the respective

classifications differ according to whether relgtio respondents’ own college choice
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decisions (Table 4.18) and or to what respondém& prospective undergraduate
international students should consider indicategs@inderlying factors (Table 4.19).
Research Question Four: Does the degree of impogascribed to factors in response
to RQ1 differ from the degree of importance asdatitzefactors in response to RQ2?

Respondents ascribed significantly more importdagearents’ opinions and to
academic reputation based on rankings in their college choice decisions than when
advising prospective international students on boey should make their college choice
decisions (Table 4.20). In other words, resporslsstommended that parents’ opinions
and rankings should play a smaller role in theegmlchoice decisions of prospective
international students than the role they playeggpondents’ own college choice
decisions.

Respondents ascribed significantly less importaodke following 15 factors in
their own college choice decisions than when adgigrospective international students
on how they should make their college choice denss(Table 4.20):

* Recent College/University Graduates' Opinions

» Tuition and Fees at Institutions

» Availability of Financial Aid from Institutions

* Location of Institutions

» Campus Life at Institutions: social atmosphere @pyprtunities
» Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discriminatagrinstitutions
e Campus Visit

* Size of Classes

» Diversity of Student Body at Institutions

» Percentage of International Students at Institgtion

* Religious Affiliation of Institutions

* Athletic Teams at Institutions

» Auvailability of International Student Support Sers at Institutions
* Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree frorstitutions

» Perceived Fit with Institutions
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In other words, respondents recommended that dablese factors should play a larger
role in the college choice decisions of prospedtiternational students than the role
they played in respondents’ own college choicesiers. Most of these factors are
institutional, but they concern neither academputation nor academic program
offerings. Instead, the factors in this list relatimarily to those institutional
characteristics outside of academics, like suppemtices, student life, make up of
student body, and financial aid. These findingggest that current undergraduate
international students’ ideas about what factomukhinfluence the college choice
decisions of perspective international studentsaigaed with those in the field who
emphasize “the importance of understanding an iddat student’s needs and how they
fit" with the missions and identity of an individiicollege community” and seek to
attenuate the role of “ratings and rankings” (CT2Q13).

Similarly, these findings appear to demonstratapreciation among
international students for institutional effort¢ated to internationalization. Participants
recommended that several factors associated wemiationalization, i.e., availability of
international student support services, percentageaernational students, diversity of
student body, perceived level of crime and disaration, and campus life, should play a
larger role in the college choice decisions of peasive international students than the
role they played in respondents’ own college chdeeisions. International students
seem to value institutional commitment to interoadilization more after matriculation
than during the college choice process.

Furthermore, these findings may also reveal therganformation asymmetries

that confront prospective international studentemvantering American higher
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education. The factors for which there are sigaificdifferences between the levels of
importance in respondents’ own college choice daassand the levels of importance
when advising prospective international studentg represent the elements of American
higher education that were unexpected or for wktaldents were unprepared. To the
extent these differences illuminate aspects of Acaarhigher education where
international students’ expectations differ froraitractual experiences, these differences
may also highlight where information imbalancessekietween prospective students and
American higher education institutions.

Conclusions

1. The preeminent factors in previous college chogsearch appear to remain
preeminent in the college choice decisions of taslagdergraduate international
students.

2. Undergraduate international students who are risffigal with their college
choice decisions, as a group, appear to basedblége choice decisions on the
same factors as undergraduate international stsidérd are satisfied with their
college choice decisions.

3. Undergraduate international students who attendgddthool in the U.S. appear
to base their college choice decisions on the danters as undergraduate
international students who did not attend high stirothe U.S.

4. Undergraduate international students’ experierncésnerican higher education
shape what they think should be important for pestige international students

to consider when making college choice decisions.
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Implications for Practice
For Prospective Undergraduate International Studefitheir Families and Counselors)

Prospective international students who are engagtiet college choice process
often seek resources to aid their journey to matton at a U.S. higher education
institution. Among this study’s preeminent conttibus is the collection of
recommendations from current international studests have experienced both the
college choice process and undergraduate studesit IAmerican colleges and
universities on how prospective international stigdeshould make their college choice
decisions. Prospective international students; families and counselors may review
which factors current international students ratenast important for prospective
international students to consider in their collegeice decision. This guidance may
inform the college choice decisions of prospeciiternational students.

Respondents ascribed significantly different Iswalimportance to most college
choice factors when comparing their own collegei@decisions to their guidance to
prospective international students. These findargsunt to a collective shout from
current international students to prospective magonal students announcing the
following:

» Pay less attention to your parents’ opinions antbttege rankings when you
make your college choice decision than we did.

* Pay more attention to recent college graduatesiams, tuition and fees,
financial aid, location, campus life, perceiveddeof crime and racial
discrimination, student body diversity, percentagaternational students,
availability of international students servicesti@pated job opportunities,

perceived fit, religious affiliation, and athleteams when you make your college
choice decision than we did..., and consider makisi¢s to college campuses.
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Furthermore, the findings suggest that as undeéugrta international students
participate in American higher education, theirioog about what is important in their
higher education change. Prospective undergradhigimational students, and their
families and counselors, should expect this prapetschange and consider it when
making their college choice decisions.

For Institutions

U.S. colleges and universities that seek to reamernational students may target
their recruiting efforts on those factors that intional students rated most important in
their college choice decisions and that corresggoritle strengths of the institutions.
More generally, institutions may harness the figdiof this research to better serve their
institutions’ international student population. Fastance, the fact that respondents
recommended that the availability of internatiostaident support services should play a
more important role in the college choice decisiohgrospective international students
than it played in respondents’ own college choieeiglons suggests that international
students value international student services fsogmitly more after matriculation.
Institutions should ensure access to internatistuaent services’ to meet the needs of
their students and to facilitate international vienent efforts.

In an effort to minimize information asymmetriést face prospective international
students, institutions may embolden existing endesato disseminate perspectives and
recommendations of their enrolled internationatistus. Facilitating communication
between current international students and persgeacternational students, via videos,
online message boards, social media, and otheranerhs, may provide prospective

international students greater access to helpfafnmation.
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Recommendations for Further Study

1. Subsequent studies could include a greater auoflundergraduate international
students at a larger number and broader scopetitLiions to more completely reflect
the undergraduate international student populatigkmerican higher education and to
enable a more robust analysis (i.e. analyze reaalttng home countries). Researchers
could seek respondents from community colleges,dekective four-year institutions,
religiously affiliated institutions, liberal art®lbleges, institutions located near the borders
with Canada and Mexico, and historically black eg# and universities.

2. Future studies could investigate the influepicadditional demographic
variables and attributes that are unaddressedsstindy. Researchers may explore
socioeconomic status, gender, proximity to urbartezs, and whether participants attend
their first-choice institution.

3. Future studies could employ different dataestibn methods, including
interviews and focus groups, to allow for greateptth of data and analysis.

4. Researchers could conduct a similar studytefmational graduate students in
American higher education.

5. Researchers could conduct a similar study #ra of international students to
ascertain the experiences and opinions of othkeltdders in the college choice

process.
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Appendix 1: Printed Version of Online Survey Instrument

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH STUDY: The purpose oftbégarch is to learn more about how
international undergraduate students in Americghdri education selected the college or univerbity t
attend (a process known as college choice) angpiom how their experience in American higher
education influences which factors they considegrartant in college choice. This research is being
conducted in partial fulfillment for the primarysearcher’s doctoral dissertation.

WHAT YOU WILL DO IN THE STUDY: As a participant, yowill complete an online survey instrument
that the researcher developed to explore the fdtdrthat influenced your college choice decisiad 2.)
that you think are important for prospective undadgate international students to consider whenmgak
their college choice decisions. The survey is anwys. Participants may skip any question and nay st
the survey at any time.

TIME REQUIRED: The study will require about 15 mias of your time.

ANONYMOUS DATA: Data will be anonymous, which meathsit names will not be collected or linked
to the data, but it may be possible for the redearto determine participants’ identities basedoswers
to demographic questions. The researcher wilbtteimpt to identify participants. All data will be
reported in the aggregate.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION: Your participation in thetudy is completely voluntary.

RISKS: There are no anticipated risks in this study

BENEFITS: There are no direct benefits to you fartigipating in this research study. The study inelp
us understand more about the college choice pratésternational students and may generate
information that could help prospective internasibstudents and their families navigate and clahgy
complex process of college choice.

If you have questions about the study, contact:

Brian T. Ullman,Curry School of Education, Univeysdf Virginia, Charlottesville, VA 22903
INSTRUCTIONS: Previous research on college chaitg international students in American higher
education suggests that several factors may infliérternational students college choice decisions.
Click Continue to begin the survey, and follow gfrempts.

Please rate the following factors according to lmoyortant they were in your decision to attend the
college/university you selected.
[Not Important......... Very Important]

1 1 2[3]4]5

Parents Opinions
High School Counselors Opinions
Friends/Peers Opinions
College/University Students Opinions
Recent College/University Graduates Opinion
Academic Reputation of Institutions, as determi
by rankings
Academic Reputation of Institutions, as determi
by other means
Promotional Materials from Institutions (includin
institutional web sites)
Academic Programs/Majors Offered at Institution

Tuition and Fees at Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid from Institutions

Location of Institutions
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Campus Life at Institutions: social atmosphere &
opportunities
Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discriminat
at Institutions

Campus Visit

Size of Classes at Institutions

Diversity of Student Body at Institutions

Percentage of International Students at Institstior

Religious Affiliation of Institutions
Athletic Teams at Institutions

Availability of International Student Support Sere{
at Institutions
Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree fro
Institutions
Perceived Fit with Institutions

Reflecting on your experience as a student in tt&,low important would you rate the followingtfars
if you were advising prospective international gni$ on how they should decide which U.S. college o
university to attend?

[Not Important.........Very Important]

112 |3]4]|5

Parents Opinions
High School Counselors Opinions
Friends/Peers Opinions
College/University Students Opinions
Recent College/University Graduates Opinion
Academic Reputation of Institutions, as determi
by rankings
Academic Reputation of Institutions, as determi
by other means
Promotional Materials from Institutions (includin
institutional web sites)
)Academic Programs/Majors Offered at Institution

Tuition and Fees at Institutions

Availability of Financial Aid from Institutions

Location of Institutions

Campus Life at Institutions: social atmosphere 4
opportunities

Perceived Level of Crime and Racial Discriminat
at Institutions

Campus Visit
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Size of Classes at Institutions

Diversity of Student Body at Institutions

Percentage of International Students at Institstion

Religious Affiliation of Institutions
Athletic Teams at Institutions

Availability of International Student Suppdervice
at Institutions
Anticipated Job Opportunities with a Degree fro
Institutions
Perceived Fit with Institutions

What other factors not listed above, if any, inflaed your decision to attend the institution yolested?

What other factors not listed above, if any, woyddi recommend prospective undergraduate interredtion
students consider when making their college chdémssions?

What is your home country?

How many years have you been enrolled at your ntimstitution?
1. Lessthan one
2. Between one and two
3. Between two and three
4. More than three

What is your current status at your institution?
Undergraduate student

Graduate student

Recent graduate

Other

PO PR

When do you expect to graduate from your curregteke program?
1. Academic year 2012-2013

2. Academic year 2013-2014

3. Academic year 2014-2015

4. Academic year 2015-2016 or later

5. Other
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What is your major area of study?

How satisfied are you with your current institutton

Very Unsatisfied | Unsatisfied | Neutral | Satisfied| Very Satisfied

Satisfaction

Do you feel like you made the right college choice?
1. Yes
2. No

How many other colleges or universities in the l&:e you attended as a full time student?
None

One

Two

Three

More than three

arMwNE

Did you attend high school in the U.S.?
1. Yes
2. No

Did your parents attend a college or universitthim U.S. (undergraduate or graduate studies)?
1. Yes
2. No

Did you use paid educational agents or counselbenwou were applying to universities?
1. Yes
2. No
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