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Abstract

Language students who study abroad are often presented with multiple housing
options. Living with a host family in a homestay is widely believed to be the most
beneficial option for students with regards to language acquisition. However, little
research has been done as to what students believe about homestays and how their belief
may affect their choice of housing when studying abroad. In this study, 11@&dgngu
students completed the Student Beliefs About Homestays Questionnaire. Both
guantitative and qualitative data were gathered and analyzed to gain insightanto w
students believe about homestays. The results indicated that students ihvgdunera
homestays not only for the opportunity for language acquisition, but also for the inside
look at the family life and culture of the host country and for the support a faettilygs
may provide to a student living abroad. Student beliefs about negative aspects of
homestays (such as the possibility of being placed with a bad family) adesined role
of the homestay placement program were also investigated and severahlpract
implications were drawn for staff both in homestay placement programs aniddgng

institutions that may serve to improve the homestay experience for alleavol
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Introduction

Students who choose to study abroad usually have various housing options
available to them, and homestays are often one of the options that study abroatigprogr
attempt to provide for their incoming students. When students are filling out study
abroad housing applications and have to choose between several different options, what
beliefs motivate them to choose or decline a homestay? Although the environment in
which students reside can shape their perceptions of the entire study abroeshesper
Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2004) have reported that “[s]urprisingly, [...] the
homestay component is one of the least studied parts of the study abroad exp@rience”
254). The purpose of this study is to add to the literature regarding the homestay
component of study abroad from the perspective of the students by investigating their

beliefs about homestays using a questionnaire.



Literature Review

| begin with a review of the literature regarding homestays in genBesearch
on the effectiveness of homestays with regard to language gain is surveyaer itoor
highlight the general assumptions that surround homestays in the field of language
education. | then review literature having to do with students' expectations of the
homestays, highlighting research that shows the results from the studep&tiperof
both positive and negative homestay experiences. | move on to literature aboutyiomesta
placement programs and suggestions that have been made in order to betite fibali
homestay experience for the student. Following this, | present researcident steliefs
to illustrate how the beliefs that students hold about various aspects of theigengua
learning experiences influence choices they make while learningxdonple, students’
beliefs about languages and language learning may influence which leanditest-
taking strategies they choose to use. Since beliefs influence choices stualenis
some areas of their study, it is plausible that they also influence chacdesainout
housing options while abroad. It is the investigation of those beliefs that is theichief a
of this study.
Effect of the Homestay With Regard to Language Gain

Placement in a homestay, while often more expensive than other options, is a
popular choice for students studying abroad. Students generally beliel@natith a
host family will positively influence their language gain. A major motivatan f

studying abroad is the high potential for exposure to the target language outkile of
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classroom (Freed, 1998; Ife, 2000); staying with a host family is believed to beigesuref
way of gaining chances for interaction with native speakers (Fryark&sevich, 1998;
Gutel, 2007; Kaplan, 1989; Vande Berg, 2007; Yager, 1998). Knight and Schmidt-
Rinehart (2010) reported “that the majority of students state that their numigpaine
studying abroad is to increase their language skills. We also know that tinalestdo
this is to interact with native speakers” (p. 76). Wilkinson (2002) likewise reported tha
American undergraduate students view homestays as “offering theggneatiential for
conversational contact with native speakers” (p. 157). From these statemer#s,sge c
the widely held belief that simply being around native speakers serves to promote
language acquisition.

One of the reasons students consider this belief to be common sense may be the
proliferation of statements in study abroad program brochures such as one quoted in
Wilkinson (1998b): “the fastest way to become fluent in a language is to live in the host
country with a family that has limited English skills” (p. 23). A book for Americagh hi
school students preparing to study abrddoe Exchange Student Survival, Kagints this
rosy picture of the homestay:

Living with a host family is an exciting and challenging way to discover a new

country and culture. As an exchange student, you have the chance to join in the

daily life of a family and a community of friends. [...] In living with a faynyou

will be able to learn the language and come to understand the culture and way of

life of your host country in much the same way that you learned your own
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language and absorbed and came to understand your own culture. (Hansel, 2007,

p. 15)
Literature such as these two examples may help students and many eduaatte for
general belief that homestays are unquestionably beneficial for ststiehygg a
language abroad.

Some researchers, however, have raised concerns about the generalizatien that
best way to interact with native speakers is to live with a host family, dgithat a
homestay, simply by virtue of being a homestay, will not always benefit lgagyan
(Magnan & Back, 2007; Wilkinson, 2002). Freed, So, and Lazar (2003) went so far as to
qguestion the unqualified belief that study abroad is usually, if not always, baintefic
language acquisition, stating that although “immersion in the native speechundgynm
[...] has often been described as one of the surest ways to acquire fluency in a second
language [...] there is little empirical evidence to support [this belipf|34).

In a study comparing data from students studying Russian while living in
dormitories with data from students living with host families, Rivers (1998) found that
the homestay was “a negative predictor for Speaking gain, [had] no apparenreffect
Listening, and [was] a positive predictor for Reading gain” (p. 496). Thesadmdre
counterintuitive to the expectations of the virtues of a homestay; it would be ekpecte
that students staying with a family of native Russian speakers would imprave the
speaking and listening skills more than students staying in dormitories iwathsttidents

who are studying abroad. Rivers did mention two important caveats to keep in mind
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concerning his study: first, the data collected were for students sgualyiwo different
periods in time, since for many years foreign students could only live in doesjtand
second, that the homestay sample (n=126) was barely large enough to runca logist
regression analysis, while the dorm-stay sample (n=2,224) was quite large.

In another study comparing students living in a homestay with those living in
dormitories, Magnan and Back (2007) compared the Oral Proficiency Intersoeassof
American students studying in France; no significant difference was foundafor or
improvement between students living with native French speakers (n=11) and those
living alone or with non-native speakers of French (n=9). Studies such as thegtindic
that the homestay may not always have a positive influence on language i@oquisit
Students' Expectations of Their Host Family

Other studies have pointed out that the factors influencing the outcome of
homestays are more numerous than simply the opportunity for exposure to the language
being studied (Churchill, 2003; Gutel, 2007; lino, 2006; Kendall-Smith & Rich, 2003;
Tanaka, 2007; Wilkinson, 1998a; Wilkinson, 2000; Woodall & Takeuchi, 1999).
Wilkinson (1998a) conducted a qualitative study of students participating in a summer
program in France. While one of the students became like a member of the host family,
spent time doing activities with the family, made plans to visit the fafm&ydllowing
year, and even changed her major from biology to French after the summanprogr
another student reported that her host family ignored her and that she spoke roughly thre

sentences a day to her family. She ended her course of study 4 weeks early and
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considered dropping her French minor. Both students began their homestay with
expectations that their host family would welcome them as a member of thg fami
would help them practice their French, and would teach them about French culture. The
first student's expectations were met, and she ended her study abroshegpeith a
positive outlook on France, French culture, and French people, largely due to her
homestay experience. The second student's experiences, however, did not match her
expectations, and she ended the program with a negative view not only of hergrarticul
host family, but of France, French culture, and French people in general. Cleasy, the
students entered a homestay with pre-formed beliefs about what they could gaimgby |
with a French family rather than in a dormitory, and the degree to which their
expectations were met influenced not only their perception of homestays biesiso t
perceptions of the country, culture, and language they were immersed in.

In another study, Wilkinson (2002) noted that many students expect their host
families to play the role of language teacher and that the degree to whiakstiamily
members fulfill this role can also impact how students view their experiabcead and
the value of the homestay. The theme of met or unmet expectations during a homestay is
found in other research as well. Tanaka (2007), who studied 29 Japanese students
studying in New Zealand, stated that

[w]hile some host families provide an excellent living and L2 learning

environment for their students [...] others pay little attention to their homestay

students and do not fit in with students' expectations. Accordingly, students'
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opinions about their homestay experience were divided. (Tanaka, 2007, p. 39)
In the same way that the beliefs of the American students in Wilkinson's stuthem
to form many expectations for their French hosts, the Japanese students insTsndia’
held beliefs about homestays that led them to expect hosts to provide them with many
opportunities to use English, to welcome them into their families, and to help them learn
about the culture of New Zealand. Some students whose expectations were rtet repor
that “their desire to communicate with their hosts and learn English indigpsd4).

Many of the students, however, did not receive the experience they had expected. In
interviews, students mentioned that their low proficiency in English prevented ritvem f
spending much time communicating with their hosts. Many students were shy and
reported feeling that they would bother or disturb their hosts by speaking too much.
Other students simply preferred to spend their free time with Japanese pegaks)s
Japanese.

Again, the motivation for choosing a host family while studying abroad can differ
among students depending on what they believe about host families and expect to gain
from their trip. When a host family does not meet their expectations, students may
respond in various ways. Woodall and Takeuchi (1999) reported findings similar to
Tanaka's in their qualitative study of 4 Japanese students studying in ¢haf stat
Washington. In interviews, the students reported feeling that they were nai abée t
English as much as they had hoped and complained that when their host families did

speak with them, it was often in a modified foreigner talk that did not challenge the
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students, so that they felt that they were not able to achieve the languegthgathey
had expected from interacting with native speakers.
The Role of the Homestay Placement Program
It appears that, in order for students to be able to form the most realistic
expectations about their homestay experiences before studying abroaamsrsgould
strive to provide students and host families with more accurate pre-departursainor
In a study of Japanese high school students studying in Canada, CrealockgDeanain
Gibson (1999) reported that the students' expectations of the homestay were not met
because they were not able to make realistic predictions in the first piate the lack
of information given to them before leaving Japan and the lack of program support for
their emotional well-being and adjustment to a new culture. These factors tetd/ee
effects on what should have been a rewarding experience” (Crealock et al., 1999, p. 59).
Researchers have asserted that programs should inform students of the conditions
of their homestay, the make-up of their host family, and reasonable expectations about
the amount of language gain they can expect, as well as provide stable suphert for t
duration of the homestay experience; in addition, host families should also be given some
sort of training or information regarding their incoming students (Campbell, 2004;
Crealock et al., 1999; Fryer & Lukasevich, 1998; Kendall-Smith & Rich, 2003; Rivers,
1998; Schmidt-Rinehart & Knight, 2004). However, in order to provide information to
students about how to form reasonable expectations, providers must first have & grasp o

the beliefs that students have about homestays. Furthermore, since some chodsets
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homestays and some do not, it is in the interest of homestay placement pregrams t
discover whether there are underlying beliefs about homestays influenesgy t
decisions and, if so, what they are. The purpose of this thesis is to investigate those
beliefs.
The Importance of Students' Beliefs

Beliefs have been shown to influence students’ actions and evaluations of
experiences. In the field of language acquisition in particular, seesedrchers have
found that students' beliefs influence the choices that they make with regarduagang
learning strategy (Liao, 2006; Mori, 1999; Peacock, 1999; Victori, 1999; Yang, 1999),
with regard to changes in their choices of strategies as new beliefgeefHesenfeld,
2003), and with regard to the decision of whether or not to continue their foreign
language study (Fernandez, 2008). Although no studies were found with regard to
student beliefs about homestays in particular, it can be assumed that if stueént bel
influence choices made in other areas of their language education theyanittiflalsnce
choices made in the area of housing while studying abroad. The following i@&view
studies on various aspects of student beliefs serves to show that beliefs have been found
to influence or be otherwise related to the choices students make while leasatund
language.

Peacock (1999) administered a proficiency test and a slightly modifiedwvefsi
the Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory to 155 students of Englisiobé¢gedan

Hong Kong. He found that there were several correlations between beliefs and



proficiency; for example, students who believed “that being allowed to makakessn
the beginning meant they would find it hard to get rid of them later on were significantl
less proficient than learners who thought otherwise” (p. 258). Furthermore, students
“who believed that they should not say anything in the foreign language untilctilely c
say it correctly were significantly less proficient than [those] wikdandit” (p. 258). The
beliefs held by these students could correlate with low proficiency bestuasmnts are
likely to choose learning strategies that match their beliefs; not sgeakite trying to
learn a language for fear of making mistakes is one way to hamper aoquasd could
have led to these students’ low proficiency.

In a study investigating students’ learning strategy beliefs andaitteial use of
various translation strategies while learning, Liao (2006) found evidencsuthgests
that students’ beliefs about translation influenced the types of translattegsts they
chose to use while studying English. In particular, out of the 351 Taiwanese students
who participated in the study, those who were majoring in a foreign languagd tende
believe that translation activities would negatively affect their Ehgicquisition and
avoided them, whereas students with non-foreign language majors believed that
translation activities would assist them in their language acquisition and usecthtive
often.

Mori (1999) also found correlations between learner beliefs and strategg.choi
Mori examined the beliefs and strategy use of 47 students of Japanese regarduttythe s

of kanji compounds. Kanji are Chinese characters used in Japanese; each dtematter
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least one meaning and unique pronunciation, although they may have more. Although
some kaniji stand for words on their own, many thousands of words are constructed by
combining two or more kanji together to form a compound. The meaning of the
compound is not always apparent simply from the original meaning of the two separate
kanji used to create the compound. Various interpretation strategies are usatebisst
when they come across an unknown kanji compound; it is these strategies that Mori
investigated in her study. Mori administered a questionnaire and a kanji compdund tes
to students and found correlations between students’ stated beliefs on the questionnaire
and the strategies they used on the test suggesting that “the use of word inference
strategies can be at least partially accounted for by the learnke$s ladout learning in
general and language learning in particular” (p. 542).

The effect of learners’ beliefs, not on language strategy choice, but on broader
decisions which impact their language study career as a whole, wasgatezsby
Fernandez (2008) in a study focused on discerning if there was a differenceahdfse
of students who chose to continue language study or abandon it upon completing the
graduation requirement. Fernandez broke the 324 participants in her study into three
groups: those who intended to continue their language study in the following quarter,
those who intended to eventually continue their language study but not in the following
guarter, and those who did not intend to continue their language study. She administered
a questionnaire to students and found differences among the groups with regard to beliefs

about such topics as language aptitude, ease of learning a foreign languagen@®iriide
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their ability to learn a language well, translation, culture, and job expectations

Thus, in addition to the choice of learning strategies and other actions taken by
students while studying in or outside of the classroom, beliefs can influence tbeschoi
students make with regards to studying a language in general, includingschoic
pertaining to study abroad. Laubscher (1994) conducted a qualitative study of 30
students studying abroad, and stated that “[s]tudents’ preconceptions wilamidgzes
influence the way they approach their programs abroad” (p. 18). Not only can the belief
that students hold influence their actions, but by simply being aware of studkets, be
others involved in the students’ education can modify their actions to bettaatacili
students' learning. As Horwitz (1988) states,

Foreign language teachers can ill afford to ignore these beliefs [...]. Knowledge

of learner beliefs about language learning should also increase teachers'

understanding of how students approach the tasks required in language class and,

ultimately, help teachers foster more effective learning strat@githeir students.

(p. 293)
In the same way, simply being aware of the beliefs that students hold regarding
homestays can increase the program administrators' ability tostasisnts in forming
realistic expectations about homestays and to match students with hossfamitat
these expectations have the highest potential of being met. Sakui and Gaies (1999) also
suggest that research on language students' beliefs be used “as a componeytarigoli

program evaluation” (p. 487). The beliefs that this study seeks to investigate are
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pertinent to the staff of study abroad programs who counsel students that astedhtiere

study abroad and wish to learn about the homestay as a housing option.
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Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to investigate the beliefs that students studying a
foreign language have about homestays. Identifying commonly held beliefsststn a
faculty and staff involved in language teaching, study abroad, and homestay
administration programs to better understand their students, to develop training and
orientations for their students, and to maximize the potential benefits of thetapmes
experience. This study investigates the following two questions:
Research Questions:
1. What are the beliefs that students studying a foreign language have about
homestays?
2. Do the beliefs of the following three groups of students differ from each other? |
so, how?
a. Homestay Group: Students who have completed or are currently in a
homestay.
b. Future Homestay Group: Students who have not completed a homestay and are
not currently in a homestay but plan to complete one.
c. No Homestay Group: Students who have not completed a homestay and do not

intend to do so.
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Methodology

Context of the Study

This study took place at Portland State University (PSU), a large, public
university in Oregon. The university includes an Intensive English Languageaf
(IELP) for students from abroad studying English. The university also atesses in
24 foreign languages for regularly admitted students.
Participants

The patrticipants in this study were students studying a foreign languB&tJ.
Data was collected from a total of 116 students. To qualify to participates isttiaiy,
students had to be in the upper three levels of the IELP or currently enrolled irga forei
language course at PSU. The level requirement for the IELP studemsaeeasary to
ensure that the students could understand and respond to the survey, which was in
English. There were a total of 74 male respondents and 42 female respondents. The
average age of the respondents was 24 (ages ranged from 18 to 64). Table 1 shows the
native languages of the speakers and the languages currently being ($hediethl for
the languages currently being studied is over 116 because some students listed 2
languages that they are concurrently studying).
Table 1

Participants’ Native Languages and Languages Being Studied

Arabic Chinese English Indonesian Japanese Total
Native 38 13 45 1 6
Language Korean Norwegian Russian Spanish Vietnamese
5 1 3 3 1 116

15



Iéarjguage English French German Japanese Russian Total
ein
Studied 67 33 4 1 16 121

The Questionnaire
To compare the beliefs of three different groups of students on various aspects of
homestays, it is preferable to collect data from as large a sample of stasig@uissible
so that each group can be sufficiently represented and so that statistigakes can be
run on the data collected. After reviewing student belief literature, | dbtadeompose
a questionnaire for this study in order to meet those needs. Although structured, semi
structured, and open interviews can be used to collect data on student beliefs, the amount
of time required to conduct, transcribe, and analyze the data from interviews {srtstebi
size of feasible samples. Students may also be less likely to volunteeinier a t
consuming interview, which would further limit the sample size. Observation of sfudent
can also be used to record and analyze the effects of student beliefs in actian (Cowi
2009), but in the case of this study the observation of the results of the beliefs (did a
student, in the end, choose a homestay or not; how did students in a homestay perceive
their experiences) would not only be unfeasible but also would not allow the researche
access to the underlying beliefs themselves. A questionnaire, however, can be
administered in a relatively short period of time to a large number of students, and the
results can easily be organized and analyzed for differences between groups
Questionnaires have been widely used in second language acquisition research to

discover the beliefs that students hold about various aspects of language learning
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(Cotterall, 1999; Fernandez, 2008; Horwitz, 1988; Liao, 2006; Mori, 1999; Peacock,
1999; Rifkin, 2000; Sakui & Gaies, 1999; Yang, 1999). Itis possible to use these
guestionnaires to compare the beliefs held by different groups of students taiascert
whether their beliefs are related to or influence actions such as chéargjohge

learning strategy or approach to language learning in general (Ferna@@8zPeacock,
1999; Rifkin, 2000). In the same way, a questionnaire regarding beliefs about lygsmesta
can be used to investigate differences between groups of students and whethecekffere
in beliefs are related to the choices students make regarding housing optiens whi
studying abroad.

Drawbacks to questionnaires include the issues of validity and reliabillty wit
regard to how the questionnaire items were constructed. It is possible to create
guestionnaires quickly that may appear to target the phenomenon under study but do not
in fact elicit responses related to that phenomenon, making them invalid. Furthermore,
care must be taken to word items neither too ambiguously (to avoid confusion) nor too
simply (to avoid making only a shallow, superficial investigation into the phemamia
question). Steps such as reverse-coding items and using multi-item fxalesea to be
taken to increase reliability. The researcher should address thesenisdees
constructing the questionnaire(nyei, 2003; Dirnyei, 2007).

For this study, | constructed a 5-point Likert-scale questionnaire witls ite
pertaining to beliefs about homestays (Student Beliefs About HomestaysoQuaise).

In accord with Cotterall's (1999) assertion that “there is value in investidatirner
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beliefs using both qualitative and quantitative approaches” (p. 497) and to collect data
from a second perspective that can be used to further our understanding of the
guantitative data (Brown, 2009), the questionnaire includes some open ended questions to
collect qualitative data in addition to Likert-scale items. The questioraslamecollects
demographic information about the students so that they can be grouped and compared in
a later analysis. The participants' names were not recorded.
Questionnaire: Construction and Content

The questionnaire items were developed based on the following four areas: 1) my
experience with study abroad, 2) my review of the literature pertaining to abuolgd,
homestays, and student beliefs, 3) a pool of possible items gathered from disdussions
have had with my advisor and other faculty and staff in the Applied Linguistics
Department and the IELP at PSU, and 4) casual conversations with studentgstudyin
foreign languages. Based on these factors, | developed seven categoriesitaiavest
Each category is represented by four items in the questionnaire, for a totdlikéi28
scale items. The categories are Homestays and Language Acquisitiorstédome
Program, Culture, Interaction with Native Speakers, Multiple Boarders, Dapende
Host Family, and Open Communication. In Table 2 I list the major categogies t
guestionnaire targets and the items associated with each categorpé@witiutber in
the questionnaire, assigned by a random number generator).
Table 2

Categories Investigated and Their Corresponding ltems

18



Category

ltems

A. Homestays and Language
Acquisition

14. Living with a host family will improve my grammar.

17. Every student studying a foreign language abroad shoulg
with a host family.

22. 1 will practice the language more living with a host family
than in a dormitory.

23. Living with a host family will improve my pronunciation.

1 live

B. Homestay Program

6. If I have any problems, the homestay program will help mg

9. The homestay program should let me communicate with 1
host family before | leave my country.

12. | can trust a homestay program to find a good host family
me.

20. The best homestay program will give me a thorough
orientation about living with a host family.

\1%

for

C. Culture

2. Living with a host family is the best way to experience a n
culture.

18. I will not learn about the host country’s culture if | live in
dormitory.

19. A host family will teach me about their country’s culture.

21. 1 will learn more about the country’s culture if | live with a
host family.

D. Interaction with Native
Speakers

1. A host family will help me make friends with native speake
of the language | am studying.

3. 1 will meet more native speakers of the language | am
studying if I live with a host family than if | live in a dormitory.

10. I will spend more time with people from my own country
live in a dormitory.

11. A host family will introduce me to their friends and family.

D

=

S

E. Multiple Boarders

5. If more than one student lives with my host family, we will
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not be able to learn the language we are studying well.

7. If there is more than one student living with my host family
we can spend time together.

16. Itis bestif | am the only student living with my host family.

28. It is okay if there is more than one student living with my
host family as long as we do not speak the same native languiage.
4. My host family should not expect me to do chores (for
example: wash dishes, do laundry, watch children, clean the
house).

24. My host family should treat me like one of their own

F. Dependence on Host children.

Family
26. My host family should give me a key to their house.
27. My host family should not tell me what time to come home

each night.
8. Itis rude to ask my host family to change something for me.

0]

13. If | disagree with my host family, | can tell them.

G. Open Communication
15. Even if I don't like my host family’s food, | cannot tell them.

25. | cannot tell my host family if | am unhappy.

Each category has a polarization as follows: higher scores in CategodjcAte
that a homestay is believed to be helpful for language acquisition; in Catedagh8r
scores indicate that the homestay program should be helpful and involved in the; process
in Category C, higher scores indicate that a homestay is believed to be helpful for
learning about the culture of the host country; higher scores in Category D inkdatede t

homestay is believed to provide more interaction with native speakers than sdgrmi
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in Category E, higher scores indicate that multiple boarders in a homestsearas
beneficial; in Category F, higher scores indicate that students beligvehitngld be less
dependent on their host family; and finally, higher scores in Category G indidate tha
students believe they should be able to talk openly with their host family. Theerevers
coded items are Items 4, 5, 8, 15, 16, 24, and 25. In these instances, a lower score would
indicate what a higher score usually would in that category.

In addition to the Likert-scale items, there are nine demographic #ethe
beginning of the questionnaire. Five of the demographic items are closed y&®%10 it
and four of the items are specific open items (items that ask for one spesagoof
factual information, see Drnyei 2007, p. 107). These items will allow the comparison
of the beliefs of different groups of students for this study and possible futlysiana
The first three items ask about the respondent’s previous and current experience w
study abroad and homestays, and desire (or not) to stay with a host family in the futur
This information will allow the students to be broken into the three groups to be
investigated for Research Question 2. The other six items identify rencent’s
native language, the language they are currently studying and length tifi¢iyrteave
been studying it, languages they have studied in the past, gender, age, and if they have
hosted an exchange student before. This information, while not specifically ratevant
the two research questions in this study, will be used in a future study to furthyzeanal
the data by forming students into different groups.

Following the Likert-scale items are 6 open-ended items designeawotht
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students to express their beliefs about homestays in their own words. The fitsthtwo i
investigate student beliefs about homestays by asking whether studdmsnestays as
helpful for students studying a language in a foreign country (Item 1) or not arftewhet
a homestay is necessary to learn a foreign language (Item 2) or not. The s&cond t
items investigate what students think is the best thing about homestays (&achtBe
worst thing about homestays (Item 4). Item 5 asks students what advice they m@uld g
another student who is considering a homestay. Item 6 specifically tstupats who
have participated in a homestay before or are currently in a homestay t@atees
whether they perceive their experience to have changed or be changing tbtsirabelut
homestays. See Appendix A for a complete copy of the questionnaire.

Validity

Since no previous questionnaire on student beliefs about homestays was found, |
personally developed the questionnaire for this study. The following actioadaken
to ensure the validity of the questionnaire.

The items were constructed drawing from a wide range of sources pertaining to
homestays including my own experiences studying abroad (which include staseme
living with a host family and a 6-week term living in a student dormitory), informal
conversations with IELP students studying here and American students vehsiidied
or were studying other languages, a review of the study abroad literaitusiiig on
issues raised that relate in some way to living conditions), and intervielwaautity in

the Applied Linguistics department at PSU and faculty and staff in the aEPSU.
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These sources produced a rich body of issues pertaining to homestays that | then
grouped according to what specific aspect of the homestay experiepcatiressed.
Although many aspects of the homestay experience occurred in these souhees, in t
interest of creating a questionnaire that was not prohibitively long, | cheese s
categories pertaining to homestays to investigate with this questenidie seven
categories that | choose to investigate in the Likert-scale sectiors afubstionnaire
were those that came up most frequently and seemed to be given the most wiegght in t
sources | consulted. As shown in Table 3, each item in the Likert-scale sechen of t
guestionnaire was mentioned in at least one publication and in conversations with
language students, lending authority and face validity to the weight of taesewhen
considering beliefs about homestays. In addition, many of the items weliemadrh
interviews with faculty in the Department of Applied Linguistics at Rf8lstaff in the
IELP and/or pertained in some way to my own personal experience of studying a
language abroad.

Table 3 lists the sources for each item in the Likert-scale section of the
guestionnaire. Note that when an article is cited as a source, it is not ngctdssaase
that the view of the author of the article matches the wording of the itent; itathe
indicates that the topic that the item investigates was mentioned or invesiigatene
way in the source article(s). Likewise, when personal experience, infcomaersations
with students, or interviews with faculty or staff are cited, it is simplytti@topic was

mentioned, not necessarily that the source agrees with the orientation efrthiseif.
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Table 3

Sources From Which Items Were Created

Item

Source(s)

with native speakers of the language | am
studying.

1. A host family will help me make friends

D

PE, IC

Crealock (1999), Fryer and Lukasevich (1999
Gutel (2007), Hansel (2007), Kaplan (1989),
Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2004), Tanaka
(2007), Wilkinson (1998a), Wilkinson (2002),
Woodall (1999), Yager (1998)

2. Living with a host family is the best wa|
to experience a new culture.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Gutel
(2007), Hansel (2007), Kaplan (1989),
Wilkinson (1998a), Yager (1998)

3. 1 will meet more native speakers of the
language | am studying if | live with a hos
family than if | live in a dormitory.

PE, IC

Crealock (1999), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998
Gutel (2007), Hansel (2007), lino (2006),
Kaplan (1989), Tanaka (2007), Wilkinson
(1998a), Woodall (1999), Yager (1998)

4. My host family should not expect me t
do chores (for example: wash dishes, do
laundry, watch children, clean the house)

O

PE, IC, FS

Gutel (2007), Hansel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehat

and Knight (2004)

—

5. If more than one student lives with my
host family, we will not be able to learn th
language we are studying well.

11

IC, FS
Churchill (2003), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998
Gutel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight

with my host family we can spend time
together.

(2004)
6. If | have any problems, the homestay e IC,FS
program will help me. e Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999)
7. If there is more than one student living e IC,FS
[ ]

Churchill (2003), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998),

Gutel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004)

8. Itis rude to ask my host family to
change something for me.

PE, IC, FS
Campbell (2004), lino (2006), Schmidt-Rinehd
and Knight (2004)

Art

9. The homestay program should let me
communicate with my host family before |
leave my country.

PE, IC

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Fryer and
Lukasevich (1998), Rivers (1998), Schmidt-
Rinehart and Knight (2004)

10. I will spend more time with people
from my own country if | live in a
dormitory.

PE

IC

Gutel (2007), lino (2006), Tanaka (2007),
Wilkinson (1998a), Woodall (1999), Yager
(1998)

11. A host family will introduce me to the

friends and family.

PE, IC

Crealock (1999), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998),
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Gutel (2007), Hansel (2007), Kaplan (1989),
Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2004), Tanaka
(2007), Wilkinson (1998a), Wilkinson (2002),
Woodall (1999), Yager (1998)

12. | can trust a homestay program to find a
good host family for me.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Fryer and
Lukasevich (1998), Rivers (1998), Schmidt-
Rinehart and Knight (2004)

13. If | disagree with my host family, | can
tell them.

IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Fryer and Lukasevich (199§
Gutel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004)

~

14. Living with a host family will improve
my grammar.

PE, IC

Campbell (2004), Freed (1998), Hansel (2007
Ife (2000), lino (2006), Tanaka (2007),
Wilkinson (1998a), Woodall (2002), Yager
(1998)

~

15. Evenif I don't like my host family’s
food, | can't tell them.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Fryer and Lukasevich (199§
Gutel (2007), Hansel (2007), Kendall-Smith a
Rich (2003), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004), Woodall (1999)

~

hd

16. Itis bestif | am the only student living
with my host family.

IC, FS

Churchill (2003), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998),

Gutel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004)

17. Every student studying a foreign
language abroad should live with a host
family.

IC
lino (2006), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004), Wilkinson (1998b), Yager (1998)

18. I will not learn about the host country|s
culture if | live in a dormitory.

PE, IC

Fryer and Lukasevich (1998), Gutel (2007),
Kaplan (1989), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004), Yager (1998)

19. A host family will teach me about their
country’s culture.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Fryer and
Lukasevich (1998), Gutel (2007), Hansel (200
Kaplan (1989), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004), Wilkinson (1998a), Woodall (1999),
Yager (1998)

~

),

20. The best homestay program will give
me a thorough orientation about living with
a host family.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Fryer and
Lukasevich (1998), Rivers (1998), Schmidt-
Rinehart and Knight (2004)

21. 1 will learn more about the country’s
culture if | live with a host family.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Fryer and
Lukasevich (1998), Gutel (2007), Hansel (200
Kaplan (1989), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight

~

),

(2004), Wilkinson (1998a), Woodall (1999),
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Yager (1998)

22. 1 will practice the language more livin
with a host family than in a dormitory.

PE, IC

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), Hansel
(2007), lino (2006), Kaplan (1989), Rivers
(1998), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2004),
Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2010), Tanaka
(2007), Wilkinson (1998a), Wilkinson (2002),
Woodall (1999), Yager (1998)

23. Living with a host family will improve
my pronunciation.

PE, IC

Freed (1998), Ife (2000), lino (2006), Tanaka
(2007), Wilkinson (1998a), Woodall (2002),
Yager (1998)

24. My host family should treat me like o
of their own children.

ne

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), ), Fryer an
Lukasevich (1998), Gutel (2007), Hansel (200
lino (2006), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight
(2004), Wilkinson (1998a)

25. | cannot tell my host family if | am
unhappy.

PE, IC, FS

Campbell (2004), Crealock (1999), ), Fryer an
Lukasevich (1998), Gutel (2007), lino (2006),
Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight (2004)

26. My host family should give me akeyto e PE,IC, FS
their house. o Gutel (2007)
27. My host family should not tell me what e PE,|IC,FS
time to come home each night. e Gutel (2007)
28. ltis okay if there is more than one e IC,FS

)

student living with my host family as long
as we do not speak the same native

language.

Churchill (2003), Fryer and Lukasevich (1998
Gutel (2007), Schmidt-Rinehart and Knight

(2004)

Note.PE = Personal Experience, IC = Informal Conversatioith Current Language Students, FS =
Interviews with Applied Linguistics Faculty or FaguStaff in the IELP at PSU

In addition to the quantitative section of the questionnaire, | also created a

gualitative section consisting of six open-ended items. These items weyeecdietsi

investigate student beliefs about homestays from a different angle thgunathé@ative

items and to allow for students to respond in their own words. Gathering both

guantitative and qualitative data targeting the same phenomenon (student beliefs about

~N Q

o

homestays) makes this a mixed methods study and allows for triangulatmsefiata.
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Triangulation of two different types of data increases the validity of § stydllowing
for comparisons between the data (lvankova & Creswell, 2009), resulting either in
confirmation of the results with similar findings from each data set, or expasiigsts
in the findings from each data set (pointing either to an invalid instrument or to a
complex phenomenon that requires further, fine-tuned investigation).
Reliability

Because 25 minutes is a large amount of time to take out of a class period, some
instructors preferred that students take the questionnaires home to complateahste
completing them in class. Although this affected the reliability of the diydjving
some students a longer time to complete the questionnaire than those who completed
them during class, the probability of recruiting a larger number of pargsipeds seen
as more beneficial than ensuring that all students take no more than 20 minutes to
complete the questionnaire. Since the answers to the questionnaire are alvsyijec
unlikely that the longer amount of time available affected the students’ an@serould
be the case if, for example, the questions were of the sort where a longer aman@t of ti
and no supervision would allow them to seek answers from reference materials).

To raise the reliability of the survey, two types of data were collecteddditian
to the Likert-scale quantitative items, | constructed six open-endedtibegasher
gualitative data from the students. These data were used to augment each oiper duri
the analysis and interpretation of the results.

Multiple items were constructed for each of the seven categories in the
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guestionnaire (see Table 2) in order to form multi-item scales. Multistates raise the
reliability of a questionnaire by using several items to target the sameelying theme

or construct. The scores of the items in each scale are summed to provide an overall
score for the scale that should average out inconsistencies arising puretiér

wording of any one item in the scalel(inyei, 2007). In some categories, some items
were reverse coded to further check for reliability (see Table 4). Byding some
negative statements as reverse coded items, the researcher can lookheytdesibility

of a respondent simply circling all of the 4’s on a questionnaire, for examplenyei,
2003). The order of the items was determined by using an online random number
generator so that questions from different scales were mixed togettismprdcess

serves to reduce monotony and possible boredom in the respondents and reduces the
chance that the respondents will simply circle the same number for eaditenyei,
2007).

Table 4

Examples of Reverse-Coded Items

Category Polarization Example of Reverse-coded Item
Multiple Boarders higher score indicates multiple | 16. It is best if | am the only student living
boarders are seen as a good thing with my host family.

Dependence on Host Familyigher score indicates| 24. My host family should treat me like one
less dependence of their own children.

Open Communicatiornigher score indicates 25. | cannot tell my host family if | am
students can talk openly with their host family unhappy.
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Questionnaire: Pilot Testing

The questionnaire was pilot tested in two IELP classes to ensure that the item
were worded as unambiguously as possible. As a result of pilot testing, the fotheat of
original questionnaire was changed to allow for a larger and more easibbte font for
the Likert-scale items and some words the students were not familiar eveerclarified
with parenthetical explanations or replaced by a simpler phrase. Studenfslenti
words they did not understand by circling them while taking the questionnaire. As a
result the words “demographics” and “chores” were clarified in parenthesethe word
“curfew” was replaced by the phrase “what time to come home each night.”
Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire was administered to students in one of two ways, depending on
the instructors' preference. The first method of delivering the questienvasrduring
class, with the instructors’ permission. The questionnaire usually took no more than 25
minutes to complete, including the explanation of the research and the signingewitcons
forms. | personally attended every class in order to explain the purpose adepossi
benefits of the study to the students and to ask for their participation. Since the
guestionnaires were administered within a class period, | personally destrénd
collected them in the classes that | attended. Questionnaires were tateunis five
classes in this way.

If class instructors could not allow the questionnaires to be administered during

class, | visited their class for 5 minutes to explain the project and distcimgent forms
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and questionnaires to the students asking for their participation. Students who chose to
participate completed the questionnaires at home and returned them to theirmirsstruct
during the next few class periods, after which | picked them up from the ins$tuctor
Questionnaires were distributed in five classes in this way.

There were two cases outside of the above methods. In one case, the instructor
printed and distributed the surveys and | brought and distributed the consent forms in
class. In one other case, because of a time conflict, | could not personaliyevidass;
the instructor printed and distributed both the consent forms and questionnaires. In both
cases the instructors stressed that the questionnaire was optional and anonymoas and wa
not connected to their own research or the students’ standing within their class or the
university in any way.

Data Analysis Procedures

| analyzed the quantitative data by first computing the mean and standard
deviation for the responses to each of the Likert-scale items (n=116). | then @dmput
the mean and standard deviation for the seven categories in the questionnaire by
summing up the responses of the four items in that category and calculating the mean.
The responses to the reverse-coded items were reversed when combiningghhde w
other items in their categories.

For the comparison of the three groups, | first deleted the students that had
missing data so that the comparisons could be done on students who had responded to all

of the Likert-scale items. There were 39 students in the Homestay greepd(ree or
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are currently in a homestay), 38 students in the Future Homestay group (have not done a
homestay but intend to), and 31 students in the No Homestay group (have not done a
homestay and do not intend to) for a total of 108 students. | calculated the mean and
standard deviation for each group in the same way as they were calculatecefuiréhe
sample.

For the qualitative data provided by the students in answer to the six open-ended
guestions in Part 3 of the questionnaire, | first transcribed the responsesfquestion
into a word document (one document per item). During this transcription process, the
students’ group identifier (indicating whether the student was in the homiestag,
homestay, or no homestay group) was removed from their responses so that knowledge of
their group would not influence the coding.

Once | completed the transcription, | coded the responses according to the
following process. First, as | read through a file of responses to a questited dioivn
themes that seemed to come up often. For example, when several participaictsate
the ability to learn about the culture as something beneficial about hgs)dstaote
down “CUL” as a possible theme for that item. In this manner, | createdimipary
list of themes for each of the six items. | then looked at the themes to sgevéie
closely related or if any of them could actually be contained as a suk-tifeariarger
overall theme. This allowed me to create a list of codes that correspondechentis t
that | had found while reading through the data the first time.

After | had a preliminary list of codes for the responses, | read throudgtethe
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again, assigning a code to each response. Some responses contained multiple phrases or
sentences, each falling into a separate code. For example, a respondehav@ghade
reference to both language practice and a family support system when respdmating

they thought was helpful about homestays. If | came across responsed tiatsgiem

to fit into any of the codes | had begun with, | made a note to adjust the scope of the
existing codes or possibly add another code to the list if other students’ respereses w
similar. This type of data analysis can be visualized as a sort of spirsdst#acher

begins with the data and makes some broad codes, then circles and focuses in on the data
to assign those codes. In the process, other themes may become apparenatimgcessit
another round of code making and assignment, and so forth (Creswell, 2006).

There were also some cases where a response had to be excluded from the
analysis, either because it appeared that the student had misunderstood the question, or
because the response was too vague for me to be able to confidently decide on a theme
for it. These types of responses were rare. After | had finished the prejiroating of
the data, | revisited the coding framework to see how | could integrate the espuats
had been difficult to code with the preliminary framework. At this point | collapzee s
codes that seemed to be very similar into one larger code. In rare instanceghaggl
had originally labeled as one code into two separate codes to show that redpairsas t
at first appeared similar seemed to be falling into separate, distinctstladimeall. After
adjusting the framework to account for those responses, | went through théedata fi

again, making changes to the preliminary codes | had assigned if necestetytise
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responses would all reflect the updated framework and using the newly createéocode
the responses that had not fit in the preliminary framework. Once all of the response
were coded, | counted the number of times each code occurred, resulting in tHertotals
the themes and number of coded segments in each theme that | refer to in thediscussi

of the open-ended items.
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Results and Discussion: Research Question #1

The first research question in this study was, “What are the belief¢utlahts
studying a foreign language have about homestays?” The results from thenmae®s
are presented and discussed in this section.
Responses to Likert-Scale Items

The results of the Likert-scale items are presented in Table 5. Foraachhié
mean and standard deviation are reported. The questionnaire was a 5-point &alkert-sc
so the lowest possible score was 1.0 and the highest possible score was 5.0.
Table 5

Results of Likert-scale Items

Standard
Item Mean L
Deviation
1. A host family will help me make friends withtive speakers of the 391 97

language | am studying.
2. Living with a host family is the best way tgpexience a new culture. 4.20 .85
3. 1 will meet more native speakers of the langulagm studying if | live

with a host family than if | live in a dormitory. 3.11 97
4. My host family should not expect me to do cdffer example: wash 270 1.5
dishes, do laundry, watch children, clean the hpuse ' '

5. If more than one student lives with my hostifgmve will not be able 294 119

to learn the language we are studying well.
6. If I have any problems, the homestay prograthhgip me. 3.78 .80
7. If there is more than one student living witl host family we can

: 3.77 76
spend time together.
8. Itis rude to ask my host family to change sibrimg for me. 2.93 1.07
9. The homestay program should let me communigdatemy host family

4.13 .87
before | leave my country.
10. I_W|II spend more time with people from my oaountry if | live in a 3.68 1.04
dormitory.
11. A host family will introduce me to their frids and family. 3.99 .79
12. | can trust a homestay program to find a domst family for me. 3.49 .90
13. If | disagree with my host family, | can tédem. 3.81 91
14. Living with a host family will improve my gramar. 3.66 1.08
15. Even if | don't like my host family’s foodclan't tell them. 2.76 1.18
16. Itis best if | am the only student living fvimy host family. 3.59 1.06
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17. Every student studying a foreign language abshould live with a
: 3.14 1.04
host family.
18. I will not learn about the host country’s aud if | live in a dormitory. 2.73 1.13
19. A host family will teach me about their coyrdgrculture. 4.03 .73
20. The best homestay program will give me a thghoorientation about
- ; ) 3.92 .88
living with a host family.
21. 1 will learn more about the country’s cultufrélive with a host family. 4,12 .75
22. | will practice the language more living wathost family than in a
. 4.08 .94
dormitory.
23. Living with a host family will improve my pramciation. 4.27 .75
24. My host family should treat me like one ofitr@vn children. 3.20 1.13
25. | cannot tell my host family if | am unhappy. 2.34 1.00
26. My host family should give me a key to theiuke. 4.03 .89
27. My host family should not tell me what timecimme home each night,. 3.36 1.20
28. ltis okay if there is more than one studesnd) with my host family
3.43 1.17
as long as we do not speak the same native language

Table 6 presents the results of the Likert-scale items when they are gnotapine i
seven categories of the survey.
Table 6

Results of the Likert-scale Items Presented by Category

Standard
Category Mean Deviation
A. Homestays and Language Acquisition 3.79 1.05
B. Homestay Program 3.83 .89
C. Culture 3.77 1.07
D. Interaction with Native Speakers 3.84 .95
E. Multiple Boarders 3.16 1.17
F. Dependence on Host Family 3.37 1.20
G. Open Communication 3.45 1.08

The categorical results suggest that the students, overall, believedhtmaestay
would be helpful for language acquisition, that a homestay program should be involved in
their homestay experience and provide assistance and services, that a havodstag

helpful for learning about the host culture, that a homestay would provide more
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interaction with native speakers than a dormitory, that having multiple boatalgregs

with one host family is only slightly beneficial, that they should not be too dependent on
the host family, and that they should be able to communicate openly with their host
family. However, since the means for these responses fell between theetNEsagree

nor Agree” and “Agree” points on the scale and the standard deviations fategiboes
included scores that would fall into the position between “Disagree” and “Neither
Disagree nor Agree”, it cannot be said that these beliefs are held strgrigby/inajority

of the students.

In the following discussion of the responses to the open-ended items, results from
the Likert-scale items will be used to provide a more rounded view of the themes
mentioned. Quotes from respondents are labeled with the respondent’s questionnaire
number (000-116) and group (Homestay Group = HG, Future Homestay Group = FHG,
No Homestay Group = NHG).

Responses to Open-Ended Items

ltem #1

In the responses to Item #1—"Do you think homestays are helpful for students
studying a language in a foreign country? Why or why not?"—eight major themes
became apparent. The two most common themes were that homestays are helpful to
improve the student’s language skills and that they are helpful to improve the student’s
cultural skills. Students mentioned the following areas of the language thaithgsne

helped improve: vocabulary, conversation and listening/speaking skills, pronunciation,
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and knowledge of slang. They also mentioned that a homestay was an opportunity to
practice what one learned in class and that it allowed one to interact with paikes.
The following examples illustrate the language theme (recall thag ebthe respondents
were not native speakers of English; although spelling mistakes weeetedrrerrors in
grammar were not):

Yes, as far as he/she practice speaking [the language]. Becauseuse \ihie

language] only to communicate. Also, he/she will learn new vocabulary and how

to pronounce [words]. (Respondent #013, FHG)

Yes, | do. Students can learn [the natural language] in their daily living, slang,

etc... In school, we learn only academic [language]. (Respondent #032, HG)

Yes, it gives more time to practice the language with native speakers.

(Respondent #106, NHG)

In these ways, we can see that some students view the homestay as bem#imial t
language acquisition. Of the 144 total coded segments in the responses to Item #1, the
theme of improving the language was mentioned 41 times.

It is interesting to note that the types of language skills mentionedrcwustand
conversation (listening, speaking, pronunciation) and vocabulary (including slang).
Students did not mention that they believed a homestay would help them improve their
reading, writing, or grammar skills. Thus, the beliefs of these studemstgedign with
the common view of a homestay that it is the vocal interaction with native spdedteas t

homestay affords that will improve the language skills of the student. Likiér-scale
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responses in Category A, Homestays and Language Acquisition, the saafedreli
apparent. While students agreed fairly strongly that a homestay would improve
pronunciation (mean = 4.27, SD = .75) and give them more opportunity to practice the
language (mean = 4.08, SD = .94), they only slightly agreed that a homestay would
improve their grammar (mean = 3.66, SD = 1.08).

Since students appear to believe that a homestay will improve their cororexsati
skills, Rivers’ (1998) findings from a study of homestay students in Russi&é¢hat t
homestay was a positive predictor of reading gain, not speaking or listemnargaall
the more striking. Students may be entering a homestay with the beligfeinat
conversation skills will improve simply by being in close contact with nativakgps,
unaware that other factors such as the responsiveness of the host family nterfigers
student or the amount of actual time spent in conversation and type of language used by
native speakers to communicate with their homestay student, may come into play.
Indeed, the students in Tanaka’s (2007), Wilkinson’s (1998a), and Woodall and
Takeuchi’'s (1999) studies reported that they did not converse with their hostgaamsilie
often as they had anticipated, that some of their host families were not warm or
welcoming to their students, resulting in the students’ hesitation to initatg m
conversations, or that their families, when they did speak, used simple languagesthat wa
not challenging for the students and that they did not think would help them improve over
time.

The second major theme, mentioned 29 times, was culture. Students indicated
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that a homestay would be helpful for students studying a language becausmittiey c
learn more about the culture, customs, and traditions of the native speakers of that
language. Some students mentioned that a homestay was particularly impeadasebe
it gives a student a family-life perspective on the host culture.
Yes, because they allow a student to see first hand what a culture is like through
the perspective of living with a family. (Respondent #116, FHG)
Yes, you learn about the culture more with a host family. You're forced to eat
their food, watch TV with them, and discuss what they like. (Respondent #100,
FHG)
Yes, if we come to learn and experience other country, we better live in a host
family. (Respondent #062, HG)
| do. I think it is the most accurate/original way to experience a new cuhate, t
is, to experience the family dynamics of one. (Respondent #90, FHG)
These statements reveal that many students believe the family aspécroéstay to be
helpful for learning about the culture of their host country. However, a studded’ ©f
a “family” may be different from the actual placement they receive. ¥ample, in the
United States, a host family may consist of a heterosexual couple and stdegihcor
teenagers, but it may also consist of a single man or woman, an elderly couple, or a
homosexual couple (with or without children). Alternatively, a host family may stonsi
of people who have immigrated from another country and retained their country’s

cultural values, or they may be second or third generation descendants of msnidfra
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the host family members themselves are immigrants, they may not evetivbe na
speakers of English.

It is not clear from the student responses whether or not they take these
considerations into account when they think about homestays. Granted, some of the
students who participated are American students, and thus are thinking of a ilemesta
the context of a country different from the United States, which may not haeetypes
of population dynamics. However, other students who participated in the questionnaire
are students who have come from other countries to study English in the Uniésd Stat
Among all of the culture/family themed responses, there was only one thtxbmeel any
of these issues:

Kind of. If the homestay is a native speaker. For example, my homestay family

is from other country, so... (Respondent #002, HG)

If a student believes that a homestay will be beneficial because it wilbprthem with
an inside look at the culture or family-life of people in another country, it is nege¢ssa
look further into what type of “family” they envision. If a student has a prototypical
family or cultural unit in mind when they think of the benefits of a homestay, their
perception of the homestay experience may be adversely affected if thetfe@yare
placed with does not match their original image.

One student did mention that caution must be taken with regards to the language
and culture of one’s specific family, but this was not in reference to the makeh of t

family.
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Possibly. There’s a risk of assuming that the cultural practices of aahabt f

are universal when they might not be, same with dialect. (Respondent #083,

NHG)

Rather than a problem arising with a host family because it is not what the stutlent ha
expected, this participant points out that the host family is only one family out of an
entire cultural or linguistic group. Although a student may indeed receive da loek

into culture and family-life, this participant cautions that generaliziowg fthat inside

look may be a mistake.

This caution is not apparent in any of the other responses, which instead seem to
value the homestay precisely because they will gain deeper cultural knoatetige
knowledge of family-life. It seems that most of the students consider thissadgrea
cultural knowledge beneficial for the express purpose of applying it to theecafttire
host country at large. Indeed, many students agreed with the items in thest#ter
section that stated that a homestay is the best way to learn the cultune=(th2@, SD =
.85), that the host family will teach the student about the culture (mean = 4.03, SD =.73),
and that they will learn more about the culture by living with a host famigans 4.12,

SD =.75).

Closely related to both the language and cultural themes was the theme of total
immersion (occurring 20 times). Students who responded that homestays wer@dlenefi
because they offered a complete immersion experience often mentioned both the

language and culture together. This theme also includes responses tha indicat
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homestays are helpful because the student will be forced to use the langngge bei
studied every day.

Yes, they are helpful because you will need to speak only the ... language.

(Respondent #020, HG)

Yes, | think it is a great way to fully immerse yourself in the langaagieculture.

(Respondent #033, NHG)

The remaining 5 themes were not as prevalent as the first 3, but they tfier ex
insights into the beliefs that student have about the benefits of homestays. Two,of them
the themes of receiving support and having teachers, relate specifichlyttost family.

In the theme of receiving support, students mentioned services that the host fanmdly woul
provide them with in regards to living in a new country, such as help adjusting, taking
care of the student, and giving a sense of safety. The theme of having teaatextgoel

the responses in which students indicated that a host family will take theuvait@atalk

to the student and actively help them improve their language. Examples ohdrass t
follow:

| think homestays are helpful for giving the student a safe place to stay.

(Respondent #101, FHG)

Yes. In an ideal situation the host family would help the student improve on the

language while introducing the student to a new culture. (Respondent #113,

NHG)

Yes, because they will help for homeworks and we will improve our [language].
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(Respondent #069, NHG)

The belief that the host family will take on the role of a language teacherappe
to be held by many students (see Wilkinson, 2002) but it may not always be realized in
actual homestay situations. Although common sense might indicate that nativespeake
of a language decide to host foreign students with the knowledge that the student will
most likely expect them to assist them in learning the language, thisahalyays be
the case; some host families may decide to host students for purely moretansre
Other host families may attempt to aid their students but use foreignendatikaaify
their speech such that the student does not make gains in their language @etquisiti
(Tanaka, 2007). The belief that the host families will take an active raachihg the
language thus may lead students who are placed in families where this doesintit occ
perceive their experience in a negative light.

Another theme related to language use that emerged was that of being able to
learn how to use the language in real, daily life. Rather than mentioning an inarease
language skills in general, these students noted that homestays are hetpfséhyen
can learn language necessary for daily life that you may not learn issaodm or
dormitory.

Yes, because many words and situations in the daily life can’t be learned in the

class. (Respondent #004, NHG)

They allow a real-life learning situation of the language. (Respondent #071, HG)

While most students mentioned various specific aspects such as language
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acquisition, culture, immersion, support, teachers, and real-life languaggsass that
they believe homestays to be helpful, some students simply responded in a genggal, vag
sense that they felt homestays were beneficial, as in the following eesampl

| think homestays are very help for abroad students because the student can learn

from them many things. (Respondent #010, HG)

Yes, because if | feel comfortable with the host family, I'm going#ori a lot

from them. (Respondent #053, NHG)

Finally, some respondents answered that they either did not think a homestay
would be helpful or that they thought a homestay would be helpful only in certain
situations. There were 13 segments in this theme. Some of these students mentioned
concrete reasons that they believed a homestay would not be beneficial, winde othe
were more vague in their responses. Many students in this category responded tha
homestay would be helpful only if the host family cared for the student.

In some host families yes, but there are horrible host families and theyduea

such as an animal. It depends, and also there are a host families who steal your

personal stuff. (Respondent #046, HG)

No. Friends is best. (Respondent #038, FHG)

Depends on homestays. Some of them are willing to spend time to help students;

however, some of them are busy with their career or other things, so they are not

able to do that much for the students. (Respondent #066, HG)

From these responses, we can see that not all students believe a homestay to be helpful
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for students in every situation. There may be homestays where the hostigaroily

very attentive to the student, or where the host family may even intentionatliheea
student poorly. However, the majority of students responded that a homestay is helpful
in some way. Their responses do not indicate that they are completely unathare of
possible drawbacks of poor homestays; rather, they simply indicate that, gwen if
majority of students are aware of the potential drawbacks, their overafsladieut the
helpfulness of homestays for language learning were still positive.

From these eight categories, it can be seen that, although some students did
respond that homestays were not always helpful, the majority of students respohded tha
they believed homestays to be helpful for students studying a language irga forei
country. The benefits mentioned most often were related to various aspects afé&angu
and culture, but there were also some benefits mentioned related to support for living in a
foreign country. Table 7 summarizes the results for ltem #1. In this table and those
following in the discussions of each of the open-ended items, “segment” refers to the
sentence or phrase that the participant wrote that was coded into a particotar e
participant may have written several sentences or phrases that eadlo &llifferent
theme or may have left an item blank; thus the total number of segments coded may be
larger or smaller than 116, the number of participants in the study.

Table 7

ltem #1 Results
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Themes Number of Segments in
(Question: Is a homestay helpful?) Theme
1. Yes, helpful for language acquisition 41
2. Yes, helpful to learn about culture 29
3. Yes, gives a full immersion experience 20
4. Yes, host family will teach the student the language 13
5. No 13
6. Yes, gives support for living in a foreign country 10
7. Yes, gives exposure to daily, real-life language use 10
8. Yes, in general 8
Total: 144
ltem #2

While the first item inquired whether students believed a homestalyel@sl
for learning a foreign language or not, the second item sought to investigaterwhethe
students believed a homestay wasessaryr not: “Do you think living with a host
family is necessary to learn a foreign language? Why or why not?”

The responses to this item, like the responses to the first item, were variee. The
were three overarching themes that occurred, each with their own subgroups. The mos
common theme, accounting for 86 of the 129 coded segments, was that students did not
believe a homestay was necessary to learn a foreign language. Almadtihede
students stated that a homestay was good, optimal, or otherwise benefieatriord a
foreign language or culture, but they would not go so far as to say it was necessary

No. It will improve my language and its helpful, but | shouldn’t call it necgssa
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(Respondent #016, FHG)

Not necessary, but it's a good chance to learn foreign culture. (Respondent #051,

HG)

Other students in this group rejected the idea that homestay was nebgssary
mentioning many other ways that a student could learn a language including, for
example, watching movies or television, going to cafes or the gym, makindsnéth
native speakers, taking language classes, or studying by oneself. The folle\sogne
examples of these responses:

No, only a way to do it, not the only way. (Respondent #033, NHG)

No, because you can make friends on campus and you can improve your

[language skills] with them. (Respondent #049, NHG)

No, living with a host family is a good way to learn a foreign language. But by

attending public activities, chatting with native people, attend class in sclswol, a

can help me learn language. (Respondent #005, NGH)
Thus many of the students believe that homestays are simply one useful totiad me
for learning a language, among other methods. While half of these students view
homestays as the ideal, best, or optimal method to use, the other half seem to place a
homestay on equal footing with other activities such as taking classe&iagrireends
with native-speaking students on campus, in cafes, or in the gym.

Although those two subgroups, the “not necessary but beneficial” group and the

“there are many ways to learn a language” group, accounted for thétynafj@egments
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in the overall theme of a homestay not being necessary, there were agsstsdemts
who did not believe that a homestay was necessary because a truly motivgiedda
student would be able to learn a language regardless of their circursst&ocexample,
one student responded
No, if one is willing to emerge themselves into a culture and attempt to converse
with the people then one can learn. All it takes is determination. (Respondent
#084, FHG)
A patrticularly interesting response in this category serves to showcasdiehéhbe
these students appear to have that anything will be possible for the student who puts thei
mind to it:
In my opinion, NO, because if you want to learn you will learn even if you're
living in a alley or a bridge. (Respondent #029, NHG)
Responses such as these two seem to indicate that students believe temaldd to
immerse themselves into a foreign culture without living with a host fansiligrey as
they try hard enough. It is not clear whether the students who believe in thehstrfeagt
learner’'s motivation are aware of the many potential difficulties one raigtdunter
while trying to immerse oneself in a foreign culture.
It is often difficult for international students on a college campus to approach
native-speaking students and form friendships. Although many universities provide
conversation partners or some other sort of language or culture exchavigjescti

international students may not always find native-speaking students ready itctalive
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deep friendships and act as a guide or help to immerse them in the culture of the host
country. Trying to immerse oneself in culture by going to a gym, goioygpshg, or
attempting to strike up conversations with strangers in cafes areatdigstis that may
appear on the surface to be easier and more successful than they maytactuailli/to

be.

The responses to the Likert-scale items in Category D: Intenaetth Native
Speakers, agree with the views stated in this theme. While students did agadsostat
family would help them make friends with native speakers (mean = 3.91, SD = .97) and
introduce them to friends and family (mean = 3.99, SD = .79), and that they would meet
more native speakers if they lived with a host family than in a dormitory (mean = 3.77,
SD =.97) and spend more time with people from their own country if they live in a
dormitory (mean = 3.68, SD = 1.04), none of the means of these responses fell between
“Agree” and “Strongly Agree”. Thus it can also be seen from thesesékattthe
students did not seem to believe that it would be particularly difficult to intertct
native speakers even if they did not live in a homestay.

Students in several studies have reported that they did not become as immersed in
the culture as they had anticipated even while staying with a host family,(R98S;

Tanaka, 2007; Wilkinson, 1998a; Woodall & Takeuchi, 1999). Many of these students
reported choosing a homestay for the language and culture immersion, but wihen the
homestays—for various reasons—did not prove to be the experiences they had

anticipated they often ended up spending time with classmates who sharedtitheir na
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language. Since even students who have participated in homestays have reported tha
they found it difficult to integrate themselves into the culture of their host gount
students who are not living with a host family may find it more difficult than theyaha
first imagine to immerse themselves in the host country culture. Students have found i
difficult to become immersed in the culture even with a host family as a guidkeor
model; without the benefit of a host family students living in a dormitory or an agratrtm
may find it even more difficult.. Indeed, one participant who believed that a hgmesta
was necessary voiced these very concerns:

Yes! Because it forces you to communicate needs in the language of study, if

living in a dorm, there are more people/resources that speak your native language

and the temptation to cheat is more prevalent. (Respondent #093, FHG)

The final subgroup that indicated that a homestay was not necessary to learn a
language mentioned that staying with a host family will not always be algioma
student. For example, the host family may not care about their student, the student ma
choose to simply stay in their own room, or the student may be put under stress from
living with strangers. Because of these possibilities, a homestay wadieotd¢o be
necessary to learn a foreign language.

No, I don’'t. Some people may feel stress even though a host family is so kind.

(Respondent #040, HG)

It's not necessary but ideal. Some people might feel uncomfortable living with a

host family and it will reflect in learning. (Respondent #092, FHG)
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The counterintuitive findings from Rivers’ (1998) study that a homestay wasta@osi
predictor for reading, not speaking or listening gain, are related to this beliefs Rive
found that many of the students spent more time in their rooms studying alone than
interacting with their host families.
The second overarching theme, although far less common than the first, was the
theme that yes, a homestay is necessary to learn a language. Thet8 segments
coded in this theme, broken into three subgroups. One group consisted of four segments
which simply stated in general terms that a homestay was necessaryhdrhevot
subgroups, occurring 14 and 10 times respectively, were that a homestay iangdoess
language learning and that a homestay is necessary for culturedea®ame examples
of these types of responses follow:
Yes, because they can teach you more than just the language, they cartlalso tea
the culture. (Respondent # 081, FHG)
Yes. At least one year experience. Reason: It is easy to know about the culture
and you can practice the language skill with the host family most at the tim
(Respondent # 009, HG)
Yes. To integrate in community. (Respondent #025, HG)
| extremely agree. Students will practice [the language] everyndagmy way.
It will improve the listening and speaking. It will let them know more about the
country culture. (Respondent #035, HG)

The third and final overarching theme was that whether or not a homestay is
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necessary to learn a foreign language depends on either the student or thaihest
but most of the responses focused on the student. Many were some variation of the
following:

No. It depends on the person. (Respondent #039, FHG)

These responses, although not specifically mentioning motivation, seem to be celated t
the theme that a motivated student can learn in any situation. A homestay may be
necessary for some people to learn a language, these students believe, botaytthers
able to learn without staying with a host family.

Although the majority of the responses to Item #1 showed that the students
generally believed homestays to be beneficial, the responses to Iltem #hbawvethat,
while beneficial, a homestay is generally not believed to be necessasgrinng a
foreign language. Table 8 summarizes the results for Iltem #2.

Table 8

ltem #2 Results

Themes .
. Number of Segments in
(Question: Is a homestay necessary for language
o Theme
acquisition?)
1. No
¢ No, but good/optimal/helpful
¢ No, there are many ways to learn a language 86
¢ No, motivated students will learn in any
circumstances
e No, host families may not be helpful
2. Yes, for language and/or culture 28
3. Depends on student and/or host family 15
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Total: 129

Item #3

Items #1 and #2 investigated students’ beliefs about homestays in gerkangl, as
students to reflect specifically on their beliefs about the homestayafda to or
necessary for language learning. Items #3 and #4, however, went beyond students’
general beliefs about homestays to investigate specifically \wmnabelieve to be the
best (Item #3) and worst (Item #4) things about homestays, with no overt tie tagangu
learning mentioned in the questions.

Four main themes arose in the responses to Item #3 (the best thing about
homestays). The most frequent theme, occurring in 59 out of 153 coded segments, was
that of immersion into the culture. Students mentioned that the immersion offered by a
homestay gave them a look at the regular, daily life of their host familiésisthey
could learn more about the culture than was mentioned in textbooks. They also
mentioned that homestays would allow them to learn new things.

To learn the real local culture. (Respondent #003, HG)

The best thing is to know the other country. (Respondent #057, HG)

It's culture immersion as well as language immersion, so the depth of the

experience goes much further than the classroom. (Respondent #073, FHG)

A small number of students in this group expressed the belief that living in a homestay
would give them an advantage with regards to the types of activities thabthidydo
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while staying in the foreign country. Some stated that their host familgl talke them
places and showcase the host country and culture in ways that international students
living in a dorm trying to explore on their own, without native guides, would not be able
to experience.

Having a family that will help you adapt to the culture faster & who will do thing

with you & go places that you wouldn’t get to do any other way or on your own.

(Respondent #086, HG)

You see more of the city. | think it would be harder on your own when not

knowing the language very well. (Respondent #099, FHG)

The quantitative data, as mentioned in the discussion of Item #1, also show that the
students generally agreed that a homestay would allow them to learn about the host
culture (mean = 3.77, SD = 1.07).

Following the theme of immersion into the culture were the themes of language
improvement (40 segments) and having the support of a family setting (39 segments)
Many students responded that the best thing about a homestay is the opportunity to
practice and improve in the language they are studying, as in the follovangpkes:

You will learn the language better and faster. (Respondent #027, NHG)

You can practice [the language] after school. (Respondent #037, FHG)

Your learning would accelerate, I'd think, because of how many different aspect

of the culture/language you absorb. (Respondent #080, NHG)

A subset of the respondents in the language improvement theme specificaibnetent
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learning to communicate better in the language they were studying assthbibg about
living in a homestay.

Your practice in communication. (Respondent #007, HG)

The best thing is to communicate with each other. (Respondent #040, HG)
Again, as mentioned in the discussion of Item #1, students generally agreed that a
homestay would benefit their acquisition of the foreign language (mean = 3.79, SD =
1.05).

The third theme in response to Item #3, the theme of having the support of a
family setting, had several subthemes. Students mentioned not having to be lonely,
having an international family, making lifelong friends with members of thefaosly,
having native speakers/members of the host culture to ask for help if something went
wrong, and having a safe, comfortable place to stay in their responses to Item #3.

To meet nice family who are generous, faithful and warm-minded. (Respondent

#012, NHG)

In the best situation you would be able to feel at home away from home.

(Respondent #077, NHG)

Host families often take the student on trips that display their country’s gulture

values, etc. These trips create everlasting memories and bonds between the host

family and the student. (Respondent #097, HG)

That you have people to fall back on for advice or questions, people who have

been there their whole life. (Respondent #105, NHG)
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That these aspects of a homestay were listed as the best things about lscshestay
that these students seem to believe a host family will function much like an ideal
biological family might: offer friendship and advice, create a comfagtabtl safe living
environment, and take part in lasting friendships.

Thus, the three top themes for the best thing about homestays all contained some
sort of interpersonal interactions. Students who mentioned cultural immersiomesaw t
value of the homestay lying chiefly in the knowledge and experience about the host
country’s culture that they could gain while interacting with natives of thiatre in
daily life, while students who mentioned language improvement saw the value of the
homestay lying in the ability to practice the language and communicatendtilgative
speakers. Finally, students who mentioned the support of the family environmehésaw t
value of the homestay lying in the friendships and network of support that could be
formed by living with a family.

The fourth theme for Item #3, however, did not contain interpersonal interactions
as a component; rather, it focused on the convenience of the homestay. The theme of
convenience was notably less frequent than the other three themes (occurring in only 10
segments). The convenient aspects of a homestay mentioned by participadésiinc
the proximity of the dwelling place to the school, the lack of chores or bills fomdsude
to worry about, the fact that the host family provides meals for the student, and the cheap
price of the homestay.

If the house closed to the school, homestays will be the best choose. | don't need
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to cook and wash clothes. (Respondent #002, HG)
Don't need to cook. (Respondent #008, HG)
You don’t need to worry about too many things about the house. Mostly you just
take care of your own room and help with some of chore sometimes. (Respondent
#066, HG)
It may seem that the host family members are expected to take care chcetsbDf
daily life by students who view these assets as the best things about a hoinestay,
one student responded to Item #3 with the following:
The homestay is best for students that depends on others in every thing.
(Respondent #028, NHG)
The prevailing image of the homestay among these respondents seems to be that of a
useful tool rather than as a vessel through which they can have access tgfakani
interactions with native speakers, such as was apparent in the first thres.thgms is,
however, a list of responses to the questioim@best thing about homestays; if students
had been told to list several good things about homestays those who fell into one of the
first three themes might have also listed items in the convenience themieos@mavho
listed convenience first might have also recognized the more interpeaspeats of a
homestay in a longer list.
However, since it is not a given that the host family will expect no help with
chores from their exchange students or that the host family will prepasenseal for

their students, etc., students who enter a host family prioritizing these aspgcts
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encounter difficulties when they realize that they are expected toipar# in these daily
chores. Students who prioritized the interpersonal aspects of the homestay, on the other
hand, may be better equipped to adjust their beliefs about their role in the chore schedule
of their host family if the host family’s expectations differ from theirs

It is interesting to note that cultural immersion was mentioned most oftee as
best thing about a homestay as opposed to language improvement. This may be due to
the fact that the majority of the students do not believe a homestay to be nefogssar
language acquisition (Item #2). Since a homestay is not seen as necessaguiage
learning (a dormitory or apartment in the host country would suffice), itusipla that
the highest value of the homestay would then be something that one of those other living
situations would not afford: namely, the inside view into the daily life and culture of a
family. Table 9 summarizes the results of Item #3.
Table 9

ltem #3 Results

Themes Number of Segments in
(Question: What is best about homestays?) Theme
1. Cultural immersion 59
2. Language improvement 40
3. Support of a family setting 39
4. Convenience 10
Total: 153

ltem #4
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In Item #4, students were asked what they thought the worst thing about
homestays was. In contrast to Item #3, where only four major themes appeared, 10
themes were found among the responses to Item #4. However, the number of segments
in each theme was smaller. The four most common themes had 15-26 segments, while
the other six themes had five segments (three themes) or seven segmerttsefties

The most commonly mentioned theme was a lack of being treated as an adult or
given freedom. Students who mentioned this theme listed things such as strict rules, no
privacy, having to do chores, and being treated like a little child among tloasehat
they felt this lack was the worst part of homestays.

| think it will have many limits to living, like sometime you can do something,

sometime can’'t do something, and it will let you feel no no [sic] freedom.

(Respondent #030, NHG)

My host family sleep early. | can’t go out to night club. (Respondent #032, HG)

| can’t keep my private life. If I am child, it's not big problem, but | am 27s/ea

old. SO, I think that is more uncomfortable thing. (Respondent #061, NHG)

Adjusting to the rules of the host home. (Respondent #114, FHG)

Many of these students bring up the fact that college-aged students ofkeof th
themselves and are seen by others as adults in their own country, but when thet live wi
a host family in a foreign country they may not be viewed as capable adultg) Bei
viewed and/or treated as a child may stem from the host family’s concehe feafety of

their student in an unfamiliar culture that could lead to over-protectiveness. lomddit
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even though students may be adults, their lack of command of the foreign language may
be such that the host family feels that they must look out for their exchange student mor
than they would a student from their own country of the same age.

The area of dependence on the host family and being treated like a child of the
host family was also investigated with the Likert-scale items. Tip@nsss to the items
in Category F: Dependence on the Host Family, were mixed. Overall, the stadbnt
slightly believed that they should not be very dependent on the host family (mean = 3.37,
SD =1.20). Among the individual items, students slightly disagreed with theetate
that they should not be expected to do chores (mean = 2.70, SD = 1.25). They slightly
agreed that the host family should treat them like one of the host family’s owrechil
(mean = 3.20, SD = 1.13). However, they also slightly agreed that the host family should
not give them a curfew (mean = 3.36, SD = 1.20) and agreed that they should get a key to
the host family’s house (mean = 4.03, SD = .89). We have seen that students expect
interaction with their host family, that they consider a good host family wahcpamd
caring, and that they desire the host family to provide a support network; it nizgtbe
the students who agree that they should be treated like one of the host family’s own
children have these aspects of being a child in a family in mind. However, in @hsr ar
such as not having a curfew and possibly not having to do chores, students seem to desire
not to be given rules like children in the host family may be given.

This theme of being treated as an adult rather than a child seems relai@é to s

of the aspects in the theme of convenience in the responses to Item #3. If a student thinks
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that the best thing about a homestay is that they will not have to do chores or intaract on
personal level much with the host family, then the opposite situation of havingudesct r
imposed upon them by the host family and having little or no private life would make
sense as being one of the worst things about a homestay.

Following the theme of lack of being treated as an adult or given freedom, the
second most common theme in the responses to Item #4 was that of the host family and
student not getting along due to personality or culture clashes and/or the stliohatet
proficiency in the foreign language making it difficult to communicaté wie host
family. In responses that fell into this theme, students mentioned that atgumit
members of the host family could also stem from fundamental differences irethe lif
styles of the student and the family and culture shock.

The worst thing is the discommunication. (Respondent #040, HG)

If they didn’t like you. (Respondent #049, NHG)

If you don't like the family or someone in the family (especially the petsen t

same or of close age to you), it can be unpleasant. (Respondent #098, FHG)

It can be very lonely living with a family that doesn’t speak your langu#tgean

be quite the culture shock. (Respondent #108, HG)

In these areas, the ability to communicate openly with the host family become
important. Disagreements and miscommunication will most likely occur in every
homestay experience, but if they are not addressed they have the potentiairte bec

major issues. Students may feel that they would not be able to speak to their host
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families about these issues, however; in responses to the Likert-scaleniteategory
G: Open Communication, students only slightly believed that they could speak openly
with their host family (mean = 3.45, SD = 1.08).
Closely related to the theme of not getting along with the host family waseanot
of the four most commonly mentioned themes in the responses to Item #4, that of not
being used to the living conditions of the family. In this theme, differences in living
conditions from what the student is used to such as the presence of children or pets, the
standard of cleanliness in the house, or differences in daily routines weenéthmed as
the worst things about homestays.
If there is many small children in the house, | think | can’t focus to study.
(Respondent #005, NHG)
If the home is dirty and they don’t have any contact. (Respondant #018, NHG)
This theme also included, however, responses which seemed to neutralize the negative
aspects of the homestay:
I’'m sure that there are some negatives and difficulties due to changetyldife
but | embrace change so for me no matter how bad it might be | would make the
most of it. (Respondent #070, FHG)
| think the first few days are the worst since the host family and the student a
both getting the feel of each other and there isn’t any set routine yet. Bdtgr a
three days or so though the awkwardness goes away and it all works itself out.

(Respondent #097, HG)
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In these responses we can see that some students, while acknowledgingthe initi
difficulties of living with strangers in an unfamiliar culture, see thededifies as
something that can be overcome and will soften with time. In the same weay, lie
possible for students to get used to children or pets in the house. It seems that the
difficulties in this category may be easier to overcome than difficuitifge previous
theme that stem not from a change in surroundings of daily routine but from a deeper
clash of culture or personalities that leads to misunderstandings and arguments
The fourth major theme in response to Item #4 is that of getting a bad host family.
Students mentioned many criteria by which a host family may be labeled d$iadba
family, including the following: the host family is not welcoming, friendly, ophdt the
host family just wants money; the host family ignores the student or does not make the
student feel like part of the family; the host family teaches the studemwt vadng
things; the host family steals from the student. The following quotes are samples:
To meet bad host family who only like financial profits or don’t give any
concerns about my status like improving [the language] or friendship.
(Respondent #012, NHG)
If they didn’t have time to talk with me, and didn’t respect me. (Respondent #019,
HG)
Thieves, cheat, treat you like animal, wants a lot of money. (Respondent #046,
HG)

If they are not helpful and if they don’t talk with you a lot. (Respondent #059,
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FHG)
Clearly, many students expect that a host family will take the timektavithl them,
make them feel welcome, and help them. The risk of living with a host family that only
desires to profit from hosting students or goes so far as to steal from their staglent
been listed as the worst thing about homestays by these students. It is theliégpons
of the homestay agency or placement program to find suitable families fosttraents,
but since students have either experienced these issues or are otherwismaugiieof
them to list them as the worst thing about homestays, it is obvious that inappropriate
families are not always screened out.

Since three of the four themes naming the best things about homestays in
response to Item #3 relate to interpersonal interactions, it is not surprisiogéhait the
themes in response to Item #4 is this theme of a bad host family ignoring the stiident. |
students believe that a good host family will interact with them on some levéhewite
be to teach them culture or language or simply to give them support and a sexfisy of s
in a new environment, families that do not take the time to talk to their students or help
them in other ways will necessarily be seen by many students as théearstimilies.

Among the six smaller themes was the theme of students not knowing enough
about their host family in advance:

Students should know this family’s living schedule. (Respondent #004, NHG)

It's an unpredictable leap. You might have a good time and learn a lot, or you

might not. (Respondent #079, FHG)
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While having contact with the family in advance may not tell a student for sutbevhe
they will be comfortable, get along, or have a good time and learn fronmtiig, fla may

at least allow the student to get a sense of the family they will be livthg w
Furthermore, things like living schedules could definitely be communicated via the
agency to the students before they move. It appears that, in addition to screening for
good host families, offering students information about the host family may allow
homestay agencies to alleviate some of the factors that students bedigdve \@orst

things about homestays. Indeed, students agreed fairly strongly that homegtaynpr
should allow them to communicate with their host family before moving on Item #9 in
the Likert-scale section of the questionnaire (mean = 4.13, SD = .87).

Some students mentioned problems with food as being the worst thing about
homestays. Host families may not serve students nutritious food. They probably will not
be able to serve food from the student’s own culture. In some cases wherefaedsi
cannot be eaten due to religious observances, food can become a major issue for students
thinking about homestays.

Some other students’ responses formed the theme of always being “on”, that is,
always having to use the second language, think in terms of the second culture, or be
cautious not to offend or intrude upon the host family.

| have to think about how they may feel all the time when I’'m going to do

anything. (Respondent #003, HG)

| felt like | was intruding on the family | stayed with. (Respondent #076, HG)
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The constant immersion could get uncomfortable though dorm life wouldn’t be

that different. (Respondent #101, FHG)

Although cultural and language immersion and being in an interactive family
environment have been mentioned in previous themes as being helpful aspects of
homestays with regards to language learning or even as being the bestoaspec
homestays, from these responses it is clear that there could also beantiremyxiety-
producing downside to these aspects that some students are cautious of.

The final three smaller themes were homesickness, distance from theityjivers
and the theme of nothing being bad about homestays. Students who mentioned
homesickness pointed out that the host family, although a family, is not your own. family
Although previous themes mentioned a support system and new, hopefully lifelong
friendships as benefits of a homestay, these students seem to recogmre thay still
end up missing one’s own family while living abroad. That some students mentioned
distance from the university as the worst thing about a homestay contragptyg witéar
those responses in the convenience theme of Item #3 that mentioned proximity to the
university as the best thing about homestays. It appears that the distdrechahestay
from the school can have quite an effect on polarizing a student’s beliefs about the
benefits and deficits of a homestay. Finally, some students responded that there wa
nothing bad about homestays. They may be thinking along the lines as the students
mentioned above who, although acknowledging difficulties that may arise, alseebel

that they can overcome those difficulties, or they may simply believe thastays are
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purely and completely beneficial for students; there is no way to tell far Jatde 10
summarizes the results of ltem #4.
Table 10

ltem #4 Results

Themes Number of Segments in

(Question: What is worst about homestays?) Theme
1. Decreased freedom as an adult 26
2. Host family and student may not get along; o5
personality/culture clash
3. The student could be placed with a bad host family 20
4. Student isn’t used to the living conditions 15
5. Student may not like the food 7
6. Students may not know about the family in advance 7
7. There is nothing bad about homestays 7
8. The house could be too far from the school 5
9. No down-time; student is always “on” 5
10. The student may get homesick 5
Total: 122

Item #5

After asking students about their beliefs about the homestay with regards t
language acquisition (Items #1 and #2) and what they believe to be the best (Item #3) and
worst (Item #4) aspects of a homestay, Item #5 asked students if they haiaaytzat
they would give to someone considering a homestay.

For this item, 32 students either left the item blank or responded that they had no
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advice. Of the students who did respond, | found that five major themes emerged from
their responses. Four of the themes occur at roughly the same frequency (18,1, 24, a
24 segments each), but one of the themes occurs in only four segments.

One of the two themes that occurred most frequently was that of simply tiieing
advice to do a homestay. These respondents urged the student considering a homestay to
try it. Some mentioned the benefits of trying a new experience at leasinene ti

Go ahead! Justdoit. Ithinkitis a experience. (Respondent #037, FHG)

I would like to tell them it's a very good thing if you do. It's helpful in many

ways. (Respondent #048, HG)

It can be a good experience to learn about foreign culture. So try once will be

good. (Respondent #051, HG)

Go for it before you are older and set in your worldviews or your lifestyles.

(Respondent #104, NHG)

Among these recommendations for a homestay was a subset of students that gave a
gualified recommendation, that is, they recommended a homestay but only if some
condition was met.

If he/she does not have friends or relatives in a foreign country then homestay is

the best choice. (Respondent #006, NHG)

If they are single I think host family is better for them. (Respondent #016) NH
In these cases, the advice given to the student takes into consideration factors in the

student’s life that may weigh into their decision to live with a host family or Ihot.
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appears that for these students, at least, a homestay is recommended based on t
dominant theme in the responses to Item #3 that the best thing about a homestay is the
opportunity for interpersonal interaction that it offers.
The second most frequently occuring theme in response to Item #5 had to do with
the attitude of the student considering a homestay. These responses seesugddo as
that the student would choose a homestay and so the respondents gave the student advice
on what type of mental or emotional state they should enter into the homestay with.
Examples included being respectful, enjoying it, relaxing, being nice, beingnupded
and flexible, not being shy, not being judgmental, and not having any preconceived
expectations about the experience.
He should not be shy. (Respondent #036, HG)
Have no expectations about the situation. Understand that personalities are funny
things and that anything is possible. (Respondent #090, FHG)
Be open-minded, respectful, courteous, and try to immerse yourself. (Respondent
#091, FHG)
Just be open to the experience and go with the flow of things. (Respondent #097,
HG)
The advice given in this theme addresses how students can mentally prepagé/dsems
for a homestay and try to have a good experience. The responses in the third major
theme also assume that the student will choose a homestay and gives adviaitgma

smoothly, but this advice is targeted not at the internal mental or emotional psoakesse
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the student, but at the interactions that the student has with the host family.
Respondents advised a student entering a homestay to follow the host family’s
rules, to share their own culture, to attempt to refrain from making problemspttnéel
family, to tell the host family if any problems do arise, and to ask the hody fiaamhelp
if there is anything that the student does not understand.
Don’t make problem with them. And be nice. Show what to them is your culture
and how you are in your country. (Respondent #013, NHG)
Enjoy staying with homestay as much as you can and try to be friendly to each
other, help each other. (Respondent #066, HG)
Be flexible. Don't feel bad if you can’t eat your usual foods or do your usual
activities.
Be honest with your host family. If there are serious problems, communichte wit
the program (Respondent #098, FHG)
There was a subtheme in the category of working hard to make the homestay a good
experience. Students were urged to practice speaking with their host fantidy tus
of their comfort zones, and to do whatever they could to make the best of the experience.
Get ready to learn everyday from the native family. Try to find the gquettss
on them and esteem them, that can help you adjust to the family easy.
(Respondent #005, NHG)
They should utilize their time by speaking as much as they can with tHg.fami

(Respondent #053, NHG)
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Thus some students recognize that it will take some effort on their part tolmeake t
homestay experience go smoothly.

The fourth major theme in response to Item #5 was that the student should do
research before making a decision. This is the only one of the four major eeigatr
actually gives advice to a student who may end up not choosing a homestay (the first
category told the student to do a homestay, and the second two categories gave advice on
how to make a homestay a good experience, thus assuming that the student has in fact
decided to participate in a homestay). In this category, the student wasdaduvio
research on various homestay programs, to ask their advisors or professorsctgr advi
and to search for and choose a good, experienced host family.

Tell to the homestay program all the afraid that he could feel. Also our

expectations. (Respondent #041, HG)

Ask somebody who lived with that family for sure!! (Respondent #052, HG)

Do the research, talk to people who have had experience and possibly talk with

the [host family] beforehand. (Respondent #092, FHG)

The advice in this category can be split into two groups: advice that may be given to
students who are still in their home country considering a homestay, and advicayhat
be given to students who are already in the foreign country and are looking for a
homestay.

In many cases, the student is advised to meet with the family before moving in,

but this is not likely to be possible if they are still in their home country when thiey ma
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the choice whether to live in a homestay or not. In situations where a student does not
have their own ties to a possible family (in which case they or someone they know
already knows the family and can give them information), the homestay progranie

the conduit through which the student learns about or exchanges letters, phone calls, or
emails with potential host families. Since many respondents advised the student t
research good host families and if at all possible contact the family meémiag,

homestay programs that do not give students and potential host families théaneans
contact each other before the student actually moves in may not receive asutdeanty s
clients as those programs that do allow interaction before moving.

In the Likert-scale section of the questionnaire, students only slightly kelieve
that a homestay program would find a good host family for them (mean = 3.49, SD = .90)
and they fairly strongly agreed that they should be allowed to communicate with thei
potential host family before moving (mean = 4.13, SD = .87). It appears that students
believe they will be more likely to find a good homestay if they can speakheithast
family before moving, rather than leave everything up to the homestay program.

The final and smallest theme (occurring in only four segments) consisted of
respondents advising the student not to do a homestay, but simply to make friends with
native speakers and study by themselves.

My advice for student make friend better than take host family. (Respondent

#019, HG)

Just study well. (Respondent #021, NHG)
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The fact that this theme hardly occurred goes along with the geregralitr earlier
responses that a homestay will be in some way beneficial for students. Table 11
summarizes the results of ltem #5.

Table 11

ltem #5 Results

Themes Number of Segments in
(Question: Any advice for a student considering a Themeg
homestay?)
1. Do a homestay 24
2. Advice pertaining to the attitude of the student; advice 24
about helpful mental/emotional states to assume
3. Advice to make interactions with host family go 21
smoothly
4. Do research before making a decision (both into
homestay programs in general and the host family in 18
particular)
5. Don’'t do a hometsay 4
6. (No response/no advice) (32)
Total: 91 (123)
ltem #6

Item #6 differed from the other items in that it asked for the responses only of
students who had previously had experience with a homestay. Students were asked if
their views on homestays had changed based on their experience. This item tedestiga
whether students perceived their beliefs to have remained static throughout thei
experience or whether they perceived their beliefs to have changed due to their

experience. Students’ previous experiences in a homestay could influenckeayhat t
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advise other students to do or whether they would choose that type of housing
arrangement again in the future, if given the chance. If students’ beliefshamoestays
change based on their experiences of the homestay, it would be beneficiabterdisc
what about homestays influence or change students’ beliefs, and in what direction
(favorably or negatively). Knowledge of how a student’s experience may infltiegice
beliefs can help us train host families and prepare students so that their oppsrianiti
having an experience with beneficial outcomes increase.

A total of 67 respondents indicated that they had not participated in a homestay
before. The responses of the respondents who had homestay experience resulted in 50
coded segments falling into two themes. The first theme, consisting of over Inadf of t
coded segments (28) was that their views about homestays had not changed. Itis
interesting that students perceive their views to have remained stagiie dies
experience of living with strangers in a foreign country with a foreign@ultThis
cursory question reveals the need for a study that would measure studerdbédiesf
and after a homestay (and perhaps even during with the use of interviews gj diaie
compare the beliefs to see if it really is the fact that so many pariisi views do not
change. It may be that the students’ beliefs do in fact change, but they do nekpercei
their beliefs to have changed. Of course, this was the last item of anlifersurvey to
which students were asked to respond in 1-3 sentences, so they were not given much time
for introspection. Suggestions on how changes in students’ beliefs or perceptions of their

beliefs may be investigated are given in the Suggestions for Further Ressaiah s
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below.

The second theme was that students’ views had changed. This category was made
up of the two subthemes: the first consisted of the segments where students simply
answered “yes” but did not elaborate on how their views had changed.

The second subtheme consisted of the segments where students answered “yes”
and elaborated on the changes. The changes were varied and included such tiengs as t
students’ opinion of a homestay improving, the expectations of the host familyrapang
their view of people or culture in general changing, or that the homestay wastharder
they thought it would be. Two students mentioned that after experiencing a homesta
they would not choose to do it again. Table 12 summarizes the results of ltem #6.

Table 12

ltem #6 Results

Themes
(Question: If you have experienced a homestay, have Number of Segments in
your views about homestays changed based on that Theme
experience?)
1. No 28
2. Yes 22
3. (Not applicable) (67)
Total: 50 (117)

Summary of Open-Ended Item Results
Overall, the open-ended items revealed that students believed homestays to be

helpful, especially in the areas of improving language and cultural knowledge.
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Homestays were generally not believed to be necessary for langasg The best

aspects of homestays are the opportunities for interpersonal interactidrethatford

students, and the worst aspects included loss of freedoms students were used to as adults,
the possibility of clashing with the host family, a change in lifestyld,the possibility

of being assigned to a bad host family. Most respondents advised students considering a
homestay to try it and gave tips for preparing themselves mentally and erthp&ooka

for helping the interactions with the host family to go smoothly. Finally, the ityapdr

students who had experienced a homestay did not perceive their beliefs about lfomestay

to have changed based on their experience.
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Results and Discussion: Research Question #2

The second research question in this study asked if there were differences in
student beliefs about homestays among different groups of students. If tFedimia
homestays are different among groups of students, knowledge of the differences could
allow staff in language programs and homestay programs to better work with and counse
students. They may be able to predict questions or difficulties that students might ha
and be prepared to address those topics for students from varied backgrounds.

For this study, the students were broken into three different groups based on their
experience with homestays. Students in the Homestay Group (HG) were students tha
had participated in a homestay previously or were in a homestay at the tynfidetie
out the questionnaire. Students in the Future Homestay Group (FHG) were students who
had not participated in a homestay before but planned to do so. Students in the No
Homestay Group (NHG) were students who had not participated in a homestay before
and did not plan to do so in the future. The results for the Likert-scale items for each of
the student groups are displayed in Table 13. Table 14 displays the mean and standard
deviations for the three groups of students in each of the seven categories. ngdthawi
tables, | will discuss the findings by category (recall that the surwkgédngen categories
with four items each).

Table 13

Results of Likert-scale items for each group of students

| Item | Group | Mean | Standard ]
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Deviation

1. A host family will help me make friends withtive HG 3.67 1.15
speakers of the language | am studying. FHG 4.11 .83
NHG 4.06 .81
2. Living with a host family is the best way topexience | HG 4.31 .95
a new culture. FHG 4.34 .63
NHG 3.94 .93
3. 1 will meet more native speakers of the languegm | HG 3.82 1.00
studying if | live with a host family than if | lvin a FHG 3.79 .99
dormitory. NHG 3.81 .98
4. My host family should not expect me to do cldfer | HG 3.03 1.25
example: wash dishes, do laundry, watch childresarc | FHG 2.79 1.28
the house). NHG 2.29 1.13
5. If more than one student lives with my hostifgmwe | HG 2.95 1.15
will not be able to learn the language we are shgiwell. | FHG 3.26 1.27
NHG 2.52 1.07
6. If I have any problems, the homestay prograthhelp | HG 3.82 .85
me. FHG 3.79 .78
NHG 3.68 .83
7. If there is more than one student living witl host HG 3.77 .67
family we can spend time together. FHG 3.92 71
NHG 3.74 .82
8. Itis rude to ask my host family to change sibving for | HG 3.28 1.12
me. FHG 2.92 1.12
NHG 2.68 .83
9. The homestay program should let me communicate| HG 4.10 75
with my host family before | leave my country. FHG 4.13 .93
NHG 4.26 .86
10. I will spend more time with people from my own HG 3.72 1.02
country if | live in a dormitory. FHG 3.74 1.03
NHG 3.64 111
11. A host family will introduce me to their frida and HG 4.13 .86
family. FHG 4.03 .68
NHG 3.87 72
12. | can trust a homestay program to find a guomst HG 3.38 1.09
family for me. FHG 3.58 .79
NHG 3.45 .85
13. If | disagree with my host family, | can tédem. HG 3.69 1.03
FHG 3.63 .88
NHG 4.10 .80
14. Living with a host family will improve my gramar. HG 3.54 1.05
FHG 4.00 .96
NHG 3.55 1.12
15. Evenif I don't like my host family’s foodcan’t tell | HG 2.51 1.17
them. FHG 3.00 1.32
NHG 2.81 1.01
16. Itis best if | am the only student living fvimy host HG 3.82 1.12
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family. FHG 3.71 1.16
NHG 3.16 .78
17. Every student studying a foreign language abro HG 3.46 1.12
should live with a host family. FHG 3.24 .94
NHG 2.58 .89
18. 1 will not learn about the host country’s cué if | HG 2.97 1.20
live in a dormitory. FHG 2.66 .99
NHG 2.58 1.15
19. A host family will teach me about their coyrgr HG 4.10 .64
culture. FHG 4.21 .66
NHG 3.84 .69
20. The best homestay program will give me a thgho | HG 3.82 .85
orientation about living with a host family. FHG 4.05 77
NHG 4.00 .86
21. 1 will learn more about the country’s cultufré live HG 4.10 .85
with a host family. FHG 4.29 .65
NHG 3.94 77
22. 1 will practice the language more living wéthost HG 4.08 .98
family than in a dormitory. FHG 4.18 .95
NHG 4.00 .89
23. Living with a host family will improve my HG 4.26 72
pronunciation. FHG 4.34 .78
NHG 4.23 .84
24. My host family should treat me like one ofittevn HG 3.23 1.09
children. FHG 3.32 1.21
NHG 2.90 .79
25. | cannot tell my host family if | am unhappy. HG 2.56 1.05
FHG 2.26 111
NHG 2.10 .79
26. My host family should give me a key to theiuke. HG 4.36 .93
FHG 3.84 .82
NHG 3.81 91
27. My host family should not tell me what timecmme | HG 3.54 1.29
home each night. FHG 3.18 1.14
NHG 3.42 1.18
28. It is okay if there is more than one studembd) with | HG 3.64 1.14
my host family as long as we do not speak the saatiee | FHG 3.29 1.21
language. NHG 3.52 1.15

Note.HG = Students who have participated in a homestfgre or are currently participating in one; FHG
= Students who have not participated in a homestéyre but plan to do so; NHG = Students who have
not participated in a homestay before and do rat (B do so.

Table 14

Results for categories split by student group
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Category Group Mean Star_1d§1rd
Deviation
HG 3.83 1.03
A. Homestays and Language Acquisition FHG 3.94 1.00
NHG 3.59 1.13
HG 3.78 .92
B. Homestay Program FHG 3.89 .84
NHG 3.85 .89
HG 3.87 1.06
C. Culture FHG 3.88 1.02
NHG 3.57 1.06
HG 3.83 1.02
D. Interaction with Native Speakers FHG 3.91 .90
NHG 3.85 .92
HG 3.24 1.14
E. Multiple Boarders FHG 3.25 1.13
NHG 3.02 1.27
HG 3.51 1.31
F. Dependence on Host Family FHG 3.34 1.09
NHG 3.24 1.19
HG 3.37 1.09
G. Open Communication FHG 3.38 1.01
NHG 3.56 1.20

Note.HG = Students who have participated in a homestdgré or are currently participating in one; FHG
= Students who have not participated in a homestéyre but plan to do so; NHG = Students who have
not participated in a homestay before and do raot {9 do so.

Category A: Homestays and Language Acquisition

Students in the Homestay and Future Homestay groups responded similarly to
items in this category (HG mean = 3.83, SD = 1.03; FHG mean = 3.94, SD = 1.00),
indicating that they generally agreed that a homestay would be benfefideaiguage
acquisition. Students in the No Homestay group, while still on the positive side of the
scale, did not agree as strongly as students in the first two groups (mean = 3.59, SD =
1.13). It appears that students who do not intend to participate in a homestay do not
believe homestays to be as beneficial to language acquisition as students who have

participated in a homestay before or who will do so in the future do. Although this is not
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proof of a causal relationship (we cannot assume that some students do not believe a
homestay to be as helpful for language acquisition as other students and thus choose not
to participate in one) it is reasonable to assume that a student’s belief about how
beneficial a homestay might be to language acquisition influences thesitoteui
whether to participate in a homestay or not.

Students in all three groups agreed (means at or above 4.00) with items 22 (I will
practice the language more living with a host family than in a dormitory) and/2®y(li
with a host family will improve my pronunciation), indicating that even students who
have chosen not to participate in a homestay believe that a homestay can beaiefit cer
aspects of language acquisition. However, while students in the Homestaygdotine
Future Homestay group slightly agreed with item 17 (Every student studiongign
language abroad should live with a host family; HG mean = 3.46, SD = 1.12; FHG mean
= 3.24, SD = .94), students in the No Homestay group slightly disagreed with this
statement (mean = 2.58, SD = .89). It is interesting to note that the standatidméwia
the No Homestay group reaches to the positive side of the scale. Thus some students
who may slightly agree that students should live with a host family whileistuey
foreign language abroad still have indicated that they do not intend to do so. This could
mean that they never intend to study abroad, or it could be that other factors override
their belief of what might be best for learning a language (such as, fopkxdmancial
constraints or concerns about living with strangers).

Finally, it was students in the Homestay group and the No Homestay group who
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responded almost identically (HG mean = 3.54, SD = 1.05; NHG mean = 3.55, SD =
1.12) to item 14 (Living with a host family will improve my grammar), only slight
agreeing with this statement, while students in the Future Homestay grouptroagdy
agreed (mean = 4.00, SD =.96). We know from the open-response items that it was the
conversational aspects of a homestay that students most believed would benefitthis or he
language acquisition (pronunciation, speaking and listening practice, leaaalgulary
and slang). From the responses to this Likert-scale item, we may speculatedéats
who intend to participate in a homestay (Future Homestay group) may beliegetaat
the homestay will also improve their grammatical ability in their secamgliage, but
that students who have experienced a homestay (Homestay group) believe (perhaps
because of their experiences) that living with a homestay may not imgnavenar as
much as other aspects of the language. It may be that before entermgsiayo
students in the Homestay group would have marked this item higher. This would be
another are where further research would be of use to ascertain, firsgr@th@atical
knowledge of students living in a homestay improves compared to students not living in a
homestay and, second, if the students’ perceptions of their improvement in grammar (
lack thereof) match their actual progress (or lack thereof).

Category B: Homestay Program

The responses of all three groups of students to the items in Category B were
relatively similar (HG mean = 3.78, SD = .92; FHG mean = 3.89, SD = .89; NHG mean =

3.85, SD = .89).
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While students generally agreed with item 6 (If | have any problems, the
homestay program will help me; HG mean = 3.82, SD = .85; FHG mean = 3.79, SD =
.78; NHG mean = 3.68, SD = .83), they only slightly agreed with item 12 (I can trust a
homestay program to find a good host family for me; HG mean = 3.38, SD = 1.09; FHG
mean = 3.58, SD =.79; NHG mean = 3.45, SD = .85). Students in all three groups thus
seem to be wary of placing their full trust in the ability of a homestay progréimd a
good family for them, even if they do believe that the program would help them if they
had problems.

Students in all groups agreed more strongly with item 20 (The best homestay
program will give me a thorough orientation about living with a host family; HGimea
3.82, SD = .85; FHG mean = 4.05, SD =.77; NHG mean = 4.00, SD = .86) and item 9
(The homestay program should let me communicate with my host family beéaneel |
my country; HG mean = 4.10, SD = .75; FHG mean = 4.13, SD = .93; NHG mean = 4.26,
SD = .86). These results agree with the findings from the open-ended items where
students advised others considering a homestay to find a good homestay program and, if
at all possible, meet the host family before moving in, or at least contact tadacé-
to-face meeting is not possible.

Category C: Culture

The responses to Category C were similar to the responses to Category A:
Homestays and Language Acquisition, in that the Homestay group and the Future

Homestay group agreed slightly more strongly than the No Homestay groap that
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homestay would be beneficial to a student’s learning about the host culture (H&G mean
3.87, SD = 1.06; FHG mean = 3.88, SD = 1.02; NHG mean = 3.57, SD = 1.06). Students
in the Homestay group and the Future Homestay group agreed fairly strotigliewi 2
(Living with a host family is the best way to experience a new culturemidé@ = 4.31,

SD =.95; FHG mean = 4.34, SD = .63), while students in the No Homestay group,
although agreeing, agreed less strongly (mean = 3.94, SD = .93). A similar pattém c
seen in the responses to item 19 (A host family will teach me about their ceuntry’
culture; HG mean = 4.10, SD = .64; FHG mean = 4.21, SD = .66; NHG mean = 3.84, SD
=.69) and item 21 (I will learn more about the country’s culture if | live witbhst

family; HG mean = 4.10, SD = .85; FHG mean = 4.29, SD = .65; NHG mean = 3.94, SD
=.77). Additionally, students in the No Homestay group disagreed more strongly than
students in the Homestay group or the Future Homestay group with item 18 (I will not
learn about the host country’s culture if | live in a dormitory; HG mean = 2.9% SD

1.20; FHG mean = 2.66, SD = .99; NHG mean = 2.58, SD = 1.15).

The responses to the open-ended items indicated that students generally believe a
homestay to be beneficial to learning about the host culture, but that student® can als
learn about the culture even if they do not live with a host family by making friatids w
native speakers of the language and engaging in activities with them. bentiagt
students in the No Homestay group do not believe as strongly that a homestay is
beneficial for learning about culture because they intend to learn through streseof

other channels but, again, more research is necessary to determine how sttetehts i
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interact with their host culture while abroad before they leave and how tlueyiyado
interact while they are abroad.

Category D: Interaction with Native Speakers

Interestingly, the responses of all three groups of students to CategorgD wer
very similar, indicating that all three groups believe a homestay to altve imeraction
with native speakers than other living arrangements (HG mean = 3.83, SD = 1.02; FHG
mean = 3.91, SD = .90; NHG mean = 3.85, SD = .92). Students in all three groups
responded similarly to item 3 (I will meet more native speakers of the Igad@an
studying if | live with a host family than if | live in a dormitory; HG mea 3.82, SD =
1.00; FHG mean = 3.79, SD = .99; NHG mean = 3.81, SD = .98) and item 11 (A host
family will introduce me to their friends and family; HG mean = 4.13, SD = .86; FHG
mean = 4.03, SD = .68; NHG mean = 3.87, SD =.72). However, the responses to item 1
(A host family will help me make friends with native speakers of the landumage
studying) showed that while students in the Future Homestay group and the No
Homestay group agreed fairly strongly (FHG mean = 4.11, SD = .83; NHG mean = 4.06,
SD =.81), students in the Homestay group agreed less strongly (mean = 3.67, SD =
1.15). This could be another case of the actual experience of living in a homestay
affecting the beliefs of the students; while those who have never lived in a hpmest
imagine that a host family would help them make friends, those who have expgaence
homestay may have come to realize that although a host family will proddadslythem

to meet more native speakers (item 3, item 11), that, in and of itself, does not guarante
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that they will make friends with more native speakers (item 1).

All students tended to agree with item 10 (I will spend more time with people
from my own country if | live in a dormitory; HG mean = 3.72, SD = 1.02; FHG mean =
3.74, SD = 1.03; NHG mean = 3.64, SD = 1.11). The responses to this category have
shown that students who do not intend to participate in a homestay share roughly the
same beliefs with students who have participated in a homestay and who intend to
participate in a homestay regarding the amount of interaction with natigkespea
homestay could afford them. Since they seem to be equally aware of theapotenti
benefits as other students but still do not intend to participate in a homestay, it could be
that their goals during study abroad are not to interact with native speakems
Alternatively, it could be that they intend to use some of the strategies tieat we
mentioned in the responses to the open-ended items, such as making friends on campus,
going to gyms or coffee shops, or participating in activities or events taghteith
native speakers.

Category E: Multiple Boarders

The responses to Category E were also fairly similar; studentstimesl groups
only very slightly agreed that having multiple boarders in the same homebg&neiscial
(HG mean = 3.24, SD = 1.14; FHG mean = 3.25, SD = 1.13; NHG mean = 3.02, SD =
1.27). All students generally agreed with item 7 (If there is more than one sivohent |
with my host family we can spend time together; HG mean = 3.77, SD = .67; FHG mean

=3.92, SD =.71; NHG mean = 3.74, SD = .82), but student group responses differed on
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the other three items in this category.

For item 5 (If more than one student lives with my host family, we will not be
able to learn the language we are studying well), while students in the ldgrgestp
and the No Homestay group slightly disagreed (HG mean = 2.95, SD = 1.15; NHG mean
=2.52, SD = 1.07), students in the Future Homestay group slightly agreed (mean = 3.26,
SD =1.27). Foritem 16 (It is best if | am the only student living with my host family
students in the Homestay group and the Future Homestay group agreed (HG mean =
3.82,SD =1.12; FHG mean = 3.71, SD = 1.16) while students in the No Homestay group
only very slightly agreed (mean = 3.16, SD =.78). And finally, for item 28 (It is ibkay
there is more than one student living with my host family as long as we do not speak the
same native language), students in the Homestay group and the No Homestay group
agreed more strongly (HG mean = 3.64, SD = 1.14; NHG mean = 3.52, SD = 1.15) than
students in the Future Homestay group (mean = 3.29, SD = 1.21).

Taken together, we can say that students who have participated in a homestay do
not necessarily believe that having more than one boarder will hinder thesiacquof
the language but are more open to another boarder if they do not share the same native
language and, overall, believe that it is best if they are the only student livimtheir
host family. Students who have not participated in a homestay but intend to believe that
having another boarder in the same homestay may indeed hinder their language
acquisition, are only slightly open to having another boarder in the same homestay eve

if they speak a different native language, and believe that it would be et Were the
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only student in their homestay. Students who do not intend to participate in a homestay
do not generally believe that having another boarder would hinder their language
acquisition, believed that having another boarder who did not share their native language
would be fine, and did not strongly believe that it would be best if they were the only
boarder in their homestay.

From these responses, we can conclude that the ideal situation for most students
would be to be the only boarder with their host family. However, students do seem to be
more open to having multiple boarders in their homestay if they all speak amdliffer
native language. Students may enjoy the friendship that could come of spending time
with another student while at the same time having to rely on the foreign language to
communicate, therefore allowing them more practice.

Category F: Dependence on the Host Family

The responses of students in the Homestay group indicated that they believed
more strongly that they should be less dependent on their host family (mean = 3.51, SD =
1.31) than students in the Future Homestay group or the No Homestay group (FHG mean
=3.34, SD =1.09; NHG mean = 3.24, SD = 1.19). Students in the Homestay group
neither agreed nor disagreed with item 4 (My host family should not expect me to do
chores; mean = 3.03, SD = 1.25), while students in the Future Homestay group slightly
disagreed (mean = 2.79, SD = 1.28) and students in the No Homestay group more
strongly disagreed (mean = 2.29, SD = 1.13). It could be that students who have not

chosen a homestay see themselves as more independent in general, and sbdielieve t
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they should engage in chores if they were in a host family. The proximity ofdies sc
of the Homestay group and the Future Homestay group to neither agreeing nor
disagreeing may indicate that they believe it may be up to the familyitbedbds issue
and that they have no expectation one way or the other.

Students in the Homestay group and the Future Homestay group slightly agreed
with item 24 (My host family should treat me like one of their own children; HG mean =
3.23, SD = 1.09; FHG mean = 3.32, SD = 1.21) while students in the No Homestay group
very slightly disagreed (mean = 2.90, SD =.79). Again, it may be that students in the No
Homestay group view themselves as more independent and do not want to be viewed as
children, while students who have chosen a homestay may have done so precisely for the
family and relational dynamic, which was mentioned as one of the benefits and bes
things about a homestay in the responses to the open-ended items.

Students in the Homestay group strongly agreed with item 26 (My host family
should give me a key to their house; mean = 4.36, SD = .93) and students in the Future
Homestay group and the No Homestay group also agreed, although less stro@ly (FH
mean = 3.84, SD = .82; NHG mean = 3.81, SD = .91). Although all students seem to
agree that they should receive a key, the stronger belief of the Homesipyhgay come
from their actual experience of being in a homestay. A key would give the stodent
freedom from the host family (they could come and go separately from thg)fand
lower their dependence on the family (the family would not have to be home when they

came home). Interestingly, it was students in the Homestay group and the Netépm
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group who agreed more strongly with item 27 (My host family should not tell me what
time to come home each night; HG mean = 3.54, SD = 1.29; NHG mean = 3.42, SD =
1.18). Students in the Future Homestay group only slightly agreed (mean = 3.18, SD =
1.14). It could be again that the independence of the students in the No Homestay group
and the experience of the students in the Homestay group have led to their belief that a
curfew is not appropriate, while the students in the Future Homestay group may think
themselves more willing to adapt to their host family’s rules in the future.

Responses to the open-ended items indicated that this aspect of the homestay is
complex; while students depend on their host family for support and companionship and
rely on them to teach the culture and language, they at the same timaltrarsd might
not want to feel over-protected or sheltered. They may want to stay out late, glotto ni
clubs, or engage in other activities that they normally would not need to ask anyone’s
permission to do, but the homestay environment, by its very nature of giving them
surrogate parents in the foreign country, may introduce conflict into thestosisuéthe
host family does not approve of the actions of their student.

Category G: Open Communication

Students in the No Homestay group indicated that they believed a student can
communicate openly with their host family slightly more strongly than stadiernlte
Homestay group and the Future Homestay group (HG mean = 3.37, SD = 1.09; FHG
mean = 3.38, SD = 1.01; NHG mean = 3.56, SD = 1.20). Students in the No Homestay

group disagreed with item 8 (It is rude to ask my host family to change something;for
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mean = 2.68, SD = .83) while students in the Future Homestay group slightly disagreed
(mean = 2.92, SD = 1.12) and students in the Homestay group slightly agreed (mean =
3.28, SD = 1.12). It could be that students in the Homestay group, having experienced a
homestay, are more sensitive to the relational dynamics than students in tee Futur
Homestay group and the No Homestay group; it could also be that students in the No
Homestay group may see themselves as more independent in general and so are not as
hesitant to bring up issues that need to be addressed.

When it comes to food, however, it was students in the Homestay group who
disagreed most strongly with item 15 (Even if | don’t like my host familyslf | can’t
tell them; mean = 2.51, SD = 1.17), indicating that they believe they can tell thteir hos
family if they do not like the food. Since food is such an integral part of daily life, it
could be that these students who would generally not ask their host family to change
something for them may choose to let smaller things go and address only larger, mor
important issues. The No Homestay group only slightly disagreed (mean = 2.81, SD =
1.01) and the Future Homestay group neither agreed nor disagreed (mean = 3.00, SD =
1.32).

All students disagreed with item 25 (I cannot tell my host family if | am pma
HG mean = 2.56, SD = 1.05; FHG mean = 2.26, SD = 1.11; NHG mean = 2.10, SD =.79)
and agreed with item 13 (If | disagree with my host family, | can tell tiEmean =
3.69, SD = 1.03; FHG mean = 3.63, SD = .88; NHG mean = 4.10, SD = .80). As with

item 8, it was the No Homestay group that held the strongest beliefs in these areas
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However, since students in the Homestay group and the Future Homestay group also
generally believed that they could tell their host family if they disedor if they were
unhappy, it can again be assumed that students do feel that they can talk about important
issues, even if they also believe it may be rude to do so.

The responses to this category are related to the responses to the open-ended
items where students indicated that one of the worst problems with a homestay would be
getting a family that the student does not get along with or that is not welcomimgy to t
student. Since the student is coming from another country and living with strangers,
there is a lot of pressure that can build up in an attempt not to be rude or appear
ungrateful. At the same time, students are adjusting to a new culture atytelides
there may be issues that need to be discussed. Thus, the ability and willingness to
communicate openly can have a large effect on the atmosphere and relative sliaces

homestay experience.
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Conclusions

As discussed above, there is little research on the beliefs languagesléamide
about homestays. The results of this study help us to better understand the students'
perspective by illuminating several areas in which students hold beliefslaioestays.
The students in this study in general believe a homestay to be beneficiauagarand
culture acquisition. These findings are consistent with research that Inasddneewith
students studying abroad (Freed, 1998; Ife, 2000; Schmidt-Rinehart, 2010). However,
most students do not believe a homestay to be necessary to language acquisition. Since a
homestay is not believed to be necessary for language acquisition, whéteangossible
reasons students might have for choosing a homestay while studying abroad?

Students believe that living with a homestay can provide an inside look into the
cultural and family life of a country in a way that no other living situation camdests
also believe that a homestay can provide more opportunities for interactonatite
speakers, a support network for students living in a new country, and practice Bspecial
in conversation, vocabulary, and pronunciation in the target language. They also see
homestays as beneficial in providing the opportunity to create lasting tlipedmd take
part in activities they may not have access to living on their own.

Prior researchers have noted that students believe staying with a hiystidm
give them frequent, if not daily, access to interaction with native speakers ahtuage
they are studying (Fryer & Lukasevich, 1998; Gutel, 2007; Kaplan, 1989; Wilkinson,

2002; Yager, 1998), consistent with the findings of this study. However, although
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students may believe a homestay will grant them automatic access/eospegakers, this
may not always be the case. Host families may consist of a single wadkiligvho is
absent from the house or tired most of the time, for example. In other casestioter

may not proceed as smoothly as students might envision, due to personality or cultural
differences or the student’s lack of proficiency in the foreign languageeaRshers,

although acknowledging that students believe they will interact often witHdrogies,

have found that many students who have experienced homestays did not in fact interact
with their hosts as much as they had anticipated they would (Magnan & Back, 2007,
Rivers, 1998; Tanaka, 2007; Wilkinson, 1998a; Wilkinson, 2002; Woodall & Takeuchi,
1999).

Although the students in this study believe that homestays will aid them in
linguistic and cultural immersion and can provide benefits such as a safe home, new
friendships, and a support network while abroad, they also believed that there are some
drawbacks to living with a host family. Students are concerned about the amount of
freedom they, as adults, receive (or do not receive) from their host parentsesGlas
culture or personality can lead to very awkward living conditions. A student’s lack of
proficiency in the foreign language may lead to miscommunication or a lack of
communication over important issues. Families and students may also disagree whe
comes to expectations of the role of the student in the household with regards to things
like chores and curfews.

Disagreements, misunderstandings, a lack of clarity about the roles afdbsetst
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and the host family members, and general disappointment in homestays mépstem

lack of thorough preparation for both parties before the homestay begins. Many
researchers have found that these types of negative incidents regularlghwangr
homestays, and have recommended that homestay providers work to reduce these
incidents by providing students and host families with thorough orientations and
information about each other prior to the actual homestay (Campbell, 2004; Crealock, et
al., 1999; Fryer & Lukasevich, 1998; Kendall-Smith & Rich, 2003; Rivers, 1998;
Schmidt-Rinehart & Knight, 2004).

Due to the lack of previous research, it was necessary to create ar origina
instrument for this study to investigate learner beliefs regarding hayseg&oth
guantitative and qualitative data were gathered, which provided insights fromyslightl
different approaches and allowed for the triangulation of the data. Both typda of da
were gathered at the same time, analyzed, and compared to offer a deepaioiee
beliefs than either alone may have done (lvankova & Creswell, 2009). Although the
items in the Likert-scale section of the questionnaire were developed usimgathesed
from personal experience, interviews with faculty and staff in the PSUe&bpl
Linguistics Department and IELP, casual conversations with languagetstualed a
survey of previous research, they were still constructed items that did not allow for
flexibility in the students’ responses. Students simply indicated how much tresydany
disagreed with the statements on a 5-point scale, and one student’s “sligtefiyragy

not be of exactly the same magnitude of another student’s. However, the quantitative
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data gave an overall picture of the general beliefs of students regardsayéme
categories that were investigated and were useful in conjunction with thetnmliata
to expand on or confirm themes that arose.

The qualitative data were useful to give a picture of what students bdbeve a
homestays from their own thoughts, with flexibility in answering. That statepén-
ended responses could be grouped into general themes shows that students do indeed
have beliefs about homestays and that students share many beliefs. When a theme tha
arose had also been included in the quantitative portion of the questionnaire, the data
could be triangulated to investigate that theme from more than one approach. For
example, in the open-ended responses, themes arose showing that students believed
homestays to be of great help in language and culture acquisition whilengtatiyoad,
these findings were confirmed in the quantitative data with the results afatare
Homestays and Language Acquisition (mean = 3.79) and Category C: Cultarefme
3.77). Students, in the open-ended responses, described many roles that the homestay
program should play in the homestay process, and the belief that the homestay program
should be heavily involved in making the homestay go smoothly was confirmed with the
results of Category B: Homestay Program (mean = 3.83). Likewise, Cawfori
Interaction with Native Speakers, F: Dependence on Host Family, and G: Open
Communication, all were mirrored in themes that arose in the open-ended regmohses
the two types of data were consistent with each other.

The only category in the quantitative section of the questionnaire that dids®ot ari
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as a theme in the open-ended responses was Category E: Multiple Boardersl bdecoul
that the majority of students do not consider this possibility when they think of
homestays; although the issue of multiple boarders came up (usually in a nkgfatlive
in all of the sources for the Likert-scale item construction, the problemalopia
boarders may have come up frequently simply because this situation often bangs a
complaints. A small number of occurrences may be resulting in a large number of
complaints. However, more research is needed to determine the relative ingoftanc
the issue of multiple boarders to students in general.

When students were split into groups and compared for the second research
guestion of this study, although no differences were found in the polarization of the
means of the groups for the seven overall categories (there was no casthe/heran
of one or two groups was on the negative side of the scale and the mean of the other
group(s) was on the positive side) there were differences in magnitudebeiwae
groups in some categories—most notably in Categories A: Homestays anddeangua
Acquisition, C: Culture, and E: Multiple Boarders, where the Homestay and Future
Homestay groups agreed more strongly than the No Homestay group. TheoEtioees
Homestay Group and the Future Homestay group were fairly similar fwithiof each
other and in three cases within .01 of each other) with the exception of Category F:
Dependence on Host Family, where they differed by .17. Responses to individgal item
within each of the categories varied; in some cases all three groupsmitae 1 some

cases two groups were similar while a third was distant, and in some kkéseea
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groups were distant from each other.

Statistical significance of the differences (or lack thereof) betwesups could
not be determined. The data for the seven categories were prepared folGMAAN
investigate differences in the mean responses of the seven categoriedfabree
student groups, but the data violated the homogeneity of variance-covariancesat
the test (Box’s M was significant at p = .022), indicating that the results frem t
MANOVA could not be considered valid (Field, 2009). Although the statistical
significance of the differences could not be determined, the results busedill to show
the general trends of beliefs among these three groups of students and servadhtshed |
on areas that can be investigated in future research.

It is important to note that the findings of this study, although presented in terms
of student groups or themes occurring in the responses to the open-ended items, are in
reality an aggregation of the individual voices and beliefs of 116 different studients.
order to gain an understanding of commonly occurring beliefs it is most usefoljo gr
students or their responses according to specific criteria (such as, in thjesperience
with homestays or intent to participate in a homestay) or themes thanhahsedata.

These themes can then serve as general categories of student helezfs be used to
create training materials for staff interacting with students entation materials for the
students themselves.

However, it must also be remembered that, especially in the qualitative sedtien of

guestionnaire, the responses of the students all come from individuals who each have
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their own unique experiences or opinions with regards to homestays. As Hood (2009)
notes, “Different people will experience the same event differently, cotisiy different
explanations, drawing different conclusions, learning different lessons guatiamily,
telling different stories about it” (p. 81). Thus it is important not to forget thatateein
this study come from students who each have their own insights into homestays in order
to avoid the danger of over-generalizing the application of the results ofuitiysts all
students in every context.

At the same time, the major strength of this study is precisely ththédche data
is drawn directly from students and, in the qualitative section, in their own words. Even
the formation of the questionnaire (especially the Likert-scale section)rimo&ccount
student voices as sources for the seven categories and 28 individual items used to
investigate student beliefs about homestays. In addition, my own personatec@er
having studied abroad twice, living in a homestay the first time and in a student
dormitory the second time, was drawn upon in the formation of the items. In other
words, the questionnaire was not only created based on input from publications and
professionals in the field of applied linguistics, but was also based on the lived
experiences of language students themselves. Since this study reghesbaliefs of
students about homstays in their own words (qualitative section) or in response to items
based in part on their own words (quantitative section), we can be confident that the
findings of this study are relevant to students and can be used as a referetze to he

improve many aspects of the homestay experience.
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Practical Implications

The results of this study can be useful to staff of both language institutions and
homestay providers and, indirectly via those staff, to students currentlypztig in a
homestay or considering a homestay in the future. Staff in language imssitwbrking
with students staying with host families can keep these issues in mind when watking
students. If students come to staff with concerns over their host family it cesefod
for staff to recognize the conflicts that may arise. Staff may wiskkstudents why
they chose a homestay first to better understand whether they were puttincgalneren
one of the categories of language acquisition, cultural acquisition, support netdork a
family dynamics, or some mixture of those and other areas. Knowing thalgeasons
a student has chosen a homestay may help staff to troubleshoot disappointments or
conflicts that have arisen in various situations.

Staff can also advise students on good communication strategies and conflict
resolution. If students have a problem with their host family but have not yet brought it
up, it may be because they believe it would be rude to do so, but it may also be because
they simply lack the proficiency and confidence to believe they can handle that type of
potentially confrontational conversation. Another possible reason is that the student has
personal or cultural difficulty relating to a member or members of their tiwslyt
Once staff have ascertained which of these factors is playing into the Sudkmtance
to speak with their host family (and it may be a mixture of 2 or more) they can bette

address strategies to assist the student with specific problem areagarfplegin the
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first situation, they may focus on helping the student to see that raising aceas&i
is not rude but could be very helpful in resolving issues smoothly. In the second
situation, they could focus on giving the student vocabulary and pragmatigissdte
this type of difficult interaction, and practicing with the student to raissttieent’s
confidence. In the third situation, staff may be able to help students become aware of
cultural differences or personality differences that may be causingprsland give
advice on how to address and overcome them. Having the background knowledge of
what are common issues that students have in homestays can in these wag# help st
prepare to better address these problems with their students.

Homestay programs can also benefit from this study. Results from both the
Likert-scale items and open-ended items show that students generalytdesintact
their potential host families before moving in. Even if face-to-face ng=seéire not
possible, homestay programs that set up email, telephone, skype, letter, or otjesr brid
of communication between students and families prior to students leaving their home
countries are likely to be able to spot potential problems before the studentuadly act
moved. Both the student and the family can better prepare for the move the more
information they have about the other party. When students choose homestay programs
to work with, they may be more likely to choose programs that provide this type of
service. Furthermore, if students are not very proficient yet in the tanggtage,
homestay programs could assist students in contacting host families lrygoffer

translation of letters or emails sent between the host family and the student
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It also became apparent that students are not entirely confident in homestay
programs’ ability to choose good host families. Students worry about being placed with a
family that is only interested in the monetary benefits of hosting a foreigmstode
being placed with a family that is not welcoming and does not have time to spend with
the student. Homestay programs that work to eliminate these types of férarhetheir
rosters may be able to build better reputations and attract more studentshiodimeiss.
Many homestay placement programs advertise that they interview potentitdrbigts
and carefully choose the families that they employ to host students. heipetp boost
students’ confidence in this process if homestay programs made their stand#reds for
host families they choose available to the students. What requirements nmiy a fa
meet in order to be allowed to host? What topics are covered in the interview? Making
this information known to students may give students a better idea of what type of
families each placement program may employ.

However, since whatever screening processes placement prograras ase do
miss some indicators of unsuitability to be a host family (students do someétnes g
placed with families who are not welcoming, who may not interact with them, who may
only want rent money, etc.) it may also be beneficial for every student to ceraglest-
homestay evaluation of their host family for the placement program to keep ah recor
Students could use this evaluation to communicate to the placement program potential
areas in which that particular host family may not be meeting the standardsitiestise

to their students. At the same time, if student evaluations of host familieslantechl
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the host family should also turn in an evaluation of the experience from their pespecti
This may help the placement program to spot areas where the issue under question is not
the family’s suitability to host students but rather some breakdown in commanicati
misunderstanding, or disagreement between the student and the family.

In addition, as was mentioned in the discussion of the open-ended items, it may
benefit homestay programs and students to explicitly state the many difeeraata
host family may take. In particular, host families in the United Stategeriom singles
(of all ages, with or without children) to couples (married or not, of all ages, with or
without children, heterosexual or homosexual) and may in some cases include
immigrants to the United States whose native language may not be English theef
families can doubtless provide welcoming environments for students, but who may be
expecting a certain type of family could benefit from being prepared in adi@rbe
variety of different host families they may be placed with. AlternativeElyhomestay
placement program screens families who fall into certain categories eusitould
inform students of their screening criteria so that, again, students can know what t
expect when they apply for a host family. This type of transparency may improve
students’ confidence in homestay placement programs.

Students indicated that they expect support from their homestay program in the
event of a problem, and most students indicated that a good homestay program would
provide them with an orientation to living with a host family. An orientation could

include information about reasonable expectations of a host family, common cultural
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misunderstandings that may arrive, communication strategies, and otbes that have

the potential to cause conflict in a homestay. Giving students information about these
issues beforehand may help to prevent major conflicts from happening. Thefresults
this study can be used as a general outline of topics that would be beneficial to mclude i
orientation materials. Specifically, the themes that arose in the respogeEn-ended
items #1-5 could be addressed.

A homestay program'’s policy on placing multiple boarders with familigsats®
influence the experience that students have while living with a host famitllgoush the
issue of multiple boarders did not come up in the open-ended item responses, from the
Likert-scale items we were able to see that most students would prefiethatere the
only student with their host family. If they do have another boarder in the same
homestay, students generally preferred that the other boarder speakeatdifétive
language. It should be acknowledged that homestay placement programs may also be
working under logistical restraints. They may have more student applibanthost
families. Under these circumstances, the advantages of being able toyudacdssivith
host families should be weighed against the strength of the individual studentss desi
regarding multiple boarders. Perhaps homestay programs can include an iteim in t
application forms where the student can indicate whether they are wallbegplaced in
a host family with multiple boarders.

Overall, the results of this study have shown that students do share genefisl bel

about homestays. Students who have experienced a homestay or intend to participate in a

104



homestay may have different beliefs than students who do not intend to participate in a
homestay on some issues. Although holding different beliefs does not necessarily
indicate that differences in beliefs caused students to choose or decline tpgtarinca
homestay, it does appear that their beliefs and their decisions about housing options may
be related. As has been shown in prior research, students’ beliefs can influence choice
they make with regards to their language education (Fernandez, 2008; Laubscher, 1994)
Further research is needed to discover which beliefs are held most strpstigénts

and whether students’ beliefs change after experiencing a homestay.
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Limitations of the Study

There were limitations to this study that were encountered as the stgtggsed
or became apparent while analyzing the data gathered by the questionmeref tia
limitations was a lack of representation of students studying certaigridanguages.

The choice of whether to allow the questionnaire to be administered in a ctagp wa

the instructor of the class; thus, the students responding to the questionnaire ware mostl
studying English, French, or Russian. No Spanish, Japanese, Chinese, or Arsééc clas
(programs with many students at PSU) were represented in this studymayhave led

to some beliefs about homestays that have to do with the student’s impression of the
culture of the host country not appearing in the responses to the questionnaire.

Another limitation was a somewhat low response rate in some of the classes.
Since the questionnaire was given to students to do at home and return in masy classe
the response rate was lower than what might have been achieved had all of the
guestionnaires been administered in class and the students who did the questionnaire on
their own time and returned it to their teacher may fall into a different dexploig than
students who did not.

The questionnaire should be revised before it is used again. The instrument
should undergo a process of validation whereby it can be ascertained which items
actually do correlate into categories and which items need to be modifiedameckpl
The data gathered in this study could be used to discover whether there exesiamy

items that do not belong in certain categories, and further item constructionand pil
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testing could be used to develop the most appropriate items for each category. Since
there was a violation in the assumption of the homogeneity of the variance-covarianc
matrices for the MANOVA, one or more of the seven categories in the questiomagire
correlate strongly with another category. These categories may befastasuring the
same variable. The data gathered from this study can be analyzed tarsetenoh
categories correlate and those categories can be combined in futueneeeighe
instrument so that accurate statistical analyses may be done.

Furthermore, there are a number of smaller modifications that should be done.
There should be reverse-coded items in each category instead of only in three. Ite
should be piloted with several variations of the questionnaire that have only slight
wording differences so that the most unambiguous items may be chosen. The data from
the open-ended section of this questionnaire may be used to create more releaiat it
investigate in the Likert-scale section, targeting the themes thatedceunost frequently.
For example, one of the categories in the Likert-scale section, that of mbbigiders,
did not come up in the responses to the open-ended questions. The questionnaire should
be modified to reflect issues such as this one that become apparent throughguildting
use. Finally, in future administrations of the questionnaire, a script should be inauded s
that all participants can hear the exact same introduction to the resedtalstauctions

for filling out the questionnaire.
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Suggestions for Further Research

The results of this questionnaire suggest many possible roads for furdaches
In the first place, as was described briefly in the discussion of the restiitsapen-
ended item #6, a study could be done to discover whether the beliefs that students have
about homestays change over the course of their homestay experience. 'Students
perceptions of their beliefs would also be investigated; it may be that beliefgedbat
students are not aware of the changes. For a study such as this, studentgiveayde
guestionnaire like the Student Beliefs about Homestays Questionnaire usedtadiis
before and after their homestay experience. The responses to the pre--and post
guestionnaires could then be compared to discover if there are any differences.sStudent
may also be interviewed before, during, and after a homestay. In addition, stuagnts m
be asked to keep a journal of their experience and reflections on the experiérge as t
stay with their host family, which could be analyzed after the homestayongdeated to
investigate how beliefs or perceptions of beliefs may change over time.

One study that would likely be of great use to homestay programsadpieci
America would investigate what students picture as the ideal host family. This
investigation could include family make-up and lifestyle in addition to discoveitiag
roles the student expects the members of the host family to play for themi{¢satiber
of language, cultural guide, friendly person to speak to daily, support net, chefiserva
etc.). This information could be used by homestay programs to help give students a more

accurate view of what they can expect from a host family and to bettetr aedetrain
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host families that would meet the needs of the students.

Another study that could be of use to homestay programs would investigate what
services students expect an ideal homestay program to provide. As became apparent i
this study, most students desire to have some contact with their host famity befor
moving, and yet some homestay programs may not offer this opportunity. Thebemay
other areas in which students desire certain services from their homegesnys.

One study that could greatly benefit students would involve collecting the advice
of students who are finishing homestays and making it available to students who are
beginning a homestay or considering a homestay. The responses to open-endbd Item
asking for advice, were varied and seemed to represent a mixture of praxtical a
emotional advice ranging from the process of finding a host family, to preparing for
moving, to what to do after one has moved. A study designed to more carefully
investigate the advice (and possibly anecdotes) of students who have completed a
homestay could be used to create a website, booklet, or other type of material that coul
be made accessible to students in programs like the IELP who are considering or just
beginning a homestay.

Finally, this study compared students based on only one factor, that of whether
they had experienced a homestay or not and, if they had not, whether they intended to.
Studies in the future could investigate students based on different factors senoders g
age, or native language or culture. All of these possible groupings are dikelyegl

aspects of students’ beliefs about homestays that can be used to improve the homestay
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experience for all involved: the students, the host families, the homestay prognams

the staff at the schools the students are attending.
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Appendix: Student Beliefs About Homestays Questionnaire

The purpose of this questionnaire is to discover beliefs that students who studyra foreig
language have about homestay#his questionnaire is anonymous.The results of this
guestionnaire will be used to help students and homestay programs in the future. If you
have any questions about this questionnaire or the results of this study, you ¢an emai
Sara Juvelandyveland@pdx.edu This questionnaire should take around 15 minutes.
Thank you for your time and assistance!

Part 1: Demographics (Used to compare groups)

Instructions: Please answer the following questions. This information will be used to
classify and compare the data from the questionnaire. It will not be used fothany
purpose. You cannot be identified from this information.

1. Have you ever studied abroad (in a country other than your home country) or are you
studying abroad now?
a. Circleone:  Yes No

2. If you have studied abroad, did you live with a host family?
a. Circleone:  Yes No
b. If “yes”, for how long?

3. If you were to study abroad in the future, would you plan to live with a host family?
a. Circleone:  Yes No

4. What is your native language?

5. What language are you currently studying?
a. How long have you studied this language?

6. If you have studied any other languages, please list them below.
a.
b.
C.

7. What is your gender?
a. Circle one: Male Female

8. What is your age?
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9. Has your family ever hosted an exchange student before?
a. Circleone:  Yes No
b. If “yes”, for how long?
Part 2: Beliefs

Instructions: Read each statement below. For each statement, circler@mumber
on the scale (from 1-5) to show whether you agree or disagree.

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree 3 = NeithBisagree or Agree 4 = Agree 5 = Strongly Agree

1. A host family will help me make friends withtive
) 1 2 3 4 5
speakers of the language | am studying.
2. Living with a host family is the best way topexience a
1 2 3 4 5
new culture.
3. 1 will meet more native speakers of the langubagm
studying if | live with a host family than if I lezin a 1 2 3 4 5
dormitory.
4. My host family should not expect me to do clsq(fer
example: wash dishes, do laundry, watch childregrcthe 1 2 3 4 5
house).
5. If more than one student lives with my hostifgmve 1 > 3 4 5
will not be able to learn the language we are shglwell.
?n.elf | have any problems, the homestay prograthheip 1 2 3 4 5
7. If there is more than one student living witla host
. . 1 2 3 4 5
family we can spend time together.
%elt is rude to ask my host family to change sibvimg for 1 > 3 4 5
9. The homestay program should let me communigike
; 1 2 3 4 5
my host family before | leave my country.
10. I will spend more time with people from my oaountry
IR . 1 2 3 4 5
if I live in a dormitory.
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11. A host family will introduce me to their friesénd
family.

12. | can trust a homestay program to find a domst family
for me.

13. If | disagree with my host family, | can tédem.

14. Living with a host family will improve my gramar.

15. Evenif I don't like my host family’s food,clannot tell
them.

16. Itis best if | am the only student living vitny host
family.

17. Every student studying a foreign language adbshould
live with a host family.

18. 1 will not learn about the host country’s cudt if | live in
a dormitory.

19. A host family will teach me about their coyfgrculture.

20. The best homestay program will give me a thgho
orientation about living with a host family.

21. 1 will learn more about the country’s cultiiré live with
a host family.

22. 1 will practice the language more living wahost
family than in a dormitory.

23. Living with a host family will improve my
pronunciation.

24. My host family should treat me like one ofitrmvn
children.
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25. | cannot tell my host family if | am unhappy. 1 2 3 4 5

26. My host family should give me a key to thesuke. 1 2 3 4 5

27. My host family should not tell me what timeciome

home each night. 1 2 3 4 5
28. ltis okay if there is more than one studasihgy with my
host family as long as we do not speak the sanieenat 1 2 3 4 5

language.

Part 3: Short Answer

Instructions: For this section, please answer the following questions. Write around 1-3
sentences per question.

1. Do you think homestays are helpful for students studying a language in a foreign
country? Why or why not?

2. Do you think living with a host family is necessary to learn a foreign languade? W
or why not?

3. What do you think is the best thing about homestays?
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4. What do you think is the worst thing about homestays?

5. Do you have any advice for a student who is considering a homestay?

6. If you have participated in a homestay or are currently in a homestayduawaews
about homestays changed based on your experiences?

Thank you!
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