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The Questionnaire for the Interim Report Card Days was sent to the 12 Asian partners in early 2021 
and the results were collected in the period of June – August 2021 as part of WP5 Quality Assurance 
and Quality Control in the FRIENDS project. The following report summarizes the data collected in 
the Questionnaire, with the objective to assess the FRIENDS project’s impact and the level of 
satisfaction with its key results achieved until August 2021. 
 
 
Part I- Respondents 
Part 1 of the Questionnaire deals with the data concerning the respondents. At RTC, the 
respondents were 42% students and 58% staff. At RIM, only 8% of the respondents were students 
and 92% were staff. At SRU, 75% were students and 25% were staff. At DIU, 73% were students 
and 27% were staff. At APU, 82% were students and 18% were staff. At BUC, respondents were 
70% students, 30% staff. At SLU, 69% were students and 31% were staff. At UC, 52% were 
students and 48% staff. At CTU, 96% of the respondents were stıudents and only 4% were staff. 
At PSU, 63% were students and 37% were staff. At PYU, 22% were students and 78% were staff. 
At MSU, 29% were students and 71% were staff. Thus we see that in most partners, while the 
respondents were mostly students, the staff were also represented in a balanced way. 
There were two exceptional cases; at RIM an overwhelming majority of respondents were 
staff. At CTU, overwhelming majority of respondents were students.  
 
 
Part II: Internationalisation at Home (IaH) 
Part 1 of the Questionnaire deals with the data concerning IaH. Question 1 asks where the partners 
institutions learnt about the concept of IaH. At RTC, an overwhelming majority of 92% say that 
they have learnt about IaH through their participation in the FRIENDS project. At RIM, 85% say 
the same thing. Thus the partners in Bhutan, were mostly introduced to IaH via FRIENDS. At 
SRU, 68% and at DIU, 85% of the respondents again said that they have learnt about IaH through 
their participation in the FRIENDS project. Thus the partners in Cambodia were also mostly 
introduced to IaH via FRIENDS. At APU, 59% and at BUC 72% of respondents have said that they 
have learnt about IaH through their participation in the FRIENDS project. In both partner 
institutions, 22% said that they have had some exposure to IaH before the FRIENDS project. Thus 
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for the Malaysian partners, although they had some exposure to IaH before FRIENDS, the 
project had high impact in spreading awareness of IaH. At SLU 76%, at UC 88%, and at CTU 
87% of respondents said that they have learnt about IaH through their participation in the 
FRIENDS project. Thus the partners in the Philippines were again mostly introduced to IaH 
via the FRIENDS roject. At PSU 93%, at PYU 66%, at MSU 78% of respondents said that they have 
learnt about IaH through their participation in the FRIENDS project. Thus among the partners 
in Thailand two were mostly introduced to IaH via the FRIENDS project, one had prior 
knowledge about IaH. In sum, we can say that the FRIENDS project was very impactful in 
introducing the concept of IaH to the Asian partners in general and even more so for 
Bhutan, Cambodia, and the Philippines.  
 
Question 2 asks about the benefits of the concept of IaH on personal and/or institutional levels. 
Altough there are varied answers, we can see some common themes on the benefits of IaH. Most 
respondents mention better communication skills at the personal level. Students mention 
gaining global perspectives, gaining new knowledge and experiences about different 
cultures, meeting international friends, improving foreign language skills. Also staff mention 
improving the employability skills of students and increased academic quality and prestige/ 
reputation for the institution.  
 
Question 3 asks whether the respondents think that IaH is high on their university’s agenda and 
that there is an institutional commitment towards IaH. At RTC 100% and at RIM, 85% say yes. 
Thus the partners in Bhutan, overwhelmingly perceive institutional commitment to IaH. At 
SRU 66% and at DIU 80% of the respondents say yes. Thus the partners in Cambodia mostly 
perceive institutional commitment to IaH. At APU 92% and at BUC 96% of the respondents say 
yes. Thus the partners in Malaysia again overwhelmingly perceive institutional 
commitment to IaH. At SLU 98%, at UC 99% and at CTU 99% of the respondents say yes. Thus 
the partners in the Philippines also overwhelmingly perceive institutional commitment to 
IaH. At PSU 100%, at PYU 95% and at MSU 90% of the respondents say yes. Thus the partners 
in Thailand also overwhelmingly perceive institutional commitment to IaH. We can 
conclude that the Asian partners see a strong commitment to IaH at their institutions. 
 
Question 4 asks for supporting the existence or respectively lack of commitment at their 
university towards IaH. Again we see some common evidence given for the strong commitment 
to IaH as percived by most respondents: Strategic planning for IaH, actions plans for IaH, many 
activities happening on campus such as intercultural events and festivals, the Intercultural 
Awareness And Cultural Dıversıty (IACD) MOOC, more programmes/ courses in English. 
Especially the intercultural activities and the MOOC mentioned in the answers relate 
directly to the implementation of the various FRIENDS project work packages and 
demonstrate that project activities have cemented institutional commitment to IaH. 
 
Question 5 asks for the level of satisfaction of the respondents with their university’s efforts and 
activities in place towards IaH. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 
95%. At RIM, 77% are very satisfied and satisfied and 15 % are neutral. At SRU, 86% are very 
satisfied and satisfied. At DIU, 78% are very satisfied and satisfied and 20 % are neutral. At APU, 
77% are very satisfied and satisfied and 22 % are neutral. At BCU, 78% are very satisfied and 
satisfied and 22 % are neutral. At SLU, 98% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers for 
“Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 100%. At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 99%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” 
and “Satisfied” add up to 95%. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 
90%. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction with IaH activities the Asian partners 
are very high.  
Question 6 asks for evidence for being satisfied or respectively not with their university’s 
activities in place towards IaH. There are some common themes that emerge in different 
respondents from different institutions: Top Management support, administrative support 
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and more resources allocated. Students site more information being available about 
intercultural activities and their participation in the IACD MOOC as positive evidence of their 
satisfaction. Some students mentioned that some activities were suspended due to the pandemic 
but many also mentioned that they were able to engage in fun activities online, such as the 
digital story-telling contest, and online international webinars and events. Many students 
appreciated their universities’ efforts to continue their education and intercultural 
activities through flexible modalities during the pandemic.  
 
Question 7 asks whether the respondents think that the FRIENDS project implementation at their 
university has contributed to fostering the IaH activities at the institution. The answer is 
overwhelmingly yes in all partner institutions. At RTC and RIM, 92% and 85% respectively. At 
RSU and DIU, 90% and 93% respectively. At APU and BUC, 88% and 96% respectively. At SLU, UC, 
CTU, 100%, 99% and 98% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 98%, 100%, and 98% respectively. 
In sum, the FRIENDS project has had a very high level of contribution to IaH activities 
according to the Asian partner universities.  
 
Question 8 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 7. Again we see common points 
as evidence of contribution by FRIENDS project to IaH activities on Campus: International Days/ 
Festivals adopted as an annual event in the university’s academic calendar, the IACD MOOC 
and the Teahouse appear predominantly in the answers. Also mentioned by staff respondents 
that the university now has written policy regarding IaH on the webpage, staff training and 
exchange programmes and monetary support to IaH activities and staff training with the project 
budget. Students tend to highlight the intercultural activities, the IACD MOOC and the digital 
strory-telling contest. Some say that through these, they have improved their knowledge about 
cultures and also digital skills.   
 
Question 9 asks whether the respondents find their university’s IaH Action Plan that has been 
designed and adopted through the FRIENDS project relevant and up-to-date. The answer is a 
strong yes in all partner institutions. At RTC and RIM, 84% and 85% respectively. At SRU and DIU, 
73% and 64% respectively. At APU and BUC, 78% and 92% respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 99%, 
98% and 99% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 100%, 98%, and 98% respectively. In sum, we 
can say that IaH Action Plans adopted through the FRIENDS project are perceived to be 
relevant and up-to-date.   
 
Question 10 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 9. Some of the answers by the 
students do not provide much evidence. This is understandable as writing and practically 
implemeting the action plan is done by university Management and the administrators. Staff 
respondents are able to provide some evidence such as realizing the milestones of the project, the 
delivery of the IACD MOOC and the opening of the Teahouse. Some respondents have cited 
that the IACD MOOC is integrated to the curriculum as a strong evidence. Others have sited the 
impact of the COVID-19 on the implementation of the Action Plan. Interesting comments here 
mention that due to the Campus closures some activities could not be fully implemented. Others 
have mentioned that the virtual elements in the Action Plan, especially the IACD MOOC 
proved to be quite adaptable in the pandemic period.  
 
Question 11 asks for the level of satisfaction of the respondents with the efficiency and impact of 
their university’s IaH Action Plan. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up 
to 76%; 24% are neutral. At RIM, 85% are satisfied and 15 % are neutral. At SRU, 76% are very 
satisfied and satisfied and 23% are neutral. At DIU, 64% are very satisfied and satisfied and 27 % 
are neutral. At APU, 61% are very satisfied and satisfied and 37 % are neutral. At BCU, 76% are 
very satisfied and satisfied and 22 % are neutral. At SLU, 98% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, 
the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 99%. At CTU, the answers for “Very 
Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. At PSU, 96% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for 
“Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 95%. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
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“Satisfied” add up to 92%. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction with IaH Action 
Plan’s efficiency and impact are very high; more so in the Philippines and Thailand, 
compared to Bhutan, Cambodia and Malaysia.  
 
Question 12 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 11. Some common threads in 
the answers are: Some staff respondents have commented that many concrete activities were 
implemented, such as the Intercultural Day/ Festival, delivery of the IACD MOOC and digital 
story-telling contest. Some respondents specifically mentioned that the Teahouse has been 
established. Some staff have remarked that the Covid-19 pandemic caused cancellations of 
face-to-face activities and delays. Some students could not provide much evidence. Some 
students referred to participating in intercultural activities on Campus, having more 
awareness of cultural diversity and gaining new knowledge.  
 
 
Part III: Intercultural Passport 
Part III of the Questionnaire deals with the Intercultural Passport. Question 13 asks whether the 
respondents find the Intercultural Passport virtual module relevant and topical. The answer is a 
very strong yes in all partner institutions. At RTC and RIM, 92% and 77% respectively. At RSU and 
DIU, 83% and 73% respectively. At APU and BUC, 88% and 98% respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 
100%, 99% and 97% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 100%, 88%, and 93% respectively. In 
conclusion, the Asian partner universities perceive the Intercultural Passport virtual 
module relevant and topical.  
 
Question 14 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 13. Some common answers are: 
Many respondents have found the IACD MOOC fostered the global competences of the students 
which was very timely especially during the pandemic, when the world was interconnected 
through technology. Some also mentioned particularly the digital story-telling helped with 
creativity and digital skills.  
 
Question 15 asks whether the respondents find the Intercultural Passport virtual module 
innovative in terms of topic and delivery mode compared to other courses already offered at their 
university. The answer is a very strong yes in the Asian partner institutions. At RTC and RIM, 89% 
and 77% respectively. At RSU and DIU, 75% and 64% respectively. At APU and BUC, 80% and 94% 
respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 98%, 94% and 97% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 100%, 90%, 
and 95% respectively. In conclusion, we can say that the Asian partner universities perceive 
the Intercultural Passport virtual module innovative in both delivery and content.  
 
Question 16 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 15. Many students have 
commented that the content was diverse and interesting. The remote mode of delivery and 
the convenience was mostly appreciated. Some students commented on the interactive nature 
of the IACD MOOC and said they made new friends. Some appreciated having international 
lecturers. Some remarked that the intercultural passport was good for creativity, using new 
technology and software. Overall, some students had a difficult time expressing evidence but 
others were quite articulate about why they found the content and the delivery innovative and 
engaging.  
 
Question 17 asks whether the Intercultural Passport was efficient in improving students’ 
intercultural competence and had the potential to build their confidence when communicating 
and interacting with people with diverse cultural backgrounds. Responses were overwhelmingly 
yes in the Asian partner institutions. At RTC and RIM, 92% and 92% respectively. At RSU and DIU, 
98% and 93% respectively. At APU and BUC, 90% and 98% respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 98%, 
97% and 98% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 100%, 100%, and 98% respectively. Thus, we 
can very comfortably say that the Asian partner universities strongly believed that the 
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Intercultural Passport was efficient in improving intercultural competences and 
intercultural communication skills of their students. 
 
Question 18 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 17. Some staff have commented 
that students who took the Intercultural Passport virtual module showed better communication 
skills, more confidence, and more awareness of cultural diversity. Some students had a 
difficult time providing evidence. Some students expressed that they feel more confident 
interacting with international students or when travelling abroad. 
 
Question 19 asks whether the Intercultural Passport is instrumental in improving students’ 
overall employability and in making a decision to look for employment abroad and/or at an 
international or multinational company at home. Responses were strongly yes. At RTC and RIM, 
74% and 92% respectively. At RSU and DIU, 88% and 84% respectively. At APU and BUC, 96% 
and 98% respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 98%, 97% and 99% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 
100%, 100%, and 98% respectively. Especially in Malaysia, Philippines and Thailand 
responded almost completely in favor.  So, we can note the Asian partner universities 
strongly believed that the Intercultural Passport was instrumental in improving students’ 
employability and their interst in looking for international jobs or companies.  
 
Question 20 asks for evidence to support the answers in Question 19. Some common themes in 
the answers included the following: Students are more aware of globalization, different countries 
and cultures. Staff respondents have commented that employers are looking for international 
experience and e-learning experience. Some student respondents said that improved their 
communication skills and felt more self-confident. Some students mentioned that the certificate 
they attained at the end of the programme would be useful for employment. Some students had a 
difficult time articulating evidence for these evidence questions.  
 
Question 22 asks how satisfied are the respondents with the format of the Intercultural Passport 
virtual module consisting of the IACD MOOC and the Digital Storytelling component. At RTC, the 
answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%. At RIM, 62% are very satisfied and 
satisfied and 38 % are neutral. At SRU, 100% are very satisfied and satisfied. At DIU, 76% are very 
satisfied and satisfied and 22 % are neutral. At APU, 84% are very satisfied and satisfied and 14% 
are neutral. At BCU, 82% are very satisfied and satisfied and 18% are neutral. At SLU, 100% are 
very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 99%. 
At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. At PSU, 100% are “Very 
Satisfied” and “Satisfied”. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. 
At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%. In conclusion, we can 
say that the level of satisfaction with the Intercultural Passport module is very high among 
the Asian partners.  
 
Question 23 asks whether respondents consider digital storytelling an efficient and creative tool 
for students’ self-expression. Responses were overwhelmingly yes in the Asian partner 
institutions. At RTC and RIM, 97% and 92% respectively. At RSU and DIU, 98% and 73% 
respectively. At APU and BUC, 92% and 98% respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 98%, 99% and 100% 
respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 100%, 100%, and 98% respectively. Thus, we can say that 
the Asian partner universities strongly considered digital storytelling an efficient and 
creative tool.  
 
Question 24 asks whether the respondents found the Digital Storytelling Manual designed in the 
FRIENDS project helpful and useful for the purposes of students’ digital stories design and 
development. Asian partner institutions responded with a strong yes. At RTC and RIM, 95% and 
85% respectively. At RSU and DIU, 93% and 91% respectively. At APU and BUC, 96% and 96% 
respectively. At SLU, UC, CTU, 98%, 97% and 100% respectively. At PSU, PYU and MSU, 98%, 98%, 
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and 100% respectively. Thus, we can say that the Asian partner universities found that the 
Digital Story-telling Manual helpful and useful.  
 
Question 25 asks for an argument to support the answers in Question 24. Some common answers 
are as follows: The guidelines were clear and easy to understand. The manual was 
comprehensive and detailed; it included rules and policies.  
 
Question 26 asks how satisfied the respondents were with the IACD MOOC’s teaching syllabus and 
content. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 81%; 11% are neutral. 
At RIM, 38% are satisfied and 62% are neutral. At SRU, 88% are very satisfied and satisfied and 
13% are neutral. At DIU, 69% are very satisfied and satisfied and 31% are neutral. At APU, 87% 
are very satisfied and satisfied and 10% are neutral. At BCU, 74% are very satisfied and satisfied 
and 24% are neutral. At SLU, 100% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers for “Very 
Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 94%. At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” 
add up to 98%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 90%. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%. 
In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction with the IACD MOOC’s syllabus and content 
is very high, except in one institution in Bhutan where the most common answer was 
neutrality.  
 
Question 27 asks for an argument to support the answers in Question 26. Some common answers 
are as follows: The syllabus was diverse and up-to-date. There was a good stucture, 
organization. Most student respondents said that the topics were new and interesting. The 
content was not too difficult. Some students commented that some lectures were long. Some said 
that some of the lectures should be improved to be more engaging. Many said that they 
gained new knowledge and insights applicable to daily life. Some commented that it was good 
to have self-paced learning.  
 
Question 28 asks how satisfied the respondents are with the IACD MOOC assessment modalities. 
At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 74%; 18% are neutral. At RIM, 
38% are satisfied and 62% are neutral. At SRU, 83% are very satisfied and satisfied and 17% are 
neutral. At DIU, 64% are very satisfied and satisfied and 29% are neutral. At APU, 85% are very 
satisfied and satisfied and 15% are neutral. At BCU, 78% are very satisfied and satisfied and 22% 
are neutral. At SLU, 98% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 94%. At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. 
At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 
85%, 15% are neutral. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%, 
10% are neutral. In conclusion, we can say that the level of satisfaction with the IACD MOOC’s 
assesment modalities is very high, except in one institution in Bhutan where the most 
common answer was neutrality.  
 
Question 29 asks how satisfied the respondents are with the IACD MOOC teaching methodology 
and approaches. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 82%; 18% are 
neutral. At RIM, 38% are satisfied and 62% are neutral. At SRU, 90% are very satisfied and 
satisfied and 10% are neutral. At DIU, 76% are very satisfied and satisfied and 20% are neutral. 
At APU, 82% are very satisfied and satisfied and 16% are neutral. At BCU, 80% are very satisfied 
and satisfied and 20% are neutral. At SLU, 98% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers 
for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 94%. At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 97%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” 
and “Satisfied” add up to 85%, 15% are neutral. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 86%, 12% are neutral. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction 
with the IACD MOOC’s teaching metholody is very high, except in one institution in Bhutan 
where the most common answer was neutrality.  
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Question 30 asks for an argument to support the answers in Question 29. Some respondents 
mentioned that the online mode of teaching was indeed very timely and it was flexible. Some 
students mentioned that it was easy to follow the teaching and the lectures were 
understandable.  
 
 
Part IV: FRIENDS project implementation 
Part IV of the Questionnaire deals with project implementation. Question 31 asks how satisfied 
the respondents are with the level of transparency and information availability regarding the 
FRIENDS project implementation at their university. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 90%. At RIM, 77% are very satisfied and satisfied and 15% are neutral. At 
SRU, 85% are very satisfied and satisfied and 13% are neutral. At DIU, 80% are very satisfied and 
satisfied and 20% are neutral. At APU, 80% are very satisfied and satisfied and 20% are neutral. 
At BCU, 82% are very satisfied and satisfied and 18% are neutral. At SLU, 97% are very satisfied 
or satisfied. At UC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 97%. At CTU, the 
answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At 
PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 100%. At MSU, the answers for 
“Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 95%. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction 
with the project application among the Asian partners is overwhelmingly high.  
 
Question 32 asks how do the respondents keep informed on FRIENDS project activities and wants 
them to list the communication channels you receive project news and updates through. Some 
common answers are as follows: Emails, university website, university intranet, social media 
accounts of the university, whatsapp, wechat, CN, group mailing, university’s International 
Office facebook page, FRIENDS Project facebook page, FRIENDS project website. 
 
Question 33 asks the level of satisfaction with the technical support received at institutional level 
in the process of participation in FRIENDS project activities. At RTC, the answers for “Very 
Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%. At RIM, 69% are satisfied and 23% are neutral. At SRU, 
96% are very satisfied and satisfied. At DIU, 74% are very satisfied and satisfied and 22% are 
neutral. At APU, 74% are very satisfied and satisfied and 25% are neutral. At BCU, 82% are very 
satisfied and satisfied and 18% are neutral. At SLU, 97% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the 
answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 97%. At CTU, the answers for “Very 
Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 98%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for 
“Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 94%. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
“Satisfied” add up to 88% and 12% are neutral. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction 
with the technical support received among the Asian partners is very high.  
 
Question 34 asks whether the respondents are aware of who is in charge of the FRIENDS project 
implementation at their university and whom to turn to in case you need help or assistance. At 
RTC 97% and at RIM, 85% say yes. At SRU 90% and at DIU 100% of the respondents say yes. At 
APU 96% and at BUC 98% of the respondents say yes. At SLU 100%, at UC 98% and at CTU 96% 
of the respondents say yes. At PSU 100%, at PYU 95% and at MSU 98% of the respondents say yes. 
We can conclude that the respondents in all Asian partners know who are responsible for 
FRIENDS project implementation at their own institutions and can get assistance from 
them if and when needed.  
 
Question 35 asks how satisfied the respondents are with the overall project implementation at 
their university. At RTC, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 90%. At RIM, 
70% are very satisfied and satisfied and 23% are neutral. At SRU, 90% are very satisfied and 
satisfied and 10% are neutral. At DIU, 83% are very satisfied and satisfied and 13% are neutral. 
At APU, 79% are very satisfied and satisfied and 20% are neutral. At BCU, 84% are very satisfied 
and satisfied and 14% are neutral. At SLU, 100% are very satisfied or satisfied. At UC, the answers 
for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 99%. At CTU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and 
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“Satisfied” add up to 99%. At PSU, 100% are very satisfied. At PYU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” 
and “Satisfied” add up to 97%. At MSU, the answers for “Very Satisfied” and “Satisfied” add up to 
98%. In sum, we can say that the level of satisfaction with the overall project 
implementation among the Asian partners is very high.  
 
 
SUMMARY 
Looking at the Questionnaire, we see that the the Asian partners are overall very satisfied with 
the project’s first phase that started with the Internationalization at Home Action Plans. Here the 
FRIENDS project have raised awareness about IaH and given impetus to policy and progress in 
this regard with many activities planned within the project scope such as International Days/ 
Festivals. Later we see again very high satisfaction with the Intercultural Passport virtual module, 
which includes the IACD MOOC and the digital story-telling component. It is worth noting that this 
phase of the project coincided with the pandemic and saw campus closures and remote teaching. 
Many respondents have appreciated the online delivery and flexibility of the IACD MOOC in this 
regard, as well as its content. Digital storytelling component was also appreciated because of its 
creativity and innovation. As for overall project implementation, Asian partners are very satisfied 
in this interim part of the project. Looking at the complete Questionnaire, the partners in the 
Philippines and Thailand have rated almost everything superior compared to all other partners, 
and one partner in Bhutan lower than the other partners. 


