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ABSTRACT 

 

 Attempts to prepare ratings/rankings of four-year undergraduate hospitality 

management programs have caused dismay among faculty members in these programs.  

Efforts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful because 

there is not a clear consensus of what constitutes quality in an undergraduate hospitality 

program, much less how to quantify it.  Consequently, it is important to focus on the 

dimensions of hospitality programs that are the basis of quality.   

Educators, administrators, students, and hospitality executives were queried using 

focus groups and on-line survey techniques to identify primary quality indicators for 

hospitality management programs.  The results of the focus groups (N = 28) provided the 

constructs for the on-line survey.  The participants of the on-line survey were a 

convenience sample (N = 277) who held a membership in an international hospitality 

education organization.   Factor analysis, cluster analysis, and discriminant analysis were 

conducted on the data.  The results of this study may become foundational in assessing 

how quality indicators can be incorporated into related areas including academic program 

improvement and assessment, along with documentation of program success, strategic 

planning, and with further inquiry, a potential rating/ranking system.  
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CHAPTER I 

 
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
 

Introduction 
 

In today’s competitive environment, quality management is a challenge with 

which hospitality industry and hospitality educators are confronted.  In the early 1990’s, 

many institutions of higher education implemented the concept of Total Quality 

Management (TQM).  Given that TQM had increased productivity and customer 

satisfaction in businesses and in hospitality organizations over the years, it was believed 

that the same results could be achieved in educational settings (Halbesleben, Becker, & 

Buckley, 2003).   

One of the concepts behind TQM is the service relationship between an 

organization and its customers.  Consequently, customer identification was critical to the 

application of TQM.  Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry (1990) suggest that when 

evaluating service quality, the most significant criteria are defined by customers.  More 

specifically, service quality perceptions are derived from the expectations created by the 

provider and how well said expectations meet or exceed customers’ expectations.  Prior 

to offering a quality guarantee, a service provider must first determine what to guarantee.  

As a result, service quality guarantees provide the foundation for a customer orientation 

by forcing the organization to understand customer needs, wants, and expectations 

(McCollough & Gremler, 1999).  Customer oriented concepts concentrate on offering the 

customers what they want as well as understanding and solving problems.    
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There is an clear variance between customer identification in the hospitality 

industry and in the hospitality education arena.  In education, identifying customers can 

present a challenge.  This step, which may be construed as a quality indicator, needs 

careful attention by the administrators.  Universities must be vigilant in defining their 

customers.  Knowing who is the customer is the first step in developing strategic plans 

and can be considered the basis for meeting and exceeding customer expectations. 

So, who are the customers of educational institutes?  Some researchers and 

scholars in the field of education quality suggest that faculty and administrators who 

provide educational services within the organizations are the internal customers while the 

external customers are students, employers, and the society as a whole (Varnavas & 

Soterlou, 2002). 

Some may consider that creating a hospitality program is akin to product 

development, where companies design products by understanding their customers’ real 

needs and then producing products to fit those needs.  If this analogy holds true, then 

offering the hospitality program to students corresponds to sales in the traditional 

marketplace.  Driscoll and Wicks (1998) mention examples of customer oriented 

practices in educational institutes where universities advertise their programs as client-

centered and market-driven products.  Furthermore, they compare their programs to 

restaurant menus.  If the customers are not happy with the menu selections, the restaurant 

will cease to exist, as will university practices.   

However, the correlation of the product development/sales concept does not hold 

true in education. The identification of customers and their real needs is complicated. The 
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external customers of a hospitality program are students, industry, and the community.  In 

order to meet the needs of the last two, it is necessary to manipulate (educate) the first.  In 

this unusual arrangement, one customer pays the university to turn them into a product 

for the other two customers.  In order to accomplish this feat, faculty members find that 

they must play a somewhat parental role.  Students do not always understand their real 

needs until much later.  There remains the challenge for educational institutions to 

provide what students need rather than what they think they need at the time, while 

remaining viable in a consumer driven society. 

While customer satisfaction is critical, it is important to consider that educational 

systems serve more than just the student and the industry that employs them.  For as long 

as higher education has existed, educators and administrators have debated its role in 

society.  A question to consider might be what is a university’s most important 

responsibility?  Is it to prepare its graduates for careers or to be responsible citizens?  

Perhaps one should consider if the university exists to serve its students or its community 

as a whole.  Jon Whitmore, President of Texas Tech University would argue, “…that a 

first rate education includes civic responsibility as well as academic preparation” 

(http://lubbockonline.com/stories, retrieved 6/14/05). 

Traditionally, universities are structured to provide expertise through teaching, 

research, and service.  These are the typical responsibilities of faculty and provide 

benefits for the students and the community as a whole.  There has been a shift in the 

educational focus in the United States to incorporate service through combining 

experiential learning with didactic teaching.  This style of education provides students 
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with opportunities to apply knowledge and skills presented at the university level while 

simultaneously contributing to the community.  With faculty serving as role models, 

students are educated and understand how their acquired knowledge benefits society, thus 

making them socially responsible citizens.   

In the world of higher education, being responsive to environmental changes, 

demographical changes, declining government funding, and increasing competition is 

critical.  Administrators and faculty members implement strategic plans to guarantee 

quality through service, resulting in improved learning environments, accelerated 

educational outcomes, and more socially responsible stakeholders.  With that said, in this 

age of consumerism, perceived quality has more to do with being thought the best rather 

than with actual quality.  This misguided emphasis on defining quality by a comparison 

with others rather than with a standard has caused confusion and misunderstanding of 

what encompasses a fine educational program.  So, in undergraduate hospitality 

education what constitutes a quality program within a university? 

Hospitality programs are comprised of faculty members, students, and the 

curriculum that engages both of them.  Additional important contributors to hospitality 

education include facilities, industry relations, and alumni relations. 

The fundamental essence of hospitality education is the curriculum.  It is the one 

thing that is common to all hospitality programs and it is the center around which all 

other academic activities revolve.  The curriculum is the mechanism by which knowledge 

and information is organized and conveyed to program participants.  It can serve to 

prepare learners both for responsible citizenship and for a career.  In 1975, Gale and Pol, 
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thinking from the point of view of career preparation, contended that the primary step in 

planning and evaluating hospitality curriculum was the description of required 

competencies for successful functioning in a specific position after graduation.  The 

authors supported the argument that entry-level competencies can be developed by 

consulting and surveying industry experts.   

According to Tas (1988), “Job competencies are those activities and skills judged 

essential to perform the duties of a specific position.”  Hospitality educators and industry 

executives must operate contemporaneously to ensure graduates from hospitality 

programs possess the competencies necessary to perform their respective jobs upon 

graduation.  “Recruitment would be substantially more successful if the would-be 

managers had attained competency in the specific areas that will make for an effective 

manager” (p. 41).   

Hospitality educators must always be cognizant of industry needs.  There is a 

never-ending controversy related to industry needs and curriculum content that revolves 

around who should lead the process.  Should university programs be responsive to 

industry needs, or should they lead innovation that ultimately drives industry needs?  In 

an effort to attain this goal, Harris (1994, p.68) argues that, “Educators and industry 

leaders must work together to prepare students to face the challenges they will encounter 

as they leave their academic careers and enter the professional world.”  Awareness of 

industry needs and competencies to address them assists educators in the design and 

implementation of hospitality management courses, as well as with subsequent program 

evaluation.  Careful consideration of curriculum issues will further assist educators and 
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administrators in identifying primary quality indicators for hospitality management 

programs. 

 
Definition of Terms 

 The subsequent list of terms, while common knowledge for many people, may 

have been used in a different context throughout this study and consequently, need 

clarification. 

Competency:  “Those activities and skills judged essential to perform the duties of a 

specific position” (Tas, 1988, p. 41). 

Curriculum:  “All required classroom work and electives at the university level.  Also 

included is work experience.  Essentially, curriculum comprises any knowledge gained 

while under the supervision of an instructor.  It can also refer to the educational plan of 

an institution, school, college, or a department, or to a program or course” (Gaff, Ratcliff 

& Associates, 1996, p. 7). 

Entry Level Management Position:  The specific positions available to individuals who 

have attained the theoretical basis necessary to perform a management position.  Often 

these individuals lacked previous management experience. 

Focus Group:  “A special type of group in terms of purpose, size, composition and 

procedures.  It is utilized to listen and gather information in order to better understand 

how people feel or think about an issue, product, or service.  Participants are selected 

because they have certain characteristics in common that relate to the topic of the focus 

group” (Krueger & Casey, 2000, p. 4). 
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Hospitality Administration Program:  “Any college or university granting a baccalaureate 

degree in the hospitality management field” (McGrath, 1993, p. 10). 

Hospitality Educator:  “A current member of the faculty of a program, department, 

school, or college that grants a baccalaureate degree in the hospitality management field” 

(McGrath, 1993, p. 10). 

Hospitality Curriculum:  “The specified courses, sequence, and requirements designated 

for a baccalaureate degree in a hospitality administration program” (McGrath, 1993, p. 

10). 

Hospitality Industry:  “Businesses that operate to meet lodging, vacation, business, and 

recreational needs of visitors and the resident population.  The industry includes hotels, 

restaurants, bars, and any business that offer food or shelter for profit to people away 

from home” (Buergermeister, 1983, p. 40). 

Importance (as used in this study):  The value or worth of the competencies as 

determined by the mean scores of the respondents.  In this study a 5-point Likert type 

scale anchored by unimportant (1) and extremely important (5) was used.  

Self-Administered Survey:  A questionnaire and cover letter emailed to individual 

respondents and executed by the respondent (Cooper & Emory, 1995). 

Undergraduate Curriculum:  “The formal academic experience of students pursuing a 

baccalaureate degree.  Such curriculum is formalized into courses or programs of study 

including workshops, seminars, colloquia, lecture series, laboratory work, internships, 

and field experiences” (Gaff, Ratcliff, & Associates, 1996, p. 6). 
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Literature Review 
 

The Future of Hospitality Education 

In an effort to identify quality programs, several groups have attempted to prepare 

rankings of four-year hospitality management programs (Brizek & Kahn, 2002; Gould & 

Bojanic, 2002).  Whether based on peer/recruiter opinions or on more elaborate surveys, 

these efforts have caused great dismay among hospitality programs in the United States 

(Burke, 2003).  School administrators and faculty members do not necessarily object to a 

ranking as an indicator of quality, but they do object to one based on an inappropriately 

designed system.  A ranking or rating is only as meaningful as the mechanism used to 

develop it and to solicit the information to populate it.  The Gould & Bojanic (2002) 

study included recruiters, but only those who came to a New England university.  Since 

recruiters typically work regionally, they had limited knowledge of programs outside the 

New England area.  Publishing this study caused great consternation among programs in 

other regions, leading to feelings that they were represented as lesser in quality simply 

because of their location.  The Brizek & Kahn study was more quantitative, patterning its 

questionnaire after the U.S. News & World Report annual college survey.  However, 

even this study had serious flaws due to its inability to develop survey questions that 

accurately related to and measured program quality (2002).   

Published ratings/rankings, no matter how well or poorly implemented, take on an 

importance to academic programs.  Given that potential students and their parents use 

ratings/rankings in college selection decisions and administrators demand justification for 
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ratings, program resources and enrollment can be greatly impacted.  According to Morse 

and Flanigan (U.S. News & World Report, retrieved February 1, 2004), “rankings 

provide an excellent starting point for families because they offer the opportunity to 

judge the relative quality of institutions based on widely accepted indicators of 

excellence.”  The problem in the aforementioned hospitality rankings is the paucity of 

widely accepted indicators of excellence. 

Regarding the indicators of excellence in the U.S. News and World Report 

magazine publication “America's Best Colleges,” Denise S. Gater (2001, retrieved 

February 8, 2005) contends that, “Members of the higher education community 

continually debate the methodology used by the magazine, question the data's accuracy, 

and in general are skeptical of the merit and usefulness of these rankings.  Some 

institutions have refused to participate in U.S. News’ annual survey and others have 

proposed various alternatives to their rankings.”  While it is clear that members of the 

higher education community find significant flaws in the process, the U.S. News rankings 

appear to remain a popular source of information for prospective students and parents in 

an effort to make informed decisions about which college or university to attend.  

In addition to the prospective students, parents, and guidance counselors who 

might use ranking studies, colleges and universities use them externally and internally as 

well.  Externally, rankings are used for public relations, and can be found on the 

institution’s website and in other written literature.  Purdue University’s undergraduate 

hospitality and tourism management program’s website is a prime example of utilizing 

rankings as a public relations tool with their article entitled “Purdue tops national survey 
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of hospitality management programs for second time in year” (Lillich, retrieved March 

24, 2005).  Internally, rankings, no matter how flawed, are used.  Rankings “…as 

accountability and performance indicators continue to be important issues in higher 

education, some college and university administrators, governing boards, and higher 

education groups have used U.S. News and similar media rankings as measures of quality 

for higher education institutions” (Gater, 2001, retrieved February 8, 2005). 

 As with any type of ranking, arguments can be made to the reliability of the 

measures and methodologies used.  The U.S. News & World Report’s rankings use the 

16 attributes presented in Table 1.  While the attributes used in the U.S. News & World 

Report’s rankings provide a good foundation, they merely represent a valiant attempt to 

identify easily quantifiable data that might reflect quality.  They don’t tell the whole story 

because there are many intangibles involved.  If it were easy to efficiently and accurately 

determine what results in quality education, it would have been done long ago.  It is clear 

that other attributes should be considered for hospitality education.   

U.S. News & World Report does not address curriculum, facilities, or industry 

support, which are all critical areas for hospitality programs.  Alumni were only noted as 

per monetary giving rate, where in hospitality education alumni and industry support are 

important for mentoring, internships, and permanent placement of graduates.  While 

faculty are addressed in terms of compensation and terminal degree, research quantity 

and faculty influence as argued by Hu, Bai, and Jang (2003) have not been addressed.  

Student outcomes and satisfaction levels are also attributes that should be taken into 

account.         
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Table 1.  U.S. News & World Report’s Rating Measures. 

Attribute Rated Percentage of Final Score 

Academic Reputation 25%

Graduation Rates 16%

Financial Resources 10%

Faculty Compensation (Adjusted for cost   

     of living using indices from the   

      Runzheimer International) 

 

7%

Test Scores 6%

Percent Classes Under 20 6%

HS Class Standing 5.25%

Grad Rate Performance 5%

Alumni Giving Rate 5%

Freshman Retention Rate 4%

Faculty with Terminal Degree 3%

Freshman Acceptance Rate 2.25%

Percent Classes of 50 or More 2%

Freshman Yield Rate 1.5%

Student-to-Faculty Ratio 1%

Percent Full-Time Faculty 1%

 100%

Note.  From Gater, D. S.  (2001).  U.S. News & World Report's methodology and 
rankings of colleges and universities, retrieved February 8, 2005 from 
http://thecenterufl.edu   
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 In the hospitality management field, the ranking issue was first broached as a 

serious problem at a national leadership meeting held in Miami in 2003.  That initial  

discussion led to a well-attended roundtable session at the International Council on Hotel, 

Restaurant and Institutional Education (I-CHRIE) national conference (Burke, 2003).  

There was universal discontent among participants regarding the indiscriminate 

development and publication of program rankings, but solutions to the problem did not 

surface. Based on these discussions, it became clear that this situation should be 

addressed in a systematic manner.   

 The hospitality industry is multifaceted and multidisciplinary in nature.  Hu, et al. 

(2003, p. 204) argue that, “Overall rankings do not necessarily reflect many programs’ 

success in specific sub-disciplines (specializations), and perceptual rankings by 

institutions’ prestige status lack sufficient objectivity.”  Before the wrangling over 

ranking systems can be settled, it is necessary to examine exactly what rankings are 

trying to measure and document.  

 Attempts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful 

because the consensus is unclear as to what constitutes a quality undergraduate 

hospitality program, much less how to translate quality measures into a meaningful 

evaluation system.  A first step to address this problem is to delineate uniformly 

acceptable and measurable academic program quality parameters.  Developing these 

quality indicators would ideally allow comparisons among programs that could 

eventually evolve into a more sensible and reliable rating system.  More importantly, 



 
 

 
 

 13 
 

these quality indicators would be valuable to programs internally in an on-going 

assessment and strategic planning process. 

 The aforementioned authors’ suggestions for further investigation and 

development of an undergraduate hospitality rating/ranking system correlates with this 

researcher’s proposed area of study.  The purpose of this study is not to analyze or debate 

the issues surrounding the rankings produced by U.S. News & World Report or similar 

rankings, but merely to provide background material.  This information is presented to 

provide context for the research on quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality 

education programs, as well as a frame of reference for universities to better measure 

their quality and achievement. 

 

The Historical and Philosophical Roots of Education in the United States 

In the colonial era “the purpose of education was related to religious heritage” 

(Reinhart, 1979, p. 76).  It was not necessary to educate children for future careers, as 

they often pursued the occupations of their parents.  However, the predominate goal of 

religious education was to teach children how to read and write.  Thus, the “common” 

school was developed (Reinhart, 1979). 

The perpetuation of religious heritage was the primary goal of higher education.  

Hence, higher education in the colonial era was “based on the Greco-Roman curriculum 

and the philosophy of elitism” (Reinhart, 1979, p. 76).  In essence, higher education was 

not for the working class, but for the upper class. 
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Prior to the Civil War, parents and apprentices or craftsmen were left to educate 

children for their future occupations.  Following the Civil War, industrialization changed 

life as it was known in the United States.  Industrialization caused parents to leave their 

farms and begin working in factories.  Thus, one-teacher schools were created where 

students would be taught general academics.  Manual training, also known as vocational 

education, was soon to follow.  With the establishment of the Smith-Hughes Act, 

vocational education became recognized as a viable educational option (Reinhart, 1979). 

 The Land-Grant College Act, formally known as the Morrill Act of 1862, attacked 

the elitist philosophy of higher education (Reinhart, 1979).  Under the Morrill Act, grants 

of land were bestowed to each state for the development and perpetuity of agricultural 

and/or mechanical arts colleges.  The combination of imparting both a practical and 

liberal education to the industrial classes of America was the fundamental goal of these 

higher institutions.  Resultant to the Smith-Hughes Act and Morrill Act, “education has 

begun to play an increasing role in preparing people for work and allocating them to 

different levels of labor” (Reinhart, 1979, p. 77). 

 

A Competency Based Approach to Career Education 

Locke and Parker (1991) contend that a major goal of educational and vocational 

leaders has been to prepare students to be successful in the world of work.  In an effort to 

prepare students to enter the workplace, educators are faced with the challenge of 

comprehending and addressing the facets of a rapidly changing work environment.  

Locke and Parker (1991, p. 1) assert that, “If the greatest natural resource of a nation is in 
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its people, then the United States holds a vast reserve of human potential.”  Hospitality 

industry leaders and educators need to focus on career education and development and 

view students as their vast reserve of human potential. 

Brolin (1978) defined career education as “the process of systematically 

coordinating all school, family and community components together to facilitate each 

individual’s potentials for economic, social and personal fulfillment.”  He further 

clarified career education as being “conceived as a life centered approach to education – 

one that infuses all education” (p. 4).  Several of the key concepts that Brolin suggested 

for incorporation into career education can be directly associated with the educational 

development of hospitality students.  In order to facilitate a comprehensive career 

education curriculum, many concepts should be included.   

Brolin contends that career education should, at a minimum: 

1. focus on the full development of all individuals; 

2. provide the knowledge, skills, and understandings needed by individuals to 

master their environment; 

3. emphasize daily living, personal-social, and occupational skills development; 

4. encompass the total curriculum of the school and provide a unified approach 

to education for life; 

5. encourage all teachers to relate their subject matter to career implications; 

6. provide for career awareness, orientation, exploration, and skills development; 

7. provide a balance of content and experiential learning, permitting hands-on 

occupational activities; 
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8. provide a personal framework to help individuals plan their lives including 

career decision making; and 

9. provide for the acquisition of a saleable occupational entry-level skill upon 

graduation.  (p. 4) 

Albeit this list is not exhaustive, it certainly can be utilized as a general guideline when 

developing curriculum.  While career development has a workplace orientation, it is not 

exclusively focused on the job as may be the case with vocational education.  Instead, 

much of the emphasis is on personal development.  Thus career development programs 

blend the best of the earlier elitist education (learning for learning’s sake) and the later 

vocational orientation into a practical educational premise.  

Changes in the economy, technology, and attitudes of employers and employees 

have caused a shift in the significance of career development.  The National Occupational 

Information Coordinating Committee (NOICC) believes that career development should 

be, “delivered through comprehensive, systematic, and sequential programs available to 

all youth and adults throughout the life span” (Splete & Stewart, 1990, p. 1).  Resultant to 

its beliefs, NOICC instituted the National Career Development Guideline Project in 1987.  

This project was designed to:   

(a) improve competency-based career development programs; (b) identify via 

competencies the desired outcomes of comprehensive career guidance programs;  

(c) develop the standards for staff requirements and competencies for programs; 

and (d) develop evaluation mechanisms.  (Splete & Stewart, 1990) 
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Relative to this research are the National Guidelines Competencies for Adult 

Education as represented in Table 2.  Their guidelines represent the basic competencies 

or skills that should be included in all adult curricula.   

Pursuing any aspect of postsecondary education is voluntary, and the reasons for 

this pursuit vary.  Splete and Stewart (1990) argue that self-fulfillment and search for 

personal identity is the primary focus for some students.  For these students, determining 

their future career or occupation is not their primary concern.  However, other students 

seek undergraduate education to, “receive preparation and credentials necessary to enter a 

specific profession or occupation or to prepare for advanced training or graduate 

education” (Splete & Stewart, 1990, p. 37).  Whatever the specific circumstance might 

be, the incorporation of the noted competencies into college curriculum will ensure 

adherence to the lifetime commitment of career education and the resulting personal and 

professional development.  Essentially, postsecondary education may not be an end in 

itself, but may be a means to an end. 

Laurence J. Peter (1975, p. 7) asserts that, “In changing times, unchanging 

education is not acceptable.”  Peter further argues that, “Competency-based instruction is 

an effective means of accelerating change in education.”  Professions including medicine, 

dentistry, and architecture have been known for utilizing competency based criteria.  

Precise criteria for the skills required by students in these fields have been established.  

Furthermore, to gain admission into these professions, the examining boards will expect 

proof of adequate knowledge and the ability to demonstrate mastery of job specific skills.  
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Table 2.  National Guidelines Competencies for Adult Education. 
  

Self-Knowledge Educational & Occupational 
Exploration 

Career Planning 
 
Skills to maintain a  

positive self-concept. 

 
Skills to enter and participate 

in education and training. 

 
Skills to make decisions. 

 
Skills to maintain effective 

behaviors. 

 
Skills to participate in work 

and lifelong learning. 

 
Understanding the impact of 

work on individual and 

family life. 
 
Understanding 

developmental changes and 

transitions. 

 
Skills to locate, evaluate, and 

interpret career information. 

 
Understanding the 

continuing changes in 

male/female roles. 
 
 

 
Skills to prepare to seek, 

obtain, maintain, and change 

jobs. 

 
Skills to make career 

transitions. 

 
 

 
Understanding how the 

needs and functions of 

society influence the nature 

and structure of work. 

 
 

Note.  From Competency-Based Career Development Strategies and The National Career 
Development Guidelines  (p. 3), by H. Splete & A. Stewart, 1990, Washington, DC:  
Office of Educational Research and Improvement.    



 
 

 Regardless of the chosen profession, Bisconti and Solmon (1976) allege that a 

variety of skills are necessary for bachelor’s-level work.  It is their belief that while a 

college education is important, it only makes a limited contribution toward building these 

skill sets.  Bisconti and Solmon’s study (1976, p. 43) indicates that, “By imparting 

general knowledge, colleges are preparing people for all aspects of life, including careers.  

However, general knowledge often does not prepare people for work.”  The study infers 

that while the majority of graduates apply some of the knowledge gained through courses 

to their occupation, more than half do not use their major frequently.  As for their non-

major courses, they are used even less frequently.  Bisconti and Solmon (1976) conclude 

by recommending that the first step in curriculum development “should be to analyze the 

work performed in particular occupations.  It is, after all, a group of activities, not an 

occupation, that one is hired to perform” (p. 43).  This being the case, it might be more 

beneficial to students and potential employers for colleges to provide students with 

career-related skills and competencies, including entry-level skills in special areas of 

vocational interest.  The advantages for both the student and the employer become 

apparent.  For the employer, graduates would possess a broad knowledge base leaving the 

employer the option of more specific on the job training.  Conversely, by having a 

broader capability the student would have more diverse career prospects.   

 Overall, it is important to remember that higher education serves a variety of 

functions beyond those of providing job-specific skills.  The Bisconti and Solmon study 

(1976, p. 46) also suggests, “…that the nation’s colleges re-examine the “mix” being 

offered to their successors in the classrooms, so that the next generation to graduate into a 
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world of uncertainties and change may do so with its fundamentals firm and its 

adaptability a foregone conclusion.”   

Halasz (1988) lends credence to the 1976 Bisconti and Solmon study by 

discussing the 1988 Building a Quality Workforce study conducted by the U.S. 

Departments of Labor, Education, and Commerce.  This study identified the needs of the 

business community for entry level workers.  Specifically, the deficiencies in their 

basic/core skills were determined.  The findings included, but were not limited to the 

following:   

(a) the skill deficiencies in the workplace cost U.S. businesses monetarily, 

through waste, lost productivity, increased remediation costs, reduced product 

quality, and ultimately a loss in competitiveness; (b) educators agreed with 

business about the overall goals of education and about the skills needed in the 

workplace, however, only a few educators acknowledged that the gaps were as 

severe as industry indicated; (c) educators may not be translating their 

understanding of business needs into what happens in the classroom; (d) 

employers must do a better job of anticipating future work force needs and 

communicating these needs to educators, parents, students, and other community 

resources which can help address these needs; and (e) both employers and 

educators stressed the need to develop mechanisms to reduce the isolation of their 

worlds in order to improve students’ preparation for the workplace and for 

responsible adulthood.  (Halasz, 1988, pp. 9-10)   

Relative to career education and its competencies, this study concluded that the quality of 

education must be improved through increased accountability in order to meet rigorous 
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performance standards.  It also inferred that career educators, the community, and 

businesses must unite and integrate efforts to ensure quality in education and the work 

force.  The competency based approach to the career education literature discussed in this 

section alludes to the growing awareness on the part of educators and businesses for the 

need of curriculum development to be relevant and congruous.  The preeminent 

pedagogical concern is how to change the current curriculum to reflect the goals of career 

education.  These goals include, “making existing substantive content more relevant and 

meaningful…by infusing existing substantive content with meaningful career-oriented 

examples and materials” (Reinhart, 1979, p. 79). 

Reinhart (1979, p. 79) defines infusion as, “to pour in or to cause to be permeated 

with something (as a principle or quality) that alters usually for the better.”  The infusion 

strategy in career education allows for the permeation of selected elements into the 

existing curriculum.  These elements will permit the fulfillment of the intended 

curriculum, while simultaneously offering a new focus or emphasis.  The infusion 

strategy is best described in the following paragraph. 

The infusion strategy in curriculum development is the strategy in which a 

new program or emphasis is introduced into the existing school curriculum 

and organizational structure….with recognition that a wise change is made 

slowly and thoroughly, that swift and overnight changes are usually not 

effective.  It is a strategy that reaffirms the worth of examining present 

program practices for possible union with the newly-introduced ideas for 

curriculum improvement….It is a strategy which recognizes the need for 
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slow permeation, because curriculum change can occur only through the 

reeducation of teachers.  (Reinhart, 1979, pp. 79-80) 

The infusion strategy model parallels the purpose of this research.  Once the 

primary quality indicators necessary for undergraduate hospitality education programs 

have been identified, the potential use for such indicators will be determined.  Current 

hospitality programs will need to be reviewed in order to ascertain the most appropriate 

method of infusing new curriculum to meet the primary quality indicators.  The infusion 

strategy in career education allows for the permeation of selected elements into the 

existing curriculum.   

The purpose behind competency based career education is to, “combine the 

pedagogical heritage of our past and the technical sophistication of the present to create 

an educational system that has a relevant academic curriculum and a humanistic 

vocational curriculum” (Reinhart, 1979, p. 78).  Students, educators, and businesses will 

all benefit from curriculum that has been infused by career education. 

 

A Competency Based Approach to Hospitality Education 

At present, new hospitality managers need a multiplicity of talents, skills and 

competencies to meet the demands of the industry (Hsu & Gregory, 1995).  Prior to 

developing and evaluating a hospitality program, it is necessary to request information 

from the industry as to what qualifications graduates are expected to have.  Hsu and 

Gregory (1995) submit that the initial step in planning and evaluating hospitality 

curriculum is the description of competencies required for success.  This concept was 

based on surveys conducted by the following industry experts:  Gale and Pol, 1975; 
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Mariampolski, Spears, and Vaden, 1980; and Buergermeister, 1983.  Collectively, these 

experts determined that technical and human skills were more important than conceptual 

skills for entry level managers.   

A 1988 study performed by Richard Tas revealed that there were six human 

relations competencies regarded as most essential for hotel management trainees.  These 

six essential competencies were: 

1. manages guest problems with understanding and sensitivity; 

2. maintains professional and ethical standards in the work environment; 

3. demonstrates professional appearance and poise; 

4. communicates effectively both in writing and orally; 

5. develops positive customer relations; and 

6. strives to achieve positive working relationships with employees based on 

perceptions of work interactions.  (Tas, 1988, p. 42) 

According to a study conducted in 1989 by Hogan, 77 U.S. hotel and restaurant 

companies cited marketing and sales, food and beverage, and housekeeping management 

as the three primary areas of employment for entry level managers.  The study further 

indicated the importance of people skills in the areas of human relations and service. 

In 1993, Jones, Izzolo, and Christianson conducted studies of hospitality 

recruiters.  The recruiters were asked to rank in order of importance the attributes they 

desire when employing hospitality graduates.  The results indicated work experience, 

verbal communications, personal appearance, and grade point average were the most 

desired attributes.  The only variance from 1992 to 1993 was that work experience and 

verbal communications changed positions.    
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Casado conducted another study from an industry perspective in 1993.  Recruiters 

were requested to rank hospitality courses in order of importance relative to the future 

success of hospitality graduates.  The top five courses in order of importance were:  (a) 

food, beverage, and labor cost control; (b) principles of management; (c) hospitality 

human resources; (d) industry work experience; and (e) hospitality accounting. 

 

Providing a Foundation for an Undergraduate Hospitality Rating/Ranking System 

Given that this study might provide a foundation for undergraduate hospitality 

education rating/ranking, which in turn influences institution/program selection, it is 

necessary to consider the decision making process a potential student employs regarding 

which college or university to attend when identifying the quality indicators.  Current 

hospitality educators will need to recognize that,  

People’s behavior is strongly influenced by their confidence in their abilities to 

perform [the] intended action.  Therefore, perceived behavior control may include 

two components:  The first reflects the availability of resources needed to engage 

in the behavior, including access to money, time, and other resources; the second 

reflects the person’s self-confidence in his ability to perform the act. (Chiou, 

2000, p. 106)   

It is recognized that rating/ranking systems are becoming increasingly more popular.  

They seem to indicate to their readers that the higher ranked schools are more able to 

perform the educational act that they are seeking.  Quintessentially, the development of 

the undergraduate hospitality rating/ranking system needs to provide the accurate 
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information necessary for perspective students, parents, and high school guidance 

counselors to make an educated, rational decision as to where to attend college. 

 

Problem Statement 

There have been attempts to prepare ratings/rankings of four-year hospitality 

programs.  Whether based on peer opinions or on surveys, rankings have caused great 

dismay among hospitality programs.  Attempts to develop rankings, though well 

intentioned, have not been successful because there is not a clear consensus of what 

constitutes quality in a program, much less how to quantify it.  The failure of these ill-

fated attempts at program rankings make it clear that hospitality programs are not 

prepared to develop or administer such a program.  Instead, a much more preliminary, but 

yet complex, assessment is needed.   

 

Research Questions 

 The ensuing research questions were addressed throughout this study. 

Q1:  What are the primary quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality management 

programs?   

Q2:  Of the identified quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality management 

programs, which are considered the most important? 

Q3:  Once the primary indicators for undergraduate hospitality management programs 

have been identified, what purpose will they serve? 

Q4:  How might the identified quality indicators be utilized in program assessment and 

strategic planning? 
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Delimitations 

The magnitude and extent of this study is met by several constraints.  The 

following factors should be considered while reviewing the study. 

1.  Participants in discussion sessions and focus groups were limited to administrators 

and educators attending three meetings related to the International Council on Hotel, 

Restaurant and Institutional Education (I-CHRIE).  Meetings varied in size and 

composition.  Consequently, the study sample may not be representative of the entire 

community of hospitality educators.   

2.  The sample for the focus group meetings was limited to an invited list of participants 

at the 10th Annual Graduate Education and Graduate Student Research Conference in 

Hospitality and Tourism held in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina on January 6, 2005. 

3.  The sample for the on-line survey only includes hospitality educators whose 

programs are members of the International Council on Hotel, Restaurant and 

Institutional Education (I-CHRIE).   

4.  Only undergraduate hospitality programs were considered for this study.   

5.  No attempt was made to predict future quality parameters as hospitality education and 

the hospitality industry evolve. 

 

  26 
 



 
 

Limitations 

 Several procedural limitations should be considered when reviewing the results of 

the study. 

1.  A focus group study, which included a more diverse population, would provide a 

more global representation. 

2.  The responses of the participants chosen to determine the primary quality indicators 

for undergraduate hospitality management programs may not accurately reflect the 

beliefs of other hospitality academicians and industry executives, and their respective 

organizations. 

3.  Perceived student outcomes could be influenced by the respondent’s alma mater or 

current hospitality position. 

4.  A personal interview survey was not economically feasible due to the geographic 

dispersion of the respondents.  Ergo, an on-line survey was administered to gather the 

primary quality indicator data. 

 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made in the justification of this study: 

1.  The focus group respondents, surveyed to determine the quality parameters necessary 

for a good undergraduate hospitality program, were participants in the Deans and 

Directors Consortium, the I-CHRIE Conference, and the 10th Annual Graduate 

Education and Graduate Student Research Conference in Hospitality and Tourism.  

This assumed that they possessed similar characteristics and were the leading 

academic hospitality experts.  
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2.  The on-line survey instrument was sufficiently inclusive of quality parameters, 

competencies, and student outcomes to provide meaning to the respondents. 

3.  The respondents accurately reflected the opinions of hospitality education and the 

hospitality industry. 

4.  The respondents were not prejudiced in their responses. 

 

Chapter Summary 

The purpose of this research was to identify primary quality indicators for 

undergraduate hospitality management programs.  Educators, administrators, and 

industry executives were queried using focus groups to identify primary quality 

indicators for hospitality management programs.  Resulting information was used to 

develop an on-line survey to determine quality measures that will be useful to hospitality 

faculty members in evaluating their program priorities, activities, and strategic planning.    

The opinions of representatives from the United States Departments of Labor, 

Education, and Commerce; educators employed in postsecondary institutions; hospitality 

educators; hospitality students; and the hospitality industry have been voiced.  The 

common goal shared by these representatives is to provide students with the 

competencies and skills necessary to enter the work force.  The literature distinguished 

various competencies that should be incorporated into the concept of career education, as 

well as competencies specific to the hospitality industry.  The majority of the 

competencies identified as a priority were associated with human relations and 

communication skills, leaving technical skills in the background.   
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The competency based approach to the career education literature suggests the 

growing awareness on the part of educators and businesses for the need of curriculum 

development to be relevant and congruous.  The hospitality industry is segmented; thus, 

educators may choose to concentrate on the specific segments for specialization.  This 

specific focus fits well with a competency based career education curriculum that will 

provide all hospitality education graduates with the competencies necessary to function 

efficiently as managers.  

The purpose behind competency based career education is to, “combine the 

pedagogical heritage of our past and the technical sophistication of the present to create 

an educational system that has a relevant academic curriculum and a humanistic 

vocational curriculum” (Reinhart, 1979, p. 78).  By acknowledging the controversy 

between educating individuals for life long careers versus entry level positions, the need 

for educators to blend career skills with competencies becomes apparent.  Hence, the 

ultimate goal of education is not only to teach competencies for entry level qualifications, 

but also to teach skills that would provide a basis from which one could draw upon 

throughout a lifetime.  Hospitality industry leaders and educators need to focus on career 

education and development and view students as their vast reserve of human potential.  

Given that the only constant in the hospitality environment is change, open 

communications and a joint effort between hospitality executives and hospitality 

educators as well as proper placement of graduates is critical to the success of today’s 

students.    

Pertinent to the design and implementation of a career based hospitality 

management program, hospitality educators must always be cognizant of industry needs.  
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Hospitality management curriculum assists students in developing specific competencies 

that are important for success as entry level hospitality managers.  Simultaneously, 

hospitality management curriculum must also provide students with life long tools that 

can be utilized throughout their careers.  Strong reciprocal relationships between 

students, educators, and industry are necessary when assessing hospitality programs in 

preparing students for a career in the hospitality industry.    

From this point, one could easily deduce that curricula must be reviewed, revised, 

and updated as competency requirements and quality parameters change.  The majority of 

this review has focused on curriculum because it is the one quality parameter that seems 

to integrate all others.  It is clear that curriculum is not the only quality indicator of 

importance.  Certainly many important but varied issues have been raised as the result of 

this study.  However, it seems that the parameters developed by this study have a 

relationship with or an evolution from the program’s curriculum.  

Hospitality programs should consider the advantage given by adopting a universal 

ranking system that is easily comprehensible to perspective students, parents, and high 

school guidance counselors.  This will assist with the decision making process and allow 

the end users to make an educated decision while maximizing their resources.   
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CHAPTER II 

 

DETERMINING QUALITY INDICATORS IN FOUR-YEAR UNDERGRADUATE 

HOSPITALITY MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS UTILIZING FOCUS GROUP 

RESEARCH 

 

Paper prepared for submission to the Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Education 

 

Abstract 

 

Attempts to prepare ratings/rankings of four-year undergraduate hospitality 

management programs have caused dismay among faculty members in these programs.  

Efforts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful because 

there is not a clear consensus of what constitutes quality in an undergraduate hospitality 

program, much less how to quantify it.  Consequently, it is important to focus on the 

dimensions of hospitality programs that are the basis of quality.   

In an initial effort to identify program quality indicators, focus group research was 

employed.  Qualitative data were gathered from hospitality educators, administrators, and 

industry executives.  Based on the data analyses, five common themes evolved during the 

focus group sessions: (a) students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, (d) industry 

support, and (e) facilities.   
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Introduction 

 
School is always in session, and class is never dismissed—at least for astute 

educators and administrators who wish to avoid the kinds of deficient marks or failing 

rankings that have kept many programs from graduating to success and prosperity.  

Knowledge is power, or so the saying goes.  In the belief that it is never too late to do the 

homework and make the grade, it is time to become introspective and learn a new lesson 

on quality education. 

In today’s competitive environment, quality management is a challenge with 

which hospitality industry and hospitality educators are confronted.  In the early 1990’s, 

many institutions of higher education implemented the concept of Total Quality 

Management (TQM).  Given that TQM had increased productivity and customer 

satisfaction in businesses and in hospitality organizations over the years, it was believed 

that the same results could be achieved in educational settings (Halbesleben, Becker, & 

Buckley, 2003).   

One of the concepts behind TQM is the service relationship between an 

organization and its customers.  Consequently, customer identification was critical to the 

application of TQM.  Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry (1990) suggest that when 

evaluating service quality, the most significant criteria are defined by customers.  More 

specifically, service quality perceptions are derived from the expectations created by the 

provider and how well said expectations meet or exceed customers’ expectations.  Prior 

to offering a quality guarantee, a service provider must first determine what to guarantee.  

As a result, service quality guarantees provide the foundation for a customer orientation 

by forcing the organization to understand customer needs, wants, and expectations 
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(McCollough & Gremler, 1999).  Customer oriented concepts concentrate on offering the 

customers what they want as well as understanding and solving problems. 

There is a clear variance between customer identification in the hospitality 

industry and in the hospitality education arena.  In education, identifying customers can 

present a challenge.  This step, which may be construed as a quality indicator, needs 

careful attention by the administrators.  Universities must be vigilant in defining their 

customers.  Knowing who is the customer is the first step in developing strategic plans 

and can be considered the basis for meeting and exceeding customer expectations. 

So, who are the customers of educational institutes?  Some researchers and 

scholars in the field of education quality suggest that faculty and administrators who 

provide educational services within the organizations are the internal customers while the 

external customers are students, employers, and the society as a whole (Varnavas & 

Soterlou, 2002).   

Some may consider that creating a hospitality program is akin to product 

development, where companies design products by understanding their customers’ real 

needs and then producing products to fit those needs.  If this analogy holds true, then 

offering the hospitality program to students corresponds to sales in the traditional 

marketplace.  Driscoll and Wicks (1998) mention examples of customer oriented 

practices in educational institutes where universities advertise their programs as client-

centered and market-driven products.  Furthermore, they compare their programs to 

restaurant menus.  If the customers are not happy with the menu selections, the restaurant 

will cease to exist, as will university practices.   
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However, the correlation of the product development/sales concept does not hold 

true in education. The identification of customers and their real needs is complicated. The 

external customers of a hospitality program are students, industry, and the community.  In 

order to meet the needs of the last two, it is necessary to manipulate (educate) the first.  In 

this unusual arrangement, one customer pays the university to turn them into a product 

for the other two customers.  In order to accomplish this feat, faculty members find that 

they must play a somewhat parental role.  Students do not always understand their real 

needs until much later.  There remains the challenge for educational institutions to 

provide what students need rather than what they think they need at the time, while 

remaining viable in a consumer driven society. 

While customer satisfaction is critical, it is important to consider that educational 

systems serve more than just the student and the industry that employs them.  For as long 

as higher education has existed, educators and administrators have debated its role in 

society.  A question to consider might be what is a university’s most important 

responsibility?  Is it to prepare its graduates for careers or to be responsible citizens?  

Perhaps one should consider if the university exists to serve its students or its community 

as a whole.  Jon Whitmore, President of Texas Tech University would argue, “…that a 

first rate education includes civic responsibility as well as academic preparation” 

(http://lubbockonline.com/stories, retrieved 6/14/05). 

Traditionally, universities are structured to provide expertise through teaching, 

research, and service.  These are the typical responsibilities of faculty and provide 
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benefits for the students and the community as a whole.  There has been a shift in the 

educational focus in the United States to incorporate service through combining 

experiential learning with didactic teaching.  This style of education provides students 

with opportunities to apply knowledge and skills presented at the university level while 

simultaneously contributing to the community.  With faculty serving as role models, 

students are educated and understand how their acquired knowledge benefits society, thus 

making them socially responsible citizens.     

In the world of higher education, being responsive to environmental changes, 

demographical changes, declining government funding, and increasing competition is 

critical.  Administrators and faculty members implement strategic plans to guarantee 

quality through service, resulting in improved learning environments, accelerated 

educational outcomes, and more socially responsible stakeholders.  With that said, in this 

age of consumerism, perceived quality has more to do with being thought the best rather 

than with actual quality.  This misguided emphasis on defining quality by a comparison 

with others rather than with a standard has caused confusion and misunderstanding of 

what encompasses a fine educational program.  So, in undergraduate hospitality 

education what constitutes a quality program within a university? 
 

Literature Review 

Hospitality programs are comprised of faculty members, students, and the 

curriculum that engages both of them.  Additional important contributors to hospitality 

education include facilities, industry relations, and alumni relations.   
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The fundamental essence of hospitality education is the curriculum.  It is the one 

thing that is common to all hospitality programs and it is the center around which all 

other academic activities revolve.  The curriculum is the mechanism by which knowledge 

and information is organized and conveyed to program participants.  It can serve to 

prepare learners both for responsible citizenship and for a career.  In 1975, Gale and Pol, 

thinking from the point of view of career preparation, contended that the primary step in 

planning and evaluating hospitality curriculum was the description of required 

competencies for successful functioning in a specific position after graduation.  The 

authors supported the argument that entry level competencies can be developed by 

consulting and surveying industry experts.   

According to Tas (1988), “Job competencies are those activities and skills judged 

essential to perform the duties of a specific position.”  Hospitality educators and industry 

executives must operate contemporaneously to ensure graduates from hospitality 

programs possess the competencies necessary to perform their respective jobs upon 

graduation.  “Recruitment would be substantially more successful if the would-be 

managers had attained competency in the specific areas that will make for an effective 

manager” (p. 41).   

Hospitality educators must always be cognizant of industry needs.  There is a 

never-ending controversy related to industry needs and curriculum content that revolves 

around who should lead the process.  Should university programs be responsive to 

industry needs, or should they lead innovation that ultimately drives industry needs?  In 

an effort to attain this goal, Harris (1994, p.68) argues that, “Educators and industry 

leaders must work together to prepare students to face the challenges they will encounter 
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as they leave their academic careers and enter the professional world.”  Awareness of 

industry needs and competencies to address them assists educators in the design and 

implementation of hospitality management courses, as well as with subsequent program 

evaluation.  Careful consideration of curriculum issues will further assist educators and 

administrators in identifying primary quality indicators for hospitality management 

programs. 

In an effort to identify quality programs, several groups have attempted to prepare 

rankings of four-year hospitality management programs (Brizek & Kahn, 2002; Gould & 

Bojanic, 2002).  Whether based on peer/recruiter opinions or on more elaborate surveys, 

these efforts have caused great dismay among hospitality programs around the country 

(Burke, 2003).  School administrators and faculty members do not necessarily object to a 

ranking as an indicator of quality, but they do object to one based on an inappropriately 

designed system.  A ranking or rating is only as meaningful as the mechanism used to 

develop it and to solicit the information to populate it.   

Published ratings/rankings, no matter how well or poorly implemented, take on an 

importance to academic programs.  Given that potential students and their parents use 

ratings/rankings in college selection decisions and administrators demand justification for 

ratings, program resources and enrollment can be greatly impacted.  According to Morse 

and Flanigan (U.S. News & World Report, retrieved February 1, 2004), “rankings 

provide an excellent starting point for families because they offer the opportunity to 

judge the relative quality of institutions based on widely accepted indicators of 

excellence.”  The problem in the aforementioned hospitality rankings is the paucity of 

widely accepted indicators of excellence. 
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In addition to the prospective students, parents, and guidance counselors who 

might use ranking studies, colleges and universities use them internally and externally as 

well.  Externally, rankings are used for public relations, and can be found on the 

institution’s website and other written literature.  Internally, rankings are used “…as 

accountability and performance indicators continue to be important issues in higher 

education, some college and university administrators, governing boards, and higher 

education groups have used U.S. News and similar media rankings as measures of quality 

for higher education institutions” (Gater, 2001, retrieved February 8, 2005). 

As with any type of ranking, arguments can be made to the reliability of the 

measures and methodologies used.  In the hospitality management field, the ranking issue 

was first broached as a serious problem at a national leadership meeting held in Miami in 

2003.  That initial discussion led to a well-attended roundtable session at the International 

Council of Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Educators (I-CHRIE) national conference 

(Burke, 2003).  There was universal discontent among participants regarding the 

indiscriminate development and publication of program rankings, but solutions to the 

problem did not surface.  Based on these discussions, it became clear that this situation 

should be addressed in a systematic manner.   

The hospitality industry is multifaceted and multidisciplinary in nature.  Hu, Bai, 

and Jang (2003, p. 204) argue that, “Overall rankings do not necessarily reflect many 

programs’ success in specific sub-disciplines (specializations), and perceptual rankings 

by institutions’ prestigious status lack sufficient objectivity.”  Before the wrangling over 

ranking systems can be settled, it is necessary to examine exactly what rankings are 

trying to measure and document.   
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Attempts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful 

because the consensus is unclear as to what constitutes a quality undergraduate 

hospitality program, much less how to translate quality measures into a meaningful 

evaluation system.  A first step to address this problem is to delineate uniformly 

acceptable and measurable academic program quality parameters.  Developing these 

quality indicators would allow comparisons among programs that could eventually 

evolve into a more sensible and reliable rating system.  More importantly, these quality 

indicators would be valuable to programs internally in an on-going assessment and 

strategic planning process. 

The purpose of this literature review was not to analyze or debate the issues 

surrounding the rankings produced by U.S. News & World Report or similar rankings, 

but merely to investigate such rankings and provide background.  This information was 

presented to provide context for the research on quality indicators for undergraduate 

hospitality education programs, as well as a frame of reference for universities to better 

measure their quality and achievement.  

 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to identify primary quality indicators 

for four-year undergraduate hospitality management programs.  Educators, 

administrators, and industry executives were queried using focus groups and discussion 

sessions to identify initial primary quality indicators for hospitality management 

programs.  Resulting information was used to develop an on-line survey to determine 

specific quality measures that may be useful to hospitality faculty members in assessing 
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how quality indicators may be incorporated into related areas including academic 

program improvement, assessment and documentation of program success, strategic 

planning, and with further inquiry, a potential rating/ranking system.  

 

Methodology 

The advantage of conducting focus group research is the ability to provide access 

to a wide range of perspectives in a short time.  Focus groups are “a research method for 

collecting qualitative data, they are focused efforts at data gathering, and they generate 

data through group discussions” (Morgan, 1998, p. 29).  There are three major ways in 

which focus groups can contribute to the creation of survey items:  (a) by capturing all 

the domains that need to be measured in the survey, (b) by determining the dimensions 

that make up each of these domains, and (c) by providing item wordings that effectively 

convey the researcher’s intent to the survey respondent (Morgan, 1997).   

Qualitative research methods for conducting focus group sessions followed 

guidelines depicted by Morgan (1998) and Krueger and Casey (2000).  Three stakeholder 

focus group sessions were conducted.  Methods included the: definition of focus group 

participants; development of the participant discussion guide; moderation of focus group 

sessions; debriefing of participants, moderator, and research team; content analysis of 

interview data; and final report preparation.    

The conceptual development of this study stemmed from a nonprobability sample 

of hospitality administrators who attended a national hospitality leadership meeting.  The 

results of the structured discussion session provided the foundation for this study and 
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were instrumental in the development of the focus group discussion guide for Phase I and 

Phase II of the research.  

  Wright (1990, p. 118) defines a sampling of a group of stakeholders as, 

“comprised of industry representatives who held a stake in this research process.”  Wright 

further asserts that,  

a stakeholders’ group [should be] included because of the philosophy that 

key decision makers who have an interest (or potential stake) in a research 

outcome must have a close and a significant involvement in shaping that 

research activity.  (p. 118)         

Hence, the stakeholders’ group chosen for the focus group sessions was comprised of 

individuals representing those who will be affected by, or who will utilize the information 

resulting from this research (i.e., hospitality educators, administrators, and hospitality 

industry executives).   

 

Sample Selection 

As the study sought to identify primary quality indicators for undergraduate 

hospitality management programs, the need for the expertise of hospitality educators, 

administrators, and industry executives became apparent.  Hence, a two-phase sample 

selection process was utilized.   

 

Phase I:  Large Focus Group Workshop Sample Selection 

Phase I of the focus group process was conducted at an international hospitality 

education conference.  Convenience sampling procedures were used, as the participants 
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were limited to conference attendees who were current hospitality educators, 

administrators, and industry executives.  To attract the convenience sample, the focus 

group session was incorporated into the conference agenda.  Prior to the large focus 

group session, an email teaser was sent out requesting participation.  Additionally, fliers 

were printed and distributed with the conference registration packet.   

 

Phase II:  Focus Group Sample Selection 

Phase II of the focus group process was conducted at an international hospitality 

education conference.  Convenience sampling procedures were used, as the participants 

were again limited to conference attendees who were current hospitality educators and 

administrators.  Prior to the two focus group sessions, an invitation letter was sent via 

email to conference attendees.  Additionally, a reminder email was sent the week prior to 

the conference.   For each focus group interview fifteen participants were invited, with an 

anticipated participation rate of six to ten individuals.  According to Morgan (1998), the 

ideal size for a focus group is between six and twelve people.  

 

Measure 

The discussion guide questionnaire used in all three focus group sessions was 

derived from the results of a structured discussion session at a national hospitality 

leadership meeting.  The discussion guide questionnaire included several questions 

designed to probe for the participants’ perception of primary quality indicators in 

hospitality education.  Other questions addressed student outcomes, the foundation of the 
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ranking system, measures of success, the categorization of the rating/ranking system, and 

the management of the rating/ranking system.   

To avoid the interjection of emotional bias into the participants’ responses, the 

questions on the discussion guide were critically evaluated and tested for face validity by 

a panel of focus group and subject matter experts.  A topic guide approach was used to 

develop the questions for the moderator.  Utilizing such an approach allowed for 

consistency between focus group sessions and provided a practical structure for analysis 

and evaluation of the data.  A pilot study to ensure a logical and sequential flow of the 

questions was conducted by experts in focus group research and selected representatives 

who met the specifications of the target audience.  Based on comments received from the 

pilot study, the questions were edited accordingly.   

 

Procedure 

Phase I and Phase II of the focus group sessions were conducted in meeting rooms 

at different international hospitality education conferences.  The rooms were equipped 

with two video cameras and a tape recorder.  In an effort to reduce potential bias, a 

trained professional who was familiar with the research topic, but not familiar with the 

participants, conducted all focus group sessions.   

During all three sessions, the participants were greeted by the research team and 

provided a light snack during the pre-session.  The Phase I focus group was conducted as 

a large workshop setting with the room set up theatre style.  Both of the Phase II sessions 

were conducted in the same meeting room with the room set up conference style, in a U-

shape.  Name tents were placed on the tables to determine the seating arrangement for the 
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session.  In all three sessions, the moderator provided a short warm-up period to discuss 

the ground rules of the session and offer an overview of the topic.   

Prior to beginning the focus group sessions, each participant was asked to sign an 

audio/visual consent form agreeing to be videotaped.  In a nondirective fashion, the 

moderator then led the participants through questions designed to probe for the 

participants’ perception of primary quality indicators in hospitality education and other 

questions related to student outcomes, the foundation of the ranking system, measures of 

success, the categorization of the rating/ranking system, and the management of the 

rating/ranking system.  One ten minute break was provided mid-session, prior to 

addressing the key research questions.  At the conclusion of each of the two-hour 

sessions, the moderator requested that all participants complete a participant profile.  

Upon completion, the moderator debriefed the participants, thanked them, and provided 

them with a small token of appreciation for their participation. 

Researchers directly observed the sessions, took detailed notes, and participated in 

the moderator/research team debriefing sessions immediately following the focus groups.  

During the ten-minute break, the moderator consulted with the research team to confirm 

the direction of the questioning.  The sessions were both audio and video taped and 

subsequently used for content analysis and cross validation.  

 

Data Analysis 

 The systematic process described by Harp, Hoover, Crockett, and Wu (1998) was 

implemented to perform the content analysis on the qualitative data.  The following 

factors were considered when performing the content analyses on the notes, audio, and 
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video tapes:  words, context, internal consistency, frequency or extensiveness of 

comments, intensity of comments, the specificity of responses, and non-verbal cues.  It is 

critical to recognize that the group is the fundamental unit of analysis, whereby the 

analysis must begin in a group-by-group progression.  From this perspective, explicit 

translations instead of numerical equivalents were utilized in the coding scheme.  The 

ensuing coding scheme was employed to interpret areas of agreement, disagreement, and 

consensus of the raw data (Harp et al., 1998).   

Table 1.  Coding Scheme for Interpretation of Focus Group Data 

Coding Terminology Definition 

A Couple One or two in each panel 

A Handful or Several  At least three in each panel, but less than 

1/3 of panel 

Some At least 1/4, but not much more than 1/3 of 

panel  

A Fair Number At least 1/3, but less than 1/2 of panel  

Evenly Divided 1/2 of panel  

Many More than 1/2, but less than 2/3 of panel 

A Preponderance More than 2/3, but less than 3/4 of panel 

Most At least 3/4, but less than 90% of panel 

Almost or Virtually All At least 90%, but less than 100% of panel 

Participants 100% of panel 
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 The focus group discussion guide was used as the organizational foundation for 

the analyses of the three focus group sessions.  Raw data were gathered and assembled on 

a continuum.  An independent analysis of each focus group was conducted and was 

reviewed by the research team for cross-validation.  During the analysis of each session, 

the research team focused on the major ideas that were brought to the forefront in 

response to the key questions as well as throughout the discussion.  From observations 

during the actual sessions and when reviewing the respective video tapes, distinct 

patterns emerged across the groups.  The patterns were determined by: (a) recording the 

number of times a topic was mentioned, (b) reviewing verbal and non-verbal cues, and 

(c) discovering agreement, disagreement, and consensus among participants.  From this 

information, a composite analysis for all three focus group sessions was prepared. 

 

Results and Discussion  

Table 2 provides the demographic characteristics of the participants.  Sixteen 

panelists participated in the Phase I Large Focus Group Workshop Session and twelve 

panelists combined participated in the Phase II Focus Group Sessions.  The respondents 

from Phase I and Phase II were largely White, Non-Hispanics.  Additionally, the sample 

was heavily weighted with administrators.  Participant gender and current academic rank 

are also provided.   

The hospitality educators, administrators, and industry executives who 

participated in the three focus group sessions offered valuable perspectives on what 

constitutes a quality hospitality management program.  The participants addressed the 

broad topics such as 
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Table 2.  Demographic Characteristics of Participants in Focus Group Sessions 

Trait Number Percentage 
Phase I:  Large Focus Group Workshop Session   

Gender   

  Female 7 43.75 

  Male 9 56.25 

Ethnicity   

  White, Non-Hispanic 12 75.00 

  Hispanic 1 6.25 

  African-American 1 6.25 

  Asian 1 6.25 

  Native American 0 0 

  Other 1 6.25 

Current Academic Rank   

  Instructor   

  Assistant Professor 2 12.50 

  Associate Professor 4 25.00 

  Professor 1 6.25 

  Administrator 7 43.75 

  Other 2 12.50 
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Trait Number Percentage 

Phase II:  Focus Group Sessions   

Gender   

  Female 6 50.00 

  Male 6 50.00 

Ethnicity   

  White, Non-Hispanic 9 75.00 

  Hispanic 1 8.33 

  African-American 0 0 

  Asian 2 16.67 

  Native American 0 0 

  Other 0 0 

Current Academic Rank   

  Instructor 2 16.67 

  Assistant Professor 3 25.00 

  Associate Professor 1 8.33 

  Professor 0 0 

  Administrator 6 50.00 

  Other 0 0 

 

the perception of quality with regard to education and the programs they considered to be 

the top hospitality management programs.  Additionally, they identified specific quality 

attributes they perceived that a top hospitality management program must possess.  
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     When conducting the composite analyses, the researchers focused on specific 

trends or patterns represented by all three focus group sessions, independently and 

collectively.  Upon the emergence of trends and patterns from the analyses, it became 

apparent that no specific trend or pattern was unique to an individual session.  One might 

be concerned that the three small focus groups would not provide a broad enough base 

for drawing conclusions.  However, focus groups are small by design.  More important is 

the information derived from the focus groups.  In this research, a range of ideas were 

discussed, with new ideas being generated in the first focus group.  The second focus 

group provided some new information, but mainly mirrored the responses in the first 

session.  By the third session, no new information was presented.  A lack of variation in 

responses between sessions is clear indication saturation had been reached.  Nothing 

further would be gained by convening additional groups in the venues available to the 

researchers. 

Consequently, the perceptions and opinions expressed by the participants in all 

three focus groups are presented collectively.  The following five common themes 

evolved during the focus group sessions: (a) students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, 

(d) industry support, and (e) facilities.  

Students/Alumni 

With regard to the theme of students/alumni, several quality attributes surfaced 

repeatedly and are presented in Table 3.  Participants indicated that students who were 

independent thinkers and possessed critical thinking skills would be the most successful 

when employed the hospitality industry.  Participants also believed that students who 

could multi-task by participating in industry events, community service, and 
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extracurricular activities would be better equipped to face management challenges in 

such a diverse industry.    

Table 3.  Students/alumni quality indicators derived from focus group sessions 
Quality Indicator 

Student critical thinking skills 

Students who are independent thinkers 

High school GPA/SAT scores 

Degree to which admissions criteria influences quality of program 

Number of students enrolled in program 

Current student GPA 

Student diversity 

Student participation in professional organizations 

Scholarship availability for students 

Student involvement in community service 

Student involvement in industry activities 

Student commitment to program 

Student extracurricular involvement 

Student placement rate and initial salary upon graduation 

Alumni financial support 

Alumni input in program     
 

Curriculum 

The ensuing quality attributes for curriculum listed in Table 4 were considered 

most significant to the participants.  Having a curriculum that was industry focused 

appeared to be of utmost importance.  This directly coincides with advisory board 
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support, and possibly alumni input.  Additionally, a rigorous academic environment 

coupled with experiential learning offers students a strong foundation for their future 

hospitality careers.   

Table 4.  Curriculum quality indicators derived from focus group sessions 
Quality Indicator 

Accreditation 

Variety of hospitality courses offered 

Industry focused curriculum 

Types of degrees offered 

Specialization within hospitality degree 

Faculty members conduct academic advising 

Suitable number of recruiters visiting campus 

Rigorous academic environment 

Student/customer interaction in lab environment 

Experiential learning experiences for students 

Administration support 

Endorsement by advisory board 

Library resources 

Faculty course load 

Class size 

Student/faculty ratio 

Age of hospitality program 

Program has a clearly communicated mission statement    
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Faculty 

The focus group participants across all three sessions were extremely passionate 

about the faculty related quality indicators presented in Table 5.  The participants reached 

consensus on having faculty who possessed a terminal degree.  They also felt very 

Table 5.  Faculty quality indicators derived from focus group sessions 
Quality Indicator 

Terminal degree 

Faculty have a degree in hospitality 

Faculty members engaged in research and generate publications 

Research output required by the university 

Faculty recognition based on research and teaching 

On-going professional development 

Faculty internships 

Faculty industry involvement 

Faculty involvement in university service 

Faculty work experience in the hospitality industry 

Faculty mentor programs 

Faculty with relevant teaching experience 

Faculty course load 

Faculty involvement in community service 

Faculty diversity 

Faculty involved in professional associations 
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strongly about faculty participating in community service, industry events, and on-going 

professional development.  It was alleged that if faculty participated in such activities, 

they would have up-to-date teaching materials, as well as be able to better serve as a 

liaison between the industry and the students. 

Industry Support 

The prevalent themes from the industry support perspective focused primarily on 

financial support and job position availability.  Internship availability and on-site 

recruiting were thought to be the two factors of greatest importance with regard to student 

success.  The more detailed list of quality attributes are found in Table 6. 

Table 6.  Industry support quality indicators derived from focus group sessions 
Quality Indicator 

Financial support from industry 

Industry donations (gifts in kind) 

Internship availability for students and faculty 

Industry mentorship for students and faculty 

Industry scholarship availability 

On-site recruiting 

Level of jobs available upon graduation 

 
 

Facilities 

The final trend that surfaced from the focus group session was facilities (Table 7).  

Having access to current technology was rated as very important in the ability of 

graduates to be well prepared to begin their respective hospitality careers.  Participants 
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also commented on the need for faculty to have access to technology in the classroom in 

order to expose the students to all relevant resources.   

Table 7.  Facilities quality indicators derived from focus group sessions 
Quality Indicator 

Overall teaching facilities 

Classroom technology 

Laboratory and classroom teaching equipment 

Student access to technology 

Condition of facilities 

State-of-the-art facilities    

 
 

 

Implications and Conclusions 

 It became apparent throughout the focus group sessions that the term “quality” 

was very subjective.  However, when asked to define quality with regard to hospitality 

education, the participants were able to come to consensus.  Collectively, the beliefs of 

the participants in all three sessions indicate that a quality hospitality program means:  

(a) having a symbiotic relationship with industry; (b) preparing students to be successful 

professionals; (c) providing students opportunities to enhance critical thinking skills; (d) 

having a strong alumni group of constituents; (e) spending time actively listening to 

students; and (f) recognizing that while there might not yet be a standard for quality 

across hospitality programs, on-going assessment is critical to improving individual 

program quality.  By viewing this list, it becomes apparent that the participants’ 
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definition of a quality hospitality program is symbiotic with the quality indicators listed 

under the five major themes identified by the focus group sessions. 

    A major advantage of involving stakeholder groups in the identification of 

hospitality education quality attributes via focus groups is that the groups can later 

identify their role in generating academic program improvement, strategic planning, and 

with further inquiry, a potential rating/ranking system for hospitality programs.   

This planning-oriented focus group strategy also was useful because it has 

uncovered potential challenges of implementation at a program level.  As focus group 

participants considered their reactions to the term quality and to the objective 

measurement of the proposed quality attributes, they revealed facilitators and barriers to 

quality attribute implementation.  The two major challenges that surfaced were the 

difficulty in creating quantifiable measures with regard to quality and that hospitality 

programs, even when limited to four-year programs in the United States, have different 

structures (i.e., business schools, old home economics programs, agriculture colleges, and 

free-standing schools or colleges) making it difficult to compare across programs. 

So the question remains, now that broad hospitality program quality indicators 

have been determined, what purpose do they serve?  The answer, proceed with caution!  

This current state of data needs further analysis before it could be transformed into any 

sort of useful  techniques such as program assessment, strategic planning, or developed 

into a universal rating/ranking program for four-year hospitality education.  However, it 

serves as a useful first step in the process. 
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Recommendations 

With the above thoughts in mind, a number of actions for further inquiry are 

recommended by the researchers: (a) conduct additional qualitative studies using focus 

groups and skilled moderators to obtain a more broad perspective; (b) ensure that equal 

representation from all factions of 4-year undergraduate hospitality education occurs in 

each focus group session; (c) consider including hospitality graduate programs when 

determining quality attributes; (d) consider adding a quantitative component to this 

research to obtain perceptions from a larger sample of the population; possibly 

incorporate an on-line survey instrument to eliminate geographic boundaries; and (e) 

through further inquiry and thoughtful deliberation, use the on-line survey results as a 

foundation for the development of a universal undergraduate hospitality management 

program rating/ranking system. 
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CHAPTER III 
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FOUR-YEAR UNDERGRADUATE HOSPITALITY EDUCATION 

RATING/RANKING PROGRAM:  A QUANTITATIVE STUDY   
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Abstract 

Attempts to prepare ratings/rankings of four-year undergraduate hospitality 

management programs have caused dismay among faculty members of these programs.  

Efforts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful because 

there is not a clear consensus of what constitutes quality in an undergraduate hospitality 

program, much less how to quantify it.  Consequently, it is important to focus on the 

dimensions of hospitality programs that are the basis of quality.   

Educators, administrators, students, and hospitality executives were queried using 

on-line survey techniques to identify primary quality indicators for hospitality 

management programs.  The results of the focus groups provided the constructs for the 

on-line survey.  The participants of the on-line survey were a convenience sample (N = 

277) who held a membership in an international hospitality education organization.   

Factor, cluster, and discriminant analyses were conducted on the data.  The results of this 

study may become foundational in assessing how quality indicators can be incorporated 
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into related areas including academic program improvement, assessment and 

documentation of program success, strategic planning, and with further inquiry, a 

potential rating/ranking system.  

 

Introduction 

Hospitality educators, industry executives, and students are questioning whether 

today’s graduates are adequately prepared to enter the workforce.  Graduates of 

hospitality management programs are entering an environment that is more complex than 

ever before.  The global economy, increased diversity, and advanced technology are just 

a few concepts that have presented higher education with the challenge of graduating 

quality hospitality managers with the necessary competencies for success. 

A question that appears to be in the forefront of hospitality education is how the 

term “quality” is perceived with regard to education.  In an attempt to answer that 

question, as well as to determine quality indicators for hospitality management programs, 

three focus group studies were conducted.  The hospitality educators, administrators, and 

industry executives who participated in the three focus group sessions offered valuable 

perspectives on what constitutes a quality hospitality management program.  The 

participants addressed the broad topics such as the perception of quality with regard to 

education and the programs they considered to be the top hospitality management 

programs.  Additionally, they identified specific quality attributes they perceived that a 

top hospitality management program must possess.   

The researchers focused on specific trends or patterns represented by all three 

focus group sessions, independently and collectively.  Upon the emergence of trends and 
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patterns from the analyses, the following five common themes evolved: (a) 

students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, (d) industry support, and (e) facilities. 

 It became apparent throughout the focus group sessions that the term quality was 

very subjective.  However, when asked to define quality with regard to hospitality 

education, the participants were able to come to consensus.  Collectively, the beliefs of 

the participants in all three sessions indicate that a quality hospitality program means:  

(a) having a symbiotic relationship with industry; (b) preparing students to be successful 

professionals; (c) providing students opportunities to enhance critical thinking skills;  

(d) having a strong alumni group of constituents; (e) spending time actively listening to 

students; and (f) recognizing that while there might not be a standard for quality across 

hospitality programs, on-going assessment is critical to improving individual program 

quality.   By viewing this list, it becomes apparent that the participants’ definition of a 

quality hospitality program is symbiotic with the quality indicators listed under the five 

major themes identified by the focus group sessions. 

 

Problem Statement 

There have been attempts to prepare ratings/rankings of four-year hospitality 

programs.  Whether based on peer opinions or on surveys, rankings have caused great 

dismay among hospitality programs.  Attempts to develop rankings, though well 

intentioned, have not been successful because there is not a clear consensus of what 

constitutes quality in a program, much less how to quantify it.  The failure of these ill-

fated attempts at program rankings make it clear that hospitality programs are not 
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prepared to develop or administer such a program.  Instead, a much more preliminary, but 

yet complex, assessment is needed.   

The purpose of this research was to identify specific quality indicators for 

undergraduate hospitality management programs.  Educators, administrators, students, 

and industry executives were queried using an on-line survey instrument developed from 

the aforementioned focus group research.  The intention of the survey instrument was to 

determine quality measures that will be useful to hospitality faculty members in 

evaluating their program priorities, activities, strategic planning, and with further inquiry, 

a potential hospitality rating/ranking system.    

 

Literature Review 

 

A Competency Based Approach to Hospitality Education 

At present, new hospitality managers need a multiplicity of talents, skills and 

competencies to meet the demands of the industry (Hsu & Gregory, 1995).  Prior to 

developing and evaluating a hospitality program, it is necessary to request information 

from the industry as to what qualifications graduates are expected to have.  Hsu and 

Gregory (1995) submit that the initial step in planning and evaluating hospitality 

curriculum is the description of competencies required for success.  This concept was 

based on surveys conducted by the following industry experts:  Gale and Pol, 1975; 

Mariampolski, Spears, and Vaden, 1980; and Buergermeister, 1983.  Collectively, these 

experts determined that technical and human skills were more important than conceptual 

skills for entry level managers.   
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A 1988 study performed by Richard Tas revealed that there were six human 

relations competencies regarded as most essential for hotel management trainees.  These 

six essential competencies were: 

1. manages guest problems with understanding and sensitivity; 

2. maintains professional and ethical standards in the work environment; 

3. demonstrates professional appearance and poise; 

4. communicates effectively both in writing and orally; 

5. develops positive customer relations; and 

6. strives to achieve positive working relationships with employees based on 

perceptions of work interactions.  (Tas, 1988, p. 42) 

According to a study conducted in 1989 by Hogan, 77 U.S. hotel and restaurant 

companies cited marketing and sales, food and beverage, and housekeeping management 

as the three primary areas of employment for entry level managers.  The study further 

indicated the importance of people skills in the areas of human relations and service. 

In 1993, Jones, Izzolo, and Christianson conducted studies of hospitality 

recruiters.  The recruiters were asked to rank in order of importance the attributes they 

desire when employing hospitality graduates.  The results indicated work experience, 

verbal communications, personal appearance, and grade point average were the most 

desired attributes.  The only variance from 1992 to 1993 was that work experience and 

verbal communications changed positions.    

Casado conducted another study from an industry perspective in 1993.  Recruiters 

were requested to rank hospitality courses in order of importance relative to the future 

success of hospitality graduates.  The top five courses in order of importance were:  (a) 
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food, beverage, and labor cost control; (b) principles of management; (c) hospitality 

human resources; (d) industry work experience; and (e) hospitality accounting. 

 

Providing a Foundation for an Undergraduate Hospitality Rating/Ranking System 

Given that this study might provide a foundation for undergraduate hospitality 

education rating/ranking, which in turn influences institution/program selection, it is 

necessary to consider the decision making process a potential student employs regarding 

which college or university to attend when identifying the quality indicators.  Current 

hospitality educators will need to recognize that,  

People’s behavior is strongly influenced by their confidence in their abilities to 

perform [the] intended action.  Therefore, perceived behavior control may include 

two components:  The first reflects the availability of resources needed to engage 

in the behavior, including access to money, time, and other resources; the second 

reflects the person’s self-confidence in his ability to perform the act. (Chiou, 

2000, p. 106)   

It is recognized that rating/ranking systems are becoming increasingly more 

popular.  They seem to indicate to their readers that the higher ranked schools are more 

able to perform the educational act that they are seeking.  Quintessentially, the 

development of the undergraduate hospitality rating/ranking system needs to provide the 

accurate information necessary for perspective students, parents, and high school 

guidance counselors to make an educated, rational decision as to where to attend college. 
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The Future of Hospitality Education 

In an effort to identify quality programs, several groups have attempted to prepare 

rankings of four-year hospitality management programs (Brizek & Kahn, 2002; Gould & 

Bojanic, 2002).  Whether based on peer/recruiter opinions or on more elaborate surveys, 

these efforts have caused consternation among hospitality programs (Burke, 2003).  

School administrators and faculty members do not necessarily object to a ranking as an 

indicator of quality, but they do object to one based on an inappropriately designed 

system.  A ranking or rating is only as meaningful as the mechanism used to develop it 

and to solicit the information to populate it.  The Gould & Bojanic (2002) study included 

recruiters, but only those who came to a New England university.  Since recruiters 

typically work regionally, they had limited knowledge of programs outside the New 

England area.  Publishing this study caused great alarm among programs in other regions, 

leading to feelings that they were represented as lesser in quality simply because of their 

location.  The Brizek & Kahn study was more quantitative, patterning its questionnaire 

after the U.S. News & World Report annual college survey.  However, even this study 

had serious flaws due to its inability to develop survey questions that accurately related to 

and measured program quality (2002).   

Published ratings/rankings, no matter how well or poorly implemented, take on an 

importance to academic programs.  Given that potential students and their parents use 

ratings/rankings in college selection decisions and administrators demand justification for 

ratings, program resources and enrollment can be greatly impacted.  According to Morse 

and Flanigan (U.S. News & World Report, retrieved February 1, 2004), “rankings 

provide an excellent starting point for families because they offer the opportunity to 
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judge the relative quality of institutions based on widely accepted indicators of 

excellence.”  The problem in the aforementioned hospitality rankings is the paucity of 

widely accepted indicators of excellence. 

Regarding the indicators of excellence in the U.S. News and World Report 

magazine publication “America's Best Colleges,” Denise S. Gater (2001, retrieved 

February 8, 2005) contends that, “Members of the higher education community 

continually debate the methodology used by the magazine, question the data's accuracy, 

and in general are skeptical of the merit and usefulness of these rankings.  Some 

institutions have refused to participate in U.S. News’ annual survey and others have 

proposed various alternatives to their rankings.”  While it is clear that the members of the 

higher education community find significant flaws in the process, the U.S. News rankings 

appear to remain a popular source of information for prospective students and parents in 

an effort to make informed decisions about which college or university to attend.  

In addition to the prospective students, parents, and guidance counselors who 

might use ranking studies, colleges and universities use them externally and internally as 

well.  Externally, rankings are used for public relations, and can be found on the 

institution’s website and other written literature.  Purdue University’s undergraduate 

hospitality and tourism management program’s website is a prime example of utilizing 

rankings as a public relations tool with their article entitled “Purdue tops national survey 

of hospitality management programs for second time in year” (Lillich, retrieved March 

24, 2005).  Internally, rankings, no matter how flawed, are used.  Rankings, “…as 

accountability and performance indicators continue to be important issues in higher 

education, some college and university administrators, governing boards, and higher 
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education groups have used U.S. News and similar media rankings as measures of quality 

for higher education institutions” (Gater, 2001, retrieved February 8, 2005). 

 As with any type of ranking, arguments can be made to the reliability of the 

measures and methodologies used.  The U.S. News & World Report’s rankings use the 

16 attributes presented in Table 1.  While the attributes used in the U.S. News & World 

Report’s rankings provide a good foundation, they merely represent a valiant attempt to 

identify easily quantifiable data that might reflect quality.  They do not tell the entire 

story because there are many intangibles involved.  If it were easy to efficiently and 

accurately determine what results in quality education, it would have been done long ago.  

It is clear that some other attributes should be considered for hospitality education.   

U.S. News & World Report does not address curriculum, facilities, or industry 

support, which are all critical areas for hospitality programs.  Alumni were only noted as 

per monetary giving rate, where in hospitality education alumni and industry support are 

important for mentoring, internships, and permanent placement of graduates.  While 

faculty are addressed in terms of compensation and terminal degree, research quantity,  

and faculty influence as argued by Hu, Bai, and Jang (2003) have not been addressed.  

Student outcomes and satisfaction levels are also attributes that should be taken into 

account.         

 In hospitality management education, the ranking issue was first broached as a 

serious problem at a national leadership meeting held in Miami in 2003.  That initial  

discussion led to a well-attended roundtable session at the International Council of Hotel, 

Restaurant and Institutional Educators (I-CHRIE) national conference (Burke, 2003).   
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Table 1.  U.S. News & World Report’s Rating Measures. 

Attribute Rated Percentage of Final Score 

Academic Reputation 25%

Graduation Rates 16%

Financial Resources 10%

Faculty Compensation (Adjusted for cost   

     of living using indices from the   

      Runzheimer International) 

7%

Test Scores 6%

Percent Classes Under 20 6%

HS Class Standing 5.25%

Grad Rate Performance 5%

Alumni Giving Rate 5%

Freshman Retention Rate 4%

Faculty with Terminal Degree 3%

Freshman Acceptance Rate 2.25%

Percent Classes of 50 or More 2%

Freshman Yield Rate 1.5%

Student-to-Faculty Ratio 1%

Percent Full-Time Faculty 1%

 100%

Note.  From Gater, D. S.  (2001).  U.S. News & World Report's methodology and 
rankings of colleges and universities, retrieved February 8, 2005 from 
http://thecenterufl.edu   
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There was universal discontent among participants regarding the indiscriminate 

development and publication of program rankings, but solutions to the problem did not 

surface.   Based on these discussions, it became clear that this situation should be 

addressed in a systematic manner.   

 The hospitality industry is multifaceted and multidisciplinary in nature.  Hu, Bai, 

and Jang (2003, p. 204) argue that, “Overall rankings do not necessarily reflect many 

programs’ success in specific sub-disciplines (specializations), and perceptual rankings 

by institutions’ prestige status lack sufficient objectivity.”  Before the wrangling over 

ranking systems can be settled, it is necessary to examine exactly what rankings are 

trying to measure and document.  

 Attempts to develop rankings, though well intentioned, have not been successful 

because the consensus is unclear as to what constitutes a quality undergraduate 

hospitality program, much less how to translate quality measures into a meaningful 

evaluation system.  A first step to address this problem is to delineate uniformly 

acceptable and measurable academic program quality parameters.  Developing these 

quality indicators could ideally allow comparisons among programs that might eventually 

evolve into a more sensible and reliable rating system.  More importantly, these quality 

indicators would be valuable to programs internally in an on-going assessment and 

strategic planning process. 

 The aforementioned authors’ suggestions for further investigation and 

development of an undergraduate hospitality rating/ranking system correlates with this 

researcher’s proposed area of study.  The purpose of this literature review was not to 

analyze or debate the issues surrounding the rankings produced by U.S. News & World 
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Report or similar rankings, but merely to investigate such rankings and provide 

background material.  This information was presented to provide context for the research 

on quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality education programs, as well as a frame 

of reference for universities to better measure their quality and achievement.  

 

Methodology 

 

Sample Selection 

The population of interest for this exploratory study was active members of the 

International Council of Hotel, Restaurant and Institutional Education (I-CHRIE) 

organization.  The reasoning behind the selection of this particular convenience sample 

was that membership in the I-CHRIE organization has representation from hospitality 

educators, administrators, industry executives, and students, all of whom are stakeholders 

in the educational process.    

 

Data Collection 

The on-line survey instrument used for this study was developed as a result of 

three focus group sessions conducted at two different international hospitality education 

conferences (Assante, 2005).  Five themes or constructs, comprised of seventy-two 

quality indicators, evolved from the focus group sessions.  These quality indicators 

served as the foundation for the survey development.  A panel of faculty experts 

examined the original instrument closely and suggestions were made on how to adapt the 

instrument to better represent the scope of the study.  After revisions, the instrument 
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received a final review by a panel of faculty experts for its face and content validity.  The 

final modified instrument contained 72 questions measuring the five focus group 

constructs; four open-ended questions focusing on participants’ perceptions of quality in 

hospitality education and how quality indicators might be utilized in program assessment 

and strategic planning; and additional questions identifying various demographic 

characteristics of the participants.    

The on-line survey instrument was administered through SurveyMonkey.com.  It 

included an individual e-mail cover letter briefly explaining the survey and the link to the 

actual survey.  In an effort to enhance response rate, a reminder e-mail and the link to the 

survey was sent two weeks later to those who had not responded.    

 

Analysis of Data 

The four primary questions this study addressed were:  (a) What are the primary 

quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality management programs? (b) Of the 

identified quality indicators for undergraduate hospitality management programs, which 

are considered the most important? (c) Once the primary indicators for undergraduate 

hospitality management programs have been identified, what purpose will they serve? 

and (d) How might the identified quality indicators be utilized in program assessment and 

strategic planning? 

Statistical analysis on the responses to the self-administered on-line survey was 

computed by using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 13.0 for Windows).  

In order to obtain an overall view of the data provided by the sample population 

descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, and standard deviations) were employed.   
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Factor analysis was executed to study the patterns of relationship among the 

dependent variables, with the goal of discovering something about the nature of the 

independent variables that affect them.  The inferred independent variables are called 

factors.  Factor analysis was applied as a data reduction or structure detection method 

(StatSoft, 2003, retrieved June 30, 2005).  A factor analysis will typically answer four 

major questions:  (a) How many different factors are needed to explain the pattern of 

relationships among these variables? (b) What is the nature of those factors? (c) How 

well do the factors explain the observed data? and (d) How much purely random or 

unique variance does each observed variable include? (Darlington, retrieved June 30, 

2005).    

 Cluster and discriminant analysis were also conducted.  Cluster analysis was 

performed to determine the overall usability of the five focus group constructs.  The 

cluster analysis was then followed up with discriminant analysis in order to determine 

how accurate the original cluster groupings were. 

 

Cluster Analysis 

 Cluster analysis is designed for determining which divergent characteristics exist 

in a sample that can be combined, therefore turning the sampled population into mutually 

exclusive subgroups (Romesburg, 1984).  This technique of separating a homogeneous 

sample into mutually exclusive identifiable subgroups has been used in community 

psychology research to identify diversity within a group and to identify individual 

markets.  Cluster analysis often is conducted by researchers looking to segment the 

population into separate and diverse groups, product positioning and new product 
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development, or for selecting test markets (Rapkin & Luke, 1993; Tryon & Bailey, 

1970). 

Cluster analysis has been used in various types of hospitality research projects.  

Lin (2003) used cluster analysis to develop hospitality consumer profiles; Curry, Davies, 

Phillips, Evans, and Moutinho (2001) segmented hotels in the United Kingdom based on 

Kohonen’s self-organizing map; Carlson, Kinsey, and Nadav (2002) segmented 

consumers based on where they made the majority of their food purchases; and 

Rogelberg, Balzer, Ployhart, and Yonker (1999) segmented customers of restaurants 

based on tipping practices.  Cluster analysis also has been used to segment individuals in 

a variety of different tourist related activities such as hunting, adventure tourism, 

ecotourism, tourism development, and lifestyle segmentation (Vaske, Timmons, Beaman, 

& Petchenik, 2004; Vyncke, 2002; Weaver & Lawton, 2004, 2002). 

In this study, cluster analysis was used to categorize relatively similar groups 

based on the following five constructs:  (a) students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, 

(d) industry support, and (e) facilities.  A sample size of at least 150 participants was 

considered necessary in order to execute cluster analysis with any level of assurance 

(Lorr, 1983; Miller, 2002).  Cluster analysis also places no constraints on the number of 

variables that may be examined when trying to define clusters (Rapkin & Luke, 1993).  

The only challenge with defining many variables in a cluster is that the variables defined 

may end up being highly correlated.  If the variables used in a cluster analysis are highly 

correlated, Lorr (1983) suggested the use of an exploratory factor analysis technique 

(principal components analysis) to reduce the number of variables.  Multiple cluster 

solutions were examined along with the ANOVA of the predictor variables in order to 
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determine which cluster solution presented the best separation between cluster groupings.  

Since cluster analysis is an exploratory technique, it is often followed by another 

statistical method to confirm the cluster groupings.  A commonly used technique to 

confirm a cluster solution is discriminant analysis. 

 

Discriminant Analysis 

 Discriminant analysis is used to categorize individuals in a sample into 

homogeneous subgroups on the basis of one or more measures, or to make a distinction 

between groups based on a linear arrangement of measures after conducting MANOVA 

or cluster analysis (Green & Salkind, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  For the purpose 

of this study, discriminant analysis was used to confirm the groupings defined through 

the use of cluster analysis.  The groupings were defined based on the five constructs 

derived from the focus group research.  When conducting discriminant analysis using 

SPSS 13.0, F and p-values are provided, and are associated with Wilks’ Lamda (λ).  The 

values returned by SPSS were then used to determine the success of the cluster 

groupings.  An analysis of the cross-tabs function, kappa coefficient, also was examined 

to determine how close of a relationship existed between the groupings provided by the 

cluster and discriminant analyses.  A kappa coefficient is often used to determine how 

close two independent raters of information are (Green & Salkind, 2003). 

 

Findings and Results 

A total of 1121 hospitality educators, administrators, students, and industry 

executives received the on-line survey.  After eliminating all potential respondents with 
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invalid email addresses and automated out of office responses dated beyond the survey 

close date, a total of 1065 surveys reached the intended participants.  Of the 1065 surveys 

received, a total of 277 were determined usable generating a 26% response rate.   

 Table 2 provides a detailed description of the individuals who participated in the 

survey (n = 277).  The participants of this study were 61.6% male and 38.4% female.  

The largest ethnic group was White, Non-Hispanic (85.7%), with the other two largest 

ethnic groups being Asian (8.2%) and African American (3.0%).   

Hospitality educators/administrators comprised the majority of the sampled 

population (88.4%), with industry executives representing 6.1%, and hospitality students 

representing 5.4%.  Of the participants surveyed, 60.3% held a doctoral degree, while the 

remainder held a master’s degree (28.3%), baccalaureate degree (5.5%), associate degree 

(3.0%), or a certificate (.4%).   

Table 3 displays the means and standard deviations for each of the primary 

quality indicators determined from the data gathered at the three focus group sessions.    

Based on a five point Likert type scale (1 = unimportant, 2 = slightly important, 3 = 

moderately important, 4 = very important, and 5 = extremely important), the composite 

variable scores revealed that the five most important indicators in determining the quality 

of undergraduate hospitality management programs are:  (a) placement of graduates in 

the hospitality industry (M=4.40), (b) student internships (M=4.37), (c) industry relations 

(M=4.33), (d) experiential learning opportunities for students (M=4.29), and (e) student 

commitment to program and administration support (M=4.28).    
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Table 2.  Demographic characteristics of survey participants. 
Trait Number Percent 

Gender 

     Female 

     Male 

Ethnicity 

     White, Non-Hispanic 

     Hispanic 

     African American 

     Asian 

     Native American 

     Other 

Highest Degree Earned 

     Certificate 

     Associate Degree 

     Baccalaureate Degree 

     Master’s Degree 

     Doctoral Degree 

     Other 

Current Full-Time Position 

     Educator/Administrator 

     Industry Executive 

     Hospitality Student 

      

n = 277 

 

146 

91 

 

198 

4 

7 

19 

0 

3 

 

1 

7 

13 

67 

143 

6 

 

245 

17 

15 

 

61.6 

38.4 

 

85.7 

1.7 

3.0 

8.2 

0 

1.3 

 

.4 

3.0 

5.5 

28.3 

60.3 

2.5 

 

88.4 

6.1 

5.4 
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Table 3.  Coding scheme, means, and standard deviations for 72 quality indicators 
derived from focus group sessions 
Variable Number Quality Indicator Mean Standard 

Deviation 

V1A 

V1B 

V1C 

V1D 

V1E 

V1F 

V1G 

V1H 

V1I 

V1J 

V1K 

V1L 

V1M 

V1N 

V1O 

V1P 

V1Q 

V1R 

V1S 

V1T 

V1U 

V1V 

V1W 

V1X 

V1Y 

V1Z 

Placement of graduates in hospitality industry 

Faculty work experience in hospitality industry 

Availability of industry based technology 

Alumni financial support 

Student/customer interaction in lab environment 

Industry relations 

Overall teaching facilities 

Faculty members engage in research 

Hospitality programs are accredited 

Faculty members generate publications 

Student diversity 

Types of degrees offered 

Specialization within hospitality degree 

Degree to which admissions criteria influence program quality 

Student commitment to program 

Administration support 

Student internships 

Faculty internships 

Mentoring programs for faculty 

Number of students enrolled in program 

Faculty/industry involvement 

Laboratory and classroom teaching equipment 

Library resources 

Classroom technology 

Industry donations 

Students who are independent thinkers 

4.40 

4.22 

3.79 

3.25 

3.74 

4.33 

4.00 

3.35 

3.59 

3.25 

3.70 

3.33 

3.24 

3.51 

4.28 

4.28 

4.37 

3.40 

3.37 

3.23 

4.22 

4.01 

3.90 

3.96 

3.55 

4.08 

.701 

.778 

.806 

.994 

.912 

.647 

.710 

1.125 

1.228 

1.122 

.953 

.979 

1.080 

.896 

.770 

.769 

.795 

1.084 

1.039 

.978 

.741 

.788 

.873 

.766 

.926 

.865 
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Variable Number 

 

V1AA 

V1AB 

V1AC 

V1AD 

V1AE 

V1AF 

V1AG 

V1AH 

V1AI 

V1AJ 

V1AK 

V1AL 

V1AM 

V1AN 

V1AO 

V1AP 

V1AQ 

V1AR 

V1AS 

V1AT 

V1AU 

V1AV 

V1AW 

V1AX 

V1AY 

V1AZ 

V1BA 

V1BB 

V1BC 

Quality Indicator 

 

Alumni relations 

Student grade point average 

Experiential learning opportunities for students 

Student extracurricular involvement 

Faculty course load: greater than 2 classes per term 

Student access to technology 

Industry advisory board 

Faculty course load: 2 or fewer classes per term 

Student critical thinking skills 

Faculty research output required by the university 

Condition of facilities 

Faculty involvement in university service 

Rigorous academic environment 

Program has a clearly communicated mission statement 

Faculty members conduct academic advising 

Alumni input in program 

Suitable number of recruiters visiting campus 

Variety of hospitality courses offered 

Curriculum is industry focused 

Faculty possess doctoral level terminal degree 

On-going professional development for faculty 

Class size:  fewer than 30 students per class 

Faculty have a degree in hospitality 

Student involvement in community service 

Class size:  greater than 30 students per class 

Faculty recognition based on research 

Student/faculty ratio less than 10 to 1 

Faculty recognition based on teaching 

Student/faculty ratio greater than 10 to 1 

Mean 

 

3.70 

3.27 

4.29 

3.59 

3.05 

4.14 

3.94 

3.05 

4.33 

3.05 

3.96 

3.03 

3.84 

3.96 

3.63 

3.53 

3.79 

3.88 

4.14 

3.25 

4.14 

3.73 

3.50 

3.26 

2.52 

2.89 

3.02 

3.96 

2.71 

Standard 

Deviation 

.915 

.907 

.717 

.845 

1.085 

.724 

.919 

1.240 

.734 

1.159 

.714 

.964 

.802 

.934 

1.098 

.862 

.984 

.804 

.862 

1.243 

.781 

.999 

1.201 

.964 

1.131 

1.105 

1.180 

.817 

1.071 
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Variable Number 

 

V1BD 

V1BE 

V1BF 

V1BG 

V1BH 

V1BI 

V1BJ 

V1BK 

V1BL 

V1BM 

V1BN 

V1BO 

V1BP 

V1BQ 

V1BR 

V1BS 

V1BT 

n = 277 

Quality Indicator 

 

Faculty involvement in community service 

Student involvement in industry activities 

Faculty with relevant teaching experience 

SAT scores of students in hospitality program 

Age of hospitality program 

High school GPA of students in hospitality program 

Initial salary upon graduation 

Faculty diversity 

Industry mentors for students 

Initial level of hospitality position upon graduation 

On-site recruiting 

Scholarship availability for students 

State-of-the-art facilities 

Faculty involvement with industry activities 

Financial support from industry 

Faculty involved in professional associations 

Student participation in professional organizations 

 

Mean 

 

3.18 

4.08 

4.07 

2.80 

2.52 

2.90 

3.40 

3.67 

3.70 

3.55 

3.72 

3.94 

3.70 

4.00 

3.76 

4.00 

3.83 

 

Standard 

Deviation 

.974 

.697 

.739 

1.042 

1.135 

1.031 

.914 

.971 

.935 

.826 

.972 

.849 

.872 

.802 

.882 

.816 

.888 

 

  

Factor analyses explored the five common themes that evolved from the Assante 

(2005) focus group data:  (a) students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, (d) industry 

support, and (e) facilities.  The 72 quality indicators were subjected to principal 

components analysis (PCA) using SPSS 13.0.  Prior to performing PCA, the suitability of 

data for factor analysis was assessed.  Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the 

presence of many coefficients of .3 and above.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling Adequacy (KMO) value was .851, exceeding the recommended value of .6.  
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Additionally, the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity reached statistical significance, supporting 

the factorability of the correlation matrix (Pallant, 2001). 

Principal component analysis revealed the presence of 19 factors with eigenvalues 

exceeding 1.0, explaining a cumulative 67.315% of the variance.  An inspection of the 

scree plot (Figure 1) revealed a linear pattern after the third factor and a decreasing trend 

in the amount of variance explained by each potential factor or construct.  Using Catell’s 

scree test, it was decided to retain three factors for further investigation.   

A maximum likelihood factor analysis using the three factors was conducted.  To 

aid in the interpretation of these three factors, an oblique Promax rotation was performed.  

The rotated solution presented in Table 4 revealed the presence of a relatively simple 

structure.  The three factor solution explained a total of 31.57% of the variance, with 

Factor 1 contributing to 14.61%, Factor 2 contributing to 12.01%, and Factor 3 

contributing to 4.95%.  The interpretation of the three factors was relatively consistent 

with the previous focus group findings.   
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Figure 1.  Scree plot indicating 3 primary factors or quality indicator constructs  

 

In analyzing the three factors, Factor 1 appears to represent the themes of 

students/alumni, industry support, and faculty.  Factor 2 represents the themes of 

curriculum and facilities, while Factor 3 has a tendency toward research.  
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Table 4.  Maximum likelihood factor analysis with promax rotation  

Quality Indicator Factor 
  1 2 3 
Faculty/industry involvement .715     

Alumni input in program .707     

Student involvement in industry activities  .680     

Industry advisory board .662     

Industry relations .648     

Alumni relations .645     

Faculty involvement with industry activities .625     

Student internships .597     

Suitable number of recruiters visiting campus .573     

Experiential learning opportunities for students .532     

Financial support from industry .526     

Student extracurricular involvement .522     

Industry mentors for students .511     

Student participation in professional organizations .499     

Faculty involvement in community service .490     

On-site recruiting .476     

Faculty internships .458     

Curriculum is industry focused .418   -.322 

Variety of hospitality courses offered .407     

Mentoring programs for faculty .405     

Student involvement in community service .404     

Scholarship availability for students .401     

Industry donations .393     

Faculty involvement in professional associations .380     

On-going professional development for faculty .341     

Student critical thinking skills .333     

Alumni financial support .333   .314 
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Quality Indicator  Factor  
  1 2 3 
Students who are independent thinkers .323     

Faculty diversity .305     

Placement of graduates in the hospitality industry .305     

Overall teaching facilities   .686   

Laboratory and classroom teaching equipment   .685   

State-of-the-art facilities   .671   

Student grade point average   .648   

Condition of facilities   .643   

Classroom technology   .593   

Class size:  30 or fewer students per class   .553   

Library resources   .521   

High school GPA of students in hospitality program   .502   

Number of students enrolled in program   .468   

Age of hospitality program   .458   

Degree to which admissions criteria influences program quality   .449   

Hospitality programs are accredited   .446   

Student access to technology   .400   

Faculty involvement in university service   .390   

Availability of industry based technology   .389   

SAT scores of students in hospitality program   .386 .362 

Program has a clearly communicated mission statement   .377   

Specialization with in hospitality degree   .362   

Faculty have a degree in hospitality   .359   

Types of degrees offered   .358   

Faculty recognition based on teaching   .355   

Student commitment to program   .348   

Student/faculty ratio less than 10 to 1   .329   

Initial salary upon graduation   .329   

Faculty course load:  greater than 2 classes per term   .309   

    

  83 
 



 
 

Quality Indicator  Factor  
  1 2 3 
Faculty members engage in research     .896 

Faculty members generate publications     .888 

Faculty research output required by the university     .851 

Faculty recognition based on research     .846 

Faculty possess doctoral level terminal degree     .644 

Faculty course load:  2 or fewer classes per term     .466 

% of variance explained 14.61% 12.01% 4.95% 

 

Cluster analysis was used as an exploratory statistical technique to determine if 

the five constructs from the Assante (2005) focus group sessions could be used to 

successfully classify and identify heterogeneous subgroups.  A K-means cluster analysis 

was conducted using a five, four, three, and two cluster solution.  Before determining 

which cluster solution to adopt, an examination of the cluster sizes and a calculation of an 

ANOVA with a Bonferroni adjustment implemented for post hoc analyses was conducted 

to find the best cluster solution (Kirk, 1995).   

 Based on the examination of four different cluster solutions, a three cluster 

solution was chosen because of the relative balance of sample size between the three 

clusters.  All three constructs obtained a significant difference between the three cluster 

groups based on the ANOVA analysis.  The sizes of the three groups were 62 for cluster 

1, 139 for cluster 2, and 73 for cluster 3.  The overall ANOVA of the constructs 

developed in the focus group sessions can be seen in Table 5. 
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Table 5.  Analysis of variance table examining cluster differences of constructs found in 
the focus group sessions.  

Construct Df F Significance 

Factor 1 (Students/Alumni, Industry Support, Faculty) 

Factor 2 (Facilities, Curriculum) 

Factor 3 (Research) 

n = 277 

p = .05 

(2, 271) 

(2, 271) 

(2, 271) 

 

358.312 

169.058 

15.736 

 

.000 

.000 

.000 

 

  

 After an evaluation of the sampled population using SPSS 13.0 K-means cluster 

analysis function, discriminant analysis was conducted to confirm the cluster groupings.  

The reason for conducting discriminant analysis post cluster analysis is because cluster 

analysis does not have the ability to confirm or deny cluster solutions presented, so 

discriminant analysis serves as a measure for how well the cluster groupings were formed 

(Green & Salkind, 2003). 

 A discriminant analysis was conducted to determine if the three factors 

(condensed from the five constructs that evolved from the Assante focus group sessions) 

could accurately predict quality indicators for hospitality management programs.  The 

Wilks’ lambda was significant for all three factors.  The Wilks’ lambda (λ) for Factors 1, 

2, and 3 were, λ  = .274, λ  = .445, and λ = .896 respectively.  Thus, indicating that the 

three factors are differentiated from each other among the clusters.    

 Additionally, discriminant analysis was performed to determine how well the 

cluster analysis defined the quality indicator groupings.  Based on the results presented in 

Table 6, the discriminant analysis correctly classified 94.2% of the original classifications 

and 93.4% of cross-validated cases.  In an effort to further confirm the strength of the 
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relationship between the cluster and discriminant analyses, a kappa coefficient was 

computed using the cross-tabs function of SPSS 13.0.  A kappa coefficient was computed 

to measure the level of agreement between two evaluators of an item.  In this study 

cluster analysis and discriminant analysis served as the two evaluators determining how 

well the three predictor variables (factors) assigned group membership.  The kappa 

coefficient returned a value of .903, which means that the results of the level of 

agreement between the cluster and discriminant analysis did not occur strictly by chance.  

The results of the kappa can be seen in Table 7. 

Table 6.  SPSS output of discriminant analysis classification of cluster results 
  Predicted Group Membership Total  

Cluster Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3   

Original - Count 1 
2 
3 

53 
0 
0 

9 
139 

7 

0 
0 

66 

62 
139 
73 

 

 
% 

 
1 
2 
3 

 
85.5 

.0 

.0 

 
14.5 
100.0 
9.6 

 
.0 
.0 

90.4 

 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

 

 
Cross-Validated 
Count 
 

 
1 
2 
3 

 
52 
0 
0 

 
10 

139 
8 

 
0 
0 

65 

 
62 

139 
73 

 

 
% 
 
 
 
n = 274 

 
1 
2 
3 

 
83.9 

.0 

.0 

 
16.1 
100.0 
11.0 

 
.0 
.0 

89.0 

 
100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

 

 

Table 7.  Results of cross tabulations kappa analysis 
 Value Asymp. Std. 

Error 

Approx. T Approximate 

Significance 

Measure of agreement  Kappa 

N of valid cases 

.903 

274 

.023 20.650 .000 
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Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations 

The focus of this study was to demonstrate the versatility and usability of the 

proposed hospitality program quality indicators as a possible tool for program 

assessment, strategic planning, and the development a universal four-year hospitality 

management program rating/ranking system.  The composite variable scores revealed that 

all 72 of the proposed quality indicators were considered important.  However, the five 

most important indicators in determining the quality of undergraduate hospitality 

management programs were:  (a) placement of graduates in the hospitality industry, (b) 

student internships, (c) industry relations, (d) experiential learning opportunities for 

students, and (e) student commitment to program and administration support.  Many 

indicators were suggested as important pedagogical and organizational issues, but when it 

came down to deciding what was most meaningful, they were not emphasized.  It seems 

that items like class size, student/faculty ratio, and high school GPA and SAT scores 

were not perceived to be as influential on the success of the program and its graduates.  

For example, small classes are better, but good teaching and learning can happen in large 

classes, too.  Clearly these items are important in many ways, but perhaps do not have the 

long-term impact that might first be thought.   

The U.S. News and World Report rankings use class size as an indicator, however 

it is broken down to less than 20 students per class and for larger classes, greater than 50.  

These numbers might prove to be more realistic, especially for larger classes.  When 

considering using these attributes for program evaluation and strategic planning, it is 

necessary to consider limiting their class size to provide a higher quality education, or 

possibly increase full-time faculty members.  Student/faculty ratio is also a U.S. News 
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indicator, weighted at 1% of their total survey; however, the respondents to this study 

ranked it with lower importance.  Is this because we feel it is an unrealistic goal to have a 

smaller student/faculty ratio or perhaps that it is possible to have good teaching and 

learning take place even if the ratio is high?  High school GPA and SAT scores were 

ranked moderately important by respondents, whereas the U.S. News study does not 

consider those indicators.  Indicators such as high school GPA and SAT scores might be 

nice to have, but how do these indicators impact program assessment or strategic 

planning in the long run?  Regardless, further analysis should be considered to determine 

if these are significant quality indicators.  Perhaps the most intriguing factor of the U.S. 

News and World Report ranking is based upon academic reputation.  Weighted at 25%, 

this is nothing more than a mere perception rather than truth, hence, the need for a 

meaningful universal discipline specific rating/ranking system.   

Based on the results of the factor, cluster, and discriminant analyses, the model 

successfully segmented the larger focus group data into three heterogeneous subsets.  In 

analyzing the three subsets, Factor 1 appears to represent the themes of students/alumni, 

industry support, and faculty.  Factor 2 represents the themes of curriculum and facilities, 

while Factor 3 has a tendency toward research.  It is interesting to note that the factor 

themes derived from the on-line survey instrument coincide with the themes found in the 

three focus group sessions (Assante, 2005).  However, the additional theme of research 

arose as a result of the factor analysis.  This topic was initially addressed at the national 

hospitality leadership conference, but had evolved under faculty throughout the focus 

group sessions.   
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So again the question remains, now that broad hospitality program quality 

indicators have been determined, what purpose do they serve?  The answer remains 

proceed with caution!  This current state of data will need further manipulation before it 

can be implemented in program assessment, strategic planning, or developed into a 

universal rating/ranking program for four-year hospitality education.   

This study was designed to provide foundational data that should be useful for 

further research.  With that said, the following list encompasses some of the potential 

implications and recommendations from the study.  This list has been compiled from the 

quantitative data analysis, as well as from the themes presented throughout the qualitative 

comment section of the on-line survey.   

1. The quality indicators can be used as well defined and measurable performance 

standards, whereby programs can assess and compare performance with these 

measurable standards and make necessary adjustments. 

2. Measures can be developed to determine compliance with indicators, and then to 

assess students and faculty based on measures.  Subsequently, development of 

appropriate programs to ensure success would be necessary. 

3. Use the indicators as a standard for student, alumni, and advisory board 

evaluation of program to ensure curriculum is industry focused. 

4. Quality indicators can provide benchmarks that allow all stakeholders to 

understand what constitutes a quality program. 

5. Quality indicators can be used to conduct a self-assessment that will be beneficial 

for future program accreditation. 
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6. Quality indicators can be the guide to the strategic process.  They should be 

looked at in terms of the strategic directions of the college and university.  

Continuous improvement is the mantra for programs to succeed.  In a highly 

evolving environment, programs must be constantly evolving in order to fulfill 

their role as the source for industry leaders of tomorrow. 

7. Employ selected industry linkage factors and faculty expertise factors in a 

balanced scorecard approach, including tracking longitudinal changes for strategic 

planning. 

8. Quality indicators can be used to identify deficiencies or gaps from agreed upon 

benchmarks, and then be used as a framework to develop strategies and action 

plans to overcome the deficiencies and close the gaps. 

9. Based on the responses of how the term quality is perceived with regard to 

hospitality education, further investigation and research can be done to solidify a 

universally acceptable definition. 

10. Further investigation can be done to stratify the demographic information 

provided by respondents.  Perhaps there would be significance to create groups 

based upon the respondents’status (i.e., educator, administrator, student, industry 

executive or highest degree earned). 

11. Conduct a subsequent study to determine if there are any other quality indicators 

that should be considered.  Revise the current study to include the updated quality 

indicators and administer it to a broader audience.  A longitudinal study should be 

conducted to determine if and when quality indicators change.   
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12. Using the results of the factor analysis performed on the quality indicators, future 

studies could be done to create objective measurement scales for each indicator. 

13. Once the quality indicators are quantified, they could be applied to a  

rating/ranking process similar to the US News & World Report ranking system.   

All in all, a quality program is one that teaches content information, develops 

skills through experiential learning, and assists students in further developing critical 

thinking skills, personal talents, and competencies.  Therefore, industry experience, 

teaching skills, research skills, and close ties to industry are important for faculty.  A 

quality program will also have successful alumni and strong reciprocal relationships with 

them.   

While no one would disagree that the quality of inputs (i.e., students, faculty, 

facilities, etc.) are important, quality is ultimately achieved when an environment for 

learning has been developed.  Educators must look at the quality of the output of the 

learning system from a broad societal perspective.  For example, are the graduates 

committed to lifelong learning, are they leading change in their positions, are they better 

contributors to society, and are they competent to meet industry demands.  

Hospitality industry leaders and educators, with a focus on career education and 

development, view students as their vast reserve of human potential.  Given that the only 

constant in the hospitality environment is change, open communications and a joint effort 

between hospitality executives and hospitality educators, is critical to the success of 

today’s students. 

From this point, one could easily deduce that curricula, which serve as the point 

of commonality for all quality indicators, must be reviewed, revised, and updated as 
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competency requirements and quality parameters change.  As part of that ongoing and 

evolutionary process, hospitality programs should consider developing and adopting a 

universal rating/ranking system that is easily comprehensible to perspective students, 

parents, and high school guidance counselors.  This will assist with the decision making 

process and allow the end users to make an educated decision while maximizing their 

resources.  It would well serve the hospitality education profession.  
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CHAPTER IV 

 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The focus of this study was to determine hospitality program quality indicators 

and to show the versatility and usability of the proposed quality indicators as a possible 

tool for program assessment, strategic planning, and the development a universal four-

year hospitality management program rating/ranking system.  Hospitality educators, 

administrators, students, and industry executives were queried using focus groups and on-

line survey techniques.    

The hospitality educators, administrators, and industry executives who 

participated in the three focus group sessions offered valuable perspectives on what 

constitutes a quality hospitality management program.  The participants addressed the 

broad topics such as the perception of quality with regard to education and the programs 

they considered to be the top hospitality management programs.  Additionally, they 

identified specific quality attributes they perceived that a top hospitality management 

program must possess.   

When conducting the composite analyses, the researchers focused on specific 

trends or patterns represented by all three focus group sessions, independently and 

collectively.  Upon the emergence of trends and patterns from the analyses, it became 

apparent that no specific trend or pattern was unique to an individual session.  

Consequently, the perceptions and opinions expressed by the participants in all three 

focus groups are presented collectively.  The following five common themes evolved 
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during the focus group sessions: (a) students/alumni, (b) curriculum, (c) faculty, (d) 

industry support, and (e) facilities. 

 It became apparent throughout the focus group sessions that the term “quality” 

was very subjective.  However, when asked to define quality with regard to hospitality 

education, the participants were able to come to consensus.  Collectively, the beliefs of 

the participants in all three sessions indicate that a quality hospitality program means:  

(a) having a symbiotic relationship with industry; (b) preparing students to be successful 

professionals; (c) providing students opportunities to enhance critical thinking skills; (d) 

having a strong alumni group of constituents; (e) spending time actively listening to 

students; and (f) recognizing that while there might not yet be a standard for quality 

across hospitality programs, on-going assessment is critical to improving individual 

program quality.  By viewing this list, it becomes apparent that the participants’ 

definition of a quality hospitality program is symbiotic with the quality indicators listed 

under the five major themes identified by the focus group sessions. 

 A major advantage of involving stakeholder groups in the identification of 

hospitality education quality attributes via focus groups is that the groups can later 

identify their role in generating academic program improvement, strategic planning, and 

with further inquiry and thoughtful consideration, a potential rating/ranking system for 

hospitality programs.   

This planning-oriented focus group strategy was also useful because it has 

uncovered potential challenges of implementation at a program level.  As focus group 

participants considered their reactions to the term quality and to the objective 

measurement of the proposed quality attributes, they revealed facilitators and barriers to 
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quality attribute implementation.  The two major challenges that surfaced were the 

difficulty in creating quantifiable measures with regard to quality and in making 

comparisons across hospitality programs.  

 The results of the focus groups (N = 28) provided the constructs for the on-line 

survey.  The participants of the on-line survey were a convenience sample (N = 277) who 

held a membership in I-CHRIE.   The focus of the on-line survey was to answer the 

following three research questions: (a) Of the identified quality indicators for 

undergraduate hospitality management programs, which are considered the most 

important?; (b) Once the primary indicators for undergraduate hospitality management 

programs have been identified, what purpose will they serve?; and (c) How might the 

identified quality indicators be utilized in program assessment and strategic planning?  

The composite variable scores revealed that all 72 of the proposed quality 

indicators were considered important.  However, the five most important indicators in 

determining the quality of undergraduate hospitality management programs were:   

(a) placement of graduates in the hospitality industry, (b) student internships, (c) industry 

relations, (d) experiential learning opportunities for students, and (e) student commitment 

to program and administration support.  Many indicators were suggested as important 

pedagogical and organizational issues, but when it came down to deciding what was most 

meaningful, they were not emphasized.  It seems that items like class size, student/faculty 

ratio, and high school GPA and SAT scores were not perceived to be as influential on the 

success of the program and its graduates.  For example, small classes are better, but good 

teaching and learning can happen in large classes, too.  Clearly these items are important 
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in many ways, but perhaps do not have the long-term impact that might first be thought.  

Further analysis needs to be done to determine if these are significant quality indicators.      

Based on the results of the factor, cluster, and discriminant analyses, the model 

successfully segmented the larger focus group data into three heterogeneous subsets.  In 

analyzing the three subsets, Factor 1 appears to represent the themes of students/alumni, 

industry support, and faculty.  Factor 2 represents the themes of curriculum and facilities, 

while Factor 3 has a tendency toward research.  It is interesting to note that the factor 

themes derived from the on-line survey instrument coincide with the themes found in the 

three focus group sessions (Assante, 2005).  However, the additional theme of research 

arose as a result of the factor analysis.  This topic was initially addressed at the national 

hospitality leadership conference, but had evolved under faculty throughout the focus 

group sessions.   

So again the question remains, now that broad hospitality program quality 

indicators have been determined, what purpose do they serve?  The answer remains 

proceed with caution!  This current state of data will need further manipulation before it 

can be implemented in program assessment, strategic planning, or developed into a 

universal rating/ranking program for four-year hospitality education.   

This study was designed to provide foundational data that should be useful for 

further research.  With that said, the following list encompasses some of the potential 

implications and recommendations from the study.  This list has been compiled from the 

quantitative data analysis, as well as from the themes presented throughout the qualitative 

comment section of the on-line survey.   
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1. The quality indicators can be used as well defined and measurable performance 

standards, whereby programs can assess and compare performance with these 

measurable standards and make necessary adjustments. 

2. Measures can be developed to determine compliance with indicators, and then to 

assess students and faculty based on measures.  Subsequently, development of 

appropriate programs to ensure success would be necessary. 

3. Use the indicators as a standard for student, alumni, and advisory board 

evaluation of program to ensure curriculum is industry focused. 

4. Quality indicators can provide benchmarks that allow all stakeholders to 

understand what constitutes a quality program. 

5. Quality indicators can be used to conduct a self-assessment that will be beneficial 

for future program accreditation. 

6. Quality indicators can be the guide to the strategic process.  They should be 

looked at in terms of the strategic directions of the college and university.  

Continuous improvement is the mantra for programs to succeed.  In a highly 

evolving environment, programs must be constantly evolving in order to fulfill 

their role as the source for industry leaders of tomorrow. 

7. Employ selected industry linkage factors and faculty expertise factors in a 

balanced scorecard approach, including tracking longitudinal changes for strategic 

planning. 

8. Quality indicators can be used to identify deficiencies or gaps from agreed upon 

benchmarks, and then be used as a framework to develop strategies and action 

plans to overcome the deficiencies and close the gaps. 
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9. Based on the responses of how the term quality is perceived with regard to 

hospitality education, further investigation and research can be done to solidify a 

universally acceptable definition.   

10. Further investigation can be done to stratify the demographic information 

provided by respondents.  Perhaps there would be significance to create groups 

based upon the respondents’ status (i.e., educator, administrator, student, industry 

executive or highest degree earned). 

11. Conduct a subsequent study to determine if there are other quality indicators that 

should be considered.  Revise the current study to include the updated quality 

indicators and administer it to a broader audience.  A longitudinal study should be 

conducted to determine if and when quality indicators change. 

12. Using the results of the factor analysis performed on the quality indicators, future 

studies could be done to create objective measurement scales for each indicator. 

13. Once the quality indicators are quantified, they could be applied to a  

rating/ranking process similar to the U.S. News & World Report ranking system.   

It is necessary to reiterate that this study focused on four-year hospitality 

management programs in the United States.  The challenge that remains with hospitality 

programs, even when limited to four-year programs in the United States, is that they have 

different structures (i.e., business school, old home economics programs, agriculture 

colleges, and free-standing schools or colleges), and comparing across programs housed 

in diverse administrative structures will be challenging. 

All in all, a quality program is one that teaches content information, develops 

skills through experiential learning, and assists students in further developing critical 
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thinking skills, personal talents, and competencies.  Therefore, industry experience, 

teaching skills, research skills, and close ties to industry are important for faculty.  A 

quality program will also have successful alumni and strong reciprocal relationships with 

them.   

While no one would disagree that the quality of inputs (i.e., students, faculty, 

facilities, etc.) are important, quality is ultimately achieved when an environment for 

learning has been developed.  Educators must look at the quality of the output of the 

learning system from a broad societal perspective.  For example, are the graduates 

committed to lifelong learning, are they leading change in their positions, are they better 

contributors to society, and are they competent to meet industry demands.   

Hospitality industry leaders and educators, with a focus on career education and 

development, view students as their vast reserve of human potential.  Given that the only 

constant in the hospitality environment is change, open communications and a joint effort 

between hospitality executives and hospitality educators, is critical to the success of 

today’s students. 

From this point, one could easily deduce that curricula, which serve as the point 

of commonality for all quality indicators, must be reviewed, revised, and updated as 

competency requirements and quality parameters change.  As part of that ongoing 

evaluative and evolutionary process, hospitality programs should consider developing 

and adopting a universal ranking/rating system that is easily comprehensible to 

perspective students, parents, and high school guidance counselors.  This will assist with 

the decision making process and allow the end users to make an educated decision while 

maximizing their resources.  It would well serve the hospitality education profession.   

  102 
 



 
 

REFERENCES 

 
Assante, L. M.  (2005).  Determining quality parameters as a foundation for effective  

ranking of undergraduate hospitality management programs.  Unpublished  
doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech University, Lubbock. 

 
Bisconti, A. S., & Solmon, L. C.  (1976).  College education on the job…the graduates’  

viewpoint.  Bethlehem, PA:  The CPC Foundation. 
 

Brizek, M. G., & Kahn, M. A.  (2002).  Ranking of U.S. hospitality undergraduate  
programs:  2000-2001.  Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education, 14 (2), 4-8. 
 

Brolin, D. E.  (1978).  Career education.  In D. E. Brolin (Eds.), Life centered career  
education:  A competency based approach  (pp. 3-98).  Reston, VA:  The Council  
for Exceptional Children. 
 

Buergermeister, J.  (1983).  Assessment of the educational skills and competencies  
needed by beginning hospitality managers.  Hospitality Education and Research  
Journal, 8(1), 38-53. 
 

Burke, J.  (2003).  Making Sense of Hospitality Program Ratings:  What Should be 
 Evaluated?  International CHRIE Conference, Palm Springs, CA.  
 
Carlson, A., Kinsey, J., & Nadav, C.  (2002).  Consumers’ retail sources of food: a 
 cluster analysis.  Family Economics and Nutrition Review, 14(2), 11-20. 
 
Casado, M. A.  (1993).  Corporate recruiters and alumni:  Perceptions of professional  

courses.  FIU Hospitality Review, 11(1), 79-86. 
 

Chiou, J. S.  (2000).  Antecedents and moderators of behavioral intention:  differences  
between U.S. and Taiwanese Students.  Genetic, Social, and General Psychology  
Monographs, 126(1), 105-124. 
 

Cooper, D. R., & Emory, C. W. (1995).  Business Research Methods, Fifth Edition.   
Chicago, IL:  Richard D. Irwin, Inc. 

 
Curry, B., Davies, F., Phillips, P., Evans, M., & Moutinho, L.  (2001).  The Kohonen  
 self-organizing map: an application to the study of strategic groups in the UK 
 hotel industry.  Expert Systems, 18(1), 13-31. 
 
Darlington, R. B.  (2005).  Factor Analysis, retrieved from  

http://comp9.psych.cornell.edu?Darlington/factor.htm 
 
Driscoll, C., & Wicks, D.  (1998).  The customer-driven approach in business  
 education; A possible danger?  Journal of Education for Business, 7, 58-61. 

  103 
 



 
 

 
Gaff, J. G., Ratcliff, J. L., & Associates.  (1996).  Handbook of the undergraduate  

curriculum.  San Francisco, CA:  Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 

Gale, L. E., & Pol, G.  (1975).  Competence:  A definition and conceptual scheme.   
Education Technology, 19(1), 19-25. 

 
Gater, D. S.  (2001).  U.S. News & World Report's methodology and rankings of  

colleges and universities, retrieved February 8, 2005 from http://thecenterufl.edu   
 
Gould, S. L., & Bojanic, D. C.  (2002).  Exploring hospitality program rankings.  Journal 

of Hospitality & Tourism Education, 14 (4), 24-32. 
 
Green, S. B., & Salkind, N. J.  (2003).  Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh:  

analyzing and understanding data (3rd ed.).  Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice 
Hall.  

 
Halasz, I. M.  (1988).  Trends and issues in career education  (Contract No.   

RI88062005).  Washington, DC:  Office of Educational Research and  
Improvement.  (ERIC Information Series No. 332 20928619) 

 
Halbesleben, J. R., Becker, J. A., & Buckley, M. R.  (2003). Considering the labor 
  contributions of students:  an alternative to the student-as-customer metaphor. 
 Journal of Education for Business, 3, 255-257. 
 
Harp, S. S., Hoover, L. C., Crockett, K. L., & Wu, C. K.  (1998).  Development of a beef 

appetizer concept for casual dining restaurants:  Application of focus group 
interviews and consumer sensory evaluation.  Journal of Hospitality and Tourism 
Research, 21(3), 43-60. 

 
Harris, K. J.  (1994).  Faculty internships:  Bridging the gap between education and  

industry.  Hospitality Tourism Educator, 6(4), 68-72. 
 

Hogan, J. J.  (1989).  What industry needs from academe.  The Cornell Hotel and  
Restaurant Administration Quarterly, 30(3), 96-99.  
 

Hsu, J. F., & Gregory, S. R.  (1995).  Developing future hotel managers in Taiwan:  From  
an industry viewpoint.  International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality  
Management, 14(3, 4), 261-269. 

 
Hu, C., Bai, B., & Jang, S. C. (2003).  Hospitality and tourism graduate programs:  Stop  

ranking, start classifying!  Advances in Hospitality and Tourism Research 
Proceedings, VIII, 202-206.  
 

Jones, T., Izzolo, A., & Christianson, D.  (1993).  Campus recruitment:  A four-year  
program profile.  FIU Hospitality Review, 11(2), 73-80.  

  104 
 



 
 

 
Kirk, R.E.  (1995).  Experimental design (3rd ed.).  New York: Brooks/Cole Publishing  
 Company. 

 
Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A.  (2000).  Focus Groups (3rd ed.).  Thousand Oaks, CA:   

Sage Publications, Inc. 
 
Lillich, J. M.  (2003).  Purdue tops national survey of hospitality management programs  

for second time in year, retrieved March 24, 2005 from 
http://news.uns.purdue.edu/UNS/html4ever/030130.Kavanaugh.rank2003.html 

 
Lin, F.Y. (2003).  An analysis of hospitality consumer lifestyles in the United States.  
 Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech University, Lubbock. 

 
Locke, D. C., & Parker, L. D.  (1991).  A multicultural focus on career education   

(Contract No.  RI88062005).  Washington, DC:  Office of Educational Research  
and Improvement.  (ERIC Information Series No. 348 27198672)  

 
Lorr, M. (1983).  Cluster analysis for social scientist.  Washington, D.C.: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Mariampolski, A., Spears, M. C., & Vaden, A. G.  (1980).  What the restaurant manager  

needs to know:  the consensus.  The Cornel Hotel and Restaurant Administration 
Quarterly, 21(3), 77-81. 

 
McCollough, M.A., & Gremler, D.D.  (1999).  Guaranteeing student satisfaction: An  

exercise in treating students as customers.  Journal of Marketing Education, 21(2), 
118-130. 

 
McGrath, M.  (1993).  An evaluation of the core curriculum of the Council on Hotel,  

Restaurant and Institutional Education Accreditation Standards  (Doctoral  
dissertation, The University of Tennessee, 1993).  University Microfilms  
International, Order No. 9404593. 

 
Miller, E. H.  (2002).  Toward a typology of Hispanic high school dropouts.  Unpublished  
 doctoral dissertation, Texas Tech University, Lubbock. 
 
Morgan, D. L.  (1998).  The focus group guidebook.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage  

Publications, Inc. 
 
Morgan, D. L.  (1997).  Focus groups as qualitative research (2nd Ed.).  London: Sage  

Publications, Inc. 
 

Morse, R. J., & Flanigan, S. M.  (n.d.)  Using the rankings.  Retrieved February 1,  
2004, from http://www.usnews.com/edu/college/rankings/about/04rank_brief.php.  

 

  105 
 



 
 

Pallant, J.  (2001).  SPSS Survival Manual.  Berkshire, UK:  Open University Press,  
McGraw-Hill Education. 

 
Peter, L. J.  (1975).  Competencies for teaching teacher education.  Belmont, CA:   

Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc. 
 
Rapkin, B. D., & Luke, D. A.  (1993).  Cluster analysis in community research:  
 epistemology and practice.  American Journal of Community Psychology, 21(2), 
 247-277. 
 
Reinhart, B. (1979).  Career education from concept to reality.  New York, NY:   

McGraw-Hill Book Company. 
 

Rogelberg, S. G., Balzer, W. K., Ployhart, R. E., & Yonker, R. D.  (1999).  Using policy  
capturing to examine tipping decisions.  Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
29(12), 2567-2591.  

 
Romesburg, H. C.  (1984).  Cluster analysis for researchers.  Belmont, CA:  
 Lifetime Learning Publications. 
 
Splete, H., & Stewart, A.  (1990).  Competency-based career development strategies and  

the national career development guidelines (Contract No. RI88062005).   
Washington, DC:  Office of Educational Research and Improvement.  (ERIC  
Information Series No. 345 24357132). 

 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for Windows, Release 13.0.  2004,  

Chicago, IL: SPSS, Inc. 
 
StatSoft Incorporated.  (2003).  Principle Components and Factor Analysis, retrieved  

June 30, 2005 from http://www.statsoft.com/textbook 
 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S.  (2001).  Using multivariate statistics (4th ed.).  Boston,  

MA:  Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Tas, R. F.  (1988).  Teaching future managers.  The Cornell Hotel and Restaurant  

Administration Quarterly, 29(2), 41-43. 
 
Tryon, R. C., & Bailey, D. E.  (1970).  Cluster analysis.  New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Varnavas, A. P., & Soterlou, A. C.  (2002).  Towards customer-driven management in  

hospitality education: a case study of the Higher Hotel Institute, Cyprus.  The 
International Journal of Educational Management. 12 (2), 66-74. 

 
Vaske, J. J., Timmons, N. R., Beaman, J., & Petchenik, J.  (2004).  Chronic wasting  
 disease in Wisconsin: hunter behavior, perceived risk, and agency trust.  Human 
 Dimensions of Wildlife, 9(3), 193-210. 

  106 
 



 
 

 
Vyncke, P.  (2002).  Lifestyle segmentation.  European Journal of Communication,  

17(4), 445-464. 
 
Weaver, D. B., & Lawton, L. J.  (2004).  Visitor attitudes toward tourism development  

and product integration in an Australian urban-rural fringe.  Journal of Travel 
Research, 42(3), 286-297. 

 
Weaver, D. B., & Lawton, L. J.  (2002).  Overnight ecotourist market segmentation in the  
 Gold Coast Hinterland of Australia.  Journal of Travel Research, 40(3), 270-281. 
 
Whitmore, J.  (2005).  First-rate education at Tech includes academic plus civic  

responsibilities, retrieved June 14, 2005 from 
http://lubbockonline.com/stories/061105/gue_0611050021.shtml 

 
Wright, P. C.  (1990).  Validating hospitality curricula within association-sponsored  

certification programs:  A qualitative methodology and case study.  Hospitality 
Research Journal, 14(1), 117-132. 

 
Zeithaml, V. A., Parasuraman, A., & Berry, L. L.  (1990).  Delivering quality service:  
 balancing customer perception and expectations.  New York, NY:  Free  

Press. 
 
 
 

  107 
 



 
 

APPENDIX A:  I-CHRIE CONFERENCE 
 

COLLEGE OF HUMAN SCIENCES 
 

AUDIO/VIDEO TAPE RECORDING RELEASE FORM 
 

 
 
 
 
I, _____________________________________, give my permission for the audio/video 

tape recording of the focus group session to be used for instructional and research 

purposes by graduate students and faculty in the College of Human Sciences at Texas 

Tech University.  I understand that my identity will be concealed as much as possible and 

that this audio/video tape will not receive commercial use.  Possible users of the 

audio/video tape are limited to the following:  research sponsors, graduate students, and 

faculty. 

 
 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
 
Date:          ____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B:  FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE 
 

I-CHRIE CONFERENCE 
July 28, 2004 

 
RAPPORT BUILDING:  [5 minutes] 
 
Welcome participants to group meeting.  Present overview of the topic that will be 
discussed during the 120 minute focus group session.  Finalize audio/video release forms. 
 
OPENING QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
Let’s take a few minutes to share a little bit about yourselves with us. 
 
1.  Where do you currently reside; what is your current academic position; and what  
     undergraduate and graduate courses do you currently teach? 
 
2.  How many of you have read the latest rankings of hospitality programs (i.e., Brizek &   
     Kahn or Gould & Bojanic articles in the Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education)    
     and do you have any comments, opinions, or concerns regarding these rankings? 
 
  INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
1.  Regardless of the rankings, what programs do you consider as the top hospitality   
     programs and why? 
 
2.  What do you consider to be the major strengths in your hospitality program? 
 
 
TRANSITION QUESTIONS:  [25 minutes] 
 
3.  How do you perceive the term “quality” with regard to education?   
 
4.  Have you made any changes in your hospitality program recently to improve its   
     quality?  If so, what are the changes and what prompted them?  If not, are you   
     considering instituting any changes to your current structure and why? 
 
5.  Considering the changes discussed, what do you believe to be the most significant  
     change in your hospitality program and what prompted that change? 
 
 
 

BREAK  BREAK  BREAK  BREAK 
[10 minutes] 
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KEY QUESTIONS [50 minutes] 
 
Based on previous discussions with other educators, the following quality indicators or 
attributes have become prevalent.  Refer to POSTER. 
 [students/alumni, curriculum, faculty, industry support, and facilities] 
Additional areas mentioned included:  research, publication, accreditation, culture, and 
college type.  However, we will only concentrate on these areas today (refer to POSTER 
again). 
 
7a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of students/alumni?   
 
7b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
8a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of curriculum?   
 
8b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
9a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of faculty?   
 
9b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
10a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of industry support?   
 
10b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
11a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of facilities?   
 
11b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
 
ENDING QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
Our goal is to discover educators’ perceptions of what constitutes a quality 
hospitality program. 
 
12.  Are there any quality indicators or attributes that you believe are really important  
       for the development of a comprehensive undergraduate hospitality education rating  
       system that we have not discussed?  
 
 

THANK YOU. 
 

***HAVE PARTICIPANTS COMPLETE PARTICIPANT PROFILE NOW*** 
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APPENDIX C:  PARTICPANT PROFILE 
 

I-CHRIE CONFERENCE 
July 28, 2004 

 
Please provide the following information about yourself and your current employment for use in 
analyzing the focus group data. 
 
1.  How many years have you been employed in higher education?    
     ________ years. 
 
2.  How many years have you been employed at your current institution of higher education?     
     ________ years. 
 
3.  How many years have you been teaching hospitality curriculum? 
     ________ years. 
 
4.  What hospitality degree does your institution of higher education grant?  Please check all     
     that apply.   
 

 Associate Degree 
  

 Baccalaureate Degree 
 

 Master’s Degree 
 

 Doctoral Degree 
 

 Other                   Please specify:  _____________________________ 
 

5.  What is your current academic rank and any administrative appointment?  Please check   
     all that apply. 
  

 Instructor  
 

 Assistant Professor 
 

 Associate Professor 
 

 Professor 
 
  Administrator      Please specify position:  ________________________ 
 
  Other                   Please specify position:  ________________________ 

 
 
 

 PLEASE COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE  
 
 

  111 
 



 
 
 
6.  How are you involved in preparing undergraduate students for entry-level management 
      positions in the area of hospitality administration?  Please check all that apply. 
 

 Teach courses  
 

 Conduct research 
 

 Coordinate/supervise internships 
 

 Direct an institute or center (educational and/or research) focusing on hospitality 
issues. 

 
  Other                    Please specify:  _____________________________ 
 
7.  What is your highest degree earned?  Please specify degree title (i.e., Ph.D.) and major (i.e.,       
     Hospitality Administration). 
 
  Associate Degree     _____________________________ 
  
  Baccalaureate Degree     _____________________________ 
 
  Master’s Degree     _____________________________ 
 

 Doctoral Degree     _____________________________ 
 

 Other                        _____________________________ 
 
8.  What type of hospitality industry experience have you completed?  Please check all that  
     apply. 

 
 Student internship/externship  

 
 Faculty internship/externship 

 
 Management training program 

 
 Management position Please specify: __________________________   years. 

 
  Other                    Please specify:  ___________________;   ______ years. 
 
9.  What is your gender?  Please check one. 
 

 Male       Female   
 
10.  Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic identity?  Please check one. 

 
 White, Non-Hispanic     Asian 
 Hispanic      Native American 
 African-American 
 Other   Please specify:  _____________________________ 

 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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APPENDIX D:  I-CHRIE FOCUS GROUP INVITATION EMAIL COVER LETTER 
 

 
Dear Dr.  
 
I am attaching a personal invitation for you to participate in a focus group where you will 
share your ideas, opinions, and comments regarding hospitality program quality 
indicators.  This discussion is a part of a larger research study that I am conducting along 
with Lynn Huffman and faculty members in the Department of Nutrition, Hospitality, and 
Retailing on behalf of the College of Human Sciences at Texas Tech University.  The 
discussion is scheduled for: 
 

9:00 – 11:00 a.m. 
Thursday, January 6, 2005 

 
The focus group discussion session will be held in the Mediterranean West room of the 
Sand Dunes Resort Hotel and Conference Center, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina.  For 
additional details on the research and on the focus group session, please refer to the 
attachment.  In the event you have a challenge opening the attachment, respond to this 
email and I will resend it.   
 
Please RSVP to Lisa Assante by December 22, 2004 via email or phone at 
lisa.assante@ttu.edu or (806) 742-3068, extension 266.  I am looking forward to your 
participation. 
 
Have a happy holiday season. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Lisa Marie Assante 
Doctoral Candidate 
Graduate Part Time Instructor 
Department of Nutrition, Hospitality and Retailing 
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
Box 41162 
Lubbock, TX  79409-1162 
Office:  806-742-3068 ext. 266 
Fax:  806-742-3042 
Cell:  936-371-9596 
E-mail:  lisa.assante@ttu.edu 
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APPENDIX E:  I-CHRIE FOCUS GROUP INVITATION LETTER 
 

December 13, 2004 
 

Dear Invited Participant, 
 
Currently, I am a Doctoral Candidate in Hospitality Administration and a Graduate Part 
Time Instructor at Texas Tech University.  Together with Dr. Lynn Huffman, I will be 
conducting dissertation research in the area of college and university program 
characteristics at the 10th Annual Graduate Education and Graduate Student Research 
Conference in Hospitality and Tourism in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina on January 5 – 
7, 2005.  More specifically, educators and administrators will be queried using focus 
groups to delineate uniformly acceptable and measurable academic program quality 
parameters.  This exploratory research and development of quality indicators would allow 
comparisons among programs that could eventually evolve into a more consistent and 
reliable hospitality program rating/ranking system.  More importantly, these quality 
indicators would be valuable to programs internally in an on-going assessment and 
strategic planning process. 
 
At this time, I would like to personally invite you to participate in a focus group where 
you will share your ideas, opinions, and comments regarding hospitality program quality 
indicators.  This discussion is a part of a larger research study that I am conducting along 
with faculty members in the Department of Nutrition, Hospitality, and Retailing on behalf 
of the College of Human Sciences at Texas Tech University.  The discussion is scheduled 
for: 
 

9:00 – 11:00 a.m. 
Thursday, January 6, 2005 

 
The focus group discussion session will be held in the Mediterranean West room of the 
Sand Dunes Resort Hotel and Conference Center, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina.  A map 
displaying the location is attached for your convenience.  Please plan to arrive by 9:00 
a.m., Thursday morning.  Beverages and snacks will be served.   
 
Since we are talking to a limited number of invited participants, the quality of our 
discussion is based on the cooperation of the people who attend.  The discussion is 
strictly a research effort and your ideas and opinions will assist in making the research 
project a success.   
 
At the conclusion of the session you will receive a small gift bag as a token of 
appreciation for your time.  Please RSVP to Lisa Assante by December 22, 2004 via 
email or phone at lisa.assante@ttu.edu or (806) 742-3068, extension 266.  We are 
looking forward to your participation. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Lisa Marie Assante, Doctoral Candidate and Lynn Huffman, Professor and Chair 
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ABOUT FOCUS GROUPS… 
 
 

Focus groups are used by researchers to learn… 
 

 What do people think about a product or service? 
 

 Why do people choose one product over another? 
 

 What can be changed to improve a product or service so consumers would like it 
better? 

 
 Are there other products or services consumers need? 

 
 What do people think about a new product or service? 

 
 
Other facts about focus groups… 
 

 Focus group discussions are usually attended by 5 to 12 people who possess 
similar attributes, and a discussion leader. 

 
 The discussion is observed by student researchers enrolled in hospitality graduate 

studies. 
 

 The discussion lasts approximately 1 ¾ to 2 hours with a 10 minute break. 
 

 The discussion room is limited to the people specifically invited. 
 

 Snacks and beverages will be served to the participants. 
 

 The dress is casual. 
 

 You will not be asked to buy anything as a result of participating in this research.  
Participants will remain anonymous.  Results will be used to create a Delphi study 
to delineate uniformly acceptable and measurable academic program quality 
parameters.  This exploratory research and development of quality indicators 
would allow comparisons among programs that could eventually evolve into a 
more consistent and reliable hospitality program rating/ranking system.  More 
importantly, these quality indicators would be valuable to programs internally in 
an on-going assessment and strategic planning process. 
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SAND DUNES HOTEL AND RESORT 
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APPENDIX F 
 

10TH ANNUAL GRADUATE EDUCATION AND GRADUATE STUDENT 
RESEARCH CONFERENCE IN HOSPITALITY AND TOURISM 

 
January 6, 2005 

 
 
 

COLLEGE OF HUMAN SCIENCES 
 

AUDIO/VIDEO TAPE RECORDING RELEASE FORM 
 

 
 
 
 
I, _____________________________________, give my permission for the audio/video 

tape recording of the focus group session to be used for instructional and research 

purposes by graduate students and faculty in the College of Human Sciences at Texas 

Tech University.  I understand that my identity will be concealed as much as possible and 

that this audio/video tape will not receive commercial use.  Possible users of the 

audio/video tape are limited to the following:  research sponsors, graduate students, and 

faculty. 

 
 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
 
Date:          ____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX G:  FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE 
 

10TH ANNUAL GRADUATE EDUCATION AND GRADUATE STUDENT 
RESEARCH CONFERENCE IN HOSPITALITY AND TOURISM 

 
January 6, 2005 

 
RAPPORT BUILDING:  [5 minutes] 
 
Welcome participants to group meeting.  Present overview of the topic that will be 
discussed during the 120 minute focus group session.  Finalize audio/video release forms. 
 
OPENING QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
Let’s take a few minutes to share a little bit about yourselves with us. 
 
1.  Where do you currently reside; what is your current academic position; and what  
     undergraduate and graduate courses do you currently teach? 
 
2.  How many of you have read the latest rankings of hospitality programs (i.e., Brizek &   
     Kahn or Gould & Bojanic articles in the Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Education)    
     and do you have any comments, opinions, or concerns regarding these rankings? 
 
  INTRODUCTORY QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
1.  Regardless of the rankings, what programs do you consider as the top hospitality   
     programs and why? 
 
2.  What do you consider to be the major strengths in your hospitality program? 
 
 
TRANSITION QUESTIONS:  [25 minutes] 
 
3.  How do you perceive the term “quality” with regard to education?   
 
4.  Have you made any changes in your hospitality program recently to improve its   
     quality?  If so, what are the changes and what prompted them?  If not, are you   
     considering instituting any changes to your current structure and why? 
 
5.  Considering the changes discussed, what do you believe to be the most significant  
     change in your hospitality program and what prompted that change? 
 
 
 

BREAK  BREAK  BREAK  BREAK 
[10 minutes] 
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KEY QUESTIONS [50 minutes] 
 
Based on previous discussions with other educators, the following quality indicators or 
attributes have become prevalent.  Refer to POSTER. 
 [students/alumni, curriculum, faculty, industry support, and facilities] 
Additional areas mentioned included:  research, publication, accreditation, culture, and 
college type.  However, we will only concentrate on these areas today (refer to POSTER 
again). 
 
7a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of students/alumni?   
 
7b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
8a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of curriculum?   
 
8b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
9a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of faculty?   
 
9b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
10a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of industry support?   
 
10b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
11a.  What quality attributes would fall under the category of facilities?   
 
11b.  How would you measure these objectively? 
 
 
ENDING QUESTIONS:  [10 minutes] 
 
Our goal is to discover educators’ perceptions of what constitutes a quality 
hospitality program. 
 
12.  Are there any quality indicators or attributes that you believe are really important  
       for the development of a comprehensive undergraduate hospitality education rating  
       system that we have not discussed?  
 
 

THANK YOU. 
 

***HAVE PARTICIPANTS COMPLETE PARTICIPANT PROFILE NOW***
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APPENDIX H:  PARTICPANT PROFILE 
 

10TH ANNUAL GRADUATE EDUCATION AND GRADUATE STUDENT 
RESEARCH CONFERENCE IN HOSPITALITY AND TOURISM 

 
January 6, 2005 

 
Please provide the following information about yourself and your current employment for use in 
analyzing the focus group data. 
 
1.  How many years have you been employed in higher education?    
     ________ years. 
 
2.  How many years have you been employed at your current institution of higher education?     
     ________ years. 
 
3.  How many years have you been teaching hospitality curriculum? 
     ________ years. 
 
4.  What hospitality degree does your institution of higher education grant?  Please check all     
     that apply.   
 

 Associate Degree 
  

 Baccalaureate Degree 
 

 Master’s Degree 
 

 Doctoral Degree 
 

 Other                   Please specify:  _____________________________ 
 

5.  What is your current academic rank and any administrative appointment?  Please check   
     all that apply. 
  

 Instructor  
 

 Assistant Professor 
 

 Associate Professor 
 

 Professor 
 
  Administrator      Please specify position:  ________________________ 
 
  Other                   Please specify position:  ________________________ 

 
 
 

 PLEASE COMPLETE REVERSE SIDE  
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6.  How are you involved in preparing undergraduate students for entry-level management 
      positions in the area of hospitality administration?  Please check all that apply. 
 

 Teach courses  
 

 Conduct research 
 

 Coordinate/supervise internships 
 

 Direct an institute or center (educational and/or research) focusing on hospitality 
issues. 

 
  Other                    Please specify:  _____________________________ 
 
7.  What is your highest degree earned?  Please specify degree title (i.e., Ph.D.) and major (i.e.,       
     Hospitality Administration). 
 
  Associate Degree     _____________________________ 
  
  Baccalaureate Degree     _____________________________ 
 
  Master’s Degree     _____________________________ 
 

 Doctoral Degree     _____________________________ 
 

 Other                        _____________________________ 
 
8.  What type of hospitality industry experience have you completed?  Please check all that  
     apply. 

 
 Student internship/externship  

 
 Faculty internship/externship 

 
 Management training program 

 
 Management position Please specify: ___________________________ years. 

 
  Other                    Please specify:  ___________________;   ______ years. 
 
9.  What is your gender?  Please check one. 
 

 Male       Female   
 
10.  Which of the following best describes your racial or ethnic identity?  Please check one. 

 
 White, Non-Hispanic     Asian 
 Hispanic      Native American 
 African-American 
 Other   Please specify:  _____________________________ 

 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
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APPENDIX I:  PARTICIPANT THANK YOU NOTE CARD 
 

 
 
On behalf of the Nutrition, Hospitality, and Retailing Department at Texas 
Tech University, we would like to thank you for sharing your ideas, opinions, 
and comments regarding hospitality program quality indicators.   
 
Thank you again for your valuable input.  We wish you a successful 
semester.   
 
Best Regards, 
 
Lisa Marie Assante and Lynn Huffman 

 
 
 
 
 

 

  122 
 


