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Abstract: This paper aims at evaluating students' acceptance of universities’
contribution to their training and employment. Such contribution is achieved through
communication and collaborating with the tourism and hospitality enterprises. A
sample of 120 students in Tourism and Hospitality Management Programs in
Jordanian universities filled a questionnaire that focused on aspects related to study
plans, training and following up with graduates on their employment progress. A
general low level of acceptance is indicated by results regarding courses content,
training provided while pursuing the degree and coordinating with employment
market. It is recommended that universities should give more priority to enhancing
their programs' quality through more involvement of the industry in the design of
curricula and students’ training, as well as facilitating the access of students to jobs.
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INTRODUCTION

The hospitality and tourism industries are significant contributors to the economies
and employment worldwide; they require educated, skilled and committed workforce for
their success. A significant source of such workforce is colleges and universities offering
educational programs to qualify human resources to work in these industries. These
provide education and training programs of various lengths in the form of both
theoretical and vocational training courses (Koyuncu et al., 2008).

For Jordan, tourism and hospitality as educational disciplines are included as
academic programs in 13 public and private universities, 9 community colleges; 17
tourism and hospitality training centers and 27 public and private schools (USAID, 2007).
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Since 2012, the Higher Education Accreditation Commission in Jordan formally declared
that universities solely have the choice to open one or more of 3 majors (Tourism
Management; Hotel Management and Events Management). To be nationally
accredited, any of these programs should commit to particular standards for course
disciplines, practical training/internship and training facilities in their establishments.
Such accreditation standards enhanced the quality of curricula, training and other
inputs, but it did not necessarily improve aspects related to the involvement of
tourism/hospitality industry in facilitating training and employment of students.

Jordan, as many other countries is facing the problem of non-consonance between
the needs of employers and the educational outcomes of universities offering the
professions of tourism and hospitality (Mustafa, 2012). As stated by Mustafa et al., 2017 it
is a reality that universities and colleges are being perceived as being too academic, where
their teaching skills and topics are in isolated context, not necessarily including the basic
and potential skills on how to run a business; moreover, there is a lack of coordination
with private sector in different stages of curricula development, training and recruitment.
Most of these programs focus on preparing students for managerial positions without
sufficiently considering problem identification, communication, analytical, creativity and
leadership skills. In many cases these universities lack technical facilities as laboratories
and technology to support the curriculum. This is due to different factors; one is that such
majors are housed in diverse fields as geography, sociology, natural resources
management, and business studies. Many institutes and universities perceive the
introduction of new tourism programs as important only to increase students' enrolment.
Also, the lack of proper academic understanding and focused theoretical framework of
most tourism studies leads to unclear directions in the teaching tourism courses (Mayaka
& Akama, 2007). Tourism and hospitality fields are applied subject areas that require
academics, students and curricula developers to have close links with tourism industry.
This is not the actual case of many educational programs where strategies for industry
engagement are haphazard and lack commitment (Solnet et al., 2007).

This means that tourism institutions will not be able to develop programs that help
students move ahead in an orderly way; many tourism students find themselves in tedious
dead-end jobs, making the education and training they have received not of any relevance
(Berger, 2008). In some cases, tourism industry is often seeking cheap labor, while the
educational institution focuses on a structured training experience for the student.
Therefore, partnerships founded on these outcomes lack strategic direction and do not fully
meet the expectations of the educator, the industry and the student (Solnet et al., 2007).
Tourism education in Jordan is facing these problems (Mustafa, 2012); consequently,
employing tourism programs' graduates by the industry is far below its potential.

Tourism Education and Students’ Satisfaction

The four main stakeholders to be involved in the design, development and
implementation of educational programs are: enterprises (industry), students,
educational institutions and government (Zagonari, 2009). Industry particularly should
have a key role in the design and delivery of the tourism curricula, educators then act as
the conduit between industry and students beside their role of providing quality
education as a first priority. Students will achieve a better representation in the
industry if they develop contacts with it, and if they have a good educational experience
(Dale & Robinson, 2001). According to Goodenough and Page (1993) there is an urgent
need for a closer contact between the industry and the educational provider to develop
the training requirements of course participants, though, such role is time consuming
and demanding for academics, causing then a weak relation with the industry.
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The satisfaction of students on quality of educational process became significant
to numerous research works, which dealt with different aspects such as: institutional
image (Bringula & Basa 2010; Brown & Mazzarol, 2009), teaching methods (Abdullah,
2006; Baum, 1991; Burbidge, 1994; Dimmock et al., 2003; Knutson, 1992; Lee et al.,
2009; Munar & Montano, 2009; Moscardo, 1997; Wang et al., 2010), training (Arif et
al, 2013; Gruber et al., 2010), evaluation process (Sultan & Wong, 2012), competencies
achieved by programs (Mustafa et al., 2017), admission procedures (Sultan * Wong,
2012), and coordination with employers (O'Driscoll, 2012). Moreover, different
instruments were developed to measure the satisfaction of higher education and
vocational students; these include: The Student Outcomes Survey in Australia (Fieger,
2012), British National Student Survey (NSS) (Ipsos MORI, 2019), the American
National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) (Indiana University School of
Education, 2019), HEdPERF and SERVPERF (Abdullah, 2006), and European
Customer Satisfaction index (ECSI) (ECSI Technical Committee, 1998). According to
Bacila et al.,, (2014), education managers need to measure the students’ level of
satisfaction in order to assess their performance, though, this is not easy to achieve
since satisfaction is an abstract concept and was not clearly defined or measured. Many
definitions were given to the concept of satisfaction; generally, it is a feeling generated
from an evaluation of the use experience (Cadotte et al., 1987); Oliver (1997) defined it
as the judgement that a provided product is of a pleasurable level of consumption.

It was also recognized as the "consumer’s response to the evaluation of the
perceived discrepancy between prior expectations and the actual performance of the
product as perceived after its consumption (Tse & Wilton, 1988: p. 204), while Fornell
(1992) stated that satisfaction is "an overall post-purchase evaluation" (p.11). Overall,
satisfaction represents the response of the end user (Giese & Cote, 2002).

It is an evaluation process, regardless of the context or targeted group.
Considering that the targetd sample of students in this research were still pursuing their
Bachelor degree, it was more appropriate then to use the concept of acceptance;
according to Nielsen (1993) (as cited by Adell, 2007, 2), an acceptance is the “the
question of whether the system is good enough to satisfy all the needs and requirements
of the users and other potential stakeholder”; thus, the end use of the tourism program
as an educational product was not yet achieved. The aim of this research is to evaluate
the acceptance levels of students regarding the performance of their universities in the
following aspects: their collaboration with tourism/hospitality industry for training and
employment of students, also the study plans’ coverage of some knowledge areas and
skills needed for future jobs (the measured variables were derived from previous
literature and rephrased for the purposes of this study).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

A random sample of 120 students in 3 Jordanian universities (2 private and 1
public) were targeted to fill the questionnaire of this study. In the time when the survey
was distributed in 2010, a random sample of 120 was decided (by calculating the
sample size needed with a confidence level of 95% and a confidence interval of 10, it
should be at least 96). This sample was divided into two subgroups: 60 students from a
public university, and 60 from 2 private universities. A research assistant was trained to
introduce the questionnaire to the targeted respondents and help in filling them. 110
students responded: 56 out of 60 in private universities’ group, and 54 out of 60 in the
public university group (%91.6 as a total response rate), data collection took place at the
campuses of these universities. 56 respondents were students enrolled in hotel
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management, while 54 were in tourism management. Most of the students in the
sample were in their 3rd or 4th year. 69 were males and 38 were females, 106 of the
sample were in the age range of 20-25, only 3 were 26-30 years old.

The research instrument was designed to include the following sections: The first
section was for information about respondent like age, level of study and gender. The
second section included questions with dichotomous responses (yes/no), these questions
aimed to know: if students worked in tourism, if they had to make more self efforts to gain
skills for future jobs in tourism, if the faculty helped them in searching for jobs
opportunities, if they recommend such major to others, if they have taken yet the practical
training of their study, and if they think that their study plans should be modified to
better fit employment market needs. The third section was an index of educational inputs
to be evaluated by students on a five-point scale (1: Completely Acceptable, 2: Very
Acceptable, 3: Moderately Acceptable, 4: Slightly Acceptable and 5: Not At All Acceptable),
and these were concerning: tourism courses credits versus other specialization credits in
study plan, specialization credits versus university requirements, theoretical versus
practical credits, number of practical training credits, the coverage of some topics by the
study plan, the communication between faculty and students to follow up on the their
employment, the communication between faculty and employers in tourism for the
purpose of practical training, and the communication by faculty with tourism employers
in order to facilitate the employment of students. The Cronbach's alpha for this 13-items
scale was (0.887), (with a summary mean of 3.066 and a variance of 0.324). The
respondents were asked to add comments if they had any after filling the questionnaire.

RESULTS & DISCUSSIONS

The results show that most of the respondents in the sample did not have the
chance at that time to get employed in tourism while studying (only 43 out of 110), also,
only 50 of them took the practical training/internship course.

Though, the responses of students to questions on university role in training and
employment reflected a weakness by the programs in such aspects (Table 1). 60
students agreed that courses provided by the university equipped them with skills to
work in tourism, though, 71 students think that they needed more self efforts to
enhance such skills. 79 students stated that their university did not have any role in
helping them to find jobs in tourism and hospitality industry. Only 56 respondents
would recommend the major they studied to others. Moreover, 86 respondents think
that their study plan should be modified to better fit employment market needs.

Table 1. The responses of students to dichotomous questions
on university contribution to training and skills gained through study program

Question Yes | No g of Valid
esponses
Have you got the chance to work in your field of study? 43 67 110
Have the courses you have taken in the university equipped you with 60 10
needed skills for working in tourism? 47 7
Have you needed to make more self efforts to equip yourself with
necessary skills for future tourism jobs? 7 35 106
Has your school taken any role in searching for jobs opportunities in tourism? | 25 79 104
Do you recommend your major for others? 56 51 107
Have you taken yet the practical training of your study? 50 59 109
Do you think your study plan should be modified to better fit 86
21 107
employment market needs?
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For the evaluation regarding program credits, training and communication of
university with different stakeholders. It can be noticed that 7 of the variables in this
index had mean scores between 3 (Moderately Acceptable) and 4 (Slightly Acceptable),
while 6 variables had means between 2 (Very Acceptable) and 3 (Moderately
Acceptable), which generally does not reflect a high level of acceptance (Table 2). The
items that had the highest means were for the number of offered practical training
credits (M=3.7547, SD=1.31520), the evaluation of university's communication with the
industry to train students (M=3.7525, SD=1.28379), and the coverage of foreign
languages (other than English) (M=3.6436, SD=1.21313), (i.e. between Moderately
Acceptable and Slightly Acceptable). The items that had the lowest means were for the
coverage of topics related to tourism services and sites in Jordan (M=2.4019,
SD=1.08419), and the number of tourism credits versus other credits in the study plan
(M=2.4312, SD=1.03965) (i.e. between Very Acceptable and Moderately Acceptable).

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of variables related
to acceptance of credit hours and study plan topics

Question N Mean SD
How do you evaluate the number of tourism credits if compared to
other courses credits in your study plan?
How do you evaluate the number of specialization credits if
compared to university and faculty requirements?
How do you evaluate the number of theoretical courses credits if
compared to practical ones?

109 | 2.4312 | 1.03965

107 | 2.6542 | 1.01964

107 | 3.6075 | 1.33711

How do you evaluate the number of practical training credits? 106 | 3.7547 | 1.31520
How do you evaluate the coverage of theoretical aspects of tourism? | 105 | 2.4952 | 1.08419
How do you evaluate the coverage of communication skills? 108 | 2.7222 | 1.09231

How do you evaluate the coverage of English language skills and topics? | 106 | 3.3868 | 1.26920
How do you evaluate the coverage of Other languages skills and topics? | 101 | 3.6436 | 1.21313
How do you evaluate the coverage of topics related to sites and
tourism services in Jordan?
How do you evaluate the coverage of other related topics as
archaeology, management ...etc?
How do you evaluate the communication of college to check your
work progress? 101 | 3.7525 | 1.28379
How do you evaluate the communication of college with tourism
industry for practical training?
How do you evaluate the communication of your college with
tourism sectors for employing students? 1051 34571 | 1.33033
Note: the variables in this table were measured on the following scale: (1: Completely Acceptable,
2: Very Acceptable, 3: Moderately Acceptable, 4: Slightly Acceptable and 5: Not At All Acceptable)

107 | 2.4019 | 1.08905

107 | 2.5047 | 1.12748

105 | 3.3619 | 1.35961

The analysis was further extended in order to understand if there are differences in
acceptance levels between private and public universities' students. Both Crosstabulation
(for dichotomous variables) and T-test (for the acceptance 5-point scale variables) were
conducted for this purpose. For Crosstabulation (Table 3), some of the variables had
significant p values (less than or equal to 0.05) indicating an association between
students’ responses and being in a public or a private university; these were: if they had
the chance to work in the industry, 37 of 56 students in private universities answered with
yes versus 19 in public university group (x 2=34.876, p=.000), if the university courses
equipped them with needed skills to work in tourism, 36 students in private universities
group agreed versus 24 in public university group (x 2=4.966, p=.026), and if they
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recommend the major to others, 35 students in the private university group stated that
they would versus 21 students in the public university group (x 2=5.793, p=.016).

Table 3. Crosstabulation between university type and responses
on contribution to training and skills gained through study program

. University

Question Answer Private| Public| X2 p | Eta
Have you got the chance to work in your field of Yes 37 6
study? No 19 48 34.876|.000| .563

Have the courses you have taken in the university Yes 36 24 66 | 026! 21

equipped you with needed skills for working in tourism? No 18 29 49 ) 215
Have you needed to make more self efforts to equip Yes 37 34 18 sl o
yourself with necessary skills for future tourism jobs? No 17 18 ) 732|033
Has your school taken any role in searching for Yes 14 11
jobs opportunities in tourism? No 40 39 0219 |.640| .046
Do you recommend your major for others? ;;es ig 21 5.793 |.016 | .233
Have you taken yet the practical training of your Yes 38 12
study? No 8 a1 22.41 [.000| .454
Do you think your study plan should be modified to Yes 44 42 66 066
better fit employment market needs? No 9 12 4 495 -

Table 4. T-test comparisons between private and public
universities' students on acceptance of credit hours and study plan topics

Question Uni. | N M SD t p
How do you evaluate the number of tourism credits if | Private| 55 | 2.4909 | 1.05185 6 8
compared to other courses credits in your study plan? | Public | 54 | 2.3704 | 1.03334 | 03|54
How do you evaluate the number of specialization credits | Private | 53 | 2.9057 | 1.11397
if compared to university and faculty requirements? Public | 54 | 2.4074 | .85822 2595 -ou
How do you evaluate the number of theoretical Private | 53 | 3.4151 | 1.40650
courses credits if compared to practical ones? Public | 54 | 3.7963 | 1.24960 1483 141
How do you evaluate the number of practical training | Private | 55 | 3.6364 | 1.33837 | 6 3
credits? Public | 51 | 3.8824 | 1.29069 :902| 33
How do you evaluate the coverage of theoretical Private | 53 | 24717 | 1.08493
. - -.224/.824
aspects of tourism? Public | 52 | 2.5192 |1.09348
How do you evaluate the coverage of communication |Private| 54 | 2.7222 |1.08882
; - .000(1.000
skills? Public | 54 | 2.7222 | 1.10602
How do you evaluate the coverage of English language | Private| 55 | 3.6000 | 1.21106 816
skills and topics? Public | 51 | 3.1569 | 1.30188 1.610] 072
How do you evaluate the coverage of Other languages |Private| 53 | 3.9811 | 1.10053
skills and topics? Public | 48 | 3.2708 | 1.23322 3-059 003
How do you evaluate the coverage of topics related to | Private | 54 | 2.4074 | 1.05542
sites and tourism services in Jordan? Public | 53 | 2.3962 | 1.13238 053|958
How do you evaluate the coverage of other related Private | 54 | 2.4074 | 1.07315
topics as archaeology, management ...etc? Public | 53 | 2.6038 | 1.18223 900370
How do you evaluate the communication of college to | Private | 52 | 3.7308 | 1.20644
; -174|.862
check your work progress? Public | 49 | 3.7755 | 1.37334
How do you evaluate the communication of college Private | 54 | 3.3704 | 1.40479 6 8
with tourism industry for practical training? Public | 51 | 3.3529 | 1.32399 “005(-94
How do you evaluate the communication of your .
college \A}/‘Iith tourism sectors for employing si,udents? Private| 55 | 3.5636 | 1.33005 |.859| 392
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The results of the T-test showed that only 2 variables were of significant
differences for the acceptance levels by the two groups of private and public
universities, these were for: the number of specialization credits compared to university
and faculty requirements (t=2.595, p=.011), and the coverage of foreign languages skills
(other than English), one variable was close though to statistical significance, that was
for the coverage of English language skills (t=1.816, p=.072), where means were higher
for private universities group, indicating then a lower acceptance level (Table 4).

CONCLUSION

Such results initiate the need to put more efforts by Jordanian universities to train
and introduce students to employment market; more communication and coordination
with employers in tourism and hospitality business should take place, where their needs
and expectations are considered during the stages of curricula design, training and job
selection. Not less important is improving the quality of the programs to acquaint
students with necessary skills needed for tourism careers. This becomes more important
if we consider that there is a general low level of satisfaction among Jordanian tourism
and hospitality employers regarding educational outputs of university programs, as well
as the degree of communication between universities and the industry to facilitate
training and employment (Mustafa, 2012). Some clear differences could be noticed
between the responses of students in private and public universities; private universities
are exceeding public universities in terms of training facilities and connections with
private sector, which explains the higher agreement frequencies (Table 3) and acceptance
levels (Table 4) by students in private universities’ group. Though, private universities are
in most cases offering tourism and hospitality management programs through their
schools of business, this is reflected in their faculty compulsory courses, which usually
include general courses on accounting, management, economics, and finance; this might
explain the low level of acceptance among students for the number of specialization
credits, the same can be said about English and other foreign languages, where public
universities provide more of these with several levels. This indicates the urgent need to
improve educational inputs by both public universities (training and facilitating
employment) and private universities (study plan course topics and coherence).
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