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ABSTRACT 

Hospitality and tourism education is always viewed as a factor in the tourism development of 

anyregion (Bagri and Babu, 2009). Hospitality and tourism education is of vital importance in 

developing theright kind of manpower which in turn can make better planning and bring the 

required professionalism to theindustry (Bhardwaj, 2002).The curriculum is the foundation of every 

course; it includes all of the learningopportunities offered by educational institutions as well as the 

overall experience that will help the student todevelop the skills necessary to accomplish the job 

(Galle L.E & Pole, 1978).In 1984, the “Ministry 

ofTourism”(MOT)tookovereducationpertainingtoHotelManagementinIndiaandestablishedanautonomo

us body, “the National Council for Hotel Management and catering technology” (NCHMCT),which is 

anodal and affiliating organization regarding the setting of standards pertaining to the field ofHotel 

Management. The main objective was to have a common syllabus and norms and many of the 

FoodCrafts Institutes were upgraded to the status of Hotel Management Institutes, according to 

(Almedia&Chaudhary,2015). 

In this research work,efforts were made to find out the perception of faculty and industry experts 

towards thesyllabus of NCHMCT, which play a role of an apex body for more than 80 institutes 

affiliated with it.Therefore a sample of 350 respondents was collected and analyzed statistically 

with the help of descriptiveanalysis (mean, median, mode, standard deviation, etc.) and inferential 

statistics such as independent samplet-Test and Chi-Squaretest. 

 

Keywords:Perception,Syllabus,HospitalityEducation,IndustryRepresentatives. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

(Tanner and Tanner, 2007) have extensive work in the field of education and gave the definition 

ofcurriculumas“thatreconstructionofknowledgeandexperiencethatenablesthelearnertogrowinexercisi

ng intelligent control of subsequent knowledge and experience”. According to (Bhardwaj, 

2002)“there are several issues that need to be addressed while discussing the status of hospitality 

education inIndia. While hospitality management programs have existed in colleges and universities 

for over 75 years inIndia butthefieldof hospitality education haschanged very fastandspread across 

severalspheres”.Itwould be most appropriate to chart the differences in the perceptions on the 

mandated hospitality educationby the stakeholders in hospitality (Cho, Erdem and Johanson, 

2007).This would entail examining the gapsin the curriculum and determining the curriculum short 

comings and suggest their upgradation factors for thefuturemanagers ofthe industry(Tsai, Chen and 

Hu, 2004). 

 

In 1984, the “Ministry of Tourism” (MOT) took over education pertaining to Hotel Management 

inIndiaandestablishedanautonomousbody,“theNationalCouncilforHotelManagement”(NCHM),whichis 

anodal and affiliating organization regarding the setting of standard pertaining to the field of 

HotelManagement. The main objective was to have a common syllabus and norms and many of the 

Food 

CraftsInstituteswereupgradedtothestatusofHotelManagementInstitutes,accordingto(Almedia&Chaud
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hary, 2015). 

According to (Dredge et al., 2013) very little work has been done on the scholarly investigations 

ofcurriculum design and review processes that can assist the various departments in meeting 

current andpending demands on curriculum. Therefore, the current research reviewed hospitality 

education in India andthe applicability of the curriculum of the National Council for Hotel 

Management for meeting the growth innumberthe jobs in this sector whereseveraldifferent 

stakeholders haveentered the field. 

 

2. REVIEWOFLITERATURE 

The fieldof hospitality education hasattained greatsignificance inrecentyears when seen againstthe 

backdrop of tourism and travel worldwide. There has been subsequent demand for adequately 

trainedhospitality professionals to meet international requirements and standards. It has been 

widely acknowledgedthat professionalism in the hospitality education field is essential for providing 

the right kind of manpower(Bhardwaj, 2002) and also there has not been adequate research in 

hospitality education (Bagri &Babu,2009) while it has pointed out that the major issue is the lack of 

uniformity in the teaching of hospitalityeducation among students (Amroah v& Baum, 1997). There 

is a constant demand for students having 

theessentialemployableskills(Barrie,2006).Ithasbeensuggestedthatacriticalviewbetakenupbyeducati

onal institutes of their programs to find out whether they are imparting the requisite 

competencies(Kember&Lung, 2005). 

The definition of hospitality education has been subject for debates among researchers since 

(Wisch,1991).Wisch argued that career oriented programs like Hotel Management should be heavily 

specialized and(Reigel, 1995) suggested that hotel management education should have a more all-

encompassing rather thanbeing focused only on a specific industry. Several researchers are of the 

view that hospitality management 

isnotmerelyabouttheskillandknowledgeemployedinthehotelandcateringoperationsbutalsoencompasse

s a much wider field. According to (Godman and Spague, 1991), hospitality education must alsohelp 

students to developing communications and interpersonal soft skill to enable them effectively 

leadothers. 

(Raybould and Wilkins, 2006) reported a significant gap between the expectations of the 

hospitalityemployers and academicians’ perceptions of the required skills that graduate need. (Lin, 

2011) also reportedthat there were gaps between the Industry and academician perception about 

the skill that are required 

fromfresherenteringthehospitalityindustry.Mostrecruitersdesiretheinstitutionaloutputtomaintainprof

essional standards, have high levels of commitment, be hard-working, have exceptional 

communicationskills, and be directly focused on service quality and a high level tolerance towards 

guest services 

(Reynoldset.al.,2009).Tomakeuseoftheresourcesandalsotoprovideasustainedthrusttotheprogram,the 

Ministry of Tourism, Govt. of India established in 1982, “The National Council of Hotel Management 

andCatering Technology” (NCHMCT) to standardize the hospitality education (Dahiya, 2013).The 

syllabus ofthe NCHMCT can be said to be somewhat standardized as compared to the other bodies in 

the field ofhospitality management. It must be highlighted that (Mahesh Kumar, 2014) noted that 

several facultymembers of hospitality education institutions felt that the hotel’s lobby should co-

operate increasingly withthe institutions in the specialized areas like curriculum development, guest 

lectures and training of facultymembers in the hotels.To be able to supply skilled and efficient 

human resource for the industry most of thehospitality schools in India need to revisit the 

challenges facing the industry and attract the optimally skilledtalentwith the rightattitude 

(Almediaand Chaudhary, 2015)”. 

Due to existing design of the hospitality education curriculum the students find that despite 

theirexpectations they are not considered fully qualified to be promoted to management positions 

because theylack essential practical skills and do not have a positive attitude towards the service 
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oriented industry and themanagershavetheperceptionthatstudentsfromsomeofthetop-

rankeduniversitiestendtobemotivationally deficient and lack the zeal to compete in the fast paced 

hospitality industry (Zhang and Wu,2004; Yu, 2005).The flipside is that most hospitality graduates 

seem to carry a negative view of their futurecareersin the hospitalityindustry. 

 

3. THERESEARCHGAP 

Gap analysis has entailed comparisons of actual performance when contrasted with expected 

outputsperformance. It can also be referred to as the need-gap analysis, need assessment, or need 

analysis. Gapanalysis has been used in this study to assess the significance of the curriculum 

suitability to the needs of thelearners and the employers. There exists a vast gap between 

practitioners and academics in most fields ofeducation. The field of hospitality education had made 

great strides against the backdrop of boom in thehospitality as well as tourism sector. Subsequent 

increased demand from this industry for the hospitalityprofessionals had pressurized hospitality 

institutions to produce pass-outs who were well equipped to meettheneedsof thisindustry due 

tothefastpaceddemand.The educatorsinthehospitality industry wereunabletoprovidequality 

educationandadequately preparedstudentsforthepurposeofemploymentaccording to the hospitality 

doyens. The lament of the hospitality educators was lack of uniformity incurriculum, lack of 

requisite infrastructure and the overall lacunae in recruitment and retention of 

qualifiedprofessionals. 

 

4. RESEARCHOBJECTIVES 

1. Tofindouttheskillsimpartedinthesyllabusbeingperceivedasimportantbyhospitalityacademician

sand the industryexperts. 

2. Toassessthecurrentrequirementsinthesyllabusaccordingtotheemerginghospitalityneedsworld

wideand inIndia. 

 

5. RESEARCHHYPOTHESIS 

H01: Thereisnosignificantdifference inthe opinionof Faculties andIndustryRepresentatives 

aboutsignificanceof subjects taught under NCHMCT curriculum. 

H02:ThereisnosignificantdifferenceinopinionofFacultiesandIndustryRepresentativesaboutchangesrequ

ired in subjects of NCHMCT curriculum. 

6. RESEARCHMETHODOLOGY 

The research study reflects the general technique that any researcher decides to incorporate in 

thevarious parts of his investigation in a reasonable and intelligent manner. In this way, it assures 

the researcherabout addressing the research study in an effective way and also establishes the 

roadmap for the assortment,estimation, and investigation of research information. Keeping all this 

things in mind, descriptive researchdesign has been adopted.Therefore a sample of 350 respondents 

was collected and analyzed statistically withthe help of descriptive analysis (mean, median, mode, 

standard deviation, etc.) and inferential statistics suchasindependent samplet-Testand Chi-

Squaretest. 

6.1 SAMPLING 

The target population of the present study covered the industry experts who are senior managers 

inthehotelindustryandhospitalityacademicianswhoarefacultymembersintheNCHMCTaffiliatedInstitute

s. The geographical area of the research was thirty North India Institutes and thirty Hotels of 

NorthIndia were considered to select the sample.The sample of these respondents has been 

selected by usingpurposive sampling method. From each population frame respondents have been 
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contacted and asked toparticipate in the study. Those who agreed and actively participated in study 

were considered as final sampleunit. In total 153 faculties and 198 industry representatives were 

included in sample. The final sample wasascertainedas follow:- 

 

Description Faculties 
IndustryRepresentatives 

Total 

QuestionnairesDistributed 179 237 416 

QuestionnairesReceivedBack 162 213 375 

QuestionnairesDiscarded 09 15 24 

EligibleSubjects 153 198 351 

Table6.1:ProcedureofSampleSelection 

6.2 SOURCESOFINFORMATION 

The study has used the data collected from primary as well as secondary sources. The secondary 

datahas been utilized in introduction and review of literature whereas the analysis and 

interpretations have beenmadeon the basis ofprimarydata.Information regardingsources 

isgivenbelowin detail: 

 

6.2.1 PrimarySources 

Therespondentshavebeeninterviewedwiththehelpofsemistructuredquestionnaires. 

6.2.2 Secondarysources 

Thesecondarydatahasplayedimportantroleinidentificationofresearchgapandfinalizationofresearchobj

ectives.Thesecondarydataforthisstudyhasbeencollectedfromfollowingsources: 

A. Journals of HospitalitySector. 

B. Newspapers&Magazines. 

C. HotelWebsites 

D. AnnualReports ofHotels. 

6.3 TECHNIQUESOFGATHERINGINFORMATION 

Theprimarydatahasbeencollectedwiththehelpofsemistructuredquestionnairesespeciallydesignedforth

isstudy.Thequestionnairedesignedforfacultiesandindustryrepresentativeswas havingthreesub-sections 

asfollows:- 

SectionI: Demographic Profile / Personal Details(NominalScale) 

SectionII: Significance of Subjects Taught under NCHMCT curriculum(OrdinalScale) 

SectionIII: Modification required in curriculum(NominalScale &OpenEndedquestions) 

 

7. DATAANALYSISANDINTERPRETATION 

7.1 GenderofRespondents 

Table 7.1 is presenting the gender bifurcation of respondents. As per the data majority of 

respondents(N=300,Percentage=85.47) weremales whereasrest16.24%respondents(N=57) 

werefemales. 
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Gender N Percentage 

Male 300 85.47 

Female 51 14.53 

Total 351 100 

Table7.1:Genderof Respondents 

7.2 Ageof Respondents 

As per the age of respondents they were classified into four categories as represented in table 7.2. 

Itwasseenthatmaximumnumberofrespondentswerefromagegroupof41to50years(N=102,Percentage=29

.06) followed by 28.21% respondents (N=99) who were from the age category of up to 

30years.Therewere22.22%respondents(N=78)fromtheagegroupofabove50yearsand20.51%respondents(

N=72) were of 31to 40yearsage. 

 

Age N Percentage 

Upto30Years 99 28.21 

31to 40Years 72 20.51 

41to 50Years 102 29.06 

Above50 Years 78 22.22 

Total 351 100 

Table7.2:AgeofRespondents 

7.3 QualificationofRespondents 

As per highest qualification of respondents they were divided into groups as presented intable7.3. 

According to figures shown in table it can be observed that 60.68% respondents (N=213) 

werepostgraduate whereas 22.22% respondents(N=78) were undergraduate.Out of rest4.27% 

respondents(N=15)weregraduate and 8.55%respondents(N=30) wereholdingPhD degree. 

 

Qualification N Percentage 

HigherSecondary 3 0.85 

Undergraduate 78 22.22 

Graduate 15 4.27 

Postgraduate 213 60.68 

Doctoral 30 8.55 

Other 12 3.42 

Total 351 100 

Table7.3:Qualificationof Respondents 

7.4 MonthlyIncomeofRespondents 

Table7.4isdepictingthequalificationofrespondents.Asperthedatamajorityofrespondents(N=117,Percen

tage=33.33)wereearningmorethanRs.1,00,000permonthfollowedby29.91% respondents (N=105) who 

were getting Rs. 20,000 to Rs. 40,000 per month. 13.68% respondents(N=48) indicated monthly 

income of Rs. 40,000 to Rs. 60,000 followed by Rs. 60,000 to Rs. 80,000 (N=45,Percentage=12.82) 

and Rs. 80,000 to Rs.1,00,000(N=36, Percentage=10.26). 
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Income N Percentage 

Rs. 20,000to 40,000 105 29.91 

Rs. 40,000to 60,000 48 13.68 

Rs. 60,000to 80,000 45 12.82 

Rs. 80,000to 1,00,000 36 10.26 

Morethan Rs. 1,00,000 117 33.33 

Total 351 100 

Table7.4:MonthlyIncomeofRespondents 

 

7.5 TypeofRespondents 

Theresearchhasfocusedontwotypeofrespondentsi.e.Facultiesteachinginthevarioushotelmanagementc

ollegesandemployeesworkinginhotelindustry.Itcanbeseenfromtable7.5that43.59% 

 

respondents (N=153) were faculty members, and 56.41% respondents (N=198)

 were industryrepresentatives. 

 

Type N Percentage 

Faculty 153 43.59 

IndustryRepresentative 198 56.41 

Total 351 100 

Table7.5:Typeof Respondents 

 

Table 7.6 is presenting the results of t-test applied to measure significant difference in the opinion 

offacultiesandindustryrepresentativesaboutoverallsignificanceoffoodproductionsubject.Itcanbeobser

ved that at 5% level of significance the value of t-statistic is not significant so it can be concluded 

thatthere is no significant difference in the opinion of faculties and industry representatives about 

the overallsignificanceoffoodproduction subject. 

 

 

TypeofRespondent 

Importance 

ofFoodProduction 

 

t-value 
p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. 

Faculty 52.12 7.702 
1.10 0.272 NotSignificant 

IndustryRepresentative 51.12 8.924 

LevelofSignificance=5% 

Table 7.6:Independent Sample t-test results to measure Significant difference in opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representative about Overall Significance/Importance of 

FoodProductionSubject 

 

Table 7.7 is presenting the results of t-test applied to measure significant difference in the opinion 

offaculties and industry representatives about overall significance of Food & Beverage Service 

Subject. It canbe observed that at 5% level of significance the value of t-statistic is not significant 

so it can be concludedthat there is no significant difference in the opinion of faculties and industry 

representativesabout theoverallsignificanceofFood & BeverageServiceSubject. 
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TypeofRespondent 

Importanceof Food& 

BeverageService 

 

t-value 

 

p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. 

Faculty 32.96 6.232 
0.075 0.534 

NotSignificant 

IndustryRepresentative 33.36 5.84 

LevelofSignificance =5% 

Table 7.7:Independent Sample t-test results to measure Significant difference in opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representative about Overall Significance/Importance of Food 

&BeverageServiceSubject 

 

Table 7.8 is presenting the results of t-test applied to measure significant difference in the opinion 

offaculties and industry representatives about overall significance of Front Office Management 

Subject. It canbeobservedthatat5%levelofsignificancethevalueoft-

statisticisnotsignificantsoitcanbeconcluded 

thatthereisnosignificantdifferenceintheopinionoffacultiesandindustryrepresentativesabouttheoverall

significanceofFront OfficeManagementSubject. 

 

 

TypeofRespondent 

Importance ofFront 

OfficeManagement 

 

t-value 

 

p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. 

Faculty 24.67 4.171 
1.65 0.100 

NotSignificant 

IndustryRepresentative 23.82 5.197 

LevelofSignificance =5% 

Table 7.8:Independent Sample t-test results to measure Significant difference in opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representative about Overall Significance/Importance of Front 

OfficeManagementSubject 

 

Table 7.9 is presenting the results of t-test applied to measure significant difference in the opinion 

offaculties and industry representatives about overall significance of Housekeeping Subject. It can 

be observedthat at 5% level of significance the value of t-statistic is not significant so it can be 

concluded that there is nosignificant difference inthe opinion of facultiesand industry 

representatives about the overall significanceofHousekeepingSubject. 

 

 

TypeofRespondent 

Importance 

ofHouseKeeping 

 

t-value 
p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. 

Faculty 38.04 6.407 
1.268 0.206 

NotSignificant 

IndustryRepresentative 37.03 8.071 

LevelofSignificance =5% 

Table 7.9:Independent Sample t-test results to measure Significant difference in opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representative about Overall Significance/Importance of 

HousekeepingSubject 

 

Table7.10ispresentingtheresultsoft-testappliedtomeasuresignificantdifferenceintheopinionof 

faculties and industry representatives about overall significance of Other Subjects. It can be 
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observed thatat 5% level of significance the value of t-statistic is not significant so it can be 

concluded that there is 

nosignificantdifferenceintheopinionoffacultiesandindustryrepresentativesabouttheoverallsignificanc

eofOther Subjects. 

 

 

TypeofRespondent 

Importance 

ofOtherSubjects 

 

t-value 
p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. 

Faculty 58.03 10.145 
0.48 0.632 

NotSignificant 

IndustryRepresentative 58.59 11.297 

LevelofSignificance=5% 

Table 7.10:Independent Sample t-test results to measure Significant difference in opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representative about Overall Significance/Importance of OtherSubjects 

To identify the difference in opinion of Faculties and Industry Representatives independentsample t-

test was applied, and the results are presented in table 7.11.It was observed that all the 

subjectstaught to hotel management students are important or significant.. At 5% level of 

significance the values oft-statistics was not found significant which means null hypothesis is 

accepted, so it can be concluded thatThere is no significant difference in the opinion of Faculties 

and Industry Representatives about 

significanceofsubjectstaughtunderNCHMCTcurriculum.Forfacultymembersandindustryrepresentatives

thesubjects taught under NCHMCT curriculum are equally important. Therefore, Hypothesis H01 

which 

statethatthereisnosignificantdifferenceintheopinionofFacultiesandIndustryRepresentativesaboutsigni

ficance of subjects taught under NCHMCT curriculum is accepted and its corresponding objective 

tofind out the skills imparted in the syllabus being perceived as important by hospitality 

academicians and theindustryexperts is achieved. 

 

 

Subjects 

 

Faculty(N=153) 

Industry 

Representative(N=19

8) 

 

t-value 

 

p-value 

 

Result 

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

FoodProduction 
52.12 7.702 51.12 8.924 1.1 0.272 

Not 

Significant 

Food &Beverage 

Service 

 

32.96 

 

6.232 

 

33.36 

 

5.84 

 

0.622 

 

0.534 
NotSignificant 

FrontOffice 

Management 
24.67 4.171 23.82 5.197 1.65 0.100 

Not 

Significant 

HouseKeeping 
38.04 6.407 37.03 8.071 1.268 0.206 

Not 

Significant 

OtherSubjects 
58.03 10.145 58.59 11.297 0.48 0.632 

Not 

Significant 

LevelofSignificance=5% 
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Table 7.11: Independent Sample t-Test results to measure significant difference in the opinion 

ofFaculties and Industry Representatives about significance of subjects taught under 

NCHMCTcurriculum 

To test this hypothesis the opinion of respondents was cross-tabulated with respect to the type 

ofrespondents i.e.Faculty andIndustry Representative and thenchi-square test wasapplied. The 

resultspresented in table 7.12 indicate that all the chi-statistics are significant at 5% level of 

significance 

whichleadstotheacceptanceofhypothesis.Soitcanbeconcludedthatthereisnosignificantdifferencein 

pinionofFacultiesandIndustryRepresentativesaboutchangesrequiredinsubjectsofNCHMCTcurriculum, 

or in other words faculties and industry representatives have indicated similar 

modificationrequiredin subjectsof NCHMCTcurriculum.Therefore,HypothesisH02 which state 

thatthere is 

nosignificantdifferenceinopinionofFacultiesandIndustryRepresentativesaboutchangesrequiredinsubje

ctsofNCHMCTcurriculumisacceptedanditscorrespondingobjectivetoassessthecurrentrequirementsinth

esyllabusaccordingtotheemerginghospitalityneedsworldwideandinIndiaisachieved. 

 

 

Subject 
Type ofRespondent ChangeRequired Chi- 

SquareValu

e 

p-Value 
 

Significance 
No Yes Total 

 

HotelEngineering 

Faculty 78 75 153  

0.145 

 

0.703 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
105 93 198 

Total 183 168 351 

 

Nutrition 

Faculty 93 60 153  

1.373 

 

0.241 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
108 90 198 

Total 201 150 351 

 

HotelAccountancy 

Faculty 99 54 153  

3.683 

 

0.055 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
108 90 198 

Total 207 144 351 

 

Communication 

Faculty 84 69 153  

 

0.397 

 

 

0.528 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
102 96 198 

Total 186 165 351 

Food &Beverage 

Control 

Faculty 90 63 153  

 

0.269 

 

 

0.604 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
111 87 198 

Total 201 150 351 

 

Food Safety 

&Quality 

Faculty 93 60 153  

 

0.367 

 

 

0.545 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
114 84 198 

Total 207 144 351 

 Faculty 108 45 153    
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FinancialManagemen

t 

Industry 

Representative 
123 75 198 

 

2.75 

 

0.097 

NotSignificant 

Total 231 120 351 

 

StrategicManagemen

t 

Faculty 90 63 153  

 

0.003 

 

 

0.960 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
117 81 198 

Total 207 144 351 

 

FacilitiesPlanning 

Faculty 93 60 153  

2.11 

 

0.146 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
105 93 198 

Total 198 153 351 

 

ResearchProjects 

Faculty 81 72 153  

0.00 

 

0.987 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
105 93 198 

Total 186 165 351 

 

Principles 

ofFoodScience 

Faculty 105 48 153  

0.151 

 

0.697 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
132 66 198 

Total 237 114 351 

 

Application 

ofComputer 

Faculty 66 87 153  

2.428 

 

0.119 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
102 96 198 

Total 168 183 351 

 

IndustrialTraining 

Faculty 72 81 153  

3.832 

 

0.052 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
114 84 198 

Total 186 165 351 

Food 

&BeverageManagem

ent 

Faculty 102 51 153  

0.775 

 

0.379 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
123 75 198 

Total 225 126 351 

 

OverallChange 

Faculty 99 54 153  

1.15 

 

0.284 

 

NotSignificant Industry 

Representative 
117 81 198 

Total 216 135 351 

` LevelofSignificance=5% 

 

Table 7.12: Chi-Square test Results to measure Difference in opinion of Faculties and 

IndustryRepresentativesaboutchangesrequiredin subjectsof NCHMCTcurriculum 

 

8. Conclusions 

(i) First of all the significance of food production subject has been studied. The food 

production 

subjecthasbeendividedinto12units,therespondentswereaskedtoindicatethesignificanceofeachuniton 
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five point likert scale ranging from extremely significant (5) to not significant (1). It was 

observedthat according to respondents all the units of food production subject are extremely 

significant exceptHierarchy Area of Department and Kitchen, which has been marked as very 

significant. The threemost important units of food production subject identified by respondents 

were Methods of CookingFood, Stocks: Definition, Types, Preparation Storage and Soups: Definition, 

Types, Preparation. Inthis context no significant difference was observed in the opinion of faculty 

members and 

industryrepresentatives.Overallitwasfoundthataccordingto96.08%facultiesand90.91%industryreprese

ntativesthefoodproductionsubjectisimportantforhotelmanagementstudents.Thisimportancewasequall

yperceived byfaculties and industryrepresentatives. 

(ii) The next subject taken under study was food & beverage service, which was divided into 8 

units.Respondents indicated the significance of each unit on five point scaleranging from not 

significanttoextremelysignificant.AccordingtorespondentsManagingFood&BeverageOutlet,Bar 

Operations, Cocktails & Mixed Drinks, Planning & Operating Various F&B Outlet and 

FunctionCatering Banquets are extremely important whereas Food & Beverage Staff Organisation, 

FunctionCatering and Guerdon Service are very important. The overall mean score(33.19) indicated 

thatFood & Beverage Service Subject is important for hotel management graduates.Overall both 

thefaculties(Mean=32.96)andIndustryRepresentatives(Mean=33.36)haveconsideredFood&Beverage 

Service Subject important. Results of t-test indicated that there is no significant differencein the 

opinion of faculties and industry representatives about the importance of food & 

beverageservicesubject. 

(iii) Thethirdprimary subjectconsideredforstudywasFrontOfficeManagement.Thissubjectisdivided 

into 6 units. On the five point significant scale it was found that Planning & Evaluating 

FrontOfficeOperations,Budgeting,Property 

ManagementSystem,YieldManagementareextremelysignificant,Timeshare&VacationOwnershipisvery 

significantwhereasFrenchissignificantcomponentofthissubject.Whileaccessingthedifferenceinopinion

offacultiesandindustryrepresentativesitwasobservedthatt-statisticvalueswerenotsignificantexceptt-

valueforTimeshare & Vacation Ownership.Overall 90.20% faculties and 83.33% industry 

representativeshave considered front office management subject important. However t-test results 

did not 

indicatedanysignificantdifferenceintheopinionoffacultiesandindustryrepresentativesabouttheimporta

nceof front officemanagement subject. 

(iv) The last primary subject of the study was housekeeping. The syllabus of housekeeping was 

dividedinto 9 units and respondents were asked to indicate the significance of each unit on five 

pointlikertscalerangingfromextremelysignificant(5)tonotsignificant(1).AccordingtorespondentsPlanni

ngandOrganizingtheHouseKeepingDepartment,EnergyandWaterConservationinHousekeeping 

Operations, Safety and Security, Layout of Guest Rooms are extremely significant,whereas 

Housekeeping in Institutions & Facilities Other Than Hotels, Contract Services, First Aid,Interior 

Decoration and New Property Countdown are very significant. The overall mean score(37.47) 

indicated that Housekeeping Subject is important for hotel management graduates.Accordingto 

faculty members and industry representatives the most important component of 

HousekeepingSubject is Planning and Organizing the House Keeping Department followed by Safety 

and Securityand Energy and Water Conservation in Housekeeping Operations. As per the opinion of 

88.24%facultiesand86.36%industryrepresentativesthehousekeepingsubjectisimportantinhotelmanage

mentcurriculum. 

(v) According to respondents Communication, Food & Beverage Control, Food Safety & Quality, 

Food& Beverage Management and Industrial training are extremely significant subjects whereas 

rests ofthe subjects are very significant. Independent sample t-test was applied to measure the 

difference inopinion of faculties and industry representatives. As per results faculty members have 

given moreimportance to Nutrition and research projects as compared to the industry 

representative and on 
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theothersideindustryrepresentativeshavefoundhotelengineeringmoresignificantascomparedtothefacu

lties. For rest of the subjects no significant difference was observed in the opinion of facultiesand 

industry representatives. Overall 86.27% faculties and 87.88% industry representatives 

haveconsidered the other subjects important for hotel management students. Results of t-test 

concludedthatthereisnosignificantdifferenceintheopinionoffacultiesandindustryrepresentativesabout

theoverall significanceof OtherSubjects. 

 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Inthelightofthefindingsandconclusionofthestudythefollowinggeneral&specificrecommendationarema

de 

(i) In Food Production subject the unit “Hierarchy Area of Department and Kitchen”, was 

considered asleast significant topic, but this topic has been given 10% weightage. So keeping the 

results in mind itis suggested to reduce the weightage of this unit up to 5%. The remaining 

weightage can be allottedto top three significant units i.e. Methods of Cooking Food, Stocks: 

Definition, Types, PreparationStorage and Soups: Definition,Types, andPreparation. 

(ii) The9%industryrepresentativesdidnotfindfoodproductionsubjectsignificantforhotelmanageme

nt students, so suggestions of these respondents should be addressed to make the 

subjectmoreindustryoriented. 

(iii) According to industry representatives the unit “Cocktails & Mixed Drinks” has least 

significance inFood &Beverage Subject,whereas faculties have considered this unitas second 

mostimportanttopic of subject. Here it is suggested to academicians to redesign this unit as per the 

industryrequirements. 

(iv) In front office management subject the French is found to be least significant topic by 

faculties aswell as by industry representatives. So it is suggested to reduce the weightage of French 

and addsomemorelanguages asper theglobal trends. 

(v) Almost 1/6th of the industry representative (16.67%) didn’t find front office management 

subjectsignificant for hotel management students, so focus group interviews of these respondents 

should beconductedtogettheir suggestions aboutthe improvement requiredin this subject. 

(vi) In housekeeping subject the faculties considered interior decoration as 4th important unit 

but forindustry representatives it was the least significant unit of this subject. As the objective of 

research isto make the curriculum industry oriented so it is suggested to reduce the weightage of 

interiordecorationin housekeepingsubject. 

(vii) Hotel engineering, Principles of food science and Research projects were found to be three 

leastimportant other subjects. So it is suggested to either remove these subjects from curriculum or 

revisethecontent to makethemsignificantas perindustryrequirements. 

(viii) In many subjects content is too old, so it is suggested to go for drastic update as per current 

marketsituations 

(ix) Lectures from industry experts should be organized on regular basis to keep the students 

aware ofrecenttrends. 

(x) Thelabmachineriesneedtobeupgradedregularlyaspercurrenttechnology. 

 

REFERENCES 

[1] Hussain S. and Soni G. (2019).Challenges faced by Hospitality Industry in India. The 

PacificReview.7(12):7-20 

[2] Almedia, S., &chaudhary, D. (2015). An overview of research in Hospitality Education. The 

SocialOnlooker,InternationalJournalOfSocialScience,JournalismAndMassCommunication,2(1

/2015). 

[3] Amoah, V., & Baum, T. (1997). Tourism Education , policy vesus practice. Internatioal 

Journal OfContemproryHospitallityManagement, 9(1), 5-12. 



RUSSIAN LAW JOURNAL        Volume XI (2023) Issue 7s  

 

394 

 

[4] Bagri,S.,&SureshBabu,A.(2009).CareerinTourismAdministration.EmploymentNews,xxx111(46)

. 

[5] Bhardwaj, D. (2002). Manpower development for tourism sector in India. Tourism In The 

NewMillenium, Challenges And Oppurtunities, 418-428. 

[6] Barrie,S.(2006). Understanding whatwe meanby thegeneric attributesof 

graduates.HigherEducation,51, 215-241. 

[7] Cho, S., Erdem, M., &Johanson, M. (2007). Hospitality graduate education: A view from 

threedifferentstakeholderperspectives.Journalof Hospitality&Tourism Education4,(18) 45-

55. 

[8] Christou, E. (1998). Hospitality Management Education in Greece ( An exploratory study). 

TourismManagement,20(683-691). 

[9] Dahiya,A.(2013).Hospitlaity&TourismEducationinIndia.Insearchofinnovativeprogrammes.Prod

uctivity,(4),358-370. 

[10] Dredge,D.,Benkerdroff,P.,Day,M.,Gross,M.,Walo,M.,&Weeks,P.(2013).Driversofchangein 

Tourism hospitalty and event management education ; An Australian perspective. Journal 

OfHospitalityAnd TourismEducation, 25, 89 -102. 

[11] Goodman, J., & Sprague, L. (1991). The future of hospitality education ,Meeting the 

industry need.TheCkornellHotelAndRestaurantAdministrationQuarterly,32(2),66-

69epublicgood?.InternationalJournal Of Lifelong Education,25(2), 157-172. 

[12] Goh,B.(2001).Realignmenthospitalitymanagementcurrricullum;Hospitalityskillassessment(D

octoralDissertation).NovaSoutheasternUniverity,Florida,UnitedStates.Ganguli,L.,&Kumar,A.(

2018).Anempiricalstudyontheacademicperceptiontowardscertifiedlearningfacilitator(CLF).Pu

sa Journal Of Hospitality AnsApplied Sciencs, 1v(issn 2395-020x). 

[13] KemberandDorisY.P.Leung(2005).Theinfluenceofactivelearningexperiencesonthedevelopmen

t of graduate capabilities, Studies in Higher Education Vol. 30, No. 2, April 2005, pp.155–170 

[14] Lin,S.-P.C.-Y.(2011).StudyonriskperceptionsofinternationaltouristsinIndia.African 

[15] JournalofBusinessManagementVol.5(7),2742-2752 

[16] Riegel, C. (1995). Purpose, Perspective and Definition: Toward an Encompassing View of 

HRIEducation.Hospitality&TourismEducator, 3(1), 18-32. 

doi:10.1080/23298758.1990.10685406 

[17] Rivera, M., & Upchurch, R. (2008). The role of reseach in hospitality Industry. A content 

analysis ofthe IJHM between 2000-2005. IJHM, 27(4), 632-640. 

[18] Raybould, M., & Wilkins, H. (2006). Generic Skills for Hospitality Management: A 

ComparativeStudy of Management Expectations and Student Perceptions. Journal Of 

Hospitality And TourismManagement,13(2), 177-188. doi: 10.1375/jhtm.13.2.177 

[19] Reynolds, S., Ryan, B., &Halsell, S. (2009). A comparison of skills considedred important for 

thesuccess as an entry level manager in the hospitlity industry versus the skills recent 

graduates possessHpspitality and Tourism Managementpaper presented in 

theinternationalCHRIEConference. InInternationalCHRIE Conference. Amkus: Universityof 

Massachusetts 

[20] Tsai,H.,Chen,S.,&Hu,C.(2004).AcademiaMeetIndustry:AneedanalysisofcoursecontentsinU.S.J

ournalofHospitality&TourismEducation,16(3),32-39. 

[21] Tanner,D.,&Tanner,L.(2007).CurriculumDevelopment,TheoryintoPractice(pp.99-

121).UnitedStates of America: Pearson Education. 

[22] Wisch,R.(1991).TheGeneralEducationvs.CareerismDebate:DevelopingaHospitalityEducationP

erspective.Hospitality &TourismEducator, 4(1), 65-68. 

doi:10.1080/23298758.1991.10685439 


