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Students’ Perceptions of Quality and Satisfaction with Virtual Field Trips
of Hotels
ABSTRACT
This paper examines hotel management students’ perceptions of the quality aspects of a Virtual
Field Trip (VFT) technology based learning and teaching tool, and its effect on their
satisfaction. With the help of an online VFT tool, students were familiarized with the theoretical
concepts of hotel operations, and then exposed to the insights of the actual operations of two
hotels. To assess satisfaction, 182 undergraduate students in a large public university in
Australia responded to a self-administered questionnaire. Data was analyzed using descriptive
statistics, principle component factor analysis and multiple regression techniques. The results
suggest that there are three factors of quality promoting students’ satisfaction, however, the
factor of ‘system quality’ was found to be the most important predictor for satisfaction when
using the technology based learning and teaching tool. Further analysis revealed that
international students’ satisfaction with the factor of ‘content quality’ was higher than domestic
students.
Keywords: Technology, Quality, Student satisfaction, Learning and teaching, Hotels

Introduction
The delivery of quality education and assurance of students’ satisfaction with learning
experiences has become an important factor among educators (Kember & Ginns, 2012).
Researchers argue that satisfied students are more likely to engage in further education and
spread positive word of mouth (Gu, Schweisfurth & Day, 2010). Monitoring students’
satisfaction and acting on their feedback can promote innovative teaching and learning practice
(Arbaugh, 2014; Rienties, Li & Marsh, 2015). Moreover, education research related to students
learning experience offers on opportunity to promote a kind of teaching and research nexus
that can also improve educators understanding of the learning and teaching phenomena
(Baldwin, 2005). For instance, the use of innovative technology based teaching tools in specific
courses can promote students reasoning skills and advancing learning through continuous
improvements and filling the learning gaps (Winberg & Hedman, 2008).
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Busby and Gibson (2010) and other researchers (e.g. Alexander, 2007; Dutton & Farbrother,
2005) point out that in hospitality education particularly the existence of both theoretical and
applied aspects is vital for improving students’ learning experiences and maximizing their
satisfaction. This is also evident from the hospitality industry perspective, where senior
managers prioritize job readiness as the key ingredient for graduates joining the hospitality
industry (Phelan & Mills, 2010; Tews, Stafford & Tracey, 2011; Wang, Ayres & Huyton, 2009).
The success of hospitality businesses is dependent upon how well its future managers are
exposed to real life functioning and operations. Researchers argue that missing the applied
aspects in hospitality curricula not only ill prepares graduates but can also result in students’
dissatisfaction and may affect their future career (Busby & Gibson, 2010; Jenkins & Walker,
1994).

The rapid growth and expansion of the global tourism and hospitality industry has fueled the
demand for hotel management degree programs all over the world. However, due to the high
costs of applying practical components and lack of government funding, educational
institutions are forced to be cost effective when delivering hospitality education, which has led
to large class sizes (Alexander, 2007; Dutton & Farbrother, 2005). As a result, the presence of
practical aspects, such as on campus training laboratories, work integrated experience and
inclusion of physical field trips in curriculums, is in decline (Craig-Smith & Ruhanen, 2006).
To overcome the problem of financial, logistical and time constraints, students may
alternatively be exposed to the real work environment through virtual field trips (VFT). These
have become popular learning and teaching tools among schools and tertiary institutions (e.g.,
teaching of geosciences, history and engineering), and to some extent started to appear in
hospitality and tourism education. A team of hospitality academics and practitioners from an
Australian university developed a VFT website and used it in teaching undergraduate hotel
management students. The VFT website included interviews with key senior managers of
hotels. It also displayed food and beverage operations (e.g., design and layout, still images,
videos and reflection of management practices). The course content and the features of the VFT
were carefully aligned and all the assessment tasks were designed to promote authentic
learning. Moreover, student-centered learning was also promoted as students searched for new
knowledge through the VFT, facilitating their own understanding in terms of what they learnt,
when they learnt and how they learnt (Hannafin, Hall, & Hill, 1994). In view of that, this study
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attempts to fill the gap in the literature by investigating the role of the hotels VFT in
strengthening students’ satisfaction levels when embedded in a food and beverage management
course, a core within the Bachelor of Hotel Management degree. More specifically, the
following three objectives of this study are identified:
1. Examine how many dimensions of quality exist in the VFT of hotels as applied to
food and beverage management courses.
2. Recognize which dimension of the VFT is most important in affecting students’
satisfaction as applied to food and beverage management courses.
Due to a large number of international students seeking education in universities in
Australia and making significant contribution towards universities funding, it makes them a
valuable stakeholder. Hence, it is also important to examine if there are any difference between
domestic and international students’ views.
3. Assess if domestic and international students’ perceptions differ on quality
dimensions and satisfaction of VFT of hotels as applied to food and beverage management
courses.

Literature review
Role of technology in education
In the twenty first century we are experiencing an increased number of students entering into
university education, availability of advanced technology at more affordable prices and faster
internet connections, and use of varied delivery modes of education (i.e., face to face, blended
and on-line learning) (Sandars, Patel, Goh, Kokatailo & Lafferty, 2015). Even though it is
tempting to embrace the latest technology in teaching hospitality management, the designer of
education programs needs to ensure that the essence of the context is not over-powered by the
technology. In other words, the use of technology must have specific purposes such as exposing
students to the real workings of hotels to provide authentic learning experiences, promote
accessibility of information in a flexible manner, and with improved learning outcomes (Wong,
Greenhalgh & Pawson, 2010).
While there is some evidence of technology and education related research, considerable work
is needed to better understand the effects of technology on students deep learning rather than
surface learning (Wong, et al., 2010). The ultimate goal of technology assisted education is to
prepare the future workforce that can effectively solve business problems in a more innovative
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manner. Indeed, there are several educational theories that can help develop and design
enriched learning through an effective blend of technology, and learning and teaching
activities. Next a brief discussion of the three key education technology theories is presented.
First, situated cognition theory suggests that effective learning occurs when presented in an
appropriate context reflecting the real world and the learner is motivated to take their own
responsibility to learn. Certainly, technology can help emulate the real world in the teaching
environment (Durning & Artino, 2011). Second, distributive cognition theory suggests that
learners exposed to a new situation are asked to solve a problem by applying their existing
knowledge and skills. This requires a series of actions such as analysis, comprehension,
communication, collaboration, problem solving and making decisions (Honey, Mandinach &
McMillan, 2003). Third, normative theory highlights the significance of education facilitators
and the learner’s persistent ability to reflect on learning experiences over time to master the
intended outcome of learning (Phenix, 1963). Indeed, the use of e-portfolio and discussion
boards adequately supports this theory.
While the integration of technology is providing humans better control over their life, similarly
in the education sphere there is potential to provide university students with authentic, real life
experiences and instil high level of competencies. Thus, the above three theories outlined can
furnish an environment for effective learning.
Hospitality education and international students
Due to strong emphasis on practical knowledge and skills in hospitality education, the reality
of context is extremely important (Busby & Gibson, 2010). Applied components, such as work
integrated learning experience and field visits should be an integral part of hospitality courses
(Busby & Gibson, 2010). However, declining practical facilities, as a result of economic
pressures, make it harder to retain these components (King & Craig-Smith, 2010).
Particularly, in Australia over the past decade the government funding to universities has been
declining and to cover the short-fall universities aggressively market to international students
(McPhee, 2014). As a result, a large number of international students have been seeking
education in Australia and contributing to university income (Ruby, 2009). Although
international student numbers are increasing and university fees are rising, the aspects of
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industry experience, work integrated learning and the presence of practical laboratory work
from the higher education curriculum, specifically in the tourism and hospitality field, has been
eliminated to reduce costs. In addition, the increase in class sizes and tighter timetabling makes
it more challenging to have field visits to hotels and restaurants as part of learning activities,
which further prevents students from gaining valuable insight into live hotel food and beverage
operations. However, more recently employability of domestic and international students has
reappeared on the Australian government’s agenda and universities are encouraged to take
positive measures to develop the employability skills of all students, so that they can effectively
compete for relevant hospitality management positions in Australia and international job
markets (Australian Government, 2015).
It is evident from the research that particularly international students in Australia struggle to
secure worthwhile work experience in their chosen discipline. This may be due to cultural
differences, poor communication skills and lack of experience and personal contacts
(Blackmore, Gribble & Raimi, 2015), which means they miss out in obtaining valuable initial
work experience, and face further difficulty in securing suitable jobs upon graduation (AEI,
2012; Bennet, 2011). Therefore, educators need to build real work practices into the
curriculum. This calls for innovative ways of presenting practical components in hospitality
education. A VFT offers convenience and active approach which exposes students to realworld learning experiences, enables a richer and more authentic understanding to build upon
theoretical knowledge (Smith et al., 2015; Zahra, 2012). Thereby promoting active learning
that enables students to engage in realistic tasks providing opportunities for collaboration and
deep learning (Colbran et al., 2015; Tigelaar et al., 2004). Furthermore, the application of VFT
of hotels food and beverage operations functioning can provide students with a context for
assessment in a more authentic manner and help them master some of the key employability
skills (e.g., problem solving, team-work, interpersonal skills).
Advances in technology, such as capturing 360° images, and virtual realities, have made VFTs
possible. A VFT seems to provide a cost-effective way of merging classroom theory and
workplace practice (Franks & Oliver, 2012). VFTs are designed to promote deeper learning by
demonstrating how the theoretical components of hotel operations can be applied in real world
settings (Herrington & Kervin, 2007), and can facilitate active and authentic assessments based
on real world scenarios (Herrington & Herrington, 1998). A VFT can serve as a platform for
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students to have a “virtual taste” of the industry. Prior to joining the industry in the forms of
internships, part-time or full-time jobs, participation in collaborative and creative team work
involving critical thinking, problem-solving, decision making and knowledge creation is very
important (Glassner & Eran-Zoran, 2016). A VFT also provides access to top-level leaders and
managerial level practices of hospitality organizations in a highly structured manner, which
students often could not be exposed to through guest lectures, field trips or even during entrylevel internships (Herrington et al., 2002). A VFT has significant implications in blended
learning formats (combined online and face to face education), as it offers the flexibility and
adaptability needed for groups of part-time, mature and international students, and meets the
self-efficacy component of successful blended learning (Shen et al., 2013).
As such, with the advent of technology, a purposely-designed VFT can provide students with
practical experience and satisfactorily prepare hotel managers of the future. Research shows
that VFTs tend to be more effective in promoting quality education since they comply with the
student centered approach; cater for needs of different types of learners; use lecturers’ time
more efficiently; allow the capture of critical details; and give students flexibility of time and
location (Elleven et al., 2006; Patiar, Ma, Kensbock & Cox, 2016).

Students perception of quality and satisfaction with technology
Quality is considered to be a sign of distinction and fitness for purpose of use, in other words
having no shortcomings (Juran, 2001), and attempting to undertake on-going improvements by
accommodating customers changing needs (Deming, 1985). Whereas Garvin (1988) explains
quality based on five keys characteristics (i.e., transcendent-best and top of the range; and
product-precise and measurable; user-level of satisfaction; operations-set of specifications; and
value based-providing value for money). Wider research shows that quality can help businesses
reduce defects, and improve effectiveness and efficiency (Claver, Tari & Pereira, 2006), as
well as satisfy the needs of consumers in dynamic environments (Chako, Davidson & Green,
2005, Patiar, Wang & Davidson, 2012). The ultimate aim of any business is to provide a quality
product and service, and processes, so that consumers develop a sense of confidence in
acquiring it. Equally, the need for quality education cannot be emphasized enough (Kember &
Ginns, 2012).
In a dynamic environment the abstract form of education focusing on principles, theories and
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processes fails to adequately prepare competent managers for the future (Herrington & Oliver,
2000). This is because, the abstract form of such education system encourages students to
concentrate on rote learning to simply get through the course, rather than accumulating deeper
learning to solve business problems using innovative ideas.
Hence, apart from quality learning and teaching programs and courses, higher education is also
required to focus on quality systems and processes to enhance graduates teaching and learning
experiences and adequately prepare them for their future careers. More specifically, in the
context of education, its effectiveness is dependent upon the user’s perceptions of competency
and the quality of the actual learning and teaching material, and its mode of delivery (Chang &
Tung, 2007; Lin, 2007). According to Pawlowski, (2007) educators need to openly negotiate
with their students, and then do all they can to meet their needs. Undeniably, curriculum design
and delivery that uses up to date technology, can help achieve and maintain quality.
Research shows that if users are technologically competent and perceive that the quality of a
system is appropriate, then they are more likely to accept and engage with it and develop
positive learning experiences (Govindasamy, 2002; Perez-Arostegui, Bustinza-Sanchez &
Barrales-Molina, 2015). This is particularly the case for the current generation of university
students, as they have been born in an era surrounded by technology and feel comfortable with
a range of technologies that are already the basis for their information and communication
(Oblinger, 2003; Prensky, 2007). Researchers support the application of technology, including
a VFT in education as necessary for ensuring students vigorously engage in learning activities
(e.g. Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Yet, there are other researchers who advocate that the spread of
technology (such as a VFT) in education needs further research, as students tend to use
technology for leisure purposes rather than for educational purposes (Devine, 2010; Kennedy
et al., 2009; Stanton & Stanton, 2013).
When designing the integration of VFT technologies with courses and curricula, special
attention should be applied to how students perceive the use of technologies in education and
the roles they play in influencing students’ satisfaction and overall learning experiences
(Reeves, 2006). Over two decades ago Taylor and Todd (1995) suggested in their Technology
Acceptance Model (TAM) that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use are key factors
to ensuring people’s acceptance of technology. In the contexts of e-learning, perceived
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usefulness is the degree to which users believe that a particular system will enhance an
individual’s performance (Chang & Tung, 2008). To ensure the usefulness of technologies
applied in learning and teaching, materials need to be up to date and relevant to learning
contexts and assessment tasks. Educators should focus on the usefulness and the ease of use of
an e-learning course website because these characteristics are highly correlated with students’
willingness to use and accept this form of technology (Chang & Tung, 2008).
The technical aspects are also important for students’ overall learning experiences (Roca, Chiu
& Martínez, 2006). Researchers generally agree that reliable technical performance, such as
ease of use and compatibility, is important for e-learning tools (e.g. Lin & Chen, 2012; Oh,
Ahn & Kim, 2003). Today’s students are less tolerant with technology failures. Students should
feel at ease when using the system and feel the system is free of effort (Chang & Tung 2008).
This importance lies in the fact that the quality of course websites would influence students’
acceptance of and engagement with e-learning, and thereby determine the extent of the learning
experience and tangible outcomes (i.e., increased knowledge and improved grades) (Morss,
1999).
Moore and Benbasat (1991) suggested that perceived ease of use can offer competitive
advantage for an e-learning tool. Ease of use could include easy navigation and short loading
times. Compatibility is also important, the degree to which potential users perceive the
innovation to be consistent with their values, previous experiences and current needs.
Compatibility with multiple browsers and multiple devices are essentially important for today’s
e-learning tools. Lin and Chen (2012) confirmed compatibility as an important feature for elearning tools. It is a critical factor for students’ behavioral intentions to use the e-learning
course websites, along with perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness (Chang & Tung,
2008). In addition to usefulness and ease of use, innovative features such as visibility and
enjoyment are also essential elements for e-learning websites (Chang & Tung, 2008; Oh et al.,
2003). In the context of university education, students are considered to be consumers of
education (O’Neill & Palmer, 2004), and their satisfaction occurs when their expectations are
met or exceeded throughout the educational process (Elliott & Shin, 2002). Abundant evidence
in the education literature supports perceived service quality and technological quality, as an
antecedent to students’ satisfaction (Gruber et al., 2010; Lo, 2010), and satisfied students are
more likely to enhance their retention in the program of study (Bryant, 2006; Helgesen &
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Nesset, 2007; Lee, 2002).
In summary, it seems that perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and innovative features
are essential elements for students’ assessment of e-learning quality. A good quality e-learning
system would increase students’ frequency of use, provide knowledge support and would
enhance students’ satisfaction and overall experiences with learning. For this reason, eventually
improve the graduate’s employability skills (Colbran et al., 2015; Tigelaar et al., 2004).

Method
Sample and procedure
The population of the study included all students enrolled in a second year compulsory food
and beverage management course within a Bachelor of Hotel Management degree at an
Australian university. At the time of the study, there were 298 students enrolled in the course
across two campuses in different cities. Given the fact that VFT is a relatively new tool and in
order to understand the perception of students and to further enhance the tool, as a starting
point, the study only included the host university that provided seed funding to develop the
VFT tool. Inviting all students to participate in the study used a census sampling method.
Students participated in the study on voluntary basis according to the university’s ethics
guidelines. A total 182 completed responses were collected from 298 students, giving a
response rate of 61.07 per cent, which were used for the data analysis.

Instrument
The survey technique was used for the data collection. A questionnaire consisting of three parts
was adapted from previous studies. Part one was designed to collect students’ demographic
information. Part two was designed to collect information on students’ perceptions of the
performance of each aspect of the VFT using twelve statements adapted from previous studies
(Chang & Tung, 2008; Lin, 2007). A panel of four experienced hospitality educators helped to
check and modify the wording in order to suit the study context. A five-point Likert-type scale
was used where students were asked to rate their level of disagreement or agreement with their
perceptions of the quality features of VFT with 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree”.
Part three was designed to measure students’ overall perceptions of the VFT and learning
experiences with the course (O’Driscoll, 2012). Students responded to an overall question
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“how satisfied are you with the quality of VFT in enhancing your learning experience in this
course” on a five-point Likert scale where 1 equals ‘extremely dissatisfied’ and 5 equals
‘extremely satisfied’. A pilot test with 20 conveniently selected sample was performed and the
scale showed a high reliability with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .939.

Data analysis
Using SPSS 22, descriptive statistics (frequency, mean and standard deviation) were performed
first in order to gain the general profile of the students. The Mean, Standard Deviation,
Skewness and Kurtosis of key variables were also checked for normality before proceeding to
further analysis. Principal Component Analysis was performed to identify the underlying
dimensions of the VFT website quality, followed by regressions to assess the impact of each
factor on students’ overall satisfaction with learning experiences. In order to assess the impact
of each VFT quality factor on students’ overall satisfaction, a multiple regression was
performed. Further, hierarchical regressions were performed to assess if student status
(domestic or international) would moderate relationships between quality of the VFT and
overall students’ satisfaction.

Findings
Profile of respondents
The sample included undergraduate students who were enrolled in a Bachelor of Hotel
Management at an Australian university. The 298 students taking the food and beverage
management course who were exposed to the VFT tool were invited to participate in the study.
There were 182 students who completed the survey, representing a response rate of 61.07 per
cent. Table 1 summarizes students’ demographic profiles and career related features. 67.3 per
cent of participants were female and 36.3 per cent participants were male. The majority of the
participants, 84.1 per cent, had no working experience before taking the food and beverage
management course, which emphasized the necessity to incorporate insights of hotel food and
beverage management (processes and management practices) in the course design.
Furthermore, 70.9 per cent of participants were international students and 93.9 per cent of the
sample were aged between 18-26. Over 50 per cent of students wanted to work in the hospitality
industry after graduation and over 90 per cent of students wanted to achieve at least middle
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management positions five years after graduation. These aspects clearly demonstrate students
take their career planning into consideration during their program of study.
Table 1- General Profile of Students (n=182)
Respondents’ Profile
Gender
Male
Female
Age Group
18-22
23-26
27-30
>30
Nationality
Domestic
International
Major
Hotel Management
Int. Tour. Hotel Mgt.
Other

Frequency (%)
66 (36.3)
116 (63.7)
100 (54.9)
71 (39)
7 (3.8)
4 (2.2)
53 (29.1)
129 (70.9)
74 (40.7)
94 (51.6)
14 (7.7)

Respondents’ Profile
Work Experience
No
Yes
Plan after graduation
Undertake higher studies
Join management traineeship
Open my own business
Other
5-Year Career Goal
Junior Management
Middle Management
Senior Management
Manage my own Business
Other

Frequency (%)
153 (84.1)
29 (15.9)
36 (19.8)
86 (47.3)
16 (8.8)
43 (23.6)
28 (15.4)
62(34.1)
37 (20.3)
38 (20.9)
17 (9.3)

Dimensions of the VFT quality attributes
To explore the underlying dimensions of the quality attributes of the VFT tool, principle
component analysis was performed. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling
adequacy and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity all passed thresholds. The KMO statistic is a
Measure of Sampling Adequacy and values greater than 0.8 can be considered as acceptable
(Cerny & Kaiser, 1977). The KMO value of the data was .916, exceeding the 0.8 threshold
value. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, which is a test to see if samples are from populations
with equal variances (Snedecor & Cochran, 1989), was also significant (Sig.=.000). The
analysis revealed three factors, namely System Quality (SQ), Content Quality (CQ) and
Enjoyment Quality (EQ), explaining 73.431 per cent with all 12 items. Factor 1 SQ contained
four attributes which covered ease of access, ease of navigate, loading time and effectiveness
of the VFT. Factor 2 CQ contained five attributes which mainly covered learning material
quality and Factor 3 EQ contained three attributes covering the attractiveness and fun aspects
of the VFT (Table 2 displays factor analysis results).
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Table 2- Factor Analysis Results of VFT Quality Features (n=182)
Factors and Variables

Varimax rotated loadings
Factor 1
Factor 2

Factor 1 System Quality
The VFTW made learning materials easy to access.
The VFTW was easy to navigate to find the learning
materials.
The waiting time for loading VFTW was reasonable.
The VFTW enabled me to accomplish course tasks
more effectively.
Factor 2 Content Quality
The learning material on the VFTW was displayed
appropriately.
The learning materials on the VFTW were up to date.
The VFTW provided me with a complete set of
learning
materials.
The learning material on VFTW was presented at level
that was easy to understand.
The interface of the VFTW was user-friendly
Factor 3 Enjoyment Quality
The use of multimedia (e.g. videos & floor plan)
attracts
learners attention.
The VFTW provided appropriate learning scenario(s).
The use of VFTW added to my enjoyment of learning.
General Information
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
Aprox. Chi-square
% of variance explained
Cronbanch’s alpha
Eigenvalue

Factor 3

.830
.744
.658
.701
.599
.767
.573
.657
740
.822
.643
.745
.916
=1070.055
60.404
0.852
6.276

df=66
7.649
0.853
1.983

Sig.=.000
5.378
0.891
1.015

Determinants of students’ satisfaction
In order to establish if the three dimensions of the VFT significantly related to students’ overall
satisfaction, a multiple regression was performed using the three dimensions as independent
variables (IV) and students’ overall satisfaction as the dependent variable (DV). Specifically,
Satisfaction´ = a + b1SQ1 + b2CQ + b3EQ
The regression equation is,
Satisfaction´=4.059+.336 SQ+.215 CQ+.260 EQ

The result of the regression showed that all three dimensions, namely system quality,
enjoyment quality and content quality, were significant predictors for students’ overall
satisfaction. However, system quality was found to be the most important factor in achieving
student satisfaction with the VFT. The regression results are summarized in Table 3.
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Table 3- The Relationship Between VFT Dimensions and Students’ Overall Satisfaction
(n=182)
Dependent Variable
Independent Variables

Overall Satisfaction
VFT Factor 1
VFT Factor 2
VFT Factor 3

Multiple R
R2
Adjusted R2
Standard Error
Independent Variables
Constant
Factor 1
Factor 2
Factor 3

.567
.322
.310
.699
B
4.059
.336
.215
.260

Beta
.401
.256
.310

t
75.061
6.212
3.967
4.801

Sig.
.000*
.000*
.000*
.000*

Moderating effects
In order to assess if relationships between VFT aspects and students’ overall satisfaction differ
between domestic and international students, hierarchical regressions were performed,
following three steps. First, the scores of all independent variables (VFT quality factors) were
centred. Then the cross-products of centred independent variables were created using VFT
quality factors and the dummy variable, domestic or international student. Third, the
moderating effects of domestic/international status were tested using hierarchical regressions.
Table 4 summarizes the results of hierarchical regressions.
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Table 4- Hierarchical Regressions on the Moderating Effects of Domestic/International
Status
Model 1
Dependent Variable
Independent Variables
Change of R2
Significance of Change of R2

Overall Satisfaction
Centered F1 System Quality
Domestic/International
Domestic/International*Centered F1
.161
.000*

Independent Variables
Constant
Centered F1
Domestic/International
Domestic/International*Centered F1

B
4.053
.359
-.052
-.124

Dependent Variable
Independent Variables
Change of R2
Significance of Change of R2
Independent Variables
Constant
Centered F2
Domestic/International
Domestic/International*Centered F2

Dependent Variable
Independent Variables
Change of R2
Significance of Change of R2
Independent Variables
Constant
Centered F2
Culture
Culture*Centered F2

Beta
.428
-.041
-.014

t
67.869
5.619
-.422
-.186

Sig.
.000*
.000*
.674
.853

Model 2
Overall Satisfaction
Centered F2 Content Quality
Domestic/International*Centered F2
.082
.001*
B
4.128
.222
.155
-.333

Beta
.265
-.128
-.249

t
55.498
3.535
-1.711
-2.630

Sig.
.000*
.000*
.089
.009*

Model 3
Overall Satisfaction
Centered F3 Enjoyment Quality
Domestic/International
Domestic/International*Centered F3
.103
.000
B
4.105
.254
-.155
-.235

Beta
.303
-.083
-.161

t
55.832
4.087
-1.124
-1.788

Sig
.000**
.000*
.263
.076

Table 4 shows that only model 2 was significant, which means domestic/international status
moderated the relationship between Factor 2 content quality and students’ overall satisfaction.
The regression equation including moderating effect is:
Overall Satisfaction = a + b1 F2 + b2 Domestic/International + b3 F2 * Status
Since domestic students were coded as 1, the regression equation is:
Overall Satisfaction = 4.128 + .222F2 + .155(1) - .333F2(1) = 4.283 + .111F2
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Since international students were coded as 0, the regression equation is:
Overall Satisfaction = 4.128 + .222F2 + .155(0) - .333F2(0) = 4.128 + .222F2

The moderating effect of students’ domestic/international status is also illustrated in Figure 1.
The horizontal axis represents VFT content quality and the vertical axis represents overall
satisfaction. The continuous line represents domestic students and the broken line represents
international students. It is clear to see that the relationship between VFT content quality and
overall satisfaction is stronger among a group of international students than among a group of
domestic students.
Overall Satisfaction
4.45
4.4
4.35
4.3
4.25
4.2
4.15
4.1
4.05
4
3.95
1

2

Content Quality
Figure 1. Moderating effects of Domestic/International Status
Dependent Variable: Overall Satisfaction; Independent Variable: Content Quality
Continuous line: Domestic Students; Broken line: International Students

Discussion of contributions
Theoretical contributions
Virtual Field Trips (VFTs), as an important online learning tool, are gaining popularity in
tertiary education, however, little research evidence has been obtained from courses and
programs with strong practical vocational focus, such as hospitality management. It is
interesting to see that our study has assisted in filling this gap as system quality aspect was
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considered the most important factor affecting students’ overall satisfaction and support the
findings of (Chako et al., 2005, Patiar et al., 2012). Even the enjoyment quality aspect had
stronger impacts on satisfaction compared to content quality. For example, technical
performance involving ease of access of learning material, ease of navigation, reasonable
loading time and accomplishment of tasks effectively reduced students’ anxiety involving
researching and sourcing information to undertake and complete major assessments in the
course. As several researchers point out, digital natives (students of today) desire fast results
with minimal effort in terms of time and energy (Bennett, Maton & Kervin, 2008; Jones &
Shao, 2011; Prensky, 2007). Furthermore, the use of technology in education encourages
students’ engagement with the course of study (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). While our results
support some of the existing literature, at the same time we refute the findings of Devine, (2010),
Kennedy et al., (2009) and Stanton and Stanton, (2013) that students use technology more for
the leisure purposes than for the education purposes.

This does not mean that content quality aspect is not important but having easy access and ease
of navigation, as well as being a fun system is the first and very important step to ensure a
pleasant learning experience for students using the VFT tool (Chang & Tung, 2007; Lin, 2007).
In this type of action and authentic learning the individual is developed as is the wider system
of stakeholder partnerships and collective decision making which supports the VFT innovation
(Abbott & Weiss, 2016). It also indicates from another perspective that there might still be
room for improvement in terms of the technical and enjoyment aspects of the performance of
this tool. If there is an increase in the quality of the system, then there will be an increase in
student satisfaction with the VFT (Pawlowski, 2007). This can be extrapolated given the
student coefficient of student satisfaction.

Additional interpretation reveals that domestic and international students differ in their
satisfaction level, particularly for the dimension of content quality. In fact, the international
students are more satisfied with content quality of the VFT, perhaps they lacked opportunities
for practical work experience in the hospitality industry in Australia and in their home country.
Moreover, general profile of students’ shows that over 70% of the cohort are international
students and over 80% of the cohort has had no work experience in the hospitality industry.
This impression is also shared by other researcher in Australia, normally international students
have difficulty in securing meaningful work related to their field of study due to various
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reasons, such as lack of local networks, poor understanding of the Australian labor market, the
process of applying for the job, and weak oral communication skills (Blackmore et al., 2015).
However, in the case of domestic (Australian) students it is customary to take part-time work
in the hospitality industry as soon as they turn 16 and continue to work throughout their
university life. Therefore, it is not surprising to note that those international and domestic
students having no work experience are better fulfilled by VFT offering insights into the real
workings of hotels’ food and beverage operation.

The findings of the study verified the use of the VFT as an effective tool in orientating students
with skills and knowledge of food and beverage management in hotels, before they gain
traineeships or first employment positions and is consistent with other researchers’ findings
(Govindasamy, 2002; Perez-Arostegui, et al., 2015). The VFT also provides access to practical
aspects of food and beverage operations, which students might not be exposed to during work
experience or part-time jobs. More importantly, the study developed measurements of the
quality of the VFT tool, one of the first of this kind in the hospitality context. It further explored
the underlying dimensions of the VFT and assessed the importance of each aspect in predicting
students’ satisfaction. This enriches existing theories on e-learning and expands and deepens
the understanding of VFTs in hospitality education. The findings highlight the importance of
system quality or the technical aspects of the tool in affecting students’ learning experience and
satisfaction, suggesting there is room for improvement in the future use of the VFT tool.

Empirical contributions
Having a practical component in the curriculum is a very important element for hospitality
management education (Busby & Gibson, 2010; Jenkins & Walker, 1994). Constraints from
the high cost involved with on-campus training facilities and offering mandatory work
experience means the VFT tool might be an effective way of building students’ knowledge
foundation in the management of hotel food and beverage operations and their employability.
While there is no substitute for physically being present in food and beverage operations, VFT
experiences play a critical role in grooming students for their future careers in the hospitality
business (Busby & Gibson, 2010).
In fact, a VFT lets students search and then apply various aspects of food and beverage
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management practices drawn in the assessment brief. The results included the development of
the students’ assessment task proposals for a concept restaurant, which impressively enhanced
their understanding compared to prior efforts before the VFT was used as a learning tool.
Moreover, students learning experiences with the VFT not only increased their knowledge but
also played an important role in advancing their self-confidence levels for developing
appropriate business decisions. The effectiveness of the tool also provides empirical evidence
for expanding the VFT tool in other courses (subjects) and programs of study. For example, the
VFT tool can be easily transferred to other aspects of the hospitality and tourism businesses.
VFTs have a valuable role in supporting and enhancing real fieldwork experiences and
empowering students who are disadvantaged either financially or physically (Clark, 1996; Ford
& Hipple, 1998).

Limitations and future research
The study shows a positive relationship between VFT quality and students’ satisfaction, and
has enriched the literature in the field of technology enhanced learning. The study is limited by
the use of convenient sampling and as a cross-sectional study. Longitudinal research looking
at collective evidence across a number of semesters is highly desired for future research. How
the VFT tool influences other aspects of students’ learning experience as well as educators’
experiences would also contribute to the development of technology to enhance learning
literature.
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