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Chapter 1 
Introduction 

 
 
 

1.1 Background 
 
 
 

There is no mistaking that social network sites have become a pervasive presence 

in our everyday life. Facebook and Twitter, two leading social network sites, have a 

combined 1 billion active users and around 50 percent of those users access the site daily 

(@twitter, 2011; "Statistics," 2011). This daily access is the result of a high-speed, multi-

device, never disconnected world that is filled with readily available information and 

facts. From computers to smart phones, regardless of the device we choose to access this 

information, one thing is certain: the human desire to communicate and be social is 

strong.  

Defining communication tends to be a subject of great debate, but many scholars 

agree that communication is “central to human experience” and some go as far to say it is 

“the organizing element of human life” (Littlejohn & Foss, 2008, p. 2). This organizing, 

central element is what separates us from animal and it is the reason we can grow through 

education. With communication we can conspire, inspire, conceive, and create. This is 

why we, as humans, consistently strive to find new methods of communication. These 

new methods are usually in an attempt to make it easier to communicate and often more 

frequently. One such method is the internet, which experts cite continues to have a 

“growing impact on day-to-day practices as well as society as a hole [sic]” and that it has 

been able to “shape and change relationships of everyday life and social institutions” 
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(Rasmussen, 2000, p. 1). The internet has gone from simple, text-based messaging, 

known as bulletin board systems (BBS) in the 1970s to a full fledged, deeply integrated, 

visually interactive network that includes everything from medical advice to music stores. 

The internet has come a long way since its inception as it is one of the most rapidly 

advancing technologies the world has ever seen. It has gone from obscure to unavoidable 

in just over 30 years and in the eyes of one author the centuries long gap between the 

invention of the printing press and the accessibility of books is a considerable point of 

comparison for just how quickly the internet has grown (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). The 

internet is ingrained in our daily lives: it is our source for news, it is becoming our wallet, 

and it is where most communication takes place. The internet has made incredible strides 

in a very short time period, but in the long line of internet milestones social network sites 

just might be the biggest.  

Social network sites can be defined as “networks used for creating and 

maintaining social interactions among geographically dispersed individuals around the 

globe” (Panteli, 2009, p. 7). It is on these social network sites that years of technological 

and communicative development collide. Here we are able to “replicate established social 

practices” (Panteli, 2009, p. 7) and “overcome space and distance” (Miller, 2011, p. 192). 

By creating a virtual replication of our known physical social space, we are able to 

breakdown the long standing barriers that have existed due to impediments and 

separation. With those barriers removed, social replication can come in the form of direct 

and indirect communication, collaboration, friendship development, media sharing, and 

many others, without regard to any socializer’s locale be it down the street or on another 

continent. With social network sites we eliminate the constraints of burdensome 
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socializing and open each other to a world without borders, boundaries, and limits. This 

limitless possibility only leads to questions, which is the foundation for this study. With 

social network sites rapidly developing and evolving to conform to our social needs, one 

cannot help but wonder what potential they might hold.  

As social network sites have become more advanced, they have also become more 

niche. There are now social network sites that range from the average to the inane. There 

are sites for people to share their tattoos and sites for people to share their animals. With 

this increase in niche social network sites, I aim to discern the value these sites could 

have within the educational field behind that niche, specifically whether a social network 

site developed for the food niche could aid in culinary education. 

 

1.2 Importance 
 
 
 
 If so many social aspects of life can be replicated, simulated, or even replaced on 

social network sites then it must be possible within the realm of education. Social 

network sites have often been designed with a targeted population in mind. Facebook, for 

example, was originally designed for use among students at Harvard University. That 

changed as demand from outside the targeted population grew, but it is important to note 

that the demand arose from a niche: college students. To date, college students are still 

some of the most active users of social network sites. According to numerous studies and 

reported statistics a high percentage of people use and frequently access sites such as 

Facebook and Twitter. Eighty-nine percent of college students are members of Facebook 

and a majority of those students are “active users” (Barkhuus & Tashiro, 2010). Another 
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study states that social network sites are the fastest growing and most popular internet-

based technologies and that use amongst young people and students is over 90% 

(Roblyer, McDaniel, Webb, Herman, & Witty, 2010). The general consensus seems to 

acknowledge that an extremely high percentage of young people engage with these sites, 

often daily. With so many students using and accessing sites like this, it is easy to wonder 

how that membership and time could be utilized for educational purposes. This is not the 

first time this question has been raised. In fact, many studies have been conducted on 

educational use and potential, but the studies were conducted with existing general social 

network sites like Facebook and Twitter. It is important to note that those studies show 

that students see the value in these technologies far more than teachers (Roblyer et al., 

2010). Studies like this often point out that teachers see social network sites as 

productivity killers or time wasters. The problem with this thinking is that it is an 

assumption based off a single site. In this instance, the information was garnered under 

the use of Facebook, which is a very broad device.  

Facebook is a large network with a generalized toolset and a targeted population 

of everyone. Since many studies have looked into established, general population 

networks like Facebook or Twitter they do not offer a specific look at how targeted social 

network sites can work within specific fields of study or niches. This study investigates 

how targeted social network sites could aid in the educational process. Targeted for the 

purpose of this study will mean social network sites that are specifically developed for a 

niche population. When adequately adapted a targeted social network site will be able to 

offer students tools specific to their course of study. Students will be able to engage with 

each other in many of the ways they have become accustomed to with the likes of 
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Facebook and Twitter, but engagement will occur within the realm of their education. 

This structured engagement should effectively eliminate many of the previously 

mentioned concerns teachers have about existing social network sites. With a targeted 

population and carefully developed toolset, niche social network sites have the potential 

to affect the value of a student’s education. 

 

1.3 Problem Statement 
 
 
 
 The current level of research conducted on social network sites specific to a field 

of study is almost non-existent. Social network sites are still coming into their own and 

their use and importance change daily. Many studies have vaguely cited the potential 

value social network sites may have, but no study has looked empirically at how a site 

with a specific niche and target population may offer value to students studying in a field 

encompassed by that niche. 

 

1.4 Purpose 
 
 
 
 This study was intended to evaluate whether a niche social network site has value 

in the education process. As the social network site trend has increased, so too has the 

research on its potential. Many studies claim that there is little research on this subject, 

but the contrary could not be more true. Where there does appear to be unsubstantial 

research is in regard to niche social network sites. Specifically, how a niche social 

network site can be leveraged in education to aid students within that niche field of study. 
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The purpose of this study was to determine what, if any, value culinary students find in 

the use of a food based social network site within their culinary curriculum.  

 
 
1.5 Objectives 
 
 
 

This study explored value in the academic pursuit when a niche, or targeted, social 

network site is involved in the educational process and has the following objectives: 

1. Explore the preferred learning preferences of culinary students within the confines 

of a class preparation and work submission system along the parameters of time 

spent completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance (aid) in learning, 

positive affect on grade, and level of interactivity. 

2. Explore whether an interactive class preparation and work submission system has 

influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class and if enjoyment 

is a factor in how they value that class. 

3. Explore the educational value of food based social network sites in culinary 

education. 

4. Explore the preferred homework submission system in culinary education. 

5. Explore the preferred learning preferences of culinary students by major within 

the confines of a class preparation and work submission system along the 

parameters of time spent completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance 

(aid) in learning, positive affect on grade, and level of interactivity. 

6. Explore whether an interactive class preparation and work submission system has 

influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class and if enjoyment 
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is a factor in how they value that class by major. 

7. Explore the educational value of food based social network sites in culinary 

education by major. 

8. Explore the preferred homework submission system in culinary education by 

major. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of Literature 

 
 
 

2.1 Introduction  
 
 
 
 This chapter will review literature for all topics relevant to this study. This study 

inherently requires a brief survey of internet history leading to the advent of social 

networking sites, a look at past studies conducted in relation to education and social 

networking sites, and an overview of learning styles, methodologies, and mechanisms. 

 

2.2 The Internet from Start to Social 
 
 
 
 Palfrey and Gasser (2008, pp. 1-2) call anyone born after 1980 “digital natives.” 

These “digital natives” all have access to “networked digital technology” and “they are 

different.” They are different because they “study, work, write, and interact with each 

other in ways that are very different” from people born prior to 1980. The internet has 

dramatically shifted the way people go about daily life. In fact, one author cites that “the 

internet and world wide web have, in a matter of only two decades, shifted from being at 

the forefront of a new frontier of communication technology, to being for most people an 

incredibly unremarkable part of our culture and daily life” (Miller, 2011, p. 1). Two 

experts in social and cultural history state that the internet began in late 1950’s when the 

United States government started a Department of Defense research program known as 

ARPA. ARPA was charged with the task of developing a communication system between 
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major universities and other prominent research institutions. It was backed with 

“indispensible financial support” from the US government due to pressure from Russia 

and their successful launch of Sputnik. One of the main goals for the government was to 

develop a network that “could survive the removal or destruction of any computer within 

it.” This early version of the internet was known as ARPANET and by 1975 had around 

2000 users. By 1983 the network had become known as DARPA and with the addition of 

super computers it was becoming scalable and financially stable. At this point the only 

thing left was commercial takeover and public availability. Early internet service 

providers started cropping up and by 1993 CompuServe, American Online, and Prodigy 

were leading the pack with a combined 3.5 million users. The internet quickly expanded 

when the United States government preached its potential and “fully backed 

commercialization.” The government wanted everyone to have easy access to this 

incredible technology and companies began taking advantage of that desire. As various 

networks became more connected the “world wide web” was becoming a realization, no 

longer were individual networks isolated, they were “linked.” This idea of hyperlinking is 

what allowed users of various networks to easily access information from other networks. 

Now known to most as a web address, or uniform resource locator (URL), these codes 

are what allowed users from various networks to access information on other networks. 

As businesses all over the world sought ways to make the internet more accessible and 

easy, two companies lead the way. By 1995 Netscape and Sun Microsystems had shaped 

the internet 10 million people were using with easy to use browsers and programming 

language that essentially opened the door for the internet to be “used for any purpose” 

(Briggs & Burke, 2002, pp. 307-311). Once this realization was made the dot-com bubble 
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truly began as companies like Google started cropping up and existing companies like 

Microsoft and Yahoo! saw extraordinary growth. Like any bubble, and the reason for its 

name, it is bound to pop, which it did around the turn of the century. It was when this 

bubble neared its fate that the next great internet milestone came to fruition.  

Social network sites first began to gain notoriety in the late 20th century. Early 

sites like Live Journal represented a new form of communication driven by the desire to 

be social and the increasingly easy access of the internet. In an updated version of the 

previously cited text, Briggs and Burke (2009, p. 284) state that social network sites arose 

from users who “were not seeking isolation through the internet, but interaction.” 

Facebook, founded in 2004, developed out of “community thrust,” or mass gathering, and 

by 2008 had 161 million users (2009, p. 284). Through the evolution of sites such as Live 

Journal, Facebook, Friendster, and MySpace, social network sites have yielded a standard 

feature set. Most of these sites contain “profiles, friends, comments, and private 

messaging” in some capacity, but vary by “their features and user base” (boyd & Ellison, 

2007). Many sites have been developed with a target population in mind. There are sites 

designed for people “with specific ethnic, religious, sexual orientation, 

political…identities” or even for dogs and cats (boyd & Ellison). It was with these 

specific, or niche, targets in mind that gave rise to the most influencial social network site 

ever. Facebook was created to “support distinct college networks only” (boyd & Ellison), 

which is no longer the case as Facebook is open to everyone. Despite the abandonment of 

its original exclusivity, Facebook continues to grow and maintains its position as the 

number one social network site in the world. While anyone can now join, many studies 

surrounding Facebook still revolve around their initial population: college students. This 
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very notion gives way to the question of how sites like Facebook and education might 

collide and that notion is the foundation for the research conducted in this report. 

 

2.3 Convergence of Education and Technology 
 
 
 
  It is important that we embrace what makes education work while simultaneously 

doing the same with technology, but the “educational establishment is utterly confused 

about what to do about the impact of technology on learning” (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008, p. 

238). Palfrey argues that “educators need to accept that the mode of learning is changing 

rapidly” and before we can answer questions on how to use technology in schools “we 

must understand these changes” (p. 239). A recent study reported that less than half of 

their student sample believed that Facebook should be used for academic work (Madge, 

Meek, Wellens, & Hooley, 2009). While this study shows a relatively low number of 

students who believe Facebook can have value in the academic ring, it does not indicate 

whether or not another social network site might. The previously cited study, like many 

others, tends to focus on Facebook. In fact, many of said studies cite the potential for 

learning by stating things like social network sites are “conversational, collaborative, and 

communal” and support the “interaction between learners facing the common dilemma of 

negotiating their studies” (Selwyn, 2009). Some of these studies actually suggest that 

there is evidence of educational value, but these studies look at the use of Facebook as a 

selected venue for learning instead of the directed source of learning. 

With Facebook having such a force in our everyday lives and education 

constantly carving new paths, one cannot help but wonder how the two might mesh. It is 
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well documented that Facebook can and has been used by students for educational 

purposes (Selwyn). What these studies fail to examine is how a specifically designed, or 

targeted, social network site might fare with those same students.  

There are several components that are necessary for a site to be considered a 

social network site. Panteli states that all social network sites have three key 

characteristics: multimediated, massive, and multiplayer. Multimediated follows the 

criteria that multiple forms of media are able to converge at one location, whether that be 

photos, videos, blogs, messaging, or any other form of media. Massive is more or less 

defined as a place where people can gather in mass, whether that be two or two million 

people. Size of a network does help increase the speed at which it grows and the 

likelihood of participation, but is not the only factor to consider. Finally, multiplayer 

simply means the site has the ability to “support synchronous interactions” between users 

(Panteli, p. 8). A well-developed site is crucial for this kind of research to have success, 

but we cannot neglect the reason for development in the first place: learning. 

On the other side of the equation we need to look at the components of a quality 

educational tool, one that yields learning. A recent article by Mazman and Usluel 

(Mazman, 2009) found that social network sites “are not being adopted in the educational 

field as much as in other fields, despite providing various advantages for the educational 

context as in personalization, collaboration, information sharing, common interest, active 

participation, and working together.” Educational theory is one of the most researched 

and debated topics. Mazman and Usluel concluded “education styles have become 

important in providing students [the ability] to participate actively, communicate in a 

flexible environment, share information universally, personalize education and 
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environment for their self and learn independently aside from place and time.” Using 

these parameters we can start to look at how a site might be developed to target a specific 

population. As social network site technologies continue to grow, so too will the content. 

This content needs to continue to be rich and stimulating content. We cannot stray from 

our goal as technologies shift. The point is that we are there together and gain from being 

there together (Schroeder, 2011).  

Culinary students enter their program with certain expectations and a recent study 

found the one reason for a disconnect between expectation and reality was lack of 

communicative skills acquired during their curriculum (Müller, VanLeeuwen, 

Mandabach, & Harrington, 2009). By targeting the downfalls of culinary student 

curriculum with modern educational requirements, we should be able to develop a social 

network site that aids in the culinary student learning process and ultimately adds value to 

their academic experience.  

 

2.4 Learning Styles and Preferences 
 
 
 
 It is common knowledge that everyone learns differently, but just how people 

learn differently has been a subject of intense discussion. Many studies have looked at the 

mechanics of learning and how individuals all have “unique patterns for learning new and 

difficult information” (Dunn & Griggs, 2000). Dunn goes on to say that “most people 

have learning-style preferences, but individuals’ preferences differ significantly.” For the 

purpose of this study, it is important to note that that are also significant differences in 

learning styles across majors. In fact, “it should come as no surprise that most college 
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students who self-select into science…majors tend to be mostly formal thinkers” 

(Leonard, 2000). This study further breaks down learning styles of college students and 

points out just how different everyone is. The concern revolves around the fact that 

students from many majors may take a course in which the subject matter doesn’t mesh 

with their learning style. Ultimately many of the studies conducted on learning style 

come to the same conclusion: there are roughly four to five dimensions of learning. 

Those dimensions consist of cognitive, affective/emotional, physiological/environmental, 

and psychological. The cognitive dimension is the way students “mentally perceive and 

order information and ideas.” The affective/emotional dimension “refers to how students’ 

personality traits…affect learning.” The physiological/environmental dimension 

“involves the interaction of the senses and the environment.” Lastly, the psychological 

dimension deals with “visual, auditory, tactile/kinesthetic, and a mixed combination of 

the five senses” and how they are perceived (Taylor & MacKenney, 2008, pp. 183-200). 

The ultimate consensus is that no two students are alike and that learning styles and 

preference vary greatly. The same is true of teachers; because teachers often teach in a 

way that is congruent with the way they learn. The solution then becomes more difficult. 

How does one go about teaching a room full of different people? The answer to that 

question boils down to multiple approaches, but more notably approaches that bode well 

across many learning styles. One expert suggests building a learning environment around 

the idea of a “roundtable” where concepts and ideas can flow freely (Weber, 2005, pp. 

11-33). When the roundtable approach is done correctly it allows students to: pose two-

footed questions, engage talents as tools, reflect on where to go from here, draw from 

diversity, and integrate ideas and insights. To strengthen this approach, a highly cited 
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article states that there are 7 principles for good undergraduate education. The authors 

state that good practice in undergraduate education: encourages contact between students 

and faculty, develops reciprocity and cooperation among students, engages active 

learning, gives prompt feedback, emphasizes time on task, communicates high 

expectations, and respects diverse talents and ways of learning (Chickering & Gamson, 

1987).  

By taking a look at traditional learning communities that exist in a physical space, 

it is easy to see how those communities embody the principles of the “roundtable” 

approach and the 7 principles for good undergraduate education. Physical learning 

communities can vary in composition, but most instances revolve around “co-registration 

or block scheduling that enables students to take courses together” (Tinto, 2003). In many 

cases students live together and participate in a weekly themed seminar. The major 

consensus surrounding learning communities is that participation “has been linked to a 

variety of beneficial educational outcomes” (Rocconi, 2011). Some of those outcomes 

include better grades, happier students, persistence to graduation, better support groups, 

more involvement, and a higher quality of learning. These are just some of the benefits 

noted by scholars who have studied the concept of learning communities.  

 With the implications of physical learning communities clear, it begs the question 

of how a digital or virtual learning community might be able to provide students with the 

same benefits. Using the learning styles previously mentioned, a book written by two 

online learning experts cite that the online environment can be positioned to benefit all 

learning styles. They state that people who prefer to read and write can use tools like 

discussion forums, blog posts, and web pages, people who prefer aural learning can listen 
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to podcasts, utilize voice messaging, and text reading services, visual learners can watch 

videos and look at pictures, and kinesthetic learners can utilize touch screens and 

activities that suggest movement (Lehmann & Chamberlin, 2009). With a plethora of 

available tools that can please any type of learner, it is easy to see how valuable an online 

learning community could be. Social network sites offer many of these tools and when 

users are pooled together into a learning environment then an online learning community 

begins to exist. With niche social network sites, students from the same class can interact 

with each other and the instructors through an online toolset. Lehmann & Chamberlin go 

on to say that to establish the important social connections that exist physically, two 

elements must be present in online learning: good facilitation by the instructor and 

selection of the proper tools. With the toolset that social network sites can offer it is easy 

to see how this method of learning covers all styles of learning as well as embodying the 

principles established for good undergraduate and online education. Of all the tools 

available on social network sites “online discussions can be the most powerful part” 

because students can learn from each other (Lehmann & Chamberlin, 2009, p. 120). 

Lehmann & Chamberlin cite that discussions are always available, everyone can 

participate, and it releases students from their inhibitions of participation in a classroom 

setting. Social network sites can provide students with free, 24/7 access to their course 

work, and they have a very short learning curve. Because social network sites require 

two-way communication and interaction, students must “bring meaning to it by 

interacting with the content or with others and the content” (Lehmann & Chamberlin, 

2009, p. 134).  

 To further emphasize the importance of a study like this within the realm of 
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culinary students, one study states that “the culture of the culinary world does not 

encourage questions” (Müller et al., 2009). That same study goes on to emphasize the 

fact that communication and collaboration are severely lacking in culinary education. The 

students in that study also report having poor writing and computer skills when they are 

finished with their education. With these kinds of deficiencies in the culinary education 

Müller goes on to suggest that we need to embed communication elements in to culinary 

pedagogy by honing in on communication skills/deficiencies learned in other classes, 

emphasizing professional communication in course work, developing contextualized 

assignments, encouraging careful communication planning and revising processes, and 

finally by setting standards, providing feedback, and rewarding good communication 

performance. By utilizing social network sites we can accomplish the goals listed above. 

Social network sites offer students unprecedented access to peers and instructors around 

the clock. Students can collaborate and communicate in a way not previously possible. 

Through social network sites learning becomes a two-way, roundtable effort that is not 

limited by the end of class or a paper based assignment that offers no reciprocation.  

It is said that “technologies have their greatest impact when they become 

mundane, when our day-to-day tasks become so dependent upon them that, for the most 

part, we forget we’re using them.” (Levina & Kien, 2010, p. 28). Miller (2011, p. 1) 

further adds that the “mundane nature and pervasiveness” is what gives the internet 

relevance. Paper based homework does not offer this possibility: it is too deliberate. 

Briggs and Burke (2009, p. 286) add that the internet has become the “epitome of human 

life itself.” Accessing the internet is what we do; daily and often without notice. As 

previously mentioned, 90 percent of students access social network sites every single day 
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and that number isn’t shrinking. This incredibly high percentage shows just how much it 

has become a part of our life. The daily access of these sites is no longer deliberate: it is 

routine, it is mundane, and it is the epitome of us. Transitioning that behavior to 

education has the potential to alter the way we learn. Social network sites offer us a 

chance at true, collaborative education that accepts and embraces the learning styles of 

all.  
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Chapter 3 
Methods and Design 

 
 
 

3.1 Participants 
 
 
 
 The population for this study was all culinary students. The accessible population 

was culinary students within the Hospitality Management (HM) program at the 

University of Missouri in Columbia, Missouri. A non-random, convenience sample of 

students enrolled in the HM course Culinary Fundamentals was used to conduct this 

study. Students from the 2011 fall semester were part of the pilot study and students in 

the 2012 spring semester were eligible to participate in the full study.  

Dr. Leslie Jett, C.E.C. (certified executive chef) is the current instructor of the 

course and has been for more than 14 semesters. Maximum possible enrollment is 64 

students spread among four lab sections each with 16 available seats. The 2012 spring 

semester had 30 students enrolled and all 30 agreed to participate in the study (n=30). 

 

3.2 Course Background 
 
 
 
 To understand the procedure for this study, one must first understand the class 

structure. Culinary Fundamentals is a semester long introductory culinary class that 

focuses on establishing the basic principles of culinary arts. The class is a core 

requirement for students in the food and beverage track of the HM degree at the 

University of Missouri. The course provides a foundation for growth as HM students 
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progress through a culinary heavy curriculum. Historically, the majority of students 

enrolled in this class came from the HM major; however this course has open enrollment 

with instructor consent. This course is also a requirement for all Nutritional Sciences 

majors, which come from a different department. This course is the only culinary class 

students of that major are required to take.  

The entire class meets for lecture on Monday and then students attend one of four 

possible labs on Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday (2). The pilot study semester occurred 

in the 2011 fall semester with three smaller labs on Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday. 

The full study was conducted with two full lab sections on Wednesday and Thursday. 

Students meet for a full class discussion/lecture once a week and then attend a lab to 

conduct the “experiments” learned in lecture. Each week has an underlying topic or 

ingredient focus, such as meat cookery, breakfast foods, or potatoes, grains, and pasta. 

Lecture is utilized for topical education with occasional technical demonstrations. Lab is 

where the topics learned through their textbooks and weekly lectures are applied. The 

actual laboratory/classroom consists of eight commercial grade kitchens, which are each 

assigned to one pair of students for each lab day. Occasionally, based on odd enrollment 

numbers, there will be one group of three each week. Students work with a new 

partner(s) each week, so that students may learn from each other and appreciate the 

different elements each person brings to lab. Each week, students are given several topic 

related recipes that they must prepare during lab. Prior to attending lab, students are 

responsible for converting and writing the recipes and any other necessary elements 

required for proper execution of lab. Recipe conversion consists of taking the supplied, 

standardized recipes and mathematically altering them to fit the needs of each lab. 
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Students are graded on many factors of their lab including safety and sanitation, 

professionalism, procedure, and final presentation. After lab, students are required to do a 

post lab critique for each prepared element. Students bring their typed recipe critiques to 

lecture each Monday where a post-lab discussion takes place prior to covering new 

material. Students are given several written exams throughout the semester, as well as a 

few sporadic quizzes. There is a final practical lab examination to measure their 

collective acquisition of knowledge through the semester. Overall, students are graded on 

attendance, lab performance, lab preparation, post-lab wrap up, written examinations, 

quizzes, and a final lab practical.  

 

3.3 Theoretical Framework 
 
 
 
Social constructionism is said to be a “theory of learning and strategy for 

education” (Kafai & Resnick, 1996, p. 1). Out of this theory arises a brand of thinking 

known as constructivism. It is with this thinking that the learning styles and preferences 

mentioned in chapter two can come to life. In the shadow of Jean Piaget’s constructivist 

theories on learning, “knowledge is not simply transmitted from teacher to student, but 

actively constructed by the mind of the learner” (Kafai & Resnick, 1996, p. 1). This sheds 

light on the rather ambiguous way knowledge is both disseminated and collected. In this 

ambiguity, a large challenge is posed in bringing new media, such as social network sites, 

into the classroom because of the historical “instructivist pedagogy that places emphasis 

on the teacher’s one-way delivery of subject matter” (Stewart, Schifter, & Selverian, 

2010, p. 10). Opposite to this pedagogy is a constructivist viewpoint, which states that 
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students are “learning ‘with’ or ‘through’ technology, which means that new technology 

is used to help students solve problems, conduct research, develop concepts and think 

critically” (Stewart et al., 2010, p. 10). A constructivist strategy in teaching and learning 

emphasizes “the importance of exploring how different stakeholders in a social setting 

construct their beliefs” (Check & Schutt, 2011, p. 15).  Construction then is how 

constructs are created; constructivism emphasizes the uniqueness of construction.   

A social network site allows educators and learners to break free from the 

traditional educational paradigms. Thus, Spicipe.com was selected because of the 

available toolset and because it had a design that “favors knowledge construction and 

meaning-making, is embedded in social experience, and is dilemma or problem driven 

rather than content driven” (Elizabeth, 2008). With a properly designed social network 

site, students are given a platform to accomplish their learning with a wide array of tools 

and endless availability. No longer does the classroom need to be one directional and 

time constrained. A social network site truly allows multi-directional teaching and 

learning, where the stakeholders decide how much stake they really want to claim. The 

idea of constructivism in learning ultimately comes down to the notion of how one wants 

to learn. To one student a ten-page paper may be a joyful assignment, while to another 

student it is the bane of their existence. The point here is that the assignment is what the 

student makes it; and whether or not they can pinpoint the moment it happened, at some 

point in their life their feelings towards papers were constructed. With social network 

sites learning becomes omni-directional, a pool of resources and methods for 

stakeholders in education to turn to. With the ability to add modules and tools that can 

assist in the process as needed, social networks sites have endless possibilities. With 
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these opportunities, construction can then become far more as educators dream and 

students execute, but ultimately “these new tools provide an opportunity for students (and 

others) to move beyond the centralized mindset, suggesting an expanded set of models 

and metaphors for making sense of the world” (Kafai & Resnick, 1996). In terms of 

culinary education, this means by using social network sites we can overcome traditional 

downfalls, standard teaching practices, and one-directional processes to better understand 

the field we are constructing. It is said that constructivists “are in favour [sic] of 

environments in which knowledge, skills, and complexity exist naturally” (Maureen, 

2000). Social network sites fit this model, because the learning environment is 

constructed by the learner and it is what they make of it. It is through this framework that 

a social network site based education system was developed and tested. 

 

3.4 Instrumentation  
 
 
 

Since the purpose of this study “is to measure opinions, behaviors, attitudes, or 

life circumstances quite specific to the program to be evaluated” this study required the 

design of a custom instrument (Fitzpatrick, Worthen, & Sanders, 2004, p. 342). After 

evaluation of instrumentation options a basic, Likert-scale item survey was selected based 

on the fact that this study measured attitudes. A one to seven scale was utilized to offer a 

greater range of choices with a response of one indicating “strongly disagree” and a 

response of seven indicating “strongly agree.” A forced choice method was not employed 

and a response of four was considered neither disagree nor agree. The initial survey was 

designed by the researcher and subsequently revised by the panel of experts (appendix 1). 
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While content remained constant from the pilot study to the full study, question types and 

response options were revised to better achieve face and content validity. Both the pretest 

and posttest instruments (appendices 2 and 3) began with directions, followed by an 

explanation of the survey, and a brief reminder of what each system (paper or Spicipe) 

consisted. After this introductory information, the survey began. Both surveys asked the 

same ten identical questions. However, the second survey asked an additional question 

about system preference, which would not have been applicable on the first survey. The 

instruments then asked for demographic data including lab day, year, sex, current system 

point total (numerical), current GPA (categorical), and major.  

 

3.5 Data Collection 
 
 
 

Due to an experimental condition where “a limited number of subjects are 

available” the single group pretest-posttest design was used (Fitzpatrick et al., 2004, p. 

312). The group was given a pretest followed by a treatment (Spicipe) and then a posttest. 

There was no control group. Utilizing this design (01----X----02), the pre-experimental 

study took the pre and post lab requirements of the course and shifted them into a social 

network site developed specifically for culinary purposes. The site, Spicipe.com, was the 

tool of choice used to administer the treatment in order to see what kind of value the use 

of a targeted social network site could provide a student pursuing a culinary education. 

This site was chosen because of the available toolset, which lead to an easy transition 

from one system to the other. For the first five weeks of the semester students learned and 

utilized the previously established paper system for completing the pre and post lab 
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requirements. This is the same system the instructor, Dr. Jett, has been using in the class 

for several semesters. This paper system required students to convert and type their 

recipes into an existing format (appendix 4), which were checked prior to entering lab 

and were included as part of their lab grades. Students then completed a post-lab write up, 

which was typed following an existing format as well (appendix 5). Appendix 5 contains 

a line called “Discussion Questions,” which were used to stimulate Monday discussions 

about the previous lab. These were the elements that were migrated into the Spicipe 

system on Monday of week six, thus beginning the treatment. During lecture of week six, 

students were given a walkthrough on the new Spicipe system. Prior to the walkthrough 

of the new system students were informed of the study and read a brief notice (appendix 

6) that addressed their rights as a participant. Students were given the opportunity to opt-

out of the surveys if they desired. No students elected to opt-out at that time and the 

pretest measure was then administered to the entire class (n=30). The measure (appendix 

2) asked the students a series of questions pertaining to their attitudes about the paper 

submission system they had been using for the first five weeks. Upon completion of the 

survey, students were walked through the Spicipe system, notified of changes, and given 

the ability to ask questions about the changes that resulted from the introduction of the 

treatment. It is important to note that students were exposed to two different systems 

(paper and Spicipe) over the course of five successive weeks for each system. Students 

were given similar assignments and workloads over each of those five-week periods. The 

assignments that were switched from paper to Spicipe did not change and the exact same 

number of assignments were given for each period. This allowed for the exact same 

number of points to be awarded in each period. The points awarded for each period 
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totaled 150: 5 points for each weekly recipe critique and discussion and 25 points for lab 

preparation and execution. A qualified person, independent of this study, conducted 

evaluation of these assignments. After five weeks of the treatment, students were given 

an identical survey (appendix 3) with the addition of one question pertaining to system 

preference (n=30). This posttest survey was analyzed against the pretest to determine any 

changes in attitude that arose due to the treatment.  

 

3.6 Reliability, Validity, and Limitations 
 
 
 

To ensure a reliable and valid execution of this study a pilot study was utilized to 

determine that results across multiple semesters of data collection were consistent. The 

pilot study utilized the same survey to test a switch in systems during the fall semester of 

2011. This pilot study was coupled with a panel of experts to verify that the survey 

measurements were indeed measuring their intended purpose over multiple semesters. 

The panel of experts consisted of a Certified Executive Chef and Culinary Instructor, a 

Doctor of Agricultural Education, and a Doctor of Food Service and Hospitality 

Administration. Collectively, this panel has conducted research in every area this study 

encompasses. Reliability was also be analyzed for each measure using Cronbach’s Alpha. 

The Cronbach’s Alpha for the pretest was .784 (appendix 7) and the posttest was .838 

(appendix 8), both measures indicate a high level of reliability since their score is greater 

than .70 (Bland & Altman, 1997). To control for internal validity concerns, the same 

instrument was utilized for both the pretest and posttest survey. As little information as 

ethically possible was given to participants in order to limit the Hawthorne effect 
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(Fitzpatrick et al.). The design of the pretest-posttest, pre-experiment allows for the 

elimination of selection threat since the same group is utilized for both tests. A short, but 

substantial period of time of five weeks was utilized to control for maturation and history 

threats to validity. Unfortunately, due to the small sample size and the use of a 

convenience sample, controlling for external validity was difficult. The narrow 

characteristics of the participants and setting in this experiment will not allow for the 

results to be generalized to the population. Multiple replications and/or replications with 

larger, random samples of this experiment will be necessary to control for this threat on 

external validity. It is important to note that objectives four through eight analyzed the 

same data as objectives one through four to account for any differences between majors. 

As discussed in chapter two, students from similar majors tend to have similar learning 

styles. By analyzing each objective by major the chances of an error caused by a 

confounding variable in this study are reduced. 

 

3.7 Data Analysis 
 
 
 

Results from the pretest were compared with results from the posttest to evaluate 

the change in reported scores. All statistical calculations were completed using the IBM® 

SPSS statistics 19 for Mac software. This program was selected because it allowed for 

simplified data entry and accurate, expedient results. Frequency distributions were 

utilized to visualize the results from each item on the survey beginning with demographic 

data. Descriptive statistics were also calculated, including the mean and mode. This 

analysis was conducted for both the pretest and posttest measures. After these results 
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were analyzed an independent samples t-test was utilized to demine if the differences in 

scores between surveys were statistically significant. Analyses of variance were used to 

check for differences between majors. All eight research objectives were completed by: 

1. Describing the values of items one through six on both the pretest and posttest. 

This information was considered ordinal as it asked respondents to rank their level 

of agreement. An independent samples t-test was conducted between the pretest 

and posttest to determine statistically significant changes between measures. 

2. Describing the values of item seven through nine on both the pretest and 

posttest. This information was considered ordinal as it asked respondents to rank 

their level of agreement. An independent samples t-test was conducted between 

the pretest and posttest to determine statistically significant changes between 

measures. 

3. Conducting an independent samples t-test between the pretest and posttest on 

item ten. This information was considered ordinal as it asked respondents to rank 

their level of agreement.  

4. Conducting a single sample t-test on item eleven. The information was 

considered nominal as it asked respondents to pick either “Spicipe” or “Paper.” 

5. Conducting an analysis of variance between majors on measures one through 

six on both the pretest and posttest with previously mentioned ordinal data. This 

information was considered ordinal as it asked respondents to rank their level of 

agreement. Major information was self reported nominally with four choices 

(Hospitality Management, Nutritional Sciences, Food Science, and Other). 

6. Conducting an analysis of variance between majors on measures seven through 
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nine on both the pretest and posttest with previously mentioned ordinal data. 

Major information was self reported nominally with four choices (Hospitality 

Management, Nutritional Sciences, Food Science, and Other). 

7. Utilizing a frequency analysis of preferred system by major coupled with an 

independent samples t-test by major between the pretest and posttest on item ten 

where sample size allowed.  

8. Conducting an ANOVA on item eleven between majors. The information was 

considered nominal as it asked respondents to pick either “Spicipe” or “Paper.” 
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Chapter 4 
Results 

 
 
 

4.1 Pretest Results 
 
 

The following tables summarize the results obtained from the pretest measure 

(appendix 2) and are described here. Of the 30 people recruited for the study 100 percent 

agreed to participate (n=30) and all recruits were present for administration of the pretest 

measure. Not every respondent answered every question on the pretest measure, but 30 

were returned. This pretest was administered during Monday lecture of the Hospitality 

Management Culinary Fundamentals course. The pretest was given exactly five weeks 

after the start of the 2012 spring semester. The sample yielded 63.3 percent females and 

36.7 percent males; these findings are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
 
Pretest Frequencies of Sex 
 Frequency Percent 
Male 11 36.7 
Female 19 63.3 
n=30 
 

The sample also yielded an equal number of students from each day of lab. This 

information is presented in Table 2. One hundred percent of the participants responded to 

this question (n=30). 

Table 2 
 
Pretest Frequencies of Lab Day  

 Frequency Percent 
Wednesday 15 50.0 
Thursday 15 50.0 
n=30 
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One element of this study that was of particular interest is the different programs 

of study, or major, for each of these students. Of the students given the survey 96.7 

percent answered this question (n=29) with one student electing to abstain for unknown 

reasons. This particular variable was of considerable importance, because this study 

examined the differences across each objective between culinary students with different 

majors. Table 3 shows that 40 percent of students who responded were ‘Hospitality 

Management’ majors, 50 percent were ‘Nutritional Sciences’ majors, and 6.7 percent 

selected ‘Other’ as their major.  

Table 3 
 
Pretest Frequencies of Major 

 Frequency Percent 
Hospitality Management 12 41.3 
Nutritional Sciences 15 51.7 
Other   2 7 
n=29 
 

Table 4 shows the frequency analysis from each question on the pretest measure. 

100 percent of the students surveyed responded to all ten Likert-items on the pretest 

measure (n=30). Table 4 also shows the sample means for each item as well as their 

standard deviations. The first six items on Table 4 correspond to the first six Likert-items 

on the pretest measure. These items were important metrics for accomplishing research 

objectives one and five.  

The first item listed in Table 4 pertains to the amount of time each student 

believed they spent completing tasks during the paper system period. The frequency 

report indicates that 0 percent of the respondents answered with a 1 or 2, 6.7 percent of 

the respondents answered 3, 16.7 percent of the respondents answered 4, 33.3 percent of 
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the respondents answered 5, 30 percent of the respondents answered 6, and 13.3 percent 

of the respondents answered 7. The mode, or most frequently occurring, answer on this 

item was 5 (Mo=5). The mean, or average, score was 5.27 (M=5.27) with a standard 

deviation of 1.11 (SD=1.11). 

The second Likert-item addressed the ease of use, access, and submission for the 

paper system. The mode answer was 6 (Mo=6), amidst 0 percent of the respondents 

answering with 1, 3.3 percent with 2 and 4, 6.7 percent with 3, 23.3 percent with 5, 43.3 

percent with 6, and 20 percent with 7. The mean score was 5.57 (M=5.57) with a 

standard deviation of 1.25 (SD=1.25). 

The third Likert-item addressed the level of instruction that students feel they 

received on the paper system. With a mode answer of 6 (Mo=6), 0 percent of the 

respondents answered with a 1, 16.7 percent with 2, 4, 5, or 7, 3.3 percent with 3, and 

30.0 percent with 6. The mean score was 4.90 (M=4.90) with a standard deviation of 1.69 

(SD=1.69). 

The fourth Likert-item determined how much the student feels the paper system 

aids (assists) in their learning. The frequency breakdown was 0 percent selecting 1, 10 

percent with 2 or 4, 3.3 percent with 3, 23.3 percent with 5, 33.3 percent with 6, and 20.0 

percent with 7. The mode answer for this item was 6 (Mo=6). The mean score was 5.27 

(M=5.27) with a standard deviation of 1.51 (SD=1.51). 

The fifth Likert-item addressed how much students felt the paper system 

positively affected their grade. With another mode answer of 6 (Mo=6), 0 percent of the 

respondents answered with a 1, 6.7 percent with 2, 13.3 percent with 3 and 4, 23.3 

percent with 5, 33.3 percent with 6, and 10.0 percent with 7. The mean score was 4.93 
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(M=4.93) with a standard deviation of 1.44 (SD=1.44) 

The sixth Likert-item questioned how interactive the student feels the paper 

system was. With a mode answer of 7 (Mo=7), 3.3 percent of the respondents answered 

with 1 or 2, 6.7 percent with 3, 13.3 percent with 4, 16.7 percent with 5, 26.7 percent with 

6, and 30.0 percent with 7. The mean score was 5.37 (M=5.37) with a standard deviation 

of 1.63 (SD=1.63). 

The seventh Likert-item on the pretest measure addressed how much the student 

felt an interactive class affects what they gain from that class. It is important to point out 

that this question addressed the topic generally, with no mention of the paper system. 

This item had a mode answer of 7 (Mo=7) encompassed by 0 percent of the respondents 

answering with a 1, 2, or 3, 13.3 percent with 4, 16.7 percent with 5, 23.3 percent with 6, 

and 46.7 percent with 7. The mean score was 6.03 (M=6.03) with a standard deviation of 

1.10 (SD=1.10). 

The eighth Likert-item addresses how much the students felt an interactive class 

affects their enjoyment of that class. Like item seven this question addressed the topic 

generally, with no mention of the paper system. The frequency distribution shows 0 

percent of the respondents answering with a 1 or 2, 3.3 percent with 3, 10 percent with 4, 

6.7 percent with 5, 30.0 percent with 6, and 50.0 percent with 7 rending it the mode 

answer (Mo=7). The mean score was 6.13 (M=6.13) with a standard deviation of 1.14 

(SD=1.14). 

The ninth Likert-item solicited students on how much they felt enjoyment of a 

class affects how they would value that class. Once again, this question was general in 

nature, with no regard to the paper system. Between 0 percent of the respondents 
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Table 4 
 
Pretest Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations 
 Level of Agreement   
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
 f % f % f % f % f % f % f % M SD 
I spend a lot of time completing 
the tasks in the current system 
each week.1 
 

0 
 

0.0 0 0.0 2 6.7 5 16.7 10 33.3 9 30.0 4 13.3 5.27 1.11 

In terms of ease of use, ease of 
access, and ease of submission the 
current system is easy.1 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 2 6.7 1 3.3 7 23.3 13 43.3 6 20.0 5.57 1.25 

The level of instruction on the 
current system I received is/was 
adequate.1 
 

0 0.0 5 16.7 1 3.3 5 16.7 5 16.7 9 30.0 5 16.7 4.90 1.69 

The current system aids in your 
learning as a culinary student.1 

0 0.0 3 10.0 1 3.3 3 10.0 7 23.3 10 33.3 6 20.0 5.27 1.51 

The current system has positively 
affected my grade in this class.1 
 

0 0.0 2 6.7 4 13.3 4 13.3 7 23.3 10 33.3 3 10.0 4.93 1.44 

The current system is interactive 
(defined as working 
with/receiving feedback from 
classmates and/or the instructional 
team).1 
 

1 3.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 4 13.3 5 16.7 8 26.7 9 30.0 5.37 1.63 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I 
learn/gain from that class.2 
 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 13.3 5 16.7 7 23.3 14 46.7 6.03 1.10 

lukemill
Typewritten Text
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Table 4 (continued)                 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I enjoy a 
class.2 
 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 3 10.0 2 6.7 9 30.0 15 50.0 6.13 1.14 

How much I enjoy a class affects 
how I value that class.2 
 

0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 6.7 10 33.3 18 60.0 6.53 0.63 

Overall, I value the current 
system.3 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 5 16.7 3 10.0 12 40.0 7 23.3 2 6.7 4.83 1.26 

n=30, 1-7 agreement scale anchored by strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (7)  
1 Results critical to Objective 1 and 4  
2 Results critical to Objective 2 and 5  
3 Results critical to Objective 3 and 6 

 

35 



 36 

answering with a 1, 2, 3, or 4, 6.7 percent with 5, 33.3 percent with 6, and 7 was the 

mode answer at 60 percent (Mo=7). The mean score was 4.83 (M=4.83) with a standard 

deviation of 1.26 (SD=1.26). 

The final Likert-item in Table 4 shows the response frequencies for this essential 

measurement. The question asked how much the student valued the paper system overall. 

With a mode answer of 5 (Mo=5), 0 percent of the respondents answered with a 1, 6.7 

percent with 2, 13.3 percent with 3 and 4, 23.3 percent with 5, 33.3 percent with 6, and 

10.0 percent with 7. The mean score was 4.83 (M=4.83) with a standard deviation of 1.26 

(SD=1.26). 

Table 5 shows the ‘paper point total,’ which reports the average score students 

received on the 5 assignments and 5 labs they had during the 5-week paper system period.  

Table 5 
 
Pretest Current Point Total Mean 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Paper Point Total 91 150 125.48 14.23 
n=30, possible point range of 0-150 
 
 
4.2 Posttest Results 
 
 
 

The following tables summarize the results obtained from the posttest measure 

and are described here. The nature of a pretest-posttest design requires that all 

participants partake in both the pretest and the posttest. Fortunately, all 30 participants 

who took part in the pretest were present for, and agreed to, the administration of the 

posttest measure (n=30). In a way similar to the pretest measure, not all participants 

responded to every item, but 30 responses were obtained. It is important to note that 
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while both samples were identical in composition, each subject is not identifiable 

between samples. The posttest, like the pretest, was administered during the Monday 

lecture of the course Culinary Fundamentals. The posttest (appendix 3) was administered 

exactly five weeks after the pretest. Students were introduced to the new system after 

completion of the pretest, so they had the same amount of time (5 weeks) with each 

system. The posttest was identical to the pretest with the exception of one additional 

question. The additional question addressed which system the student believed had the 

greatest impact on their educational pursuit.  

Table 6 shows the frequencies of sex from the posttest, two students choose to 

abstain from answering this question (n=28). The sample yielded 35.7 percent males and 

64.3 percent females. 

Table 6 
 
Posttest Frequencies of Sex 

 Frequency Percent 
Male 10 35.7 
Female 18 64.3 
n=28 
 

Table 7 shows the amount of students who participated in the posttest from each 

lab day. Just like the pretest, 15 students from each lab returned a posttest (n=30). 

Table 7 
 
Posttest Frequencies of Lab Day  

 Frequency Percent 
Wednesday 15 50.0 
Thursday 15 50.0 
n=30 
 

Table 8 examines the number of students from various majors who completed the 

posttest. Once again not all students chose to respond to this question (n=27). The table 
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shows the majors of students who took the posttest: 3.7 percent identified as ‘Food 

Science’ majors, 33.3 percent as ‘Hospitality Management’ majors, 44.4 percent as 

‘Nutritional Sciences’ majors, and 18.5 percent identifying as ‘Other.’ Between the 

pretest and posttest there was an increase in ‘Food Science’ majors from 0 to 1 and an 

increase in ‘Other’ from 2 to 5. For the pretest all but one student responded (n=29), 

while the posttest had three students who did not respond to this question (n=27). The 

increase in ‘Food Science’ majors could be attributed to a change in major or better 

understanding/recognition of the question. It also could have been the student who did 

not answer on the pretest. Between measures ‘Hospitality Management’ majors decreased 

by 3. This change could be due to the fact that three people did not answer this question 

and those three could be ‘Hospitality Management’ students. 

Table 8 
 
Posttest Frequencies of Major 

 Frequency Percent 
Food Science 1 3.7 
Hospitality Management 9 33.3 
Nutritional Sciences 12 44.4 
Other 5 18.5 
n=27 
 
 Table 9 shows the frequency analysis from each question on the posttest measure. 

100 percent of the students surveyed responded to all ten Likert-items on the posttest 

measure (n=30). Table 9 also shows the sample means for each item as well as their 

standard deviations. The first six items on Table 9 correspond to the first six Likert-items 

on the posttest measure. 

The first item listed in Table 9 pertains to the amount of time each student 

believed they spent completing tasks during the Spicipe system period. The frequency 
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report indicates that 3.3 percent of the respondents answered with a 1, 0 percent of the 

respondents answered 2, 13.3 percent of the respondents answered 3, 16.7 percent of the 

respondents answered 4, 30 percent of the respondents answered 5, 26.7 percent of the 

respondents answered 6, and 10 percent of the respondents answered 7. The mode answer 

on this item was 5 (Mo=5). The mean, or average, score was 4.90 (M=4.90) with a 

standard deviation of 1.40 (SD=1.40). 

The second Likert-item addressed the ease of use, access, and submission for the 

Spicipe system. The mode answer was 6 (Mo=6), amidst 0 percent of the respondents 

answering with 1, 3.3 percent with 2 and 4, 0 percent with 3, 10 percent with 5, 50 

percent with 6, and 33.3 percent with 7. The mean score was 6.03 (M=6.03) with a 

standard deviation of 1.07 (SD=1.07). 

The third Likert-item addressed the level of instruction that students feel they 

received on the Spicipe system. Having a mode answer of 6 (Mo=6). 0 percent of the 

respondents answered with a 1 or 4, 10 percent with 2, 3.3 percent with 3, 20 percent 

with 5, 36.7 with 6, and 30.0 percent with 7. The mean score was 5.60 (M=5.60) with a 

standard deviation of 1.52 (SD=1.52). 

The fourth Likert-item determined how much the student feels the Spicipe system 

aids (assists) in their learning. The frequency breakdown was 3.3 percent selecting 1, 2, 

or 3, 6.7 percent with 4, 20 percent with 5, 40 percent with 6, and 23.3 percent with 7. 

The mode answer for this item was 6 (Mo=6). The mean score was 5.50 (M=5.50) with a 

standard deviation of 1.48 (SD=1.48).
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Table 9 
 
Posttest Frequencies, Percentages, Means, and Standard Deviations 
 Level of Agreement   
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7   
 f % f % f % f % f % f % f % M SD 
I spend a lot of time completing 
the tasks in the current system 
each week.1 
 

1 3.3 0 0.0 4 13.3 5 16.7 9 30.0 8 26.7 3 10 4.90 1.40 

In terms of ease of use, ease of 
access, and ease of submission the 
current system is easy.1 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 1 3.3 3 10.0 15 50.0 10 33.0 6.03 1.07 

The level of instruction on the 
current system I received is/was 
adequate.1 
 

0 0.0 3 10.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 6 20.0 11 36.7 9 30.0 5.60 1.52 

The current system aids in your 
learning as a culinary student.1 
 

1 3.3 1 3.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 6 20.0 12 40.0 7 23.3 5.50 1.48 

The current system has positively 
affected my grade in this class.1 

 

1 3.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 4 13.3 8 26.7 7 23.3 7 23.3 5.20 1.56 

The current system is interactive 
(defined as working 
with/receiving feedback from 
classmates and/or the instructional 
team).1 
 

0 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.3 3 10.0 10 33.3 15 50.0 6.23 1.01 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I 
learn/gain from that class.2 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 7 23.3 8 26.7 11 36.7 5.77 1.31 

lukemill
Typewritten Text
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Table 9 (continued)                 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I enjoy a 
class.2 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 2 6.7 8 26.7 7 23.3 12 40.0 5.87 1.22 

How much I enjoy a class affects 
how I value that class.2 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.3 0 0.0 3 10.0 11 36.7 14 46.7 6.13 1.20 

Overall, I value the current 
system.3 
 

0 0.0 1 3.3 1 3.3 3 10.0 4 13.3 15 50.0 6 20.0 5.63 1.22 

n=30, 1-7 agreement scale anchored by strongly disagree (1) and strongly agree (7)  
1 Results critical to Objective 1 and 4  
2 Results critical to Objective 2 and 5  
3 Results critical to Objective 3 and 6 
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The fifth Likert-item addressed how much students felt the Spicipe system 

positively affected their grade. With another mode answer of 5 (Mo=5), 3.3 percent of the 

respondents answered with a 1 or 2, 6.7 percent with 3, 13.3 percent with 4, 26.7 percent 

with 5, and 23.3 percent with 6 or 7. The mean score was 5.20 (M=5.20) with a standard 

deviation of 1.56 (SD=1.56). 

The sixth Likert-item questioned how interactive the student feels the Spicipe 

system was. With a mode answer of 7 (Mo=7), 0 percent of the respondents answered 

with 1 or 2, 3.3 percent with 3 or 4, 10 percent with 5, 33.3 percent with 6, and 50.0 

percent with 7. The mean score was 6.23 (M=6.23) with a standard deviation of 1.01 

(SD=1.01). 

The seventh Likert-item on the posttest measure addressed how much the student 

felt an interactive class affects what they gain from that class. It is important to point out 

that this question addressed the topic generally, with no mention of the paper system. 

This item had a mode answer of 7 (Mo=7) encompassed by 0 percent of the respondents 

answering with a 1, 3.3 percent with 2 or 3, 6.7 percent with 4, 23.3 percent with 5, 26.7 

percent with 6, and 36.7 percent with 7. The mean score was 5.77 (M=5.77) with a 

standard deviation of 1.31 (SD=1.31). 

The eighth Likert-item addresses how much the students felt an interactive class 

affects their enjoyment of that class. The frequency distribution shows 0 percent of the 

respondents answering with a 1 or 3, 3.3 percent with 2, 6.7 percent with 4, 26.7 percent 

with 5, 23.3 percent with 6, and 40.0 percent with 7 rending it the mode answer (Mo=7). 

The mean score was 5.87 (M=5.87) with a standard deviation of 1.22 (SD=1.22). 

The ninth Likert-item solicited responses on how much they felt enjoyment of a 
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class affects how they would value that class. Between 0 percent of the respondents 

answering with a 1 or 4, 3.3 percent with 2 or 3, 10 percent with 5, 36.7 percent with 6, 

and 7 was the mode answer at 46.7 percent (Mo=7). The mean score was 6.13 (M=6.13) 

with a standard deviation of 1.20 (SD=1.20). 

The final Likert-item in Table 9 shows the response frequencies for this essential 

measurement. The question asked how much the student valued the paper system overall. 

With a mode answer of 6 (Mo=6), 0 percent of the respondents answered with a 1, 3.3 

percent with 2 or 3, 10 percent with 4, 13.3 percent with 5, 50 percent with 6, and 20.0 

percent with 7. The mean score was 5.63 (M=5.63) with a standard deviation of 1.22 

(SD=1.22). 

Table 10 addresses the eleventh item, of which was only included on the posttest, 

that reads, “Overall, which platform do you believe had the greatest impact in your 

educational pursuit?” “Educational pursuit” is described as “persistence…in the face of 

academic failure” and “plays an important part in the selective mechanism of the 

educational system” (Sewell & Shah, 1967). For the sake of simplicity, impact in 

education pursuit will be taken to mean “preference.” While one student chose to abstain 

from answering this question for unknown reasons (n=29). Those who responded showed 

86.2 percent of the students believed that the Spicipe system had the greatest impact on 

their educational pursuit versus 13.8 percent who believed the paper system had a greater 

impact. 

 Tables 10 and 11, together with the tenth Likert-item in Tables 4 and 9, show 

system value and preference. Recognized by 86.2 percent of the participants as the 

system with a greater impact on educational pursuit, Spicipe is preferred over the paper 
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system, which had only 13.8 percent of the participants respond favorably. Table 11 

shows the results of a single sample (posttest) t-test on the same data, which shows a 2-

tailed significance of .00 at p=.05. This result shows that statistically significantly more 

students prefer the Spicipe system over the paper system. 

Table 10 
 
Frequencies of System with Greatest Impact on Educational Pursuit 

 Frequency Percent 
Paper 4 13.8 
Spicipe 25 86.2 
n=29 
 
Table 11 
 
Single Sample T-Test of System with Greatest Impact 

t df Sig. (2-tailed)  
20.360 29 .000*  

p=.05 
 
 Table 12 further breaks down which system had a greater impact by majors. 

87.5 of Hospitality Management students prefer it to the 12.5 percent who do not. 

Nutritional Sciences has the highest percentage of Spicipe preference with 91.6 percent 

preferring it and only 8.4 preferring the paper system. ‘Other’ is formed of non-

responders and people who have majors outside of the two most prominent. The ‘Other’ 

group preferred Spicipe with 77.8 selection to the paper system with 22.2 percent. 

Table 12 
 
Frequencies of System with Greatest Impact on Educational Pursuit by Major 
 Other1 HM2 NS3 

 f % f % f % 
Paper 2 22.2 1 12.5 1 8.4 
Spicipe 7 77.8 7 87.5 11 91.6 

1n=9 2n=8 3n=12 
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Table 13 shows the ‘Spicipe point total,’ which reports the average score students 

received on the 5 assignments and 5 labs they had during the 5-week Spicipe system 

period. 

Table 13 
 
Posttest System Point Total 

 Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Spicipe Point Total 94.5 142.0 131.466 12.2852 
n=29 

 

4.3 Comparison 
 
 
 
Likert-Item Comparison of Means 
 

Table 14 compares the means of each measure and shows the change in means 

from the pretest to the posttest. The mean score for Likert-item one on the pretest was 

5.27 (M=5.27), while the mean score on the posttest was 4.90 (M=4.90). Although this 

difference is not considered statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between 

means is -0.37.  

Table 14 
 
Attitude Change in Mean from Pretest to Posttest 
 M1 M2 ΔM3 

I spend a lot of time completing the tasks in the current 
system each week. 
 

5.27 4.9 -0.37 

In terms of ease of use, ease of access, and ease of 
submission the current system is easy. 
 

5.57 6.03 +0.46 

The level of instruction on the current system I 
received is/was adequate. 
 

4.9 5.6 +0.70 

The current system aids in your learning as a culinary 
student. 
 

5.27 5.5 +0.23 
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Table 14 (continued)    

The current system has positively affected my grade in 
this class. 
 

4.93 5.2 +0.27 

The current system is interactive (defined as working 
with/receiving feedback from classmates and/or the 
instructional team). 
 

5.37 6.23  +0.86* 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) how 
much I learn/gain from that class. 
 

6.03 5.77 -0.26 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) how 
much I enjoy a class. 
 

6.13 5.87 -0.26 

How much I enjoy a class affects how I value that 
class. 
 

6.53 6.13 -0.40 

Overall, I value the current system. 
 

4.83 5.63 +0.80* 
n=30 1Pretest means 2Posttest means 3Difference between pretest and posttest means 
 

The mean score for Likert-item two on the pretest was 5.57 (M=5.57), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 6.03 (M=6.03). Although this difference is not considered 

statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between means is +0.46.  

The third Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 4.90 (M=4.90), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 5.60 (M=5.60). Despite the fact that this difference is not 

considered statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between means is +0.70.  

The fourth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 5.27 (M=5.27), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 5.50 (M=5.50). Despite the fact that this difference is not 

considered statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between means is +0.23.  

The fifth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 4.93 (M=4.93), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 5.20 (M=5.20). Even though this difference is not 

considered statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between means is +0.27. 

The sixth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 5.37 (M=5.37), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 6.23 (M=6.23). The difference between means was +0.66 
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and this result was determined to be statistically significant (p<.05) with an independent 

samples t-test. The results of this test are shown in Table 18 and will be discussed later in 

this section.  

The seventh Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 6.03 (M=6.03), while 

Table 29 shows that the mean score on the posttest was 5.77 (M=5.77). Despite the fact 

that this difference is not considered statistically significant (p>.05) the difference 

between means is -0.26. This difference shows an average decrease in how students feel 

interactivity affects their learning.  

The eighth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 6.13 (M=6.13), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 5.87 (M=5.87). Despite the fact that this difference is not 

considered statistically significant (p>.05) the difference between means is -0.26. This 

difference shows an average decrease in how students feel interactivity affects their 

enjoyment of a class.  

The ninth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 6.53 (M=6.53), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 6.13 (M=6.13). Despite the fact that this difference is not 

considered statistically significant (p>.05), the difference between means is -0.40. This 

difference shows an average decrease in how students feel enjoyment of a class affects 

the way they value a class.  

The tenth Likert-item mean score on the pretest was 4.83 (M=4.83), while the 

mean score on the posttest was 5.63 (M=5.63). The difference between means was +0.80 

and this result was determined to be statistically significant (p<.05) with an independent 

samples t-test. The results of this test are shown in Table 19 and will be discussed later in 

this section. 
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Table 15 shows the pretest mean scores and standard deviation for each of the ten 

Likert-items on the instrument by major. Table 16 shows the same for the posttest. 

 
Table 15 
 
Pretest Means by Major 
  Other HM NS 
  M N SD M N SD M N SD 
I spend a lot of time completing 
the tasks in the current system each 
week. 
 

5.75 4 0.96 5.42 12 1.17 5.00 14 1.11 

In terms of ease of use, ease of 
access, and ease of submission the 
current system is easy. 
 

5.25 4 1.71 6.17 12 0.84 5.14 14 1.29 

The level of instruction on the 
current system I received is/was 
adequate. 
 

3.50 4 1.73 6.00 12 1.04 4.36 14 1.65 

The current system aids in your 
learning as a culinary student. 
 

4.75 4 1.89 6.08 12 1.08 4.71 14 1.49 

The current system has positively 
affected my grade in this class. 
 

3.75 4 1.50 5.83 12 1.12 4.50 14 1.29 

The current system is interactive 
(defined as working with/receiving 
feedback from classmates and/or 
the instructional team). 
 

5.50 4 1.29 5.42 12 1.73 5.29 14 1.73 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I learn/gain 
from that class. 
 

5.50 4 1.29 6.08 12 1.00 6.14 14 1.17 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I enjoy a 
class. 
 

5.50 4 1.73 6.17 12 1.03 6.29 14 1.07 

How much I enjoy a class affects 
how I value that class. 
 

6.75 4 0.50 6.33 12 0.65 6.64 14 0.63 
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Table 16 
 
Posttest Means by Major 
  Other HM NS 
  M N SD M N SD M N SD 
I spend a lot of time completing 
the tasks in the current system 
each week. 
 

5.11 9 1.27 5.11 9 1.17 4.58 12 1.68 

In terms of ease of use, ease of 
access, and ease of submission the 
current system is easy. 
 

5.89 9 0.93 6.22 9 0.67 6.00 12 1.41 

The level of instruction on the 
current system I received is/was 
adequate. 
 

4.89 9 2.09 6.33 9 0.71 5.58 12 1.31 

The current system aids in your 
learning as a culinary student. 
 

5.33 9 1.23 6.00 9 1.58 5.25 12 1.60 

The current system has positively 
affected my grade in this class. 
 

5.22 9 1.48 5.33 9 1.80 5.08 12 1.56 

The current system is interactive 
(defined as working with/receiving 
feedback from classmates and/or 
the instructional team). 
 

6.33 9 0.87 6.56 9 0.53 5.92 12 1.31 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I learn/gain 
from that class. 
 

5.44 9 1.33 6.00 9 1.66 5.83 12 1.03 

How interactive a class is affects 
(influences) how much I enjoy a 
class. 
 

6.00 9 1.23 5.44 9 1.59 6.08 12 0.90 

How much I enjoy a class affects 
how I value that class. 
 

6.67 9 0.50 5.89 9 1.27 5.92 12 1.44 

  

Table 17 shows changes in mean from posttest to pretest. Generally, the numbers 

suggest a directional move favoring Spicipe, however there are a few exceptions. Other 

majors showed increases in all but two metrics: gain from interactive classes and enjoy 

affect on value. These decreases were both rather small, but decreases nonetheless. 

Hospitality Management majors varied greatly with increases in ease, instruction, and 

interactive and decreases in learning aid, positive grade affect, gain from interactive, 
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interactive affect on enjoy, and enjoy affect on value. Nutritional Science majors saw 

increase in the first five items, but decreased in gain from interactive, interactive affect on 

enjoy, and enjoy affect on value 

Table 17 
 
Mean Changes by Major 

 
Other HM NS 

 
ΔM ΔM ΔM 

I spend a lot of time completing the tasks in 
the current system each week. 
 

-0.64 -0.31 -0.42 

In terms of ease of use, ease of access, and 
ease of submission the current system is easy. 
 

+0.64 +0.05 +0.86 

The level of instruction on the current system 
I received is/was adequate. 
 

+1.39 +0.33 +1.22 

The current system aids in your learning as a 
culinary student. 
 

+0.58 -0.08 +0.54 

The current system has positively affected 
my grade in this class. 
 

+1.47 -0.50 +0.58 

The current system is interactive (defined as 
working with/receiving feedback from 
classmates and/or the instructional team). 
 

+0.83 +1.14 +0.63 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) 
how much I learn/gain from that class. 
 

-0.06 -0.08 -0.31 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) 
how much I enjoy a class. 
 

+0.50 -0.73 -0.21 

How much I enjoy a class affects how I value 
that class. 
 

-0.08 -0.44 -0.72 

 
 
Non-likert Item Comparison of Means 

Table 18 shows the class average point total on those assignments for each period: 

pretest (paper) and posttest (Spicipe). The mean grade for the pretest was 83.4 percent 

(M=125.12) and the mean grade for the posttest was 87.1 percent (M=130.62). Despite 

the fact that this difference is not considered statistically significant (p>.05) the  
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difference between means is +5.50, which suggests a 3.7 percent increase in average 

grade. 

 
Table 18 
 
Pretest and Posttest Descriptive Statistics for System Point Totals 
 N Mean Std. Deviation 
Pre-Test 30 125.12 14.74 
Post-Test 30 130.62 12.94 
n=30 
 
Independent Samples T-Test 

Table 19 shows the results from the independent samples t-test that was 

conducted with the data acquired from both measures. Levene’s test for equality of 

variances was used to assist in the determination of statistically significant results. Due to 

the small sample size only two results were determined to be statistically significant 

despite a majority of mean changes that favored the Spicipe system. The two variables 

observed to be statistically significant (α=.05) were level of interactivity in the current 

system and value of the current system. The level of interactivity for the Spicipe system 

was determined to be statistically significantly higher (p=.017) than the paper system. 

Despite the statistically significant difference, it is important to note that equal variances 

could not be assumed based on Levene’s test for equality of variances. The other question 

that yielded statistically significant results was the question of most importance for this 

study. That question was whether or not a food based social network site (Spicipe) could 

add value to a culinary student’s education. With equal variances assumed, the value of 

the Spicipe system was determined to be statistically significantly higher (p=.024) than 

the paper system. 
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Table 19 
 
Pretest verse Posttest Independent Samples T-test Results 

 t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 
Time 1.124 58 .266 .367 
Ease -1.555 58 .125 -.467 
Instruction -1.686 58 .097 -.700 
Aids -.605 58 .547 -.233 
Affect -.688 58 .494 -.267 
Interactive -2.479 48.318 .017* -.867 
Interactive 
Gain 

.857 58 .395 .267 

Interactive 
Enjoy 

.874 58 .386 .267 

Enjoy 1.622 58 .110 .400 
Value -2.312 58 .024* -.733 
Current Point 
Total 

-1.536 58 .130 -5.5000 

*p<0.05  
1Levene’s Test for Equality p<0.05 therefore equal variances cannot be assumed 

 

Table 20 shows the results of an analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted on the 

posttest. While the ANOVA shows that there is not a statistically significant difference 

between groups on any item, the descriptive statistics in Table 21 suggest that hospitality 

management students valued the Spicipe system the most with an average of 6 (M=6.00). 

Food science majors, on the other hand, valued the Spicipe system the least with an 

average of 5 (M=5.00). Despite this lower value the average still suggests a favoring 

towards Spicipe. 
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Table 20 

Posttest Analysis of Variance by Major 

 Sum of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Time Between 
Groups 

2.006 2 1.003 .495 .615 

Within Groups 54.694 27 2.026   
Total 56.700 29    

Ease Between 
Groups 

.522 2 .261 .217 .806 

Within Groups 32.444 27 1.202   
Total 32.967 29    

Instruction Between 
Groups 

9.394 2 4.697 2.194 .131 

Within Groups 57.806 27 2.141   
Total 67.200 29    

Aids Between 
Groups 

3.250 2 1.625 .728 .492 

Within Groups 60.250 27 2.231   
Total 63.500 29    

Affect Between 
Groups 

.328 2 .164 .063 .939 

Within Groups 70.472 27 2.610   
Total 70.800 29    

Interactive Between 
Groups 

2.228 2 1.114 1.108 .345 

Within Groups 27.139 27 1.005   
Total 29.367 29    

InterGain Between 
Groups 

1.478 2 .739 .417 .663 

Within Groups 47.889 27 1.774   
Total 49.367 29    

InterEnjoy Between 
Groups 

2.328 2 1.164 .764 .476 

Within Groups 41.139 27 1.524   
Total 43.467 29    

Enjoy Between 
Groups 

3.661 2 1.831 1.307 .287 

Within Groups 37.806 27 1.400   
Total 41.467 29    

Value Between 
Groups 

2.050 2 1.025 .676 .517 

Within Groups 40.917 27 1.515   
Total 42.967 29    

n=29 
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For comparison, Tables 22 and 23 show the same results for the pretest (paper 

system). These results also do not show any statistical significance (p>.05), but the mean 

scores for all of the majors was lower than the pretest. ‘Hospitality Management’ majors 

valued the paper system at 5.5 (M=5.50), which indicates a change in mean of +0.50. 

‘Nutritional Sciences’ majors valued the paper system at 4.33 (M=4.33), which is a 

change in mean of +1.25. The ‘Other’ majors group also reported a change in mean of 

+0.90. Generally speaking, the numbers suggest students from all majors report an 

increase in average value favoring the Spicipe system. 

Table 21 
 
Posttest Value by Major  

 N Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
Lower 

Bound* 
Upper 

Bound* Min Max 
Food Science 1 5.00 . . . . 5 5 
Hospitality 
Management 

9 6.00 1.000 .333 5.23 6.77 4 7 

Nutritional 
Sciences 

12 5.58 1.311 .379 4.75 6.42 2 7 

Other 5 5.40 1.817 .812 3.14 7.66 3 7 
n=27, *95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
 
 
Table 22 
 
Pretest Analysis of Variance for Value by Major 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 9.305 2 4.652 3.284 .054 
Within Groups 36.833 26 1.417   
n=28  
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Table 23 
 
Pretest Descriptive Statistics for Value by Major 

 n Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
Std. 

Error 
Lower 

Bound* 
Upper 

Bound* Min Max 
Hospitality 
Management 

12 5.50 1.087 .314 4.81 6.19 3 7 

Nutritional 
Sciences 

15 4.33 1.291 .333 3.62 5.05 2 6 

Other 2 4.50 .707 .500 -1.85 10.85 4 5 
n=29, *95% Confidence Interval for Mean 
 
 
Table 24 
 
Mean Differences Between Tests for Value by Major  

 ΔM 
Hospitality Management 0.5 
Nutritional Sciences 1.25 
Other 0.9 
  

 Table 25 shows the preferred system by majors after the students had seen both 

systems. This information was obtained from an additional question in the second survey. 

The data shows that 100 percent of ‘Food Science’ majors, 87.5 percent of ‘Hospitality 

Management’ majors, 91.6 percent of ‘Nutritional Sciences’ majors, and 60 percent of 

‘Other’ majors prefer the Spicipe system. Table 26 adds statistical significance to the 

information presented in Table 24 by showing the results of an ANOVA of item eleven 

between majors. This ANOVA yielded no significant difference between majors.  
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Table 25 
 
Frequencies of Preferred System by Major 

 Paper Spicipe Total 
Food Science 0 1 1 
Hospitality Management 1 7 8 
Nutritional Sciences 1 11 12 
Other 2 3 5 
Total 4 22 26 
n=26 
 
 
Table 26 
 
Analysis of Variance of Preferred System by Major 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups .328 2 .164 .684 .513 
n=26 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusions 

 
 
 

5.1 Restatement of Purpose and Objectives 
 
 
 
Purpose  

The purpose of this study was to evaluate whether a food focused social network 

site has value in the culinary education process. As the social network site trend has 

increased, so too has the research on its potential. Many studies claim that there is little 

research on this subject, but the contrary could not be more true. Where there does appear 

to be unsubstantial research is niche social network sites. Specifically, how a niche social 

network site can be leveraged in education to aid students within that niche field of study. 

The purpose of this study was to determine what, if any, value students find in the use of 

a niche social network sites within their curriculum.  

Objectives 
 

This study explored value in the academic pursuit when a niche, or targeted, social 

network site is involved in the educational process and has the following objectives: 

1. Explore the learning preferences of culinary students within the confines of a 

class preparation and work submission system along the parameters of time spent 

completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance (aid) in learning, positive 

affect on grade, and level of interactivity. 

2. Explore whether an interactive class preparation and work submission system has 

influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class and if enjoyment 
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is a factor in how they value that class. 

3. Explore the educational value of food based social network sites in culinary 

education. 

4. Explore the preferred homework submission system in culinary education. 

5. Explore the preferred learning preferences of culinary students by major within 

the confines of a class preparation and work submission system along the 

parameters of time spent completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance 

(aid) in learning, positive affect on grade, and level of interactivity. 

6. Explore whether an interactive class preparation and work submission system has 

influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class and if enjoyment 

is a factor in how they value that class by major. 

7. Explore the educational value of food based social network sites in culinary 

education by major. 

8. Explore the preferred homework submission system in culinary education by 

major. 

5.2 Conclusions by Objective 
 
 
 

Objective one sought to explore learning preferences of culinary students within 

the confines of a class preparation and work submission system along the parameters of 

time spent completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance (aid) in learning, 

positive affect on grade, and level of interactivity. This was accomplished by comparing 

the means of the first six Likert-items from the pretest and the posttest. With no means 

below four and changes in mean that suggest a favoring of the Spicipe system the data 
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implies culinary students prefer a learning system that can be completed quicker, is easier 

to use, access, and submit (work), has a adequate level of instruction regarding the 

process, aids in their collective learning as a culinary student, has a positive affect on 

their grade, and has a high level of interactivity with peers and instructors. An 

independent samples t-test was conducted between the pretest and posttest to determine 

statistically significant changes between measures and while most changes in mean 

suggest results that favor Spicipe, the only statistically significant difference was on the 

interactivity of the system. The results showed that students believed the Spicipe system 

to be statistically significantly more interactive. This increase indicates that, in terms of 

working with and receiving feedback from classmates and the instructional team, the 

Spicipe was far more interactive.  

Objective two sought to explore whether an interactive class preparation and work 

submission system has influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class 

and if enjoyment is a factor in how they value that class. This was accomplished by 

comparing the means of Likert-items seven through nine on both the pretest and posttest. 

With no means below four it would appear that culinary students gain from and enjoy a 

class more when it is interactive. Culinary students also seem to value a class more when 

it is enjoyed. This data suggests that a culinary student would value an interactive class 

more than others.  An independent samples t-test was conducted between the pretest and 

posttest to determine statistically significant changes between measures. Between 

measures the averages for these three items dropped slightly suggesting a smaller 

importance placed on them, but the differences are not statistically significant. These 

differences show an average decrease in how students feel enjoyment of a class affects 
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the way they value a class. Likert-items seven through nine showed a decline between 

measures. Reasons for this decline are unknown, but may be due to increased item clarity. 

Objective three sought to explore the educational value of food based social network 

sites in culinary education. This was accomplished by comparing the means of the tenth 

Likert-item from the pretest and the posttest, coupled with an independent samples t-test. 

The independent samples t-test concluded that there was a statistically significant 

increase in value of the Spicipe system over the paper system. These results suggest that 

culinary students value the use of a food based social network within their education.  

Objective four sought to explore the preferred homework submission system in 

culinary education. This was accomplished by observing the frequencies from item 

eleven on the posttest. The results showed 86.2 percent of culinary students in this study 

believed Spicipe had a greater impact in their educational pursuit than the paper system. 

To further support this objective a single sample t-test was conducted on this data and the 

results showed a statistically significant difference in preference that favored Spicipe. 

Objective five sought to explore the preferred learning preferences of culinary 

students by major within the confines of a class preparation and work submission system 

along the parameters of time spent completing, ease of use, level of instruction, assistance 

(aid) in learning, positive affect on grade, and level of interactivity. This was 

accomplished by comparing the means of individual majors on the first six Likert-items 

from the pretest and the posttest. No majors had means below four on the pretest or 

posttest. Most items for each major showed mean changes that suggested a favoring of 

the Spicipe system, with the exception of two small decreases within the Hospitality 

Management majors on whether the system aided in their learning and whether it 
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positively affected their grades. These were the only changes in mean that favored the 

paper system, but it should be noted that all means still suggested a favoring of the 

Spicipe system. This data suggests that culinary students majoring in Hospitality 

Management or Nutritional Sciences prefer a learning system that can be completed 

quicker, is easier to use, access, and submit (work), has a adequate level of instruction 

regarding the process, aids in their collective learning as a culinary student, has a positive 

affect on their grade, and has a high level of interactivity with peers and instructors. No 

conclusion will be made based on the ‘Other’ major category due to make up of the group. 

An ANOVA suggested no significant difference for any item between groups (majors) on 

the posttest. This would suggest that results from objective one conform to objective five. 

Objective six sought to explore whether an interactive class preparation and work 

submission system has influence on how much a student learns from and enjoys a class 

and if enjoyment is a factor in how they value that class by major. This was accomplished 

by comparing the means of individual majors on Likert-items seven through nine from 

the pretest and the posttest. No majors had means below four on the pretest or posttest, 

which would appear to indicate that culinary students from various majors do gain from 

and enjoy a class more when it is interactive. The data also suggests that culinary students 

seem to value a class more when it is enjoyed. This translates to the assumption that a 

culinary student would value an interactive class more than others. Between the pretest 

and posttest, averages for these three items dropped slightly suggesting a smaller 

importance placed on them, but the differences are not statistically significant. An 

ANOVA suggested no significant difference for any item between groups (majors) on the 

posttest. This would suggest that results from objective two conform to objective six. 



 62 

Objective seven sought to explore the educational value of food based social network 

sites in culinary education by major. This was accomplished by comparing the means of 

the tenth Likert-item from the pretest and the posttest, coupled with an independent 

samples t-test. The mean differences between major also suggest a favoring of the 

Spicipe system. The independent samples t-test concluded that there was a statistically 

significant increase in value of the Spicipe system over the paper system. These results 

suggest that culinary students value food based social networks in regards to their 

education. An ANOVA suggested no significant difference for any item between groups 

(majors) on the posttest. This would suggest that results from objective three conform to 

objective seven. 

Objective eight sought to explore the preferred homework submission system in 

culinary education by major. This was accomplished by observing a frequency 

distribution for preference by major. This frequency distribution saw a high number of 

students from each major selecting Spicipe as their preferred system. An ANOVA was 

conducted, but the results showed no significant difference between groups for system 

preference. These results would suggest that results from objective four conform to 

objective eight. 

One noteworthy addition that was not explicitly tested for was average grade for 

each system. Students saw an average grade increase of 3.7 percent from the paper 

system to the Spicipe system. It is unclear if this increase is a direct result of the system, 

but results suggest that it may be. 
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5.3 Implications 
 
 
 

The internet has come a long way since it first came around nearly four decades 

ago and social networking sites just might be its biggest accomplishment. With the 

amount of time students spend on sites like Facebook and Twitter it is easy to question 

whether that time could be spent learning in a similar setting. Educators and students are 

always wrestling with how to utilize technology for learning. A growing number of 

people seem to think the educational establishment is falling behind. Social network sites 

offer educators an avenue back to the “digital natives” who are deeply connected to 

technology. By offering a toolset that caters to the needs of many learning and teaching 

styles, social network sites truly offer a roundtable approach to learning. This approach 

adheres closely to established principles of quality education. With the idea of social 

constructivism behind it, social network sites are able to become whatever the 

stakeholder wants. By targeting gaps in our education and offering students a truly 

universal way to learn, social network sites could become the new classroom. Research in 

this study was conducted on culinary students, but the implications may be far reaching. 

Research on this topic is in its infancy and the future looks bright. Continued research is 

the only way to validate early studies like these, but so far the results seem promising.  

All eight objectives were researched and analyzed during the course of this study. 

Despite a small sample size, statistically significant data was still collected in the process. 

Many of the items included in the survey saw a mean change between measures that 

favored the Spicipe system over the paper system. The variable of most importance to 
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this study, value, showed a statistically significant difference between the samples in 

favor of the Spicipe system. Even with a small sample that resulted from low enrollment 

and a single sample selection, the fact that there was statistical significance suggests that 

there is valuable research to be done on this topic.  

This study was intended to be exploratory and is only the starting point for what 

appears to be promising research. While objectives were developed out of past research, 

there are many other fields and topics that can be brought into research like this. 

Objective one looked at learning preferences in regards to a certain set of constraints, 

however it is possible that other constraints may exist. Objective two explored how 

interactive class preparation and work submission systems may have influence on how 

much a student learns from and enjoys a class and if enjoyment is a factor in how they 

value that class. This information was garnered to better understand the reasons for which 

a student may or may not value a class, but there may be other reasons that factor into the 

way one values a class. Objective three was the variable of highest interest as it explored 

the educational value of a food based social network site in culinary education. Data 

suggested culinary students value a targeted social network site within their education. 

Objective four explored the preferred homework submission system in culinary education 

and results suggested that culinary students preferred a social network site within their 

education. With statistically significant results obtained for objectives three and four, the 

stage is set for more research.  
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5.4 Recommendations 
 
 
  

It is at this point that an educated recommendation for more research around this 

topic is conducted. This study was limited by a small sample size and a pre-experimental 

design. A larger sample size and true experimental design may yield more significant 

results that shed valuable light on education, technology, and learning. It is recommended 

that this same study be replicated with those suggestions.  

Further research is also needed to determine if the metrics for measuring value 

hold true. Understanding how students value a course will better help researchers 

understand the value they place behind research like this. 

An interesting augmentation of this study would look into content analysis. This 

would consist of examining and reviewing interaction with the site against keywords 

traditionally associated with different types of thinking like analytical or critical. 

Research of this nature would provide valuable insight into whether social network sites 

positively stimulate thinking. 

Studies that target other niches and fields of study would be very valuable in 

determining if these results are consistent across many students and studies.  
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Panel of Experts 
 

Dr. Leslie Jett 
Certified Executive Chef, Culinary Instructor, Doctor of Education 

 
Dr. Tracy Kitchel 

Doctor of Agricultural Education 
 

Dr. James Groves 
 Doctor of Food Service and Hospitality Administration  
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Please circle response 

A response of 4 shall be interpreted to mean: neither disagree nor agree (as compared to other 
classes) unless otherwise defined. 

This survey will ask you a series of questions about the current HM 1995 lab preparation, recipe 
conversion, recipe critique, class discussion, and homework submission system (herein ‘current 
system’). 

Current System shall be defined as Monday in class discussions, weekly recipe conversions into 
Excel format—printed and brought to lab for submission/use, recipe critiques/discussion 
questions in Word template—printed and brought to lecture for submission. 

I spend a lot of time completing the tasks in the current system each week:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

In terms of ease of use, ease of access, and ease of submission the current system is easy:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The level of instruction on the current system I received is/was adequate:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system aids in your learning as a culinary student: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system has positively affected my grade in this class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system is interactive (defined as working with/receiving feedback from classmates 
and/or the instructional team).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 
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How interactive a class is affects (influences) how much I learn/gain from that class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) how much I enjoy a class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

How much I enjoy a class affects how I value that class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

Overall, I value the current system: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

Overall, which platform do you believe had the greatest impact in your educational pursuit? 

Paper  Spicipe 

 

 

Lab Day: W  Th  

Year in School: FR SO JR SR GRAD 

Sex: M F 

Current Point Total: _____________/150 

Current GPA: 0.0-0.5  0.6-1.0   1.1-1.5   1.6-2.0   2.1-2.5   2.6-3.0   3.1-3.5   3.6-4.0 

Major: Food Science  Hospitality Management  Nutritional Sciences  Other 
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Please circle response 

A response of 4 shall be interpreted to mean: neither disagree nor agree (as compared to other 
classes) unless otherwise defined. 

This survey will ask you a series of questions about the current HM 1995 lab preparation, recipe 
conversion, recipe critique, class discussion, and homework submission system (herein ‘current 
system’). 

Current System shall be defined as Spicipe group discussions, weekly recipe conversions into 
Spicipe—printed and brought to lab for submission/use, recipe critiques/discussion questions in 
Spicipe—submitted through Spicipe. 

I spend a lot of time completing the tasks in the current system each week:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

In terms of ease of use, ease of access, and ease of submission the current system is easy:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The level of instruction on the current system I received is/was adequate:  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system aids in your learning as a culinary student: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system has positively affected my grade in this class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

The current system is interactive (defined as working with/receiving feedback from classmates 
and/or the instructional team).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 
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How interactive a class is affects (influences) how much I learn/gain from that class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

How interactive a class is affects (influences) how much I enjoy a class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

How much I enjoy a class affects how I value that class: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

Overall, I value the current system: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly disagree                          Strongly agree 

Overall, which platform do you believe had the greatest impact in your educational pursuit? 

Paper  Spicipe 

 

 

Lab Day: W  Th  

Year in School: FR SO JR SR GRAD 

Sex: M F 

Current Point Total: _____________/150 

Current GPA: 0.0-0.5  0.6-1.0   1.1-1.5   1.6-2.0   2.1-2.5   2.6-3.0   3.1-3.5   3.6-4.0 

Major: Food Science  Hospitality Management  Nutritional Sciences  Other 
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Quantity Unit

2

3

4

5

6

Method3of3Preparation
1

Chef's'Notes:

Hazardous'Foods:

Ingredient

HACCP:

Cooking3Temp: Cooking3Time:
Portioning3Tool: Portion3Size:

RECIPE TITLE
Cooking'Technique: Yield: Pan3Size:
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RECIPE CRITIQUE 
 
Use this form to critique the flavors and feasibility of each recipe during testing. Please 
staple all recipe critiques together. All recipes must be critiqued. Must be typed. 
REMOVE THIS TEXT AND LINES BEFORE SUBMISSION! Due Monday 
 
Recipe Name:__________________________________________________________ 

Time Started:__________________________________________________________ 

Time Completed:_______________________________________________________ 

Cooking Method:_______________________________________________________ 

Cooking Time:_________________________________________________________ 

Identify Labor Intensive Procedures:________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________  

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Flavor:_______________________________________________________________ 

Color:________________________________________________________________ 

Texture:______________________________________________________________ 

Temperature:__________________________________________________________ 

Serving Size:__________________________________________________________ 

Portioning Tools:_______________________________________________________ 

Plate Coverage:________________________________________________________ 

Garnish:______________________________________________________________ 

Product Yield Tests: ____________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________   

Discussion Question:____________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: 

 

 

Picture:  



Appendix 6 
 

Campus	  IRB	  Approved	  2/7/2012	  
IRB	  #	  1198599	  
 73 

Value of Culinary Based Social Network Sites 
 
You are being recruited to take part in a research study of how a social networking site that 
was designed specifically for culinary purposes might aid culinary students in their education. 
We are asking you to take part because you are currently enrolled in Hospitality Management 
1995, which is where the study is taking place.  
 
Please read this form carefully and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to take 
part in the study. 
 
What the study is about: The purpose of this study is to determine how students value 
different types of educational processes and how new technology might be used in the 
education process. 
 
What we will ask you to do: If you agree to be in this study, we will conduct two surveys 
with you: one on each side of a new educational process. The survey will ask you questions 
about two different types of learning systems and will include questions about those systems, 
your learning style, your grades, and general demographic information. Each survey will take 
about 10 minutes to complete.  
 
What will we gain access to: If you agree to be in this study, we will review your 
homework submissions electronically through the site Spicipe.com. 
 
Risks: There are no anticipated risks to you by participating in this study other than those 
encountered in day-to-day life. 
 
Your answers will remain anonymous: The records of this study will be kept private. In 
any sort of report we make public we will not include any information that will make it 
possible to identify you. Research records will be kept in a locked file; only the researchers 
will have access to the records.  
 
Taking part is voluntary: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. You may skip 
any questions that you do not want to answer. If you decide not to take part or to skip some 
of the questions, it will not affect your current or future relationship with The University of 
Missouri. Furthermore, participation or non-participation will not affect your grade in the 
course HM 1995.  If you do decide to take part, you are free to withdraw at any time. 
 
Age: You must be 18 years of age or older to participate in this study. 
 
If you have questions: The researchers conducting this study are Luke Miller and Dr. 
Leslie Jett. Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may 
contact Luke Miller at lmmyq9@mail.missouri.edu. You can reach Dr. Jett at 
JettLG@missouri.edu. If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a 
subject in this study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 573 882-9585 
or access their website at http://www.irb.missouri.edu.  
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
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Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
Pretest 
 
Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.838 .842 10 

 

Item-Total Statistic 

 
 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Time 51.97 65.757 .094 .293 .865 
Ease 50.83 57.523 .692 .701 .812 
Instruction 51.27 54.064 .601 .664 .816 
Aids 51.37 49.757 .857 .818 .786 
Affect 51.67 51.264 .721 .685 .802 
Interactive 50.63 59.275 .617 .554 .818 
InterGain 51.10 60.369 .383 .673 .837 
InterEnjoy 51.00 66.069 .114 .613 .858 
Enjoy 50.73 58.340 .551 .564 .822 
Value 51.23 53.495 .835 .762 .795 
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Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
Posttest 
 
Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 

Standardized Items N of Items 
.838 .842 10 

 

Item-Total Statistic 

 
 Scale Mean if 

Item Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Squared 
Multiple 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 

Deleted 
Time 51.97 65.757 .094 .293 .865 
Ease 50.83 57.523 .692 .701 .812 
Instruction 51.27 54.064 .601 .664 .816 
Aids 51.37 49.757 .857 .818 .786 
Affect 51.67 51.264 .721 .685 .802 
Interactive 50.63 59.275 .617 .554 .818 
InterGain 51.10 60.369 .383 .673 .837 
InterEnjoy 51.00 66.069 .114 .613 .858 
Enjoy 50.73 58.340 .551 .564 .822 
Value 51.23 53.495 .835 .762 .795 
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