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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to
identify secondary occupational foodservice
teachers' characteristics, investigate the
relationships between teacher efficacy and
selected characteristics, and identify
innovative foodservice teaching practices and
teaching problems. A total of 318
foodservice teachers were surveyed, and 264
(83%) usable questionnaires were returned.
Results showed that teacher efficacy of
foodservice teachers was moderately high
(M=4.02 on six-point scale). Teacher
efficacy was significantly and positively
related to: yearsin foodservice industrial
experience, number and type of foodservice
certifications, participation in foodservice
associ ations, foodservice image attitudes,
number and type of teaching strategies, age,
and location of school. Cooking
competition and multimedia teaching were
perceived as successful teaching practices.
Teaching problems were motivation of
students and the number of studentsin class.
Findings support Bandura's efficacy theory.
Implications include enhancing teachers
teaching ability through pre-service and
in-service education in order to promote
teacher efficacy and student learning
outcomes.
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