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Abstract: The purpose of the study is to assess campus dining sustainability from the college students’
perspective. A total of 394 responses were analyzed by the importance-performance analysis (IPA) to
determine the difference between college students’ importance ratings for and perceived sustainability
performance of sustainable practices in campus dining operations. The locus for focus model was
applied to demonstrate the priority of the sustainable practices. The results indicate that there is a
gap between students’ expectation and university dining services’ performance regarding sustainable
practices. The findings suggest that university administrators and operators need to focus on reducing
food waste and on food donation so that they can meet the customers’ green values and expectation.

Keywords: Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA); sustainability; campus dining service; locus for
focus model

1. Introduction

Recently, sustainability has become one of the top priorities in the foodservice industry
due to its hazardous impact on the environment, including such things as excessive energy
and water consumption, massive food waste, and greenhouse gas emissions [1,2]. Prior
studies showed that restaurant customers are willing to pay more to have food at a green
restaurant, and this tendency is significantly higher among young consumers under 35 years
old than among older consumers in the 40-or-older range [3]. Additionally, DiPietro
et al. [4] found that customers of upscale restaurants prefer visiting restaurants that use
locally sourced products, have environmental records, and recycle. Such an increase in
consumer demand for sustainable operations in foodservices has accelerated the adoption
of sustainable and green practices in this field [3,5] and restaurants’ efforts to create a green
brand image [6]. Examples of their sustainability efforts include reducing the use of disposable
tableware and increasing menus with organic and locally sourced ingredients [7,8].

This trend has become prevalent not only in the foodservice and restaurant industry [7,8]
but also in the management of campus dining facilities in higher education [4,9]. For
example, Yale University was one of the first higher-education institutions that started
sustainable dining initiatives by providing seasonal and locally grown food in the campus
dining menu [5]. In addition, Harvard University dining services have donated uneaten
food and ingredients to local shelters and food banks in local community, which has
helped to reduce campus food waste and food insecurity [10]. The sustainable initiatives in
the higher education institutions provide various educational opportunities for students
to participate in sustainable consumption [11]. As higher education is responsible for
preparing future leaders in our society who can explain sustainable management practices
to interested parties and decision-makers [12], campus policies and campaigns should
reflect and implement the values of sustainability.

Sustainability 2023, 15, 2134. https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032134 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032134
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032134
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5673-2791
https://doi.org/10.3390/su15032134
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/su15032134?type=check_update&version=1


Sustainability 2023, 15, 2134 2 of 11

Despite the importance of an educational aspect of sustainable practices in higher
education, a limited number of studies explored students’ experience of sustainable and
green practices in campus dining services, even though students are the primary customers
of the service. While prior research focused heavily on administrators’ intention to adopt
sustainable practices [9,12,13], this study aims to fill this gap by examining the college
students’ perception and evaluations of green practices in the university dining service.
Additionally, this study examined gender differences in perception of sustainable practices
in campus dining services. We conducted an importance-performance analysis (IPA) to
identify gaps between students’ importance ratings for the sustainability factors they
consider in consumption of campus dining services and perceived green operations in
campus dining services [14]. We also conducted the locus for focus model [15] to validate
the results of IPA matrices by presenting the priority in the sustainable practices. Our
findings offer campus foodservice managers insightful resources by demonstrating how
college students perceive and evaluate sustainable green practices.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Sustainable and Green Practices in Campus Dining Service

The scope of sustainable practices has not been clearly defined in the food indus-
try but has gradually expanded and evolved. The term sustainability has been used
interchangeably with green, environmentally friendly, environmentally responsible, or
socially responsible in the foodservice literature. In general, scholars have conceptualized
sustainability in foodservice in terms of health, environment, and social impacts [8,16].
Health-related practices include serving healthy, organic, local, and nutritionally balanced
food; environment-related practices include recycling, energy conservation, and pollution
reduction; and social impact-related practices include community involvement and fair
human resource practices [1,17]. Similarly, the Green Restaurant Association proposed
eight standards for green restaurants: (a) water efficiency, (b) waste reduction and recycling,
(c) sustainable food, (d) sustainable, durable goods and building materials, (e) energy, (f)
reusable and environmentally preferable disposals, (g) chemical and pollution reduction,
and (h) transparency and education [18].

An increasing number of universities and colleges in the United States have imple-
mented sustainable programs and practices in their campus dining facilities and opera-
tions [9,19] to protect the environment, support the local community, and educate students
to be good environmental stewards [9]. Sustainability in the foodservice industry involves
a wide range of issues, such as energy conservation, organic/local food, fair trade, com-
positing/recycling, employee education [7,9,18,20], and animal welfare [21]. However,
limited sustainable practices have been explored in the context of campus dining services.
Therefore, there is a need for expanding the scope of sustainability practices in campus
dining services.

2.2. Gender Difference in Sustainable Consumption

Individuals’ decisions to engage in sustainable consumption are influenced by per-
sonal factors such as gender [22], age [23], personal interest [24], moral values [25], and
moral engagement tendency [20]. Gender has an especially important impact on how
people think and behave [26]. Because of biological differences and different social experi-
ences, men and women in general tend to demonstrate different attitudes, behaviors, and
values [26]. For example, women tend to attach more importance to self-transcendence
values and being more concerned about social justice and environmental protection. Pan-
zone, Hilton, Sale, and Cohen [27] highlighted that women express higher explicit pro-
environmental attitudes than men when they shop.

In a study that identified sustainable food consumer segments based on personality
characteristics (socio-demographic variables), food-related lifestyles, and behaviors, Verain
et al. [28] suggested that future studies should consider personal variables, such as age,
gender, knowledge, and interest, to fully understand consumers’ perception and behav-
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ior towards sustainability. Gender has a significant effect on sustainable dining-related
attitudes and behaviors, which this study particularly focuses on. For instance, DiPietro
et al. [4] found that female consumers have a higher intention to visit environmentally
friendly restaurants than do male consumers. Females are more likely to purchase sus-
tainable products because they hold stronger attitudes toward environmental issues [29].
Studies also found that women are generally more willing to purchase [30,31] and pay more
for sustainable products [31] compared to their counterparts. This is because women tend
to consider the impacts of their consumption on others more carefully than do men [22].
In contrast, men tend to have wasteful habits of consumption, which suggests they are
less concerned about environmental scarcity for future generations than are female partici-
pants [32]. Thus, we propose that there are differences between the genders in customers’
perceptions of sustainable practices in the campus dining service.

2.3. Importance-Performance Analysis in Sustainability Management Literature

The importance-performance analysis (IPA) has been used to identify gaps between
stakeholders’ perceived importance or expectation of a specific attribute and the actual
performance or satisfaction of a firm or organization on managing that attribute [14]. In
other words, the importance scale measures to which extent a participant perceives the
item is important whereas the performance scale measures to which extent the participant
evaluates the item is actually practiced. IPA enables scholars and practitioners to visually
identify which product or service attributes an institution needs to focus on in order to
increase customer satisfaction [33]. As presented in Figure 1, the X-axis indicates the
perception of performance scores, and the Y-axis indicates the perceived importance scores
in the results of IPA. The four quadrants and their origin (central point) were constructed
based on the overall mean scores of the importance and performance ratings. The distance
between the overall means of the importance and performance ratings and the means of
each of the items provided the grid cross-hair points on which the four quadrants were
identified and the attributes classified. Figure 1 illustrates the position of the items in the
four quadrants, respectively.
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Quadrant 1 (Keep up the Good Work) indicates high levels of importance and perfor-
mance, and it suggests where a company must continue to perform well as those attributes
are considered important by the customers. Quadrant 2 (Concentrate Here) indicates a
high level of importance but a low level of performance. This is an area that requires the
most attention and efforts from a company to meet the high level of customers’ expecta-
tion. Quadrant 3 (Low Priority) indicates low levels of both importance and performance.
Attributes in this area are considered as low importance and not performed well by a



Sustainability 2023, 15, 2134 4 of 11

company, suggesting that limited attention is needed for these attributes. Quadrant 4
(Possible Overkill) represents a low level in importance but a high level in performance.
Attributes in this area are suggested to reduce efforts by a company. After the attributes are
visually displayed, managers and practitioners can then appropriate resources to adjust
accordingly between importance and performance [14].

Few studies in the sustainable management literature employed the IPA approach to
distinguish discrepancies between what stakeholders’ think is an important component of
sustainable practices in the foodservice operations and their actual performance of how
well the issue is being managed [13,34]. Atzori et al. [34] examined the gap between the
importance and performance of the sustainable practices of the coffee chain Starbucks
with Generation Y consumers. The study tested 14 attributes of sustainable practices
and found that composting and food waste management practices were a low priority
area for them. Recently, Lee and colleagues [13] investigated the importance and actual
performance of green practices from the university-operated restaurants’ perspective. This
empirical research identified 32 green restaurant attributes (in seven categories) and found
that, overall, the educational restaurant dining services are participating at a high level in
sustainable practices. Attributes related to energy conservation–electricity–kitchen were
perceived to be the most important by operators while attributes in the group of energy
conservation–water–dining and common area were perceived to be the least important. On
the other hand, green attributes in the category of pollution prevention performed the best.

Despite the advantage of IPA that simultaneously analyzes the customers’ judgment
of importance and perception of performance, scholars suggested that the additional
analyses enhance the validity of IPA [35–37]. Thus, this study additionally performs the
locus for focus model [15] to enhance the understanding of IPA results and present a
reference point for the order of priority. In addition to using IPA, scholars in the education
discipline have recently been paying attention to use of the locus for focus model [15]
as an advanced educational needs analysis method [36,37]. Mink et al. [15] developed a
new goal assessment instrument for organizations because the existing assessment model
did not provide clarifications in determining most necessary goals for the current stage
of organizations. Therefore, their model aimed to revise an organization’s target goals by
comparing between should be and is ratings. The locus for focus matrix was dissected
at the mean point on each axis (should be and is ratings), resulting in the formation
of four quadrants. According to Mink et al. [15], Quadrant 1 (high discrepancy/high
importance) implies that the goals in this area should be the organization’s revised target
goals, Quadrant 2 (low discrepancy/low importance) shows a general satisfactory situation
with the relevant goal items, Quadrant 3 (low discrepancy/low importance) presents less
consequential goals that may be safely ignored between the required and the present
goal level, and Quadrant 4 (high discrepancy/low importance) indicates that its items of
goals may eventually require attention because high discrepancy exists while their low
should be ratings. In summary, this study applies IPA to demonstrate the gap between
the college students’ perception of importance and performance regarding campus dining
sustainability and the locus for focus model to clarify the determination of the priority of
items’ needs.

3. Methods
3.1. Data Collection and Survey Design

The target sample of this study was college students, which is the primary customer
group of campus dining services. The survey was administered to college students at a
large southeastern university in the United States. The self-administered questionnaires
were distributed to undergraduate and graduate students in eight dining halls over three
weeks, from 9 September 2019 to 30 September 2019. Participants were asked to voluntarily
fill out a survey and return it directly to the survey administrators on site. In the question-
naire, the questions about importance were asked before and separately from those about
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performance. Out of the 487 surveys distributed, 423 questionnaires were returned. After
removing 29 incomplete responses, a total of 394 usable responses were analyzed.

Table 1 presents 17 sustainable practices included in the questionnaire for importance
ratings and performance assessment. These items were developed through the literature
review of sustainable practices in restaurants and campus dining services [4,9,34] and
in a report of the Green Restaurant Association [18]. In order to properly reflect the
sustainable practices implemented in a campus dining service, researchers checked the
university dining website for sustainability [38], so that respondents can evaluate the
attributes as accurately as possible. The developed sustainable practices were reviewed by
two hospitality professors and one restaurant manager in the university dining service. All
of the seventeen items were identified as being appropriate.

Table 1. Summary of importance and performance scores of sustainable practices.

No. Item Importance
(Mean ± SD)

Performance
(Mean ± SD) t-Value

1 Use of local food 3.52 ± 1.13 2.95 ± 1.08 7.696 ***
2 Use of recycling bins 3.94 ± 1.05 3.66 ± 1.01 4.129 ***
3 Composting project 3.77 ± 1.13 3.29 ± 1.02 6.846 ***

4 Reducing disposal product (e.g., mug
project) 3.83 ± 1.08 3.41 ± 1.07 5.880 ***

5 Trayless dining program 3.68 ± 1.11 3.45 ± 1.03 3.215 **
6 Food donation 4.11 ± 0.96 3.78 ± 1.12 13.091 ***
7 Use of reusable dishware 3.78 ± 1.12 3.34 ± 1.24 5.556 ***
8 Elimination of the use of Styrofoam 3.72 ± 1.23 3.38 ± 1.16 4.178 ***
9 Recycling used fryer oil 3.42 ± 1.23 3.21 ± 0.97 3.151 ***

10 Use of reusable condiment containers 3.49 ± 1.21 3.31 ± 1.10 2.532 **
11 Efficient water usage program 3.83 ± 1.10 3.43 ± 0.92 6.149 ***
12 Offering free, filtered water stations 4.27 ± 0.95 3.85 ± 1.02 6.968 ***
13 Use of recycled-content 3.80 ± 1.10 3.44 ± 0.95 5.307 ***
14 Use of Energy-conserving light bulbs 3.67 ± 1.14 3.41 ± 0.92 4.028 ***

15 Training employees on energy and
water conservation 3.69 ± 1.12 3.24 ± 1.00 6.546 ***

16 Use fair trade coffee 3.42 ± 1.24 3.30 ± 1.06 1.445
17 Use of bleach free, recycled napkins 3.58 ± 1.24 3.55 ± 1.00 0.439

*** ρ < 0.001, ** ρ < 0.01.

Respondents’ importance ratings and performance assessment for each item were
measured on five-point Likert-type scales, ranging from 1 (very unimportant/strongly
dissatisfied) to 5 (very important/strongly satisfied). The survey also included questions
for demographic information, such as age, gender, ethnicity, and student classification.

3.2. Data Analysis

We conducted descriptive statistics to identify sample characteristics, a paired sample
t-test and IPA to examine differences between students’ importance ratings and perceived
performance of sustainable dining practice in campus dining services, and multivariate
analyses of variance (MANOVA) to examine the effects of gender. Additionally, we per-
formed the locus for focus model [15] to validate the IPA results by comparing between
should be and is ratings [36,37].

4. Results
4.1. Sample Characteristics

The sample consisted of 35% male and 65% female; 87.8% Caucasian, 3.3% African
American, 3.6% Hispanic, 4.6% Asian, and 0.8% other; 22.6% freshmen, 28.4% sophomores,
23.4% juniors, 22.6% seniors, and 3.0% graduate students. The mean age of the sample was
20.23 years old, ranging from 18 to 24.
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4.2. Evaluation of Campus Dining Sustainability

The construct validity of the instrument was evaluated following the guidelines
provided by Cohen et al. [39]. Discriminant validity was established, as the correlation
coefficients between the items were below the threshold of 0.7 [40]. A paired t-test was used
to verify the differences between the levels of importance and performance regarding the
sustainable practices in university dining service. The results showed statistical differences
between the levels of importance and performance at a significance level of ρ < 0.01 (Table 1).
As shown in Table 1, the level of importance was revealed to be higher than that of the
performance in all items except the use of fair-trade coffee (item 16) and bleach-free and
recycled napkins (item 17). The mean values of importance and performance regarding the
17 items of sustainable practices were measured to be 3.74 and 3.37, respectively. This result
demonstrated that the students considered the university dining’s sustainable practices to
be important yet implemented a relatively low level of performance.

4.2.1. Results of Importance-Performance Analysis

The mean values of importance and performance were used to construct the IPA
matrix. In Figure 1. Quadrant 1 shows items with high ratings of both importance and
performance. The results of IPA analysis indicated that items 2 (recycling bins), 4 (reducing
disposal product), 11 (efficient water usage), 12 (free, filtered water), and 13 (using recycled-
content office and copy paper) belong to this group. Quadrant 2 shows items with high
ratings of importance but low ratings of perceived performance. The items that belong
to this quadrant include 3 (compositing project), 6 (donating leftover food), 7 (reusable
dishware) and 8 (eliminating Styrofoam). Quadrant 3 is comprised of items with low
ratings of both importance and performance, which include items 1 (local food), 9 (fryer
oil recycling), 10 (reusable condiment containers), 15 (training employees), and 16 (fair
trade coffee). Quadrant 4 shows items with low ratings of importance but high ratings of
of perceived performance, which include items 5 (trayless dining program), 14 (energy-
conserving light bulbs), and 17 (recycled napkins). In sum, the students perceived that
some important practices such as recycling bins, reducing disposal product, and water
usage were well-performed, while other important practices such as compositing project,
donating leftover food, and reusable dishware were not sufficiently implemented.

4.2.2. Results of the Locus for Focus Model

The results of IPA analysis showed that several items were closely positioned to the
cross-hairs in IPA matrices. Thus, we conducted additional analyses to validate the results
of IPA. The locus for focus model was tested to clarify the determination of the priority of
items’ needs. As shown in Figure 2, Quadrant 1 shows items high in perceived importance
and a level of needs, which includes items 3 (compositing project), 4 (reducing disposal
product), 6 (fryer oil recycling), 7 (reusable dishware), 11 (efficient water usage), and 12 (free,
filtered water). This finding suggest that these items are the priority practices that should
be considered first for maintenance and/or improvement. Further, our finding suggests
Quadrant 4 as the second priority group that should be considered for maintenance and/or
improvement. This includes items 2 (recycling bins) and 13 (using recycled-content office
and copy paper). In sum, the results indicated that college students were most concerned
about recycling various products and water usage.

Taken together, the results of the IPA and Locus for Focus model revealed that college
students view the implementation of sustainable practices, such as composting (Item
3), recycling used fryer oil (Item 6), and using reusable dishware (Item 7), as the most
important and pressing areas for improvement on their campus.
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4.2.3. Gender Differences in Campus Dining Sustainable Practices

We conducted a series of MANOVA to examine the effect of gender on the evaluation of
sustainable practices (Table 2). The results showed a significant difference in the importance
rating between male and female students (Pillai’s Trace = 0.135, F = 1.595, p = 0.018; Wilks’
Λ = 0.869, F = 1.604, p = 0.017; Hotelling’s Trace = 0.147, F = 1.614, p = 0.016). Overall, female
students rated the importance of sustainable dining practice higher than did male students.
The results of a Tukey HSD post hoc test revealed that female students’ importance ratings
for items 2, 4, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 were significantly higher than male students’
ratings. However, no significant gender difference was found in students’ assessment of
sustainable practices in campus dining services (Pillai’s Trace = 0.093, F = 1.075, p = 0.355;
Wilks’ Λ = 0.909, F = 1.073, p = 0.359; Hotelling’s Trace = 0.097, F = 1.070, p = 0.363).

Table 2. Results of MANOVAs by Gender.

Item
Gender

Male (n = 134) Female (n = 256) Significance (ρ-value)
I P I P I a P b

1. Use of local food 3.36 3.14 3.59 2.85 0.064 0.037 *
2. Use of recycling bins 3.62 3.69 4.09 3.65 0.000 *** 0.753
3. Composting project 3.62 3.45 3.84 3.21 0.084 0.077
4. Reducing disposal product 3.62 3.46 3.93 3.39 0.010 * 0.377
5. Trayless dining program 3.54 3.63 3.75 3.37 0.188 0.055
6. Food donation 3.90 3.29 4.23 3.02 0.005 ** 0.065
7. Use of reusable dishware 3.72 3.43 3.80 3.31 0.340 0.148
8. Elimination of the use of Styrofoam 3.55 3.53 3.79 3.32 0.081 0.036 *
9. Recycling used fryer oil 3.25 3.36 3.50 3.13 0.105 0.078
10. Use of reusable condiment containers 3.39 3.41 3.54 3.27 0.341 0.168
11. Efficient water usage program 3.62 3.55 3.94 3.36 0.019 * 0.144
12. Offering free, filtered water stations 4.05 3.87 4.38 3.83 0.004 ** 0.413
13. Use of recycled-content 3.54 3.58 3.93 3.37 0.002 ** 0.115
14. Use of energy-conserving light bulbs 3.40 3.51 3.80 3.35 0.003 ** 0.217
15. Training employees on energy and water
conservation 3.40 3.42 3.82 3.29 0.000 *** 0.037 *

16. Use fair trade coffee 3.18 3.34 3.52 3.29 0.003 ** 0.913
17. Use of bleach-free, recycled napkins 3.34 3.62 3.70 3.52 0.025 * 0.524

I = Mean of Perceived Importance, P = Mean of Perceived Performance. a Perceived Importance by Gender
(Pillai’s Trace = 0.135, F = 1.595, p = 0.018; Wilks’ Λ = 0.869, F = 1.604, p = 0.017; Hotelling’s Trace = 0.147,
F = 1.614, p = 0.016), b Perceived Performance by Gender (Pillai’s Trace = 0.093, F = 1.075, p = 0.355; Wilks’ Λ = 0.909,
F = 1.073, p = 0.359; Hotelling’s Trace = 0.097, F = 1.070, p = 0.363). *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05

5. Discussion and Implications

This study investigated sustainable practices in campus dining services from the
perspective of college students. This study determined the gap between the college students’
perception of importance and performance regarding campus dining sustainability. The
overall performance levels of sustainable practices in campus dining were lower than the
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importance level assessed by the students. This finding is consistent with the previous
study that young consumers evaluated the level of actual performance at Starbucks as lower
than their expectation [34]. The university restaurant managers/operators also concluded
that the current campus dining’s sustainable practices should be improved [13]. The result
implies that the primary customer in campus dining, students, believe that campus dining
could do more to plan and implement sustainable practices. Given that the study of Monroe
et al. [41] indicates that a sustainable food environment in university dining can increase
awareness of sustainability and sustainable food choices, campus dining sustainability
is an important driver to motive university students to adopt sustainable behaviors and
consumption. Therefore, this study supports that current campus dining should implement
sustainable practices to motivate students to play a role in a sustainable food system.

The results of IPA and the locus for focus model identified well-performed areas, areas
in need, and some areas that were not necessary to be concerned about from students’
perspective. Our findings demonstrated that a composting project, reducing disposal
products, fryer oil recycling, and efficient and safe water usage should be first and urgently
improved as students identified these items to be important sustainable practices but
their assessment of these practices was low. The finding of this study also suggests that
students consider recycling practices to be important in the dining service area on campus,
such as using recycling bins and recycled office supplies. Further, the findings of this
study revealed that food donation and food waste management are highly considered
as green practices among college students but assessed poorly in actual practices. This
finding is consistent with those of other investigators [9] suggesting that food composting
and sharing unserved food with those in need were the least frequently implemented
green practices in college dining services. Hence, our findings suggest that universities
should make tangible efforts to reduce food waste and develop programs that facilitate food
donation to meet student customers’ green values. Additionally, our findings demonstrated
the significant gender effect on sustainable consumption and behaviors among college
students [22]. Regarding gender differences, the findings of this study found that female
students are more aware than male students of the importance of dining sustainability,
whereas both genders recognized that the overall performance of green practices in campus
dining do not meet their expectations. Female students are more aware of the importance
of energy and resources savings, recycling, and fair trade compared to their counterparts.
This result supports previous findings that women are more aware of environmentally
friendly consumption and are more interested in environmental issues [4,27,30].

From a theoretical perspective, the findings of this study add substantial knowledge of
campus dining sustainability to the existing literature [9,13]. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first study that implemented the locus for focus model to supplement IPA in the
sustainability management context. Being applied intensely in the field of education to
identify changes in the education demand analyses [35,42], the locus for focus model added
rigor of analysis in this study. Employing IPA and the locus for focus model, we tested a gap
between college students’ perception of important green practices and actual performance
in campus dining services. The results of two analyses clearly showed which sustainable
practices of campus dining should be prioritized from the students’ perspective. Hence,
the findings of this study demonstrate the effectiveness of the new method in this field.

Our findings provide campus dining administrators with meaningful implications.
As the number of college and university students is projected to increase from an estimated
14.6 million in 2018 to 14.9 million by the year 2029 [43], a high demand for campus
dining service is expected. Given the steady growth of the number of college students,
campus dining sustainability is expected to play a critical role in educating the future
leaders for environmental protection. Because college-aged people are the largest and
most environmentally conscious consumer group in the United States [44], it is crucial to
understand their priorities in sustainable and green practices and their assessment of how
well those practices are implemented by campus dining services.
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To this end, campus dining administrators and managers should understand how
their customers perceive and evaluate the current sustainable practices as the majority
of young consumers in food retailing prefer sustainably conscious consumption [44]. By
identifying which sustainable practices were ranked high or low by this young generation,
they should consider the customers’ interests when they design and plan sustainable
programs. For instance, university dining could put more effort into reducing food waste
and sharing unserved food in order to meet customers’ green values. The overall findings
of this study suggest that administrators should focus more on implementing composting
projects, reducing disposal products, using reusable dishware, and developing an efficient
water usage program as well as providing safe water. The practitioners also note that both
gender groups’ evaluations of sustainable dining practices were lower than their perceived
importance on those matters, which clearly indicates that their green practices have much
room for improvement. Applying the finding that female students’ awareness of dining
sustainability is higher than male students, campus dining operators may easily gather
more sensible opinions from female students so as to improve their sustainable dining
service.

6. Limitations and Future Study

Although this research filled the gap in campus dining sustainability research, the
findings and implications of exploratory research may be limited because of the sample.
Data for this study was collected from one university in the southeastern United States.
The results, therefore, may not be applicable to be generalized across all university dining
services in the United States. It is strongly recommended that future research expand
the sample by adding university dining programs from both across and outside of the
United States. The effect of gender in sustainable consumption may be different among
ethnic, cultural, or religious groups. For example, Mostafa [45] found that male participants
had more positive attitudes towards environmental issues and sustainable consumption
compared to female participants in Egypt. Furthermore, to better explain sustainable
food consumption, this empirical study should be extended by measuring personal health
concerns [46] and motives for environmental protection [47]. Notwithstanding these limita-
tions, we believe that this study helps show current sustainable practices in campus dining
services from the perspective of college students. The findings of the IPA and locus for
focus model indicate that college students place a strong emphasis on sustainable practices
such as composting, recycling used fryer oil, and using reusable dishware. They considered
these practices to be the most important and most urgently in need of improvement for
promoting environmental sustainability on their campus.
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