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Abstract: The COVID-19 outbreak has forced customers to shift their food habits to more locally
grown products. Therefore, restaurants have begun to provide local food, which is reflected in
“farm to fork” or “locally-sourced” or “farm to table” restaurants. Thus, purchasing sustainable
food, specifically local food products, has become one of the most salient sustainability practices
in restaurants. Therefore, this study seeks to further explore the influences of the Sustainable
Local Food Supply Chain (SLFSC) of green fine-dining restaurants on tourist food experiences and
destination branding in the USA. Data were analyzed using the partial least square (PLS) technique of
a sample of 232 respondents. The findings of this study showed positive impacts of all sustainability
dimensions on most consumption values of tourists (i.e., emotional, epistemic, health, taste/quality,
etc.). The findings indicated that each sustainability dimension and overall sustainability of the
local food supply chain had strong positive effects on destination branding. Finally, tourist food
experiences in totality mediated the relationship between the overall Sustainable Local Food Supply
Chain and destination branding. This study contributes to the existing literature by developing and
validating a scale to measure the sustainability practices of local food supply chains in restaurants
to fill this gap in the literature. Additionally, the findings have intimate important theoretical and
practical implications.

Keywords: local food; sustainability; food supply chain; sustainable local food; consumption value;
tourist experiences; destination branding; USA

1. Introduction

The Covid-19 outbreak has affected every industry and everyone who lives and works
all over the world. Globally, 70 % of hotel staff has been laid off or furloughed due to
the very low occupancy rate, eight in 10 rooms remain vacant [1]. In 2020, 197.5 million
job losses in the Travel & Tourism industry achieving a loss of $5543 billion [2]. Similarly,
the National Restaurant Association (NRA) reported that 11 percent of the US restaurants
were closed, and the financial loss reached $240 billion [3].The restaurant industry has
lost almost three times more jobs than any other industry. However, the bad effects of the
COVID-9 outbreak, restaurants were known for surviving on tight margins, trying to make
do with limited take-out and home delivery. Recently, most of the governments in different
countries published guidelines for restaurants to re-open their dining rooms partially.
Unfortunately, neither appears to be enough to ensure survival for most restaurants just
staying afloat. In addition, restaurants are facing a pivotal challenge related to the supply
of their operating food materials. For instance, Wendy’s restaurants declared that some of
its traditional burger items are unavailable, about one in five of Wendy’s restaurants are
out of beef, because of beef supply shortage [4]. Consequently, sourcing local food products
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in restaurants makes perfect business sense during and post the COVID-19 pandemic to
decrease the pressure of international food supply chain (FSC) shocks.

Undoubtedly, the COVID-19 outbreak has forced customers to change many of their
food habits and consumption values. For example, customers start shifting their food tastes
to more locally grown products to reduce the perceived health risk. This was confirmed
by Amy McCann, co-founder of Local Food Marketplace, a farm software company, who
stated that “people feel that foods that have been produced at their local farm are less
prone to viral spread” [5]. Additionally, Bryła [6] argued that farmers’ markets have
the potential to encourage the sustainable production and consumption of agricultural
products. Considering customers’ awareness of the items they consume, including food
origin [7], pursuing natural, organic, sustainable, locally produced foods are of paramount
importance [8]. This increased awareness has led to increasing interest in local foods for
restaurant customers [8,9]. For instance, the NRA’s survey reported that around 70% of the
respondents were willing to eat in locally sourced restaurants over those not locally sourced,
and about 65% of the respondents requested more salubrious items in the restaurants [3],
which ranked locally sourced foods to be a top culinary trend over the past five years [8,9].
Thus, estimates of local food sales, in the United States, jumped to $20 billion in 2019 [10].

Typically, restaurant patrons prefer local foods due to its benefits which include:
healthy food, a better environment, and greater social justice [11,12]. Other benefits include
freshness, short transport, and security [13]; delicious taste and a better understanding
of the FSC [9]. Consequently, many restaurant operators across the world are already
improvising to adapt to the new reality through adjusting their menus to include local
ingredients, which will endure far beyond the current COVID-19 crisis [14]. Additionally,
restaurants have started featuring local food ingredients, mirrored by “Farm-to-fork” or
“Locally sourced” or “Farm-to-table” restaurants [15]. Providentially, restaurants that
featured local ingredients or sustainable local foods, are at least going to weather the storm
of the COVID-19 pandemic a little bit and could achieve a speedy recovery from the current
crisis and competitive edge. This is confirmed by the NRA report which stated that “local
sourcing, healthy options, and eco-friendly food are increasingly important to consumers, . . . . the
availability of these options factors directly into customers’ choice of a restaurant” [3].

Since the sustainability practices are considered determinants of customer loyalty,
their willingness to pay a premium, decision-making process [16], and repeating visits [17],
sustainable food purchasing, specifically local food products, has become one of the most
salient sustainability practices in the restaurants [9,15]. However, local foods were usually
linked to sustainable and healthy production and consumption patterns [18], the linkage
between local food and sustainability remains discordant [19]. Consumption of local
foods or locally growing doesn’t guarantee the ecological sustainability of the agricultural
systems in terms of chemical, energy, and water-intensive farming activities [19,20]. For
instance, ref. [21] argued that the distance traveled by food is a weak measure of food
production’s environmental effects. While McWilliams [22] acknowledged that the methods
utilized to produce local foods and their effects on the ecosystem and biodiversity are
unknown. Consequently, the more industrial farming methods are used by local farmers,
which include widespread use of agrochemicals, and pesticides, the more negative impacts
on the environment, biodiversity, local agricultural workers, and the local community will
be found [23].

Recently, the US local food associations are working to promote the consumption
movement of locally produced foods and to support sustainable food production meth-
ods to conserve both the local and global environments. Thus, organic local food is an
alternative solution to combine and achieve local food and local economic, social, and
environmental benefits [23]. Similarly, organic menus were found to positively affect
corporate social responsibility perceptions [24]. Accordingly, this study adopts the term
Sustainable Local Food (SLF) to refer to the benefits of both local food and sustainability.
This study argues that SLF is an alternative and innovative way of integrating local food
with economic, social, and environmental benefits in the hospitality and food industry.
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Ethics, environment, social responsibility, and sustainability are motives to residents
to consume local foods. In the same manner, the discovery and consumption of local
foods and beverages have been given increasing attention by tourists, which made food
an essential pillar of the tourist experience, providing various sources of special meaning
and pleasure. Certain travelers and tourists determine their destination according to the
gastronomy menus [25]. However, although the sustainability of local food has been under
scrutiny [7], restaurant customers are increasingly searching for local food experiences
and are tended to pay a premium for positive experiences [26]. Moreover, local food
would enhance the destination image and optimize its attractiveness because it serves as a
symbolic brand at the destination [27].

Despite the active study of tourism local food, many questions associated with tourist’s
local food consumption and experiences remain unsolved [28]. Therefore, this study seeks
to further explore the influences of the Sustainable Local Food Supply Chain (SLFSC) of
green fine-dining restaurants on tourist food experiences and destination branding as
shown in Figure 1. Hence, the following research questions guide this study:

Figure 1. The proposed framework of the study.

Research question one: To what extent do green fine-dining restaurants adopt sustainable local
food supply (SLFS) practices in their food supply chain management?

Research question two: To what extent does each dimension of sustainable local food supply
(SLFS) practices (i.e., environmental, social, and economic) affect tourist food experiences and
destination branding?

Research question three: To what extent does the overall sustainability of local food supply chain
affect tourists’ overall food experiences and destination branding?

Research question four: To what extent do tourists’ overall food experiences influence destination
branding?

Research question five: To what extent do tourists’ overall food experiences mediate the influence
of the overall sustainability of local food supply chain (SLFS) on destination branding?
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2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Local Food in the Restaurant Food Supply Chain

The locality of foods is a concern of residents and travelers who are showing an
increased interest in locally grown/produced foodstuffs [12]. The concept of purchasing
locally sourced or produced foods in the US was introduced in the 1930s, mirrored by
branding programs such as “State grown”, “locally grown”, “Pride of New York”, “Pick
Tennessee Products”, and “Ohio Proud”. Such programs now exist in most US states [29].
In 2005, in San Francisco, California, the website Locavores.com has been launched by a
group of “foodies” who called “localvores” or “locavores” to support consuming local food.
In 2009, North Carolina launched the “10% North Carolina” campaign, which aims to
stimulate local economic development by creating jobs and promoting demand for state
products. More than 4 600 people and 543 companies, including 76 restaurants, registered to
support the event through the following website: http://www.nc10percent.com (accessed
on 12 June 2020). They pledged to spend 10% of their food budget on local food supplies.
As a result of this campaign, more than 14 million U.S. dollars were used to purchase
locally grown agricultural products [23]. However, given the excessive literature of local
food importance in various disciplines, there are two challenges: first, the notion of “local
food” is still ill-defined, and second, there is no standardized method to measure the effects
of local foods on the sustainability of FSC [11,29].

Considering customers’ awareness of food origin, inputs within production, labor
standards implemented, treatment of animals, and effects of food production on the en-
vironment [7], pursuing natural, organic, and locally produced foods is of paramount
importance [8]. This escalating customer’s awareness has led to an increasing interest in
local food consumption in restaurants [8,9,12], accompanied by customer’s willingness to
pay a premium for local foods, up to 4–5% more [30], to compensate social and environ-
mental costs of production, processing, and distribution of local foods [31]. Further, the
consumption of local food has projected CAD 11 billion in 2012 [32].

Conventional food actors, i.e., food stores, restaurants, hotels, etc., have started to
adopt techniques that encompass local food demand due to the strong appeal of local
foods among patrons from tourists [11,31]. Meeting this demand by food actors, therefore,
becomes a factor contributing to demand attraction. Evidence from the field study is
that family, casual, and fine-dining restaurants shop around for, other food suppliers, local
suppliers, by 58%, 60%, and 74%, besides, 46%, 45%, and 51% of the purchased food
products were from local suppliers respectively [3].

In Switzerland, the study of DiPietro et al. [33] found that more than 67% of respon-
dents preferred locally sourced products in restaurants and around 71% of the respondents
were intending to re-visit the locally-sourced restaurants. This is confirmed by the NRA
report which stated that “local sourcing, healthy options, and eco-friendly food are increas-
ingly important to consumers, and a majority of them say the availability of these options
factors directly into their choice of a restaurant” [3]. Given the fact that restaurants are
customer-oriented and highly sensitive to their preferences, restaurants have increased
their local food suppliers to purchase locally grown and produced foods [34]; to feature
local food ingredients [15]; and to gain more profits [30]. Thus, a locally-sourced restaurant
could be defined as any restaurant that procures food primarily or exclusively from local
producers [15] and/or local markets or suppliers [34].

However, the documented benefits of sourcing local foods within the FSC in the
hospitality industry establishments such as the possibility of purchasing smaller quantities,
fresher and safer foods, high customer satisfaction, good public relations, support to
the local economy, and knowledge of product sources and production methods [32,35],
obstacles were identified. These challenges include inconsistencies in quality, insufficient
availability, and transportation and delivery issues; purchasing, production, and food
prices [30]; low volumes of available local products [36], payment procedure conflicts,
reliable suppliers, lack of knowledge about local sources, inconvenient ordering, limited
quantity and availability, variable cost, service, inadequate distribution systems, and

http://www.nc10percent.com
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additional time to process foods in the operation [34–36]. Moreover, the geographic location
of restaurants determines the availability of and access to local food items required to the
restaurants’ menu [32]. Sharma et al. [35] concluded that, in general, lack of communication
and a weak relationship between local food producers and restaurants are the main barriers
for locally-sourced restaurants.

In conclusion, truly LFSC in foodservice establishments would be considered a con-
tributing factor to these establishments to: attract local food demand, acquire more profits,
and achieve a competitive advantage, market restaurant menu, have a strong relationship
with customers and local producers, suppliers and community, and finally to contribute to
the corporate social responsibility.

2.2. Sustainable Local Food Supply Chain in the Restaurant Industry

Sustainability is defined as a situation in which the needs of the present generation
are met without sacrificing the ability and opportunity of future generations to meet their
needs [37]. The increased interest in sustainability in general, and the food industry in
particular, is due to the increased effects of climate change, water usage, toxic discharges,
environmental change, and food demand of growing consumers [38,39]. For instance,
the generated food waste of the US restaurant sector, about 11.4 million tons annually,
and discarded foods within the FSC generate methane that pollutes the environment and
engenders greenhouse gas emissions [39]. Also, about 15% to 28% of GHG emissions
are generated from the whole FSC. Thus, deeper concerns about the environment and
intentions to pay a premium for green services by consumers were found [40,41].

A sustainable FSC is rooted in the theory of sustainability and supply chain manage-
ment. Sustainable supply chain management is defined as “the management of material and
information flows as well as cooperation among companies along the supply chain while taking goals
from all three dimensions of sustainable development, i.e., economic, environmental and social, and
stakeholder requirements into account” [42]. The main reason for implementing sustainable
initiatives, specifically in the food supply chain management, is that organizations can
generate more business opportunities than their competitors if they can address envi-
ronmental, economic, and social considerations successfully. For instance, sustainability
allows hospitality operators to achieve corporate responsibilities, higher efficiency in FSC
management performance and resources usage, a higher financial performance (i.e., return
on assets and equity) [43]. In this vein, Hanifan et al. [44] confirmed that setting up sustain-
able supply chain management can save costs, identify new income sources, and optimize
brand value. Otherwise, nonfulfillment of the economic, environmental, health, and social
considerations within the worldwide industrial FSC increased local food initiatives in
Europe and North America [20]. Subsequently, more attention to the integration of the
environmental, social, and economic considerations has been paid to the food procurement
by food service operators [45] through procuring locally-sourced food products within the
restaurant FSC [12]. This ranked local foods to be one top visible sustainable practices in
the food service establishments [9]. Typically, local foods have been frequently associated
with sustainable and healthy production and consumption patterns [31].

LFSC products outperformed the global food system in areas of sustainability (e.g.,
territoriality, nutrition, animal welfare, biodiversity) [11], which became a more sustain-
able alternative to global food [46]. Local food is still regarded as potentially enhancing
sustainability in the hospitality and tourism industry [47]. Sustainability dimensions in
the LFSC include information about the environmental (planet), social (human health,
safety, and welfare), and economic (profit) context. Thus, a sustainable food system is “a
collaborative network that integrates several components to enhance a community’s environmental,
economic and social well-being” [48]. Xu and Gursoy [16] revealed that the environmental
context focuses on minimizing the negative environmental impact of FSC operations. The
social dimension, on the other hand, means maximizing the social well-being of employees,
customers, suppliers, and all other supply chain stakeholders affected by the operation
of the supply chain. Finally, the economic dimension maintains long-term benefits while
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minimizing creation and negative environmental and social consequences. Hence, the
characteristics of the LFSC accord with the sustainability dimensions: short distances
between producers and consumers; low external input and organic production methods;
sustainable production, distribution, and consumption [19].

In the same context, previous research in the hospitality industry introduced the
documented benefits of local foods in the restaurant FSC as an indicator of local foods
sustainability. For instance, Björk and Kauppinen-Räisänen [12] stressed that residents
typically turn to the local food due to the social, environmental, and economic responsibility
to optimize local food sustainability by consuming locally grown and produced food.
Also, Pearson et al. [49] argued that local foods shorten the FSC which, in turn, reduces
the energy used or carbon footprints of the entire FSC, in addition to a reduction in
food packaging (environmental dimension). Local food boosted trust and connection
between the LFSC parties, allowing inhabitants of the local community to better integrate
(social dimension). Finally, the earnings from LFSC parties and destination branding
opportunities are reinvested in the local economy, resulting in economic growth (economic
dimension). Consequently, purchasing and consuming local foods was associated with
the environmental sustainability concept through reducing carbon footprint via shorter
transportation distances [8,15,30,50,51]. In Finland, rural consumers believe that local food
is a way to support local production and create economic well-being in a community; For
urban consumers, local food is closely related to animal welfare, the environment and
health. Both rural and urban consumers believe that short transport distances are a reason
for local food preferences [52]. Roy et al. [19] mentioned that local food orientation by
tourists and travelers enhanced local agricultural practices and foodways. Buying local
food has a multiplier impact, benefiting the local economy by supporting and enhancing
destination brands, creating and innovating agricultural diversification, and creating new
export markets [46]; and creating job opportunities for locals [12,30]. The study of Sims [53]
concluded that local food covers everything from concerns about environmental and social
sustainability to consumer demand for safe, unique and traceable food.

2.3. Tourist Food Experiences

Customer experience “originates from a set of interactions between a customer and
a product, a company, or part of its organization, which provoke a reaction” [54]. The
importance of food items to tourist experiences is considered incontestable and widely
acknowledged by scholars [53,55] because tourists have to dine at an outlet during the
journey [56]. Discovery and consumption of local food and beverages are given increasing
attention by tourists, which made food an essential pillar of the tourist experience, pro-
viding various sources of special meaning and pleasure. Moreover, certain travelers and
tourists determine their destination according to the gastronomy menus [25] which affects
the destination economy [27]. Food tourism was defined by Hall and Mitchell [57] as “a
visit to primary and secondary food producers, food festivals, restaurants, and specific
locations for which food tasting and/or experiencing the attributes of a specialist food
production region are the primary motivating factors for travel” (p. 308). As a conse-
quence, previous studies have identified food consumption by tourists as the perceived
benefit or usefulness of consuming local food at a destination [58–61]. However, the ex-
cessive literature on the tourist experience and food experience [25,28,55,62–67], there are
no globally accepted dimensions for food experiences. For instance, Hansen et al. [62]
mentioned that product, interior decoration, contact with staff, contact with customers,
and the occasion are the five key themes that influence the restaurant experience. Also,
Matson-Barkatand Robert-Demontrond [25] explained the customer food experience in
terms of sharing experiences, family togetherness and transmission, cultural guidance, and
customer-to-customer interaction. Additionally, Kim and Eves [63] determined five moti-
vations for tourists to consume local food: excitement, cultural experience, sensory appeal,
interpersonal relationship, and health concern. Thus, we grouped the extant literature of
local food consumption experiences into three research streams. The first stream focuses
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on the motivational dimensions which include, but are not limited to, physical, cultural,
interpersonal, and status and prestige motivators [56,63,68,69]. While, the second stream
focuses on the attributes and benefits of the local food [8,52]. Finally, the third stream
focuses on the attitudes and behaviors of the tourist toward local foods in the hospitality
sector [9,30].

Recently, it was argued that tourist food experiences could be measured in terms of
values [8,27,70]. Values are abstract concepts that are not specific to an object or situation,
and they influence an individual’s selective perception and evaluation [8]. Hauser et al. [70]
stated that values have been linked to specific food choice behaviors such as consumer’s
willingness to purchase organic foods which are determined by the level of the ethical and
moral values of the consumers. Also, personal values (e.g., security, warm relationships
with others, self-fulfillment, a sense of belonging, excitement, etc.) have been addressed to
measure consumers’ local food consumption experiences [8] and consumer perceptions
of food benefits [71]. Accordingly, Choe and Kim [27] introduced seven consumption
values (i.e., emotional, epistemic, health, prestige, taste and quality, price, and interaction
values) based on the consumption value theory to measure tourists’ food experiences. In
so doing, this study will depend on the conceptualized multidimensional model of local
food consumption by Choe and Kim [27] to measure tourist food experiences in green
fine-dining restaurants.

2.4. Destination Branding

Destination image was recognized as “the individual’s mental representation of knowledge,
feelings, and global impressions about a destination” [72]. The formation of a destination image
constitutes the core of branding a destination [73]. This image construction also emerges
from the point of view through destination brand search strategies and actions [74,75].
Barnes et al. [76] defined the destination brand as a complex experiential brand that could
be used as a marketing tool to: represent the potential experience of tourists visiting that
destination [77]; create positive images of tourist attractions; and meet tourists’ needs [26].

To brand a destination, marketers need to choose a cohesive mix of branding elements
to establish a unique destination identity [78]. The gastronomic experience of visitors
constitutes a powerful marker for destination brand image, and it becomes a strategic
interest focus for restaurant industry professionals [59,74,79]. The food at the destination
has a functional and symbolic value for the tourist. It is a source of satisfying hunger
and a way to experience the local gastronomic culture, local gastronomy and activities
related to gastronomic festivals, events, tourism and cooking courses. In the last decades,
the image of the destination food is integrated into one of the various structures of the
destination brand, as a component that adds value to the overall destination image, and
did not explicitly examine it in the context of branding [80]. Recent research studies have
identified food as a core element to brand a destination [73,79,80], as it is perceived as an
intangible cultural heritage inspiring tourists to “purposely travel to a given destination
because of its food image” [80].

Local food is a critical part of location branding and marketing as it connects many
aspects of the destination experience such as locality, gastronomy, culinary, and expe-
riences [81]. The consumption of local foods helps in the creation of “identity”, which
increases the importance of the relationship between food and destination. Thus, con-
sumption of local food was found to have a direct effect on branding a destination [82,83].
Therefore, the quality and uniqueness of local food products help support destination brand
and image [84], and help serve local food as a symbolic brand at the destination [27,84].
Prior research studies showed that ecological elements determine consumer preferences on
foods that are perceived to be more eco-friendly and natural [84,85]. Thus, the importance
of sustainable local food to marketing a destination is paramount. Sustainable local food
seems to play a key role in what has been defined typically as “alternative,” “ethical”
or even “environmental” consumption to optimize destination branding [46]. Thus, the
following hypotheses are proposed:
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Hipothesis 1 (H1). The environmental dimension of sustainable local food supply chain in the
green fine-dining restaurants is positively affecting H1.1. emotional; H1.2. epistemic; H1.3: health;
H1.4. prestige; H1.5. taste/quality; H1.6. price; and H1.7. interaction values of tourists and H1.8.
destination branding.

Hipothesis 2 (H2). The social dimension of sustainable local food supply chain in the green
fine-dining restaurants is positively affecting H2.1. emotional; H2.2. epistemic; H2.3: health;
H2.4. prestige; H2.5. taste/quality; H2.6. price; and H2.7. interaction values of tourists and H2.8.
destination branding.

Hipothesis 3 (H3). The economic dimension of sustainable local food supply chain in the green
fine-dining restaurants is positively affecting H3.1. emotional; H3.2. epistemic; H3.3: health;
H3.4. prestige; H3.5. taste/quality; H3.6. price; and H3.7. interaction values of tourists and H3.8.
destination branding.

Hipothesis 4 (H4). The overall sustainability of sustainable local food supply chain in the green
fine-dining restaurants is positively affecting tourists’ overall food experiences.

Hipothesis 5 (H5). The overall sustainability of local food supply chain in green fine-dining
restaurants is positively affecting the destination branding.

Hipothesis 6 (H6). Tourists’ overall food experiences are positively affecting destination branding.

Hipothesis 7 (H7). Tourists’ overall food experiences mediate the influence of the overall sustain-
ability of local food supply chain on destination branding.

3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Sampling and Data Collection

Respondents were patrons of the green fine-dining restaurants in the USA. All green
fine-dining restaurants certified by the GRA in the USA, representing virtually all states of
the USA (n = 19 restaurants), were considered the sample of the study. In the restaurant
industry, several green certification programs exist such as Green Kitchen Certifications,
Green Seal, and GRA. Among these certification programs, GRA certification was chosen
because its standards (i.e., eight environmental categories) are closely related to green at-
tributes proposed by researchers (e.g., sourced at least three local food items). Additionally,
these restaurants implement sustainability practices identically to add extra value to the
guest experiences by serving a variety of locally sourced meals. Due to the continued
assessment of these green practices by the GRA and the high rating scores, via TripAdvisor,
from customers, these sustainable green practices are not considered greenwashing prac-
tices. Greenwashing is a practice used to make a restaurant appear more environmentally
friendly than it actually is, by spending more money, time, and effort on marketing its
products or services as “green”, rather than actually minimizing its negative impact on the
environment. The information of the green fine-dining restaurants (i.e., names, location,
website information, or direct phone inquiry) were drawn from the website of the Amer-
ican Green Restaurants Association website. The online survey was employed through
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), targeting only 250 patrons of the predetermined
nineteen restaurants in the USA. MTurk is considered fast, low cost, flexible, and more
representative, and it allows researchers to target specific populations [86]. Screening ques-
tions were used to ensure compliance with the study’s requirements, i.e., tourists (internal
or overseas) and ate out over twice in these restaurants within the last three months. The
online survey was available on the MTurk Platform from 24 February to 10 March 2021,
and each participant was compensated with one USD. Of the 250 respondents who filled
the online survey out, only 232 (response rate = 0.928%) were eventually usable. Eighteen
responses, twelve missing data and six bias answers, were excluded. Respondents did not
answer more than eight questions in the same survey, whereas the six bias answers almost
had one choice for all questions. The demographic profile of the participants of the study
is presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Sample characteristics.

Characteristics Frequency Percent

Number of visits to the restaurants

Three visits 33 14.2
Four visits 129 55.6
Five visits 31 13.4
More than five visits 39 16.8

Gender

Female 89 38.4
Male 142 61.2
Prefer Not to Disclose 1 0.4

Marital status
Single 104 44.8
Married 124 53.4
Separated 4 1.7

Age

19–30 Year 131 56.5
31–40 Year 62 26.7
41–50 Year 24 10.3
51–60 Year 11 4.7
Over 60 Year 4 1.7

Education

Less Than High School 1 0.4
High School Graduate 12 5.2
Some College 28 12.1
Two Years Degree 16 6.9
Bachelor 112 48.3
Professional Degree 19 8.2
Master Degree 38 16.4
Doctorate 6 2.6

Country

Brazil 3 1.3
Canada 33 14.2
Chile 2 0.9
China 2 0.9
Egypt 2 0.9
France 3 1.3
Germany 2 0.9
Ghana 1 0.4
India 64 27.6
Italy 2 0.9
Japan 3 1.3
Mexico 7 3.0
Pakistan 2 0.9
Prefer Not to Disclose 1 0.4
Saudi Arabia 1 0.4
Scotland 1 0.4
South Korea 2 0.9
Spain 3 1.3
Trinidad 2 0.9
Turkey 2 0.9
UK 12 5.2
USA 82 35.3
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3.2. Measurements

To test the research hypotheses, a quantitative approach was employed with an online
survey. The questionnaire was developed based on an in-depth review of related studies.
The questionnaire contains four sections; namely, SLFSC, food experiences, destination
branding, and respondents’ profiles. However, in the active study of sustainability practices
in the FSCM in general, there is no accepted measurement scale that measures the SLFSC
practices, specifically in the hospitality industry. Thus, this study developed a questionnaire
specifically for the SLFSC based on the 88th item scale of Modica et al. [86], which measures
sustainable supply chain management. We shortened and modified the measurement of
Modica et al. [86], to 33 items. Hence, the first section of the questionnaire includes the
sustainability practices: environmental (12 items), social (13 items), and economic (8 items).
The second section consists of 7 constructs (28 items) to measure tourist food experiences
adapted from [27]: emotional (6 items), epistemic (5 items), health (4 items), prestige
(4 items), taste and quality (5 items), price (2 items), and interaction (2 items) values. Also,
the third section of the destination branding contains one construct (5 items) retrieved
from [27]. The last section contains the respondents’ profiles. Additionally, all of the items
for the questionnaire were measured by five-point Likert scales ranging from “strongly
disagree = 1” to “strongly agree = 5”). The online survey was created and conducted
electronically using the MTurk platform. To minimize the scale Modica et al. [86] to
33 items, we deployed two techniques. First, we reviewed the measurements of FSC, green
practices, and sustainability in the literature to determine the most repeated and significant
items in the scale of [86]. Second, the first initial draft of the questionnaire was sent to
seven academics and nine experts in the field of FSC and sustainability in the USA and
Egypt. This draft was structured into three main dimensions with three sub-dimensions.
The majority of the academics and experts, fourteen persons, recommended establishing
only three dimensions, environmental, social, and economic, to measure the SLFSC, and
they rebooted 8 items as well as minor amendments in the language. Thus, the second
initial draft, which consisted of 36 items, was tested by one hundred students. After fixing
the slight modifications on the second initial draft, a refined draft of the questionnaire in
English was distributed to thirty students and forty restaurant patrons for the pilot test in
Auburn Alabama, USA. Based on the results of the pilot study, three items were removed
due to the strong correlation relationship.

In this study, the SLFSC measurements were modified/extended from literature to fit
with the research objectives. Thus, the SPSS, version 24, was run to test the validity and
reliability of the instrument. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used to: determine the
validity of the instrument; reduce the number of sustainability practices to some extent
and avoid cross-loading of variables. In addition, Cronbach’s alpha is used for reliability
testing. The data are first checked to ensure their suitability for factor analysis. The overall
significance of the correlation matrix was 0.000. Bartlett’s test of Sphericity was 9187.23,
which is very significant (p = 0.000) in rejecting the hypothesis that the correlation matrix is
an identity. The value for the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) model was 0.959 confirming the
adequacy of the sample. The value of 0.963 for Cronbach’s Alpha concluded the satisfactory
level of internal consistency of the scale. The results showed that the data have a significant
correlation and are suitable for factor analysis.

EFA with VARIMAX orthogonal rotation identified three constructs, namely environ-
mental, social and economic, from the independent variables with an eigenvalue greater
than one, which altogether explained 78.7% of the total variance, higher than the minimum
value of 60% [87]. As presented in Table 2. The factor loading of each element loaded under
each factor was higher than the threshold of 0.55 [88,89]. Additionally, the cross-loadings
of items on other factors were under the suggested value of 0.3 [90].
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Table 2. The rotated component matrix of sustainability dimensions of LFSC.

Rotated Component Matrix

Social Environmental Economic

SOC7 0.905 0.167 0.115
SOC1 0.897 0.220 0.107
SOC10 0.896 0.153
SOC2 0.894 0.228
SOC11 0.889 0.186 0.108
SOC8 0.880 0.173
SOC12 0.879 0.172
SOC4 0.878 0.221
SOC9 0.866 0.216 0.180
SOC3 0.856 0.200
SOC6 0.855 0.137 0.110
SOC5 0.844 0.129
SOC13 0.749 0.202
ENV1 0.165 0.884 0.130
ENV3 0.217 0.865 0.117

ENV10 0.220 0.861 0.155
ENV9 0.245 0.851
ENV7 0.162 0.844

ENV12 0.247 0.837 0.178
ENV5 0.176 0.834
ENV4 0.194 0.831 0.141

ENV11 0.196 0.818 0.130
ENV6 0.814 0.236
ENV2 0.164 0.811 0.171
ENV8 0.182 0.769 0.243
ECO4 0.108 0.153 0.897
ECO1 0.119 0.163 0.894
ECO5 0.194 0.878
ECO7 0.139 0.151 0.871
ECO3 0.207 0.862
ECO8 0.102 0.861
ECO6 0.858
ECO2 0.187 0.243 0.848

3.3. Data Analysis and Hypothesis Testing

Led by the hypotheses, data were analyzed using the partial least square (PLS) tech-
nique. The PLS is considered a well-established technique for estimating path coefficients
in structural models. PLS has become widespread in hospitality and tourism research for
a variety of reasons [89]. For instance, PLS provides very robust model estimations with
data that have normal as well as extremely non-normal distributional properties which
enforce less restrictive assumptions about data normality [87]. Moreover, PLS is more
suitable for small sample sizes, prediction, and theory development. Additionally, PLS is
suitable for models that have large numbers of indicators [87]. The concept of this study is
the sustainability of LFSC, which is relatively new to hospitality. Also, the total number
of the model’s indicators is 66. Thus, due to these arguments, the research hypotheses
were tested using the SmartPLS-SEM version 3.2.8. A Two-step process was deployed to
assess the theoretical model using this software; the measurement model and the structural
model [87,91,92].

3.4. The Measurement Model (Outer Model) Quality

The study examined both validity and reliability for all latent variables through
assessing the measurement model of this study. Composite reliability (CR), which is more
suitable for PLS-SEM, was used to examine the internal reliability of the constructs [91].
Moreover, the factor loadings of the indicators, CR, and the average variance extracted
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(AVE) have been considered to establish convergent validity. The discriminant validity was
assessed through the square roots of AVE and the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) ratio of
correlation. The collinearity of all the constructions was also verified using the variance
inflation factor (VIF).

Table 3 illustrates that the CR for all latent variables (LVs) in the measurement model
was greater than the threshold of 0.7 [91]. Therefore, the results demonstrate that our
measurement model had internal consistency and was reliable. Additionally, all of the item
loadings exceeded the recommended value of 0.7, the construct CR values were greater
than 0.7 and the AVE values exceeded the threshold value of 0.6 [91]. Therefore, convergent
validity was established. The discriminant values did not violate the threshold value (0.85)
of HTMT [93] and all constructs correlations were lower than the square root of AVE of
their respective constructs [89,94], therefore, discriminant validity was established; see
Tables 3 and 4. The full VIF values for constructs ranged between 1.4–6.6. Except for
EMO6, which was removed, all indicators were under the floor of 10 confirming that there
is no multicollinearity problem between the constructs [90]. Thus, all seem to attest to the
reliability and validity of the scales.

Table 3. Item loadings and construct reliability and validity.

Construct/Item Item
Loadings

Cronbach’s
Alpha CR (AVE)

Environmental: Overall, I believe that this restaurant . . .

0.97065 0.97386 0.75653

ENV1: Purchases locally environmentally friendly food products. 0.90589
ENV10: uses natural local food. 0.90218
ENV11: uses seasonal local foods 0.85043
ENV12: uses local organic certified foods. 0.89167
ENV2: uses natural cleaning alternatives (e.g., lemon juice, vinegar, salt). 0.85029
ENV3: avoids food products that are not recyclable. 0.89993
ENV4: avoids purchasing overly packaged food products. 0.86373
ENV5: uses recyclable packing materials or containers for foods. 0.83865
ENV6: reduces the amount of food waste per guest visit. 0.84920
ENV7: implements waste-disposal practices. 0.85980
ENV8: develops an environmental policy, specifically for sustainable local food. 0.82448
ENV9: provides a safe and healthy environment. 0.89612

Social: Overall, I believe that this restaurant . . .

0.97892 0.98104 0.79949

SOC10: encourages employee participation in community projects. 0.90807
SOC11: provides consumers with local food with high-quality service. 0.91567
SOC12: stimulates the economic development in the community. 0.89329
SOC13: donates foods to the community. 0.78564
SOC2: employs local employees. 0.92709
SOC3: ensures employee quality of life. 0.88312
SOC4: provide a safe and healthy environment for consumers. 0.90871
SOC5: contracts suppliers who are sustainable and green partners. 0.85796
SOC6: operates legally and ethically. 0.86998
SOC7: brings social responsibility into the food supply chain management. 0.92640
SOC8: ensures employee quality of life. 0.89985
SOC9: provides all consumers with accurate and adequate information about food in
making purchasing decisions. 0.90779

SOC10: uses locally sourced foods from local suppliers. 0.93009

Economic: Overall, I believe that this restaurant has . . .

0.9637 0.96931 0.79800

ECO1: low operational cost 0.91424
ECO2: high overall performance and success level 0.90208
ECO3: high occupation rate growth 0.88903
ECO4: high-profit growth 0.91606
ECO5: high competitive position 0.90473
ECO6: high return on their assets 0.85650
ECO7: high rate of new food items introduction to market 0.89608
ECO8: high advertising and marketing intensity 0.86587

Emotional

0.96945 0.97520 0.86766

EMO1: makes me feel happy. 0.94443
EMO2: gives me pleasure. 0.92329
EMO3: changes my mood positively. 0.90980
EMO4: fascinates me. 0.92714
EMO5: makes me crave it. 0.93689
EMO6: makes me feel excited (removed due to multicollinearity)

Epistemic

0.95033 0.96029 0.80125

EPS1: I want to seek out more information about sustainable local food. 0.91018
EPS2: I am more curious about sustainable local food. 0.90950
EPS3: eating sustainable local food is a good opportunity for me to learn new things. 0.87112
EPS4: want to try more diverse sustainable local food. 0.90337
EPS5: my knowledge of sustainable local food has increased. 0.90135
EPS6: I learn dining habits through my food experiences (e.g., how to eat the food,
how to use utensils). 0.87437
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Table 3. Cont.

Construct/Item Item
Loadings

Cronbach’s
Alpha CR (AVE)

Health: Sustainable local food . . .

0.95200 0.96527 0.87419
HLT1: is hygienic. 0.94365
HLT2: makes me healthy. 0.92635
HLT3: is safe. 0.94315
HLT4: provides good nutrition. 0.92661

Interaction
0.80153 0.90822 0.83197INTR1: My friendship with my travel companion has increased while eating

sustainable local food together. 0.88731

INTR2: Eating sustainable local food helps me interact with the people I travel with. 0.93629

Price: Sustainable local food
0.81834 0.91657 0.84601PRC1: is reasonably priced. 0.92732

PRC2: Offers value for money. 0.91219

Prestige

0.92867 0.94920 0.82370
PRE1: Eating sustainable local food gives me a chance to show off my sustainable
local food experiences to others. 0.90301

PRE2: I have higher social status when eating well-known sustainable local food. 0.91217
PRE3: It is worthwhile to show pictures of my sustainable local food experiences to
others. 0.92278

PRE4: Eating well-known sustainable local food gives me prestige. 0.89208

Quality: Sustainable local food

0.88637 0.91658 0.68751

TQ1: provides a variety of ingredients. 0.88411
TQ2: provides good quality ingredients. 0.80747
TQ3: provides appealing flavors. 0.80243
TQ4: is tasty. 0.81965
TQ5: has a high standard of quality. 0.82958

Destination Branding

0.82649 0.87853 0.59201

DB1: The USA provides delicious food. 0.73066
DB2: The USA provides diverse food. 0.78098
DB3: The USA provides rich food culture. 0.83847
DB4: The USA provides traditional food culture. 0.77626
DB5: The USA provides unique food. 0.71460

Table 4. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

Branding Destination Emotional Environmental Health Social Economic Epistemic Interaction Prestige Price

Emotional 0.57815
Environmental 0.68053 0.51096
Health 0.64964 0.70121 0.52794
Social 0.52084 0.44173 0.43984 0.54192
Economic 0.43125 0.67026 0.37286 0.49740 0.27600
Epistemic 0.54822 0.52657 0.44266 0.52098 0.51784 0.30516
Interaction 0.50225 0.52316 0.35459 0.64698 0.42379 0.52099 0.55144
Prestige 0.46614 0.55298 0.36140 0.60584 0.44575 0.55259 0.55040 0.78812
Price 0.29679 0.34929 0.30143 0.30388 0.19891 0.35408 0.16440 0.29645 0.32071
Quality 0.43016 0.52811 0.41107 0.38679 0.42375 0.37090 0.42948 0.34014 0.41220 0.18610

4. Results

When evaluating the structural model, two main criteria were used, R2 and the
significance of the path coefficient [90]. The estimated results are shown in Figure 2, which
confirmed that the composite path coefficients are statistically significant. R2 values, range
between 82% and 98%, indicating a substantial explanatory power as shown in Figure 3 [91].
The results showed that:

First, the environmental dimension of SLFSC had positive effects on the tourists’ emo-
tional (β = 0.227, p = 0.007)), epistemic (β = 0.227, p = 0.026), health (β = 0.260, p = 0.004),
and taste and quality (β = 0.20, p = 0.001) values. Additionally, it had no effect on price
(β = 0.153, p < 0.07), interaction (β = 0.081, p = 0.269), and prestige (β = 0.073, p = 0.26)
values of the tourists. Hence, these results supported H1.1, H1.2, H1.3, and H1.5 and did
not support H1.4, H1.6, and H1.7 (see Table 5).
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Figure 2. Path coefficients and R2.

Figure 3. The path coefficient and p values.
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Table 5. Summary of the hypotheses-testing results.

Hypotheses Results

H1.1 Environmental emotional value Supported

H1.2 Environmental epistemic value Supported

H1.3 Environmental health value Supported

H1.4 Environmental prestige value Not supported

H1.5 Environmental taste/quality value Supported

H1.6 Environmental price value Not supported

H1.7 Environmental interaction value Not supported

H1.8 Environmental destination branding Supported

H2.1 Social emotional value Supported

H1.2 Social epistemic value Supported

H2.3 Social health value Supported

H2.4 Social prestige value Supported

H2.5 Social taste/quality value Supported

H2.6 Social price value Not supported

H2.7 Social interaction value Supported

H2.8 Social destination branding Supported

H3.1 Economic emotional value Supported

H3.2 Economic epistemic value Not supported

H3.3 Economic health value Supported

H3.4 Economic prestige value Supported

H3.5 Economic taste/quality value Supported

H3.6 Economic price value Supported

H3.7 Economic interaction value Supported

H3.8 Economic destination branding Supported

H4: Overall SLFSC tourists’ overall food
experiences

Supported

H5: Overall SLFSC destination branding Supported

H6: Tourists’ overall food experiences destination branding Supported

H7: Overall SLFSC overall food experiences
destination branding

Supported

Second, the social dimension of SLFSC had positive effects on the tourists’ epistemic
(β = 0.374, p = 0.000), health (β = 0.332, p = 0.000), prestige (β = 0. 0.282, p = 0.000),
interaction (β = 0.258, p = 0.005), taste/quality (β = 0.255, p = 0.008), and emotional
(β = 0.194, p = 0.039) values, and there was no effect on the price value (β = 0.047, p = 0.635).
Hence, these results supported H2.2, H2.3, H2.4, H2.7, H2.5, and H2.1, while H2.6 was not
supported (see Table 5).

Third, the economic dimension of SLFSC had positive effects on the tourists’ emotional
(β = 0.515, p = 0.0000), prestige (β = 0.421, p = 0.000), interaction (β = 0.358, p = 0.000),
health (β = 0.294, p = 0.001), price (β = 0.250, p = 0.010), and taste and quality (β = 0.206,
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p = 0.016) values, whilst there was no effect on the epistemic value (β = 0.110, p = 0.238).
Hence, these results supported H3.1, H3.4, H3.7, H3.3, H3.6, and H3.5, while H3.2 was not
supported (see Table 5).

Finally, the findings clearly demonstrated that all dimensions of SLFSC, environmental,
social, and economic, were found to have strong positive effects on the destination branding
(β = 0.453, p = 0.000), (β = 0.231, p = 0.0003), and (β = 0.159, p = 0.028), respectively.
Therefore, H1.8, H2.8, and H3.8 were supported. Additionally, the overall sustainability of
LFSC in the green fine-dining restaurants had strong positive correlations with the overall
food experience of tourists (β = 0.776, p = 0.000) and destination branding (β = 0.434,
p = 0.000). This supported H4 and H5, respectively, as shown in Table 5. Similarly, the
overall tourist food experiences were found to have positive effects on destination branding
(β = 0.282, p = 0.004) and mediate the relationship between the overall sustainability of
LFSC and destination branding (β = 0.219). Thus, hypotheses H6 and H7 were supported,
as presented in Figure 3.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

In general, the sustainability of supply chain management could generate strategic
and operational advantages that enable organizations to fulfill their responsibilities to
the environment, society, and stakeholders [95].This study empirically investigated the
influences of SLFSC on tourist food experiences and destination branding as perceived by
tourist patrons of the green fine-dining restaurant in the USA. Hence, this study depended
on the path coefficients of the research variables, which were extracted from the outcomes
of SmartPLS-SEM software, to explore these relationships. Overall, the findings of this
study showed that all SLFSCs’ dimensions were positively correlated to the majority of
tourist consumption values and destination branding.

Interestingly, all sustainability dimensions of LFSC have positive relations with the
emotional values of patrons which supports the findings of [55,96] whose corroborated
that tourists gain pleasure, excitement, and relaxation by eating local dishes at a tourist
destination. Hence, the high-quality advertisements for sustainable local food would entice
positive emotional appeal to tourists. Consequently, the two-way relationship between the
environment and tourists provides an opportunity for sustainable fine-dining restaurants,
during and beyond COVID-19, to ascertain the emotional value that can be had from the
meals. Restaurant-industry playmakers would introduce local food as excitement and
relaxation to entice new customers.

The results found positive effects of all the sustainability dimensions, environmental,
social, and economic, of local food on tourists’ health and taste/quality value. These results are
consistent with Guptill and Wilkins [97] whose demonstrated that purchasing sustainable
local products within the FSC fosters health, food security, and well-being of people.
This finding confirmed that patrons of fine-dining restaurants are becoming aware of
the nutrition ingredients and food safety and risks to health. Providing local food with
environmental, social and economic concerns increases personal gratification for tourists
regarding the environmental ingredients, nutrition information, food handling procedures,
usage of local agricultural supplies and supporting local farmers. This could lead to
enhance the community’s social relations and social justice for locals. Additionally, Kim
et al. [63] stated that the taste and quality of food is a trigger for tourists to experience local
food. Tourists are leveraging food sustainability to improve the freshness and quality of
the meal by significantly shorting the FSC cycle time. Moreover, the participants stressed
that green fine-dining restaurants care about product quality and enhance added value for
local food. This, in turn, leads to raise the welfare of the local community and achieve a
competitive edge for green restaurants during and beyond Covid 19 pandemic.

Surprisingly, only the economic dimension of SLFSC was found to have a positive
relationship with the price value of tourists. The participants believed that having a healthy
meal from local ingredients considering food sustainability burdens could be costly for
both consumers and restaurants. Hence, patrons have to pay a premium to compensate sus-
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tainability costs of production, processing, and distribution of local foods [30,31]. However,
despite the penalty of compensating costs of sustainable local meals, tourists’ budgets and
welfare were not affected. Thus, tourist expectations of meal prices and value for money
in a sustainable manner were met. Also, green fine-dining restaurants are a top-ranked
category with high investments leading to high-end customer satisfaction. Consequently,
the more investments in sustainable restaurants, the higher the price of meals will be.
This finding demonstrated the desire of the participants to support the economy of the
local community during this pandemic. Conversely, the non-significance correlation of the
environmental dimension may be due to other costs related to SLFC practices which are
considered more expensive than the meal ingredients themselves. Regarding the social
context, due to the low number of green fine-dining restaurants (19 restaurants) in the U.S.A,
participants got bored of repeated menus. Restaurateurs should exploit the benefits of the
COVID-19 outbreak that forced customers to change their food habits and consumption
values to sustainable local foods. Thus, there is a need to increase the number of green
fine-dining restaurants and develop new menus regularly with a wide variety of dishes
to attract more tourists. Furthermore, new marketing techniques should be employed to
target those patrons.

Except for the economic dimension, the epistemic value of tourists was found to have
a positive correlation with the environmental and social dimensions of SLFSC. These
results are consistent with the previous research of [27,63] whose argued that tourists
could obtain knowledge and experience of a local people’s culture when consuming local
food. Additionally, tourists believed that sustainably consuming local food is a primary
ethic toward the environment and society more than having prestige among others as
a sort of distinction. Accordingly, this may explain the insignificance of the economic
dimension. Interaction and prestige values were positively correlated only with the social and
environmental dimensions of SLFSC. The “interaction value” and “prestige value” Fields
were conceptualized as belonging to social values [61,63], which supports the research
findings. Additionally, participants feel enjoyment, fun, and prestige while dining together
with family, friends, etc. in these green fine-dining restaurants.

Moreover, the overall sustainability of LFSC, all three dimensions together, had strong
positive effects on the tourists’ overall food experiences. This result is concurring with the
finding of [86] whose confirmed that the dimensions of sustainability of FSC management
in the hotel establishments in south Sardinia, Italy, were found to positively affect tourists’
attitudes and behaviors. Furthermore, Choe and Kim [27] found a significant positive
relationship between local food and tourist food consumption values. Thus, producing
and presenting locally sourced meals in sustainable ways is crucial for tourists’ food
consumption experience. This finding shows that tourists perceive sustainable food as
having better quality and higher value than other types of comparable food. Consequently,
SLFC is a tool for green restaurants questing for a “peak tourist experience”, thereby,
attracting high volumes of tourists and achieving both restaurants’ competencies (i.e.,
financial resources, technical knowledge, reputation . . . etc.) and competitive edge during
and beyond the COVID 19 pandemic. Restaurants should be transparent in marketing
the actual SLFSC practices to avoid greenwashing claims. Thus, restaurateurs should be
honest and fair to their customers by the disclosure of both sustainable and non-sustainable
practices of the restaurant FSC. Thus, restaurants that seek to be featured sustainable in the
FSC should be verified and accreted by a credible association or authority.

The findings of this study indicated that each sustainability dimension and overall sustain-
ability of LFSC had strong positive effects on destination branding. Furthermore, the environ-
mental dimension of SLFC had the steepest positive impacts on branding the destination
followed by the social dimension, whereas the economic dimension had the least effects.
This finding is consistent with previous studies that focused on eco-sustainability [98] and
the social development of the local community [99,100]. Modica et al. [86] mentioned that
socially responsible activities of restaurants such as the choice of environmental-friendly
suppliers and the cooperation with nearby and local suppliers contributed to the brand
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image. The more the consumption of LFSC in a sustainable manner, the more effective
marketing and branding the destination. Thus, if promoted and marketed effectively in
the place, SLFC will enhance the destination’s attractiveness and its image distinctiveness.
This finding is supported by Alderighi et al. [101] whose found that local foods had a
market-expanding role in destination branding and a strong appreciation for local food
positively affected the revisit intention to the destination.

Finally, tourist food experiences in totality mediated the relationship between the over-
all SLFSC and destination branding. The finding revealed an indirect positive relationship
between the overall sustainability of LFSC and branding a destination. Thus, to brand a
destination through SLFSC, restaurant operators and authorities should pay more attention
to the tourist food experiences. This positive linkage between the overall sustainability of
LFC and tourists’ overall food experiences represents an essential pillar of branding and
marketing of the destination [81]. Thus, satisfying the overall needs of tourists (i.e., SLFC
and food consumption experiences) in different hospitality establishments or/and food
outlets helps create positive motives toward the destination image perception which in
turn leads to the sustainable development of that destination.

6. Implications

This study enriches the literature with an applied framework to promote four research
disciplines: sustainability, LFSC, food customer experiences, and destination branding.
Due to intensive arguments regarding the importance of aligning the FSC in the hospitality
and restaurant industry to sustainability principles, this research paper is considered a
pioneer study that aligned and investigated the sustainability of LFSC in the restaurant
industry. Previous studies have focused on explaining and examining the influence of
a single aspect of sustainability and other variables. The current study investigated the
three dimensions of SLFSC and the SLFC in totality. This study contributes to the existing
literature by developing and validating a scale to measure the sustainability practices
of LFSC in restaurants to fill this gap in the literature. As the scale was sufficient and
effective at measuring the sustainability practices of LFSC, consequently, the scale can be
used for future research in hospitality. However, most of the previous studies used the
terms locality and sustainability of food interchangeably. A crucial implication of this
research study is the differentiation between locality and sustainability of food. This study
provided academia with a comprehensive review of the prior research studies on LFSC
and a comprehensive explanation of the sustainability of LFSC.

For practice, this study reveals empirical findings of actual sustainable green fine-
dining restaurants. Thus, due to the COVID 19 outbreak that forced restaurants to featured
local food ingredients, restaurants that are willing and ready to be sustainable green
restaurants to survive could use the practices of these green fine-dining restaurants as
a guide and reference. The results of the study showed the importance of studying the
three dimensions of sustainability not just focusing on one dimension. Consequently,
this study showed a positive effect of all sustainability dimensions on most consumption
values of tourists. Thus, the influences of every dimension of sustainability should be
considered explicitly and implicitly when the marketing strategies of SLFSC are designed
for restaurants during the COVID 19 pandemic.

The finding of this research study found significant positive relationships between all
sustainability dimensions of LFSC and tourist consumption values of emotional, health,
and taste/quality. It is notable that participants of the study are more aware of the sustain-
ability practices of LSFC in these restaurants and decide/prefer to dine in. In this regard, it
can be stated that as tourist demand for these items grows, restaurants will become more
inclined to serve them, resulting in increased sustainable local food consumption. Thus,
relevant authorities can conduct research and launch national initiates to raise awareness
and encourage the use of sustainable local foods in restaurants’ supply chain management.
Such initiatives have been launched before by local food associations to conserve both the
local and global environment through working to promote the consumption movement
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of locally sourced foods and to support sustainable food production methods. Therefore,
restaurants will be forced to source sustainable local foods in their FSC to meet the cus-
tomer needs. The results confirmed a positive relationship between all the sustainability
dimensions, environmental, social, and economic, and tourists’ health and taste/quality
values. Thus, restaurant operators should pay more attention to the freshness and quality
of the ingredients and cooking methods to be able to improve life and societal wellbeing.
Additionally, adapting an open kitchen policy in restaurants leads to building a strong rela-
tionship between tourists and restaurants as long as restaurants maintain their standards
with their sustainability practices. Additionally, policymakers should provide incentives
to farmers, retailers, and restaurants that adopt or intend to adopt SLFSC such as tax
reduction to overcome over costs related to the FSC itself. Conversely, authorities should
take deterrent measures against greenwashing practices of restaurants regarding SLFSC.
Environmental and social dimensions were positively correlated with the interaction and
prestige values of tourists. Hence, more attention must be paid when using prestige
and interaction as marketing tools due to the differentiation of the cultural background
of tourists.

The findings indicated that each sustainability dimension and overall sustainability
of LFSC had strong positive effects on destination branding. Additionally, tourist food
experiences in totality mediated the relationship between the overall SLFSC and destination
branding. This indicates the uniqueness of sustainability of local foods to promote both
tourist food experiences and destination branding. Sustainable local food conveyed a sense
of authenticity and uniqueness and reinforce the external image of the destination. Thus,
for policymakers, is important to encourage various enablers for sustainability practices in
the LFSCs. Thus, they should focus on the SLFSC and tourist food experiences as effective
tools for promoting and marketing to a destination. This leads to brand the destination
and attract more tourists which, in turn, boosts the environmental, social, and economic
social development.

7. Limitation of the Study and Future Research

The present study presents potential limitations that should be taken into account in
future research. First, sampling is not randomized to cover all types of green restaurants,
which limits generalizability to the larger restaurant industry. Further research would
replicate this research study with more diverse samples to enhance generalizability in
different geographical regions. Second, due to the double test of the shortened scale of
SLFSC, the refinement version may be imperfect. More future research is required to
test the consistency of the scale in different disciplines. Third, this study measured the
sustainability of LFSC from customers’ perspectives. Further research could replicate
the study from a restaurant operator’s point of view. Finally, this study investigated
tourist experiences in terms of consumption values, and future research may focus on
multi-dimensional motives in a nationwide perspective to collect more accurate results.
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