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ABSTRACT 
DieteƟcs educaƟon programs someƟmes uƟlize student-operated 
restaurants (SORs) to teach foodservice and management principles. 
Forty-seven DPD directors were surveyed and 19 managers of SORs 
were interviewed in order to beƩer understand the prevalence of SOR 
use in dieteƟcs programs, factors that encourage/discourage SOR use, 
and SOR “best pracƟces.” FiŌeen (31.9%) surveyed programs uƟlized 
a SOR, and those that did not indicated the lack of faculty able to 
manage the SOR and the overall cost of operaƟng a SOR discouraged 
SOR adopƟon. Interviews revealed a variety of SOR “best pracƟces” 
related to coursework management, student experience, SOR 
organizaƟon/management, and student interacƟons.   
 

Keywords: DieteƟcs; foodservice management; student-operated 
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INTRODUCTION 
DieteƟcs is a mulƟ-faceted profession with pracƟƟoners working in 
mulƟple pracƟce areas including clinical nutriƟon, community, food 
and nutriƟon management, consultaƟon and business, and educaƟon 
and research (Academy of NutriƟon and DieteƟcs, 2020; Griswold & 
Rogers, 2020). Due to the expansive nature of the profession, it is 
important for DidacƟc Programs in DieteƟcs (DPDs) to educate 
students in all aspects of the dieteƟcs field. The AccreditaƟon Council 
for EducaƟon in NutriƟon and DieteƟcs (ACEND) is the accrediƟng 
body for educaƟon programs that prepare students to become entry-
level registered dieƟƟan nutriƟonists (RDN) and to pracƟce in these 
varied areas of the dieteƟcs field (ACEND, 2021). ACEND develops and 
revises core Knowledge Requirements for DieƟƟan NutriƟonists 
(KRDNs) and requires that each program demonstrate how the 
curriculum prepares students to know those topics (ACEND 2018). 
KRDNs cover a variety of curriculum topics encompassing all aspects 
of dieteƟcs, including topics related to foodservice and management 
concepts.  
 
Foodservice and management pracƟce in dieteƟcs provides unique 
opportuniƟes for students. According to the Academy’s 
CompensaƟon and Benefits Survey 2019 (Academy of NutriƟon and 
DieteƟcs 2020; Griswold et al. 2020), RDNs who work within the food 
and nutriƟon management pracƟce area have a higher range of pay 
than those RDNs who work in clinical or community seƫngs (e.g., 50th 
percenƟle pay rate for an inpaƟent clinical RDN is $31.03/hour, 50th 
percenƟle pay rate for a community RDN is $28.85/hour, and the 50th 
percenƟle pay rate for a RDN in food and nutriƟon management is 
$39.02/hour). Furthermore, RDNs with a foundaƟon in nutriƟon are 
uniquely qualified to manage and operate large scale foodservice 
operaƟons in non-commercial seƫngs like hospital systems, K-12 
school districts, colleges/universiƟes, and prison systems. These 
operaƟons require managers with skills in foodservice, management, 

and nutriƟon; all of which are unique to RDNs. ExisƟng research has 
indicated that more dieteƟcs students are aware of and interested in 
a clinical career in dieteƟcs compared to other areas such as food and 
nutriƟon management (Hughes & Desbrow, 2005). Therefore, further 
research is needed to determine opportuniƟes that encourage 
students to plan and prepare for a career in foodservice and/or 
management in dieteƟcs. 
 
Previous research has explored how dieteƟcs programs are 
addressing specific curriculum topics such as food safety (Scheule, 
2000), food science, (Deskins & Spicher, 1989), research (Hynak-
Hankinson, MarƟn, & Wirth, 1997), mulƟskilling (Gates & Sandoval, 
1998), and nutriƟon educaƟon (Short & ChiƩooran, 2004). Gregoire, 
Lafferty, and Dowling (2006) discussed the importance of foodservice 
management educaƟon for dieteƟcs students and concluded that 
incorporaƟon of acƟve learning strategies and real-life experiences is 
essenƟal. Management principles are oŌen taught within dieteƟcs 
programs as part of foodservice management courses. However, 
management in general is a skill that applies to all aspects of the 
dieteƟcs industry and is essenƟal for all dieteƟcs professionals (Gould 
& Canter, 2008). Cluskey, Gerald, and Gregoire (2012) highlighted 
both the importance of teaching and valuing management skills in 
dieteƟcs programs, and the idea that management skills can help 
dieteƟcs professionals achieve advanced posiƟons in the dieteƟcs 
industry. Although the importance of management in dieteƟcs is 
evident, there is a lack of research exploring how DidacƟc Programs in 
DieteƟcs (DPDs) are addressing foodservice and management 
curriculum. 
 
One method that some programs are using to address foodservice 
and management curriculum, and prepare students to become food 
and nutriƟon management pracƟƟoners, is through the use of 
student-operated restaurants (SOR) (although the extent of use is not 
well known). Student-operated restaurants have been described as 
on-campus restaurants where students learn quanƟty food 
producƟon and service principles as well as prepare and serve meals 
to paying customers (Josiam, Foster, Malave, & Baldwin, 2014; Nies, 
1993). Although programs uƟlize other methods to address these 
educaƟonal concepts like culinary courses or externships in other 
foodservice faciliƟes/operaƟons, this study chose to focus solely on 
SORs due to the heavy resource investment required by SORs and the 
need to beƩer understand their use in educaƟon. Furthermore, SORs 
allow instructors to tailor the learning experience to both meet the 
goals of the educaƟon program and also provide pracƟcal and real 
experiences with quanƟty food producƟon and customer service 
which is not always the case in other teaching methods.  
 
Previous research regarding use of SORs is limited but does indicate 
that SORs can be an effecƟve tool in dieteƟcs educaƟon. Nies, (1993) 
explored the use of SORs in Hospitality programs and found that 
programs with a SOR were more likely to have a higher percentage of 
graduates employed in foodservice and management posiƟons. More 
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recently Stokes, PaƩen, and Weight (2018) assessed the customer 
experience of a dieteƟc SOR and found that 77.6% (n = 294) of 
customers were aware the restaurant was a laboratory experience for 
students. Holik, Heinerichs, and Wood (2021) found that students in a 
foodservice management course in a dieteƟcs program felt that 
experienƟal learning acƟviƟes were beneficial and helped improve 
learning and applicaƟon. It is clear that experienƟal learning 
opportuniƟes (such as a SOR) increase learning and are beneficial to 
students. Therefore, more research is needed to beƩer understand 
prevalence of SOR use in dieteƟcs educaƟon, what would encourage/
discourage educaƟon programs from uƟlizing a SOR, and best 
pracƟces (from those who do use SORs) for those who might be 
wanƟng to refine theirs or iniƟate one. 
 

The purpose of this study was to idenƟfy the prevalence of SOR use in 
DPDs and to explore “best pracƟces” of SORs currently operaƟng. The 
specific research objecƟves were to: 

1. IdenƟfy the prevalence of SOR use among DPDs. 
2. IdenƟfy factors that encourage or discourage DPD directors to 

use SORs as part of foodservice and management educaƟon. 
3. IdenƟfy “best pracƟces” of currently operaƟng SORs. 

 
METHODS 
To meet the research objecƟves, two separate study phases were 
designed and completed. The methods for each phase are described 
below.  
 

Phase One 
For the first phase, a survey was developed using previous studies 
related to dieteƟcs programs and SOR use (Deskins & Spicher,1989; 
Gates & Sandoval, 1998; Hynak-Hankinson, MarƟn, & Wirth, 1997; 
Scheule, 2000; Short & ChiƩooran, 2004). Qualtrics (Provo, UT) survey 
soŌware was then used to create an electronic version of the survey. 
To prepare the quesƟonnaire for use, an expert review was 
conducted to test for content validity and then cogniƟve interviews 
were conducted to test for face validity (Dillman, Smyth, & ChrisƟan, 
2009; Mackison, Wreiden, & Anderson, 2010). Five experts with 
mulƟple years of experience in SOR management, foodservice and 
management educaƟon, dieteƟcs educaƟon program management, 
and/or proven records of accomplishment of publicaƟon using survey 
methodology were invited to parƟcipate in the review. They 
evaluated each survey item based on their importance, relevancy, and 
phrasing using a 10-point likert scale (10 = high importance, 
relevancy, and proper phrasing) (Mackison et al., 2010). Following the 
expert review, cogniƟve interviews were conducted with three DPD 
directors through Zoom videoconferencing. CogniƟve interviews 
involve potenƟal survey respondents compleƟng the survey 
instrument while discussing their thought process to an interviewer. 
This allows the researchers to gain understanding of how quesƟons 
are being interpreted and make adjustments to quesƟons accordingly 
(Dillman et al., 2009). Feedback from the cogniƟve interviews resulted 
in minor changes in grammar and phrasing to improve the clarity of 
quesƟons and overall flow of the survey. The final survey instrument 
consisted of 34 mulƟple choice and free response items which 
included quesƟons exploring the use of SORs in DPDs, factors that 

encourage/discourage SOR use, and general characterisƟcs of DPD 
directors and their programs.  
 
The survey link and an invitaƟon to parƟcipate was emailed to 201 
DPD directors of ACEND accredited DPDs in the United States and 
Puerto Rico using publicly available contact informaƟon from the 
Academy of NutriƟon and DieteƟcs website. The informed consent 
was included at the beginning of the survey and compleƟon of the 
survey indicated their consent to parƟcipate. In order to encourage 
compleƟon of the survey, directors were offered a $15 Amazon giŌ 
card. The study was approved by the InsƟtuƟonal Review Board at 
Brigham Young University prior to recruitment and data collecƟon.  
 

Data Analysis 
Data from the survey were first downloaded to an excel spreadsheet 
from the survey soŌware (Qualtrics, Provo, UT). Data were then 
cleaned by deleƟng four incomplete responses. The clean data file 
was then uploaded to SPSS version 24 for further analysis. DescripƟve 
staƟsƟcs including frequencies, percentages, mean scores (for Likert 
scale items), and standard deviaƟons were calculated and then 
interpreted to idenƟfy significant findings.   
 

Phase Two 
Phase two involved conducƟng semi-structured interviews with 
managers of SORs to explore manager’s self-idenƟfied “best 
pracƟces” of SOR management and operaƟon. Emails were sent to 
378 directors of dieteƟcs and hospitality programs using contact 
informaƟon from the Foodservice Systems Management EducaƟon 
Council (FSMEC) listserv, the AccreditaƟon Council for EducaƟon in 
NutriƟon and DieteƟcs (ACEND) website, and the InternaƟonal 
Council on Hotel, Restaurant, and InsƟtuƟonal EducaƟon (ICHRIE) 
website. Researchers opted to extend beyond dieteƟcs educaƟon in 
this phase to gather more informaƟon about SOR use in the university 
seƫng. Directors were asked to forward the study informaƟon to the 
manager of their SOR or the person best suited to answer interview 
quesƟons regarding the SOR. AŌer compleƟng a short demographic 
survey, parƟcipants indicated their availability for an interview and a 
member of the research team reached out and scheduled an 
interview Ɵme.  
 
An interview guide was developed using the foodservice systems 
model (Gregoire, 2017) and included quesƟons related to the 
operaƟonal and management characterisƟcs of the SOR. Table 1 
provides interview guide quesƟon examples. Interviews were 
conducted and recorded via Zoom by two members of the research 
team who uƟlized a topical interview method where the interviewers 
use a list of topics to guide the interview (Marshall & Rossman, 2016). 
Interviews were transcribed verbaƟm by a professional transcripƟon 
service for use in data analysis. ParƟcipants provided verbal consent 
prior to the interview and were sent a $25 Amazon giŌ card as a 
thank you for parƟcipaƟng. ParƟcipant comments indicaƟng what 
they considered to be their SOR “best pracƟce(s)” were used for this 
paper. Other parƟcipant comments related to nutriƟon and menu 
planning were published elsewhere (Mathews, PaƩen, & Stokes, 
2021).  
 

Table 1. Interview Guide Ques on Examples 

Parts of the Foodservice Systems Model Example of Related Interview Guide Ques ons 

Input How is the SOR at your facility funded? 

TransformaƟon I see that you use _______ method of procurement. Please describe how this method is used. 

Output What do you feel the students overall saƟsfacƟon is regarding their experience in the SOR? 

Control What are your future plans for the SOR? 

Feedback Do you feel like the SOR has a best pracƟce that other SORs could implement? 
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Data Analysis 
Three researchers read and reread the secƟons of parƟcipant 
transcripts relevant to this study and discussed commonaliƟes of the 
self-idenƟfied best pracƟces for operaƟng a SOR. Based on parƟcipant 
responses from the interviewing process, researchers summarized 
responses for each parƟcipant. One researcher summarized each 
“best pracƟce,” and two addiƟonal researchers compared the 
summaries to the transcripts to verify the parƟcipants’ responses 
were accurately represented. Open coding of the summarized 
responses was then conducted, and the summarized responses were 
categorized in to four overarching themes (Marshall  & Rossman, 
2016) by the research team. Themes included (a) Coursework 
management, (b) Providing a broad experience for students, (c) SOR 
organiza on/management, and (d) Interac ons with students.  
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The phase one survey instrument was sent via email to a total of 201 
DPD Directors from across the U.S. A total of 57 parƟcipants 
responded, but 10 responses were incomplete, for a total of 47 
useable responses and a response rate of 23.4%. The majority of DPD 
directors had a professional focus in educaƟon (n=21) or clinical 
nutriƟon (n=20) and represented a broad range of years in their role 
as DPD director. The majority also indicated that management and 
foodservice in dieteƟcs is “extremely important” or “very important” 
for student’s long-term career. All 47 programs were housed on a 
physical campus and the majority (n=34) were at public universiƟes. 
ParƟcipaƟng DPDs had as few as 5 to as many as 90 students 
graduaƟng from their programs each year. Table 2 provides addiƟonal 
director and program characterisƟcs.  
 
Phase two consisted of interviews with 19 managers of SORs across 
several academic disciplines – seven programs were dieteƟcs only, six 
were hospitality only, and six had majors from more than one 
academic program involved in the SOR. The majority of parƟcipants 
were at universiƟes with more than 15,000 students (n=12). During 
the phase two interviews, managers of SORs were asked to share 
“best pracƟces” that they felt they uƟlized in their SOR.  
 

Objec ve 1: Prevalence of SOR Use in DPDs  
Of phase one respondents, 15 DPDs operated a SOR and 32 DPDs did 
not at the Ɵme of data collecƟon. Of those that did not, four indicated 
they had plans to open an SOR in the future, 23 had no plans for an 
SOR, and five previously had an SOR but no longer did. To date, there 
is no data about prevalence of SOR use in dieteƟcs educaƟon. 
InteresƟngly, when evaluaƟng hospitality programs, Nies indicated 
that 38 of the 77 programs surveyed had a SOR; though this research 
is now dated and was only conducted with hospitality programs. To 
our knowledge, the current study is the only study that has aƩempted 
to establish the prevalence of SOR use in DPDs. Unfortunately, the 
sample size is small, and further research should be conducted to 
verify the prevalence of SORs in dieteƟcs educaƟon programs.  
 

Objec ve 2: Factors that Encourage/Discourage SOR Use in DPDs 
Programs without a SOR (n=32) were asked to indicate on a five-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly discourage; 5 = strongly encourage), to what 
extent certain factors encouraged or discouraged the implementaƟon 
of a SOR in their DPD (Table 3). Directors revealed the most 
discouraging factors (those with the lowest mean scores) to be 
“number of faculty to teach/manage lab experience” (M=2.12 ± 0.89), 
“upfront costs” (M=2.15 ± 0.94), and “university funding” (M=2.30 ± 
1.26). The factors with the highest mean scores were “alignment with 
DPD goals” (M=3.24 ± 0.94), “credit hours available for 
students” (M=2.97 ± 0.85), and “number of students in the 
program” (M=2.94 ± 0.97). However, all of the listed factors fell in the 

DPD Format n % 

On Campus 47 100.0 
Distance/Online 1  2.1 

Hybrid 0  0.0 

Other 1  2.1 

Average DPD Enrollment     

Less than 10 8  17.4 

11-20 12  26.1 

21-30 11  23.9 

31-40 6  13.0 

41-50 2  4.3 

More than 50 7  15.2 

University Type      

Private 9  19.1 

Public 34  72.3 

University Loca on     

Rural 14  29.8 

Suburban 19  40.4 

Urban 9  19.1 

Number of Students Gradua ng from DPD Each 
Year 

     

Less than 10 8  7.4 

11-20 12  26.1 

21-30 11  23.9 

31-40 6  13.0 

41-50 1  2.2 

51-60 4  8.7 

More than 60 4  8.7 

Number of years as DPD Program Director     

Less than 3 years 10  21.3 

3-5 years 11  23.4 

5-10 years 9  19.1 

11-15 years 9  19.1 

16-20 years 3  6.4 

Greater than 20 years 1  2.1 

Highest Degree Achieved     

Masters 20  42.6 

Doctorate 20  42.6 

Other 2  4.3 

DPD Director Areas of Professional/Academic 
Focus 

    

EducaƟon 21  44.7 

Clinical nutriƟon (acute, ambulatory, or long-
term care) 

20  42.6 

Community 13  27.7 

Food and nutriƟon management 9  19.1 

Research 9  19.1 

Other 6  12.8 

ConsultaƟon and business 4  8.5 

Directors’ percep on of importance of  
management and foodservice for students’ 
long-term career success 

    

Not at all important 0  0.0 

Slightly important 3  7.1 

Moderately important 11  26.2 

Very important 17  40.5 

Extremely important 11  26.2 

Table 2. Phase 1, Didac c Program in Diete cs (DPD) and Director 
Characteris cs  
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discouraging range (1-2) except for one. None of the listed factors’ 
mean scores fell in the range of encouraging (4-5).  
 
Our study found that four programs have plans to implement a SOR in 
the future indicaƟng the potenƟal for use of SORs in DPDs to increase. 
In contrast, 23 programs had no plans for an SOR. Nies (1993) 
similarly found that of the 39 hospitality programs who did not have a 
SOR, only a small porƟon of these programs (n=8) indicated that they 
had plans to develop one at the Ɵme of the study. These results 
indicate that there are clearly challenges to implemenƟng a SOR, but 
there are some DPDs considering it. From the current study, the 
factors that most discouraged DPDs from uƟlizing a SOR were the 
number of faculty needed to teach/manage lab experience, upfront 
costs, and university funding which all indicate a primary concern 
about resources. Nies (1993) also found that lack of resources was a 
difficulty that many programs both with or without SORs faced. 
Programs could consider partnerships with foodservice and 
management industry leaders to help ease the cost of starƟng an 
SOR. Programs could also consider uƟlizing graduate students to help 
manage SORs rather than relying solely on faculty members. 
Employing graduate students to help manage the SOR may reduce the 
cost of running the SOR, and would also benefit the graduate students 
as they gained addiƟonal managerial experience. Partnering with on 
campus dining services may also help reduce costs of operaƟng a SOR, 
as it may give smaller SORs some purchasing benefits that they would 
not typically get based on size. Other foodservice and management 
industry partnerships, as well as partnerships at the University level, 
should also be considered by programs seeking to reap the benefits of 
uƟlizing a SOR. This would allow programs to beƩer meet required 
educaƟon standards and prepare students for food and nutriƟon 
management posiƟons post-graduaƟon.  
 

Objec ve 3: Self-Iden fied Best Prac ces within SORs 
All phase 2 parƟcipants (n=19) responded to the “best pracƟces” 
quesƟons during their interviews. Phase 2 expanded to include 
informaƟon from SORs across several academic disciplines. 
ParƟcipant responses were categorized into 4 themes including (a) 
Coursework management, (b) Providing a broad experience for 
students, (c) SOR organiza on/management, and (d) Interac ons with 
students. Each of these themes are described in greater detail below. 

Table 4 presents the self-idenƟfied best pracƟces of the SOR manager 
interviewed along with the number of students at the university, the 
students’ majors, and the menu style for context.  University size, 
student academic focus, and the menu all play a role in determining 
the type of SOR experience provided.  
 

Coursework Management 
Two parƟcipants described “best pracƟces” related to methods used 
when managing the coursework related to the SOR experience. One 
parƟcipant discussed the importance of “grading all along,” which 
included providing feedback to students throughout their experience 
rather than just at the end. Another parƟcipant felt that the “online 
format” was unique and effecƟve. Rather than having a separate 
lecture course along with the SOR experience (as most programs do) 
they developed an online component that students completed as part 
of the SOR experience. They felt that this helped the students connect 
the course material with the lab experience more effecƟvely. 
Managers of SORs have the unique responsibility of not only 
providing an academic experience for students but also running a 
business. This task demands efficiency to avoid instructor burnout 
and to make the business viable. Managers could uƟlize these course 
management “best pracƟces” in order to increase efficiencies in how 
they manage the academic experience for students.  
 

Providing a Broad Experience for Students 
There were a total of five parƟcipants that discussed “best pracƟces” 
related to providing a broad and comprehensive experience for the 
students. Three programs highlighted the importance/effecƟveness of 
having students rotate through as many different posiƟons as possible 
to gain a breadth of experience and knowledge, and to make sure 
that students were trained in all aspects of the SOR. One parƟcipant 
specifically menƟoned the benefit of an overlapping rotaƟon 
schedule, so that students could teach each other about the rotaƟon 
responsibiliƟes. It was also discussed that the more students produce, 
the more that they learn, so SORs should seek to provide 
opportuniƟes for students to prepare large quanƟƟes of food. DieteƟc 
students have previously indicated that experienƟal learning 
opportuniƟes help with learning and applying material being taught 
(Holik et al. 2021). These “best pracƟces related to providing a broad 
experience for students highlight the effecƟveness of SORs as an 

Table 3. Phase 1, Factors that Encourage or Discourage Use of Student-Operated Restaurants in Didac c Programs in Diete cs (DPDs) 

 
Meana SD 

Discourage 
n (%) 

Neutralb 

n (%) 
Encourage 

n (%) 

Alignment with DPD goals 3.25 0.94 5 (10.7) 15 (31.9) 13 (27.7) 

Credit hours available for students 2.97 0.85 7 (14.9) 19 (40.4) 7 (14.9) 

Number of students in the program 2.94 0.97 8 (17.0) 18 (38.4) 7 (14.9) 

ExperƟse of faculty/staff 2.79 0.99 12 (25.5) 12 (25.5) 9 (19.1) 

AdministraƟve support 2.73 1.28 14 (29.8) 11 (23.4) 8 (17.0) 

Other 2.67 0.82 1 (2.1) 5 (10.6)  0 (0.0) 

Profitability 2.58 0.94 13 (27.6) 17 (36.2) 3 (6.4) 

University funding 2.30 1.26 20 (42.6) 9 (19.1) 4 (8.5) 

Available space 2.30 1.21 19 (40.4) 8 (17.0) 6 (10.8) 

Upfront cost 2.15 0.94 21 (44.6) 11 (23.4) 1 (2.1) 

Number of faculty to manage/teach lab experience 2.12 0.89 22 (46.8) 9 (19.1) 2 (4.3) 

a Scale of 1 to 5 was used as follows: 1= Strongly Discourages, 3= Neutral, 5= Strongly Encourages 
b Neither Encourage nor Discourage  
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Table 4. Phase 2, Self-Iden fied Best Prac ces of Student-Operated Restaurants by Managers/Faculty Members 

# of students at 
University 

Majors of  
Par cipa ng  

Students Menu Style Self-Iden fied Best Prac ce   

Theme 1: Coursework Management 

15,001-30,000 NutriƟonal  
Science, DieteƟcs, 

Food Science 

StaƟc menu, 
Single use/

Catering 

“Grading all along.” Break up large menu projects so you can provide feedback to  
students along the way rather than just at the end.   

>30,000 Hospitality  
Management 

Cycle menu Use an “Online format” for the coursework related to the lab rather than a separate in
-person lecture in order to help students connect the course material with the lab 
experience. This helps keep material more succinct.   

Theme 2: Provide Broad Experience for Students 

No answer DieteƟcs Single use/
Catering 

Make sure “students rotate through the posiƟons” to culƟvate ownership and be more 
invested in management roles.   

5,000-15,000 DieteƟcs Changed 
weekly 

Have students “rotate through every possible posiƟon.” When students know how to 
do the job they are beƩer prepared to manage others in those posiƟons.   

>30,000 Hospitality 
Management 

Cycle menu Develop a gradual overlapping rotaƟon schedule that allows students to work in each 
different posiƟon and learn their duƟes from the student who worked that posiƟon 
previously. “Students helping each other because they're more comfortable asking 
each other quesƟons.”   

>30,000 Hospitality  
Management 

StaƟc menu, 
Single use/

Catering 

“Take the Ɵme to train” students in all aspects of the SOR (alcohol safety, food safety, 
proper dress, professionalism, how to talk to guests, kitchen safety etc). Even if it 
takes three weeks, go over everything to make sure students are set up for  
success.   

5,000-15,000 DieteƟcs StaƟc menu “The more students produced, the more they learned.” Provide opportuniƟes for  
students to repeatedly make items in large quanƟƟes.   

Theme 3: Student-operated Restaurant Organiza on and Management 

>30,000 DieteƟcs Students plan 
the menus 

Go “over and above” baseline regulaƟons and expectaƟons. Our program is a model or 
template that other programs can use to get started.   

15,001-30,000 DieteƟcs Table d’hote Modeled the SOR aŌer a “benchmarked” or “verified” SOR program.   

5,000-15,000 DieteƟcs Single use/ 
Catering 

Have students take the “ServSafe cerƟficaƟon exam.” Have “a real Health InspecƟon 
twice a year” to provide real world experience. UƟlize the restaurant as a recruiƟng 
tool to “share about the department.”   

>30,000  DieteƟcs Cycle menu Have a “two-Ɵer system” where dieteƟc interns are upper level management  
overseeing undergraduate students in basic management roles. Interns can teach/

proctor ServSafe, develop markeƟng tools, make producƟon sheets, and hire/train 
employees.   

15,001-30,000 NutriƟonal  
Science, DieteƟcs, 

Food Science 

StaƟc menu In building a SOR it is “important to over-build” – plan for a liƩle more space than you 
think you will need.   

<5,000 NutriƟonal  
Science, DieteƟcs, 

Food Science 

Custom menu 
each week 

Make sure the “front of the house and the back of the house managers” [faculty] are 
“in sync.”   

15.001-30,000 DieteƟcs Single use/ 
Catering 

“Allow the department to collect the money and be responsible for the budget”   

>30,000 Hospitality  
Management 

Menu  
changes 
weekly 

“Try to limit the amount of food waste” because students noƟce. Take reservaƟons 
and forecast as precisely as possible in order to not have leŌ overs. Consider  
donaƟng leŌ over food.   

Theme 4: Interac ons with Students 

15,001-30,000 Hospitality  
Management, 
Culinary Arts 

StaƟc menu “Building community in the classroom” by encouraging teamwork in class and  
interacƟon outside of class. Help them realize the network they have with each 
other.   

5,000-15,000 DieteƟcs Single use/
Catering 

“Independence with guidance.” Allow the students to really take ownership to run and 
manage the restaurant with liƩle supervision.   

>30,000 Hospitality  
Management 

StaƟc menu “Keep expectaƟons very high” to ensure students are prepared for the high standards 
in the industry.   

15,001-30,000 DieteƟcs Single use/
Catering 

Try “not to intervene too much” especially towards the end of the semester. Allow 
students take ownership of their mistakes.   

5,000-15,000 Hospitality  
Management 

Pre-fix and 
Single use – 

changes 
weekly 

Note: the number of “best pracƟces” exceeds the number of parƟcipants because several parƟcipants shared more than one. 

Have a “360 degree full circle” reflecƟon for students. Have students be evaluated 
frequently by the management team, each other, professors, and guests. This  
feedback will allow students to reflect all semester long on how to improve.   
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experienƟal learning tool. Having a broad and realisƟc “job preview” 
of several SOR posiƟons prepares them for management of mulƟple 
employees with different tasks in the future. 
 

SOR Organiza on and Management 
When discussing “best pracƟces,” eight parƟcipants menƟoned 
principles related to the general organizaƟon and/or management of 
the SOR. A couple of parƟcipants menƟoned requirements such as 
having students complete ServSafe training, having students 
experience a health inspecƟon, and going “over and above” baseline 
regulaƟons and expectaƟons. Having students with extra 
cerƟficaƟons and experience with regulaƟons could open doors for 
future employment and also assures a comprehensive understanding 
of important foodservice and management concepts. One parƟcipant 
felt their best pracƟce was in having a “two-Ɵer system” of 
management where dieteƟc interns/graduate students act as upper-
level management who oversee the undergraduate students in their 
more basic management roles. This type of system could increase the 
return on investment for the organizaƟon by introducing students to 
the SOR environment as an undergraduate student and then allowing 
them to use the skills they gained to manage other students at a 
higher level as a graduate student. Other organizaƟon and 
management best pracƟces included overbuilding when starƟng an 
SOR, having effecƟve communicaƟon between front-of-house and 
back-of-house faculty members, having the department responsible 
for the SOR budget, and forecasƟng effecƟvely to minimize food 
waste. Having the business side of the SOR effecƟvely and efficiently 
managed could allow for the manager to focus on mentoring students 
while sƟll operaƟng a viable business.   
 

Interac ons with Students 
The fourth “best pracƟce” theme was shared by five different 
parƟcipants and included comments related to interacƟons with 
students. A couple of the parƟcipants discussed the importance of 
allowing students to pracƟce independence within the SOR by not 
intervening too much, but also providing sufficient guidance. This 
supports previous research which has indicated that dieteƟc students 
appreciate experienƟal learning opportuniƟes and feel that they help 
to beƩer learn and apply concepts (Holik et al. 2021). Another 
parƟcipant felt that it was important to “build community in the 
classroom” by encouraging teamwork and interacƟon in and out of 
the classroom. Having high expectaƟons of students was also 
menƟoned in order to make sure that they are prepared for the real 
world. Finally, one parƟcipant felt that their best pracƟce was to have 
a full-circle reflecƟon for students where they are evaluated by the 
management team, each other, professors, and the guests.  
 
As programs adopt or consider adopƟng the use of SORs, knowing 
“best pracƟces” and being aware of other programs’ approaches may 
ease and enhance the transiƟon. Cross-university collaboraƟon and 
discussion may create opportuniƟes to benchmark and conƟnue to 
refine the SOR experience for students and faculty/managers. 
 

Limita ons 
Factors that encourage/discourage programs from implemenƟng a 
SOR were only gathered from DPDs. Future research would be 
improved by exploring these factors amongst SORs in other 
educaƟonal program types such as hospitality management. Due to 
the relaƟvely small sample size, results of this study are not 
generalizable to all foodservice and management educaƟon 
programs. Future research should focus on including a larger sample 
of educaƟon programs (e.g. hospitality management and culinary) 
that uƟlize SORs or could possibly benefit from the inclusion of a SOR. 
It may also be beneficial for researchers to try different incenƟves for 

parƟcipaƟon or to develop a database of foodservice and/or 
management educators that could be used in future studies so that 
researchers don’t have to rely on having the survey link forwarded 
from directors to potenƟal parƟcipants. A larger and more diverse 
sample would allow for a beƩer understanding of factors that 
encourage and discourage use of SORs in foodservice management 
educaƟon programs. Further, more data is needed to understand the 
student experience in SORs and how the learning in that seƫng 
influences their understanding of foodservice and management. It 
would also be helpful to know how and to what extent the experience 
influences students’ career aspiraƟons. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND APPLICATIONS 
Student-operated restaurants are uƟlized by some DPDs across the 
country in order to meet KRDNs specific to foodservice and 
management, and to provide real life foodservice and management 
experiences for students. However, most DPD programs are 
discouraged from uƟlizing SORs due to the large number of resources 
necessary. Nies (1993) surveyed programs with SORs and found that 
86.8% uƟlized university support and 42.1% uƟlized support from 
industry partners. EducaƟon programs should seek collaboraƟons 
with both foodservice management industry and University partners 
in order to alleviate the heavy resource investment required by SORs. 
For example, a partnership with equipment companies could be 
beneficial for both the SOR and the foodservice and management 
industry; as the foodservice and management industry donates 
equipment and SORs train students to be competent with that 
equipment. Then, as they enter the workforce, future pracƟƟoners 
may prefer use of that equipment brand. These collaboraƟons could 
foster an environment where SORs are more feasible, resulƟng in 
students who are beƩer prepared to more readily enter posiƟons in 
food and nutriƟon management. Having the SOR aligned with the 
program goals was idenƟfied as the most encouraging factor. 
Programs considering use of a SOR should begin by discussing overall 
program goals and making sure that they align with the potenƟal 
benefits of uƟlizing a SOR. Having well defined goals that are 
supported by SOR use could provide jusƟficaƟon to encourage 
University and other stakeholder support. Haynes (2011) provided a 
jusƟficaƟon for the creaƟon of commercial kitchen in an academic 
program and emphasized the importance of creaƟng support 
amongst key stakeholders and soliciƟng funds to support the project.  
 
“Best pracƟces” from 19 programs (dieteƟcs and hospitality 
management) currently operaƟng a SOR were idenƟfied as part of this 
study. These “best pracƟces” can serve as a guide for both those 
programs who are seeking to start a SOR as well as those currently 
operaƟng. In order to foster “best pracƟces” across programs, 
programs should seek to increase their connecƟon with other 
programs and share ideas and informaƟon. Increased use of SORs and 
increased effecƟveness of SORs will benefit educaƟon programs as 
well as create beƩer prepared students to enter the field of food and 
nutriƟon management.  
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