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RESEARCH CONTEXT



CONCEPT MODEL

• Dining facilities as social hubs to cultivate 
sense of belonging and place attachment, 
leading to higher satisfaction and better 
outcomes among university students. 



RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. How are students using the current food court at the case study college campus?                     
What are the usage patterns?

2. How do students perceive the spatial design and food services of the current food court?

3. How does architectural design impact students' satisfaction with the food court?

4. What role might the sense of belonging play in food court spaces on a college campus? 



RESEARCH DESIGN AND 
IMPLEMENTATION



RESEARCH DESIGN



LITERATURE REVIEW

• Utilizing databases like Google Scholar 
and InfoKat Discovery, the review 
covered 57 peer-reviewed articles and 
multiple research reports, including 
the nationwide RealCollege survey 
assessing university basic needs like 
housing and food on campus.



LITERATURE REVIEW



SURVEY DEVELOPMENT

The survey questionnaire was developed based 
on the findings of the literature review:

1. Questions about the usage situation of 
campus dining facilities, focusing on 
frequency and purposes.

2. Questions related to perception and 
satisfaction regarding food services.

3. Questions assessing perception and 
satisfaction concerning the design 
parameters of the food court.

4. Questions addressing the students’ sense 
of belonging.

5. Demographic questions and schooling 
status, covering factors such as on/off-
campus residence, school years, and 
learning mode.



• Online survey timeframe: 10/20-12/8/2023

• Questionnaires about the food and services, 
design and architecture attributes, sense of 
belonging, and overall satisfaction about the 
food court. 

• Random sampling (Flyers + QR code) and 
convenience sampling via a student advisory 
committee to the campus food and housing 
services. 

• Survey sample size N = 132 (The total meal plan 
subscriber is approximately 500 students).

SURVEY IMPLEMENTATION



SELECTIVE RESULTS & FINDINGS



Differences Between On-Off-Campus Students: In-person visits remain the predominant mode of 

using the food court. Approximately 10% of on-campus students use mobile orders very frequently 

(multiple times per day).

Statistically significant difference regarding the 
median of visitation frequency to the food court
(z = -5.11; p < .001)
• On-campus: Multiple times per day
• Off-campus: A few times per week

Statistically significant difference regarding the 
median of placing mobile orders (z = -2.97; p = 
.003, at .05 significance level)
• On-campus: Once per week
• Off-campus: Never place mobile orders
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Housing Status and School Years May Impact Students’ Perception on Design: Students who 

have resided on campus for three years or longer tend to rate the aesthetics of the current food 

court lower.

• No statistically significant difference 
regarding the ratings about aesthetics/design 
features of the food court between on-campus 
(M = 5.79) and off-campus (M = 5.72) students; 
t(130) = .012, p = .91.

• A potential trend that students who have 
stayed for 3 years or longer have lower 
satisfaction and aesthetics rating, with 
Sophomore students gave the highest ratings.

*All based on a 1-10 rating scale; missing data excluded
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Frequency of Visiting the Food Court based on Different Purposes
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• In current design status, the 
following features gained 
comparably lower ratings: 
o Relax and quiet time
o Socialization
o Class projects, meetings, and 

learning activities

• The ANOVA revealed significant differences of 
rating scores on various design considerations, 
F(6, 735) = 26.31, p < .001.
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Differences of Ratings on Design Features between Occasional and Frequent Visitors 

Relax/Quiet Time: Frequent 
visitors for relax/quiet time rated 
lower scores on spatial layout 
than occasional visitors. 

Socialization: Both occasional and 
frequent visitors rate the acoustic 
environment poor for socialization.

Learning: Frequent visitors for learning 
rated lower score about the lighting 
condition than occasional visitors. 



Ratings to Various Design Considerations: Students rated lower scores on the opportunity to sit by 

oneself, acoustics, and technology support at current food court. 

• In current design status, the 
following features gained 
comparably lower ratings: 
o Sit by oneself
o Acoustics 
o Technology support
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Impact of Different Design Considerations on Students’ Satisfaction

• The multiple linear regression analyses indicated 
furniture and cleanliness significantly impact 
students’ overall satisfaction about the food court. 

• The overall model was statistically significant, 
F(8, 116) = 2.61, p = 0.012, r-square = .15. 

• Furniture (p = .088) and cleanliness are 
marginally significant at .1 level. 

• Based on a 5-point rating scale.
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The rating of the aesthetics and design features of the dining facility is a significant factor that 

predicts university students’ sense of belonging.

• The multiple linear regression model 

indicated a significant relationship between 

students’ frequency of visit, aesthetic 

ratings, and the overall satisfaction with the 

food court (independent variables) and 

students perceived sense of belonging 

(dependent variables). F(3, 127) = 4.59, p = 

.004 (at .05 significance level). 

• The rating of the aesthetics and design 

features is a significant factor that predicts 

students’ sense of belonging (p = .006). 
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Please use 5 keywords to describe your perception of the current food court (open ended question)

The responses characterized various aspects of the food court environments 
as efficient, friendly, and welcoming, highlighting the significance of 
cleanliness, good service, and convenience. Students describe the food 
court as a communal and social establishment offering comfortable and 
clean accommodations, though it tends to be crowded, busy and noisy. Food 
options range from basic and bland to healthy, delicious, and filling, but 
tends to lack diversity and varieties. Food service is generally helpful but 
may have limitations or long wait times. 

N = 658 words





DESIGN IMPLICATIONS



A re-imaged dining hall to further 
strengthen student’s sense of pride 

and belonging to the college. 





POSITIVELY AFFECTING 
PEOPLE IS THE MOST 

IMPORTANT THING WE DO.
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