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ABSTRACT

Purpose: This study was performed to evaluate the importance and satisfaction of the
selective attributes of delivery food and to analyze the factors affecting customer satisfaction.
Methods: A total of 574 responses were collected from customers who had ordered delivery
food for data analysis. Statistical analyses were conducted using the SPSS program (ver. 25.0)
for frequency analysis, y? tests, t-test, factor analysis, Pearson correlation, multiple regression
analysis, and Importance-Performance Analysis (IPA).

Results: The importance of delivery food selection attributes was higher in the order of
‘hygiene control level (4.72)’, ‘taste of food (4.64)’, and ‘delivery accuracy (4.40)’. Satisfaction
assessment was higher in the order of ‘taste of food (4.32)’, ‘delivery accuracy (4.26)’, and
‘convenience of using the delivery app (4.21)’. According to the results of IPA, items that were
priorities for improvement were charges for delivery, discount offers, sufficient description
of the menu, and rapid handling of customer complaints. On an average, overall customer
satisfaction score of delivery food was 4.01 out of 5 points. Additionally, five satisfaction
factors were extracted by exploratory factor analysis. According to the results of multiple
regression analysis, quality of delivery platform (p < 0.001), quality of delivery service (p <
0.001), convenience and diversity (p < 0.001), quality of delivery food (p < 0.001), and health
and safety (p < 0.001) had significant positive effects on overall customer satisfaction.
Conclusion: To increase customer satisfaction among delivery food customers, restaurant or
delivery platform managers should consistently improve not only the quality of the delivery
platform but also the quality of the delivery food and service.

Keywords: delivery food, convenience, platform, restaurant, satisfaction
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Table 1. General characteristics of the respondents
Variables Value
Sex

Male 211 (36.8)

Female 363 (63.2)
Age (yrs) 34.6 £10.9

20-29 9295 (39.9)

30-39 161 (28.0)

40-49 122 (21.3)

50-59 66 (11.5)
Marital status

Single 297 (51.7)

Married 977 (48.3)
Type of family

Single-person household 124 (21.6)

With family 450 (78.4)
Occupation

Office and professionals 218 (38.0)

Production, sales, service 107 (18.6)

Unemployment (student, housewife, etc.) 244 (42.5)

Others 5(0.9)
Residence area

Metropolitan area 179 (31.2)

Non-metropolitan area 395 (68.8)
Type of residence

Apartment 384 (66.9)

Others 190 (33.1)
Total 574 (100.0)
Value are expressed as frequency (%) or mean = SD.
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g2 0|Kl=

a9l

IJNHS

Journal of Nutrition and Health

https://e-jnh.org

Table 2. Consumption practices of the delivery food

Variables Value
Order frequency for the past year
1time/day 21 (3.7)
4-6 times/week 27 (4.7)
2-3 times/week 150 (26.1)
1time/week 111 (19.3)
2-3 times/month 189 (33.0)
1time/month 76 (13.2)
Reason for ordering the delivery food"
Want to eat something delicious 957 (44.8)
Want to eat at home, not at a restaurant 244 (42.5)
Don't have enough time to cook or eat 129 (22.5)
Don't know how to cook 122 (21.3)
Too lazy to cook or washing the dishes 102 (17.8)
More economical than cooking by oneself 88 (15.3)
Want to eat new and various foods 88 (15.3)
Don't have cooking facilities and ingredients 60 (10.5)
To enjoy the anniversary 60 (10.5)
No special reason 54 (9.4)
Others 12 (2.1)
Main day to order
Weekend or holiday 249 (42.2)
Not specified 291 (38.5)
Weekday 11 (19.3)
Main time zone to ordering”
Supper 412 (71.8)
Late-night snack 145 (25.3)
Lunch 130 (22.6)
Between meals 16 (2.8)
Order method
Delivery application 432 (75.3)
Telephone 138 (24.0)
PC 4(0.7)
Co-consumer
Family 387 (67.5)
Alone 88 (15.3)
Lover 50 (8.7)
Friend 30 (5.2)
Co-worker 19 (3.3)
Degree of order? 3.43+1.14
Expenditure of the delivery food (Korea won/person) 13,125.3 + 6,833.7
Overall satisfaction? 4.01+0.75

Values are expressed as frequency (%) or mean = SD.
Yplural response. ?A 5-point scale from 1 not at all to 5 very often. ¥The satisfaction scores were based on the
mean scores measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree-3: neutral-5: strongly agree).
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Table 3. Comparison analysis of perceived important and satisfaction about the delivery food selection attributes

Evaluation items Importance” Satisfaction? t-value
Taste of food 4.64 +0.60 4.32+0.71 10.185™"
One portion size 3.97+0.95 3.95+0.88 0.444
Temperature of food 4.93+0.81 412+0.84 2.953"
Hygiene control level 4.72 £ 0.56 414 +0.83 16.330™"
Nutritional value of food 3.16 £ 1.10 3.30 £1.02 -2.843"
Indication of origin of food 3.33+1.13 3.43+0.98 -1.906
Additional options available 3.75+0.97 3.84 +0.88 -2.420"
Various menus 3.74 £1.01 3.92 + 0.86 -4.017"
Price relative to quality 4.39 £ 0.77 3.87 + 0.97 11.292"™
Food packing conditions 4.30£0.78 4.07 + 0.80 5.918"™*
Delivery accuracy 4.40 + 0.76 4.96 = 0.79 3.7617
Delivery speed 4.91+0.85 4.05 £ 0.88 3.695™*
Delivery man's kindness 3.97 £1.02 3.97 £ 0.89 0.037
The kindness of an ordered employee 4.11+0.92 3.96 = 0.87 3.583™*
Convenience of using the delivery app 4.98 + 0.87 4.21+0.81 1.673
Charges for delivery 4.33+0.87 3.34+1.33 15.430™*"
Various payment methods 3.88 +1.10 4.06 +0.88 -3.908™"
Discounts offers 413 £1.02 3.83+1.06 6.327"*"
Predictability delivery time 412 +0.93 3.97 £ 0.91 3.480™
Food orderable time 4.07+0.93 3.93+0.90 3.233™
Minimum order price 4.03+0.98 3.39+1.18 1167
One portion size that can order 3.73+1.18 3.46 + 1.1 4.877"
Sufficient description of the menu 4.99 £0.83 3.82 +1.00 9.918™*
Rapid handling of customer complaints 4.33+0.84 3.84 £ 0.97 10.251°*
Quality certification of food 3.69 +1.14 3.50 +£1.03 3.744™
Average score 4.07 £ 0.36 3.86 +0.29

Values are expressed as mean = SD.

The importance scores were based on the mean scores measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly
disagree-3: neutral-5: strongly agree). ?The satisfaction scores were based on the mean scores measured on a
5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree-3: neutral-5: strongly agree).

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; **p < 0.001.
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23. Sufficient description of the menu
24. Rapid handling of customer complaints

B: Doing great, keep it up 1. Taste of food
(high importance/high satisfaction) | 3. Temperature of food
4. Hygiene control level
9. Price relative to quality
10. Food packing conditions
11. Delivery accuracy
12. Delivery speed
14. The kindness of an ordered employee
15. Convenience of using the delivery app
19. Predictability delivery time
20. Food orderable time

C: Low priority 5. Nutritional value of food
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7. Additional options available
21. Minimum order price
22. One portion size that can order
25. Quality certification of food

D: Overdone 2. One portion size

(low importance/high satisfaction) 8. Various menus
13. Delivery man's kindness
17. Various payment methods

Fig. 1. Results of Importance-Performance (satisfaction) Analysis about the delivery food selection attributes.
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Table 4. Results of factor analysis of the delivery food selection attributes
Factor and variables (Cronbach' o) Factor loadings Eigen values Cumulative (%)
Factor 1: Quality of delivery platform (0.853) 10.431 41.725

Minimum order price 0.808

Charges for delivery 0.704

One portion size that can order 0.701

Sufficient description of the menu 0.623

Rapid handling of customer complaints 0.573

Discounts offers 0.495
Factor 2: Quality of delivery service (0.856) 1.944 49.502

Delivery man's kindness 0.766

The kindness of an ordered employee 0.752

Delivery speed 0.677

Delivery accuracy 0.606
Factor 3: Convenience and diversity (0.834) 1.593 55.874

Various payment methods 0.770

Convenience of using the delivery app 0.662

Food orderable time 0.588

Various menus 0.576

Predictability delivery time 0.543

Additional options available 0.517
Factor 4: Quality of the delivery food (0.851) 1.134 60.412

Taste of food 0.751

Hygiene control level 0.670

One portion size 0.654

Temperature of food 0.620

Price relative to quality 0.532

Food packing condition 0.509
Factor 5: Health and safety (0.817) 1.071 64.697

Indication of origin of food 0.818

Nutritional value of food 0.788

Quality certification of food 0.649

The percentage of variance explained by the five factors in the data set was 64.697%; Cronbach' a. = 0.939.
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Table 5. Results of intercorrelation of all measures

Variables Age Degree of order of  Expenditure of Quality of Quiality of Convenience Quality of the  Health and

the delivery food the delivery food delivery platform  delivery service and diversity delivery food safety
Overall satisfaction 0.044 0.147™ 0.024 0.414™ 0.329™ 0.302"* 0.344™" 0.143*"
**p < 0.01.

Table 6. Results of the multiple regression analysis

Independent variables Unstandardized coefficients Standardized coefficients t-value VIF
B SE Beta

Constant 3.865 0.072 53.615™

Degree of order of the delivery food 0.042 0.020 0.064 2.125 1.066
Quality of delivery platform 0.31 0.022 0.412 14.050™* 1.001
Quality of delivery service 0.248 0.022 0.329 11.225* 1.000
Convenience and diversity 0.217 0.023 0.288 9.580™** 1.052
Quality of the delivery food 0.257 0.022 0.340 1.592"* 1.003
Health and safety 0.112 0.022 0.149 5.067""" 1.009

Dependent variable is overall satisfaction, R* =
VIF, variance inflation factor.
***p < 0.001.
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