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ABSTRACT

This study analyzes the importance and performance and investigates the effect of delivery food service quality on customer
satisfaction. The subjects enrolled in this study were adults in their 20s to 50s living in Seoul city who had used food delivery
service applications within the last two weeks. A convenience sampling method was conducted, and data were collected via
an online survey from August 10 to August 11, 2022. A total of 250 responses were collected from customers. Our study
revealed that the delivery food service quality consisted of 5 factors and 16 items. Based on the IPA analysis of delivery

food service quality, items that were prioritized for improvement included ‘kitchen hygiene’,

‘sanitary cooking’, ‘safe and clean

delivery food’, ‘quick customer complaint handling’, and ‘easy order cancellation and refund processing’. Analyzing the effect
of delivery food service quality on customer satisfaction revealed that ‘food’ (p<0.05), ‘delivery’ (p<0.05), ‘order’ (p<0.001),
and ‘compensation’ (p<0.01) were factors that significantly affected customer satisfaction; however, ‘safety’ had no significant

impact on customer satisfaction.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics (n=250)

Variables Frequency %
Male 126 50.4
Gender o male 124 496
20~29 60 24.0
Age 30~39 63 252
(years) 40~49 64 25.6
50~59 63 252
Office 123 49.2
Professional 30 12.0
Housewife 24 9.6
Business owner 21 8.4
Occupation  Student 17 6.8
Service or sales 13 52
Unemployment 10 4.0
Manufacturing or production 7 2.8
Others 5 2.0
1 35 14.0
N“tf;r]r’l;ry of 48 192
members 3 2 288
>4 95 38.0
<1,000,000 19 7.6
1,000,000~ 1,999,999 17 6.8
2,000,000~2,999,999 54 21.6
Monthly 3,000,000~3,999,999 49 19.6
income 4,000,000 ~4,999,999 38 15.2
(won) 5,000,000~5,999,999 24 9.6
6,000,000~6,999,999 10 4.0
7,000,000~7,999,999 20 8.0
>8,000,000 19 7.6
<100,000 22 8.8
100,000~199,999 54 21.6
Average cost 200,000~299,999 63 252
of eating-out 300,000~399,999 50 20.0
per month  400,000~499,999 24 9.6
(won) 500,000~599,999 16 6.4
600,000 ~699,999 8 32
>700,000 13 52
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Table 2. Consumption behavior for delivery food (n=250)
Variables Frequency %
<5,000 2 0.8
5,000~9,999 2 0.8
Price of delivery food 10,000~ 14,999 28 11.2
per meal 15,000~19,999 59 23.6
(won) 20,000~24,999 65 26.0
25,000~29,999 44 17.6
>30,000 50 20.0
Chicken 203 81.2
Pizza 126 50.4
Chinese food 124 49.6
Snack 105 42.0
Fast food 84 33.6
. y Jokbal - bossam 82 32.8
Types of delivery food” Korean food 82 32.8
Japanese food 56 22.4
Coffee - dessert 55 22.0
Western food 24 9.6
Asian food 23 9.2
Lunch box 17 6.8
Meal 208 83.2
Main purpose of SflaCk . 8 72
using delivery food Sl('ie f‘.ilsh for alcohol 12 4.8
Midnight meal 7 2.8
Lunch box 5 2.0
<20 3 1.2
20~29 39 15.6
Limited time to wait for 30~39 74 29.6
delivery food (min) 40~49 66 26.4
50~59 56 224
>60 12 4.8
I'm sick of cooking. 163 65.2
I want to eat a restaurant menu at home. 108 43.2
I want to prepare meals conveniently. 102 40.8
. I don’t want to waste time cooking. 86 343
Reasons for ordering . .
delivery food” I want to eat var.lo.us menu items. 83 332
I want to eat delicious food. 51 20.4
I want to try new food. 47 18.8
Delivery food is cheaper than food I cook. 38 15.2
I don’t know how to cook. 19 7.6

D Multiple choice.
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Table 3. Results of factor analysis
Factor and variables Factor loadings f;lgj er; % e(;(l;l‘z; ?::gce Reliability

Accurate calculation 0.905

zr]f;)r Convenient order 0.898 6.480 8915 0.824
Convenient payment 0.691
Appearance of delivery person 0.835

Delivery Kindness of delivery person 0.833 1.065 12.032 0.741
Quick delivery 0.575
Taste 0.843

Food Moderate amount 0.802 1.219 40.500 0.851
Overall quality 0.715
Kitchen hygiene 0.885

Safety Sanitary cooking 0.836 1.925 7.620 0.931
Safe & clean food 0.810
Compensation for wrong orders 0.845
Compensation  Fast handling of customer complaints 0.792

(I;pp) Easy order cancellation & refund process 0.707 1426 6657 0833
Reward for loyal customers 0.679

KBO=0.859, Bartlett’s test=2,304.240, p=0.000, Total cumulative variance=75.723
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Table 4. Comparison of importance and performance for of delivery food service quality

Evaluation items” Importance Performance t-value
(n=250) (n=250)

Accurate calculation 4.24%0.66% 4.09+0.63 3.072"

((er;)r Convenient order 4.18+0.64 4.09+0.63 1.936

Convenient payment 4.2240.62 4.14+0.62 1.804
Appearance of delivery person 2.78+1.04 3.12+0.63 —-5.033"™"
Delivery Kindness of delivery person 3.61+0.80 3.324+0.70 5.000™"
Quick delivery 4.07+0.72 3.71+0.68 5.986""
Taste 4.04+0.77 3.56+0.69 9.250™"
Food Moderate amount 3.87+0.72 3.56+0.74 5.876™
Overall quality 3.8740.78 3.36+0.75 8.378""
Kitchen hygiene 4.3340.82 3.14+0.78 16.617
Safety Sanitary cooking 4.36+0.80 3.2140.79 16.700™"
Safe & clean food 4.33+0.75 3.31+0.77 15.205™
Compensation for wrong orders 3.34+0.64 3.4840.82 13.154™
Compensation  Fast handling of customer complaints 4.37+0.63 3.38+0.85 15.008"
(app) Easy order cancellation & refund process 4.37+0.64 3.40+0.92 13.800""
Reward for loyal customers 3.89:+0.84 3.30+0.97 8.053"

Y 5-point Likert-type scale (1: strongly disagree~35: strongly agree).

2 Mean+S.D.
" p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.
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Table 5. Results of the multiple regression

Unstandardized Standardized
Dependent variables Independent variables coefficients coefficients t-value Tolerance VIF
B SE. B
Constant 1212 0.234 4794
Order (app) 0.309 0.054 0.323 5.762"" 0.830 1.204
Delivery 0.124 0.059 0.127 2.086" 0.704 1.421
Sgt?s;::lufn Food 0.124 0.056 0.149 2212° 0.571 1.753
Safety 0.33 0.049 0.046 0.675 0.565 1.770
Compensation (app) 0.133 0.048 0.182 2.783" 0.608 1.644

R*=0.364, Adjusted R*=0.351, F=427.988"", Durbin-Watson=1.942

* p<0.05, ” p<0.01, 7 p<0.001.
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