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ABSTRACT

This study analyzed the effects of the socio-demographic factors and dining-out-related
factors on the expenditure of delivery and takeout food. The data for the study were obtained
from a survey data on the consumers’ food consumption behavior by KREI 2019 with 3,337
cases. By applying the significance tests, the main purchaser’s gender and household type
according to family members were the most important factors to the expenditure of delivery
and takeout food. Therefore, four multiple regression models were estimated to analyze the effects
of various factors on the per capita expenditure of delivery and takeout food, where the four
regression models included the male purchasers’ model vs. female purchasers’ model and
single-person household’s model vs. multi-person household’s model. The marginal effects of
the delivery frequency on the per capita monthly expenditure of delivery food was 5,523~1,981
won, in which male purchasers showed the highest effect. Delivery food and dining-out may
be competitive goods, but higher the expenditure of dining out higher the expenditure of delivery
food. In addition, smartphone users showed higher expenditure of delivery food. In general, male
purchaser's household with an aged spouse and no home-cooking could be the main target consumers
for the delivery food market, along with high-income single-person households. Moreover,
developing the quality of delivery food is the key to enlarging the future delivery food market.
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Table 1. General characteristics of the respondents

T oA 10%°l o]t
A z2AF 71E9] 78%7t 7oA A3 8]
(ols} 71z 4] olet Yh2 otw, 7 4

Bt AEH] A& 507Hd HiQlolal, d¥+t 7t
T JAH] A& 104,6499, Hig € FHol2
Oh% S4H] A& 51,5609, ¥Ft 24 Sl
© 3.423], ¥%B< WiE ¥ HolFoRR Sre

= 1.78

Std. . Std.
Characteristics Unit Mean ‘ Characteristics Mean ‘
Dev Dev
Age of main purchaser years 514 119 Age of spouse 53.6 108
under 29 years old 4 Ratio of male respondents, % 13
30 ~ under 59 % 69 Ratio of marriage family, % 74
over 60 28 Ratio of urban residence, % 78
Education” of main purchaser 1~4 32 0.74 Education® of spouse 33 0.72
below middle school 17 Ratio of double income family, % 57
high school % 47 Ratio of single—person households, % 25
above college 35 Ratio of home-cooking, % 78
Family members living together 2.33 1.07 Ratio of family with social subsidy, % 3
. L Ratio of using smartphone in online
Prof 1 1 job 24 27
Job of rofessional, managerial jo ordering, %
i ¥z
mam Service sales job 7 32 Ratio of households dining out, % 83
purchaser
Technical workers 21 Ratio of taking delivery food, % 66
200K Famil i ith di
Monthly average expenditure on food 356 162 Y rao with disease 12
won symptom, %
L 000K Low income(under 3000K), % 40
Monthly average household income ’ on 416 1.96 Middle income(3000~6000K), % 50
Wi
High income (over 6000K), % 10
F f deli k food
Monthly expenditure on dining out 1046 750  duency oF ey fakeout 100 272 2.62
per month
F cy of hasing HMR
Monthly expenditure of delivery food 516 383 dCney OF purchasing bet 1.78  2.85
month
Monthl i dit f
on - Per capita expenditure © 23.0 15.3  Frequenccy of dining out per month 342 434
delivery food
Meals with family at least once a 1~5 355 0.86 Dietary satisfaction 350 0.55

day(Likert scale)

Total numbers of respondents: 3,337

(Likert scale)

YEducation: below elementary school 1, middle school 2, high school 3, above college 4
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Table 2. Frequency table with y’-test results
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(unit: households, (%))

Purchasing delivery foods

Gender of main purchaser

Household type

[ Yes Total Multi-person  Single—person Total
Female 959 1,936 2,895 2,306 589 2,895
(33.1 (66.9) (100.0) (79.7) (20.4) (100.0)
Moo 162 280 442 200 242 442
(36.7) (63.4) (100.0) (45.3) (54.8) (100.0)
Total 1,121 2,216 3,337 2,506 831 3,337
(33.6) (66.4) (100.0) (75.1) (24.9) (100.0)
x2-value 2.14 24277
Gender
Purchasing delivery foods Flouschold type (Out of 831 Single—person households)
Multi—person  Single—person Total Female Male Total
No 728 393 1,121 310 83 393
(29.1) (47.3) (33.6) (52.6) (34.3) (47.3)
Yes 1,778 438 2,216 279 159 438
(70.9) (52.7) (66.4) (47.4) (65.7) (52.7)
Toral 2,506 831 3,337 589 242 831
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)
x2-value 93.1"" 2317

"p<0.001
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Table 3. Reasons to consume or not to consume delivery - takeout food

(unit: frequency)

Main criteria to choose

delivery - takeout food

Reasons not to consume

delivery - takeout food

Factor  Group ; -

Economy Service Reliability Quality Total Economy Service Reliability Quality Total
of food of food
Female 710 958 335 1,869 3,872 551 456 119 1,016 2,142
Gender 0.18)  (0.25  (0.09) 0.48)  (1.00) 0.26) (0.2  (0.06) 0.47)  (1.00)
Male 114 157 40 249 560 93 74 19 160 346
0200 (0.2 (.07 0.44)  (1.00) 027y  ©.21D)  (0.05 (0.46)  (1.00)
Young 197 254 74 493 1,018 47 54 20 103 224
0.19  (0.25 0.07) 0.48)  (1.00) 0.2 ©.24 0.09) 0.46)  (1.00)
Age Middle 487 669 238 1,248 2,642 259 257 68 540 1,124
group 0.18)  (0.25  (0.09) 0.47)  (1.00) 0.23)  (0.23  (0.06) 0.48)  (1.00)
ol 140 192 63 377 772 338 219 50 533 1,140
0.18)  (0.25  (0.08) 0.49)  (1.00) 0.29  (0.19  (0.04) 0.47)  (1.00)
Low 289 362 103 616 1,370 411 276 66 647 1,400
0.21)  (©.26)  (0.08) 0.45)  (1.00) 0299  (0.200  (0.05 0.46)  (1.00)
Income Middle 442 609 214 1,217 2,482 212 230 59 445 946
level 0.18)  (0.25 (0.09) 0.49)  (1.00) 0220 (0.24 (0.06) 0.47  (1.00)
High 93 144 58 285 580 21 24 13 84 142
0.16)  (0.25  (0.10) 0.49)  (1.00) .15 (.17 (0.09) 0.59)  (1.00)
Total 824 1,115 375 2,118 4,432 644 530 138 1,176 2,488
0.19) (.25  (0.08) 0.48)  (1.00) 0.26) (0.2  (0.06) 0.47)  (1.00)
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Table 4. Group means by socio—demographic factors with t-test results

(unit: 1K won, frequency)

Monthly household

expenditure for

Monthly per capita

expenditure for

Monthly frequency

f deli f
Factor Group N delivery food delivery food of delivery food
Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Multi—person 1,778 52.7 39.6 22.3 17.7 2.4 2.2
Household type )
Single—person 438 46.8 32.0 46.7 32.1 4.0 3.7
t-value 2.9 -21.4" -12.0""
) Rural 377 53,9 36.2 29.9 22.6 2.5 2.3
Residence
Urban 1,839 51.1 38.7 26.6 23.6 2.8 2.7
t-value 1.3 2.6 -1.7
Gender of main Female 1,936 51.3 38.3 25.0 20.4 2.6 2.3
purchaser Male 280 53.6 38.1 41.2 35.3 3.9 3.9
t-value -1.0 -11.4" -8.3""
. Never 190 423 28.8 29.9 26.8 2.6 3.1
Dining—out
Yes 2,026 52.4 39.0 26.9 23.1 2.7 2.6
t-value -35" 1.7 -0.6
Use Smartphone No 1,422 48.5 35.4 25.3 21.7 2.5 2.5
for online shopping Yes 794 57.0 42.4 30.4 26.1 3.1 2.7
t-value -5.0""" -50""" -48""
) No 544 55.7 36.4 32.9 27.8 3.0 2.9
Home cooking
Yes 1,672 50.2 38.8 25.3 21.6 2.6 2.5
t-value 2.9 6.7 3.3
Disease of main No 2,050 52.6 38.8 27.5 23.9 2.8 2.7
purchaser Yes 166 39.3 28.2 22.0 17.0 2.2 2.1
t-value 43" 2.9 2.8
"p<0.05, “""p<0.001
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Table 5. Group means by socio—demographic factors, based on the household type, with two way

ANOVA analysis

(unit: 1K won, frequency)

Monthly household

Monthl it
ONENY pet capita Monthly frequency

expenditure for expenditure for .
Factor HO?;;};OM Group dzlivery food dglivery food of delivery food
Mean  F-value’ Mean  F-value? Mean F-value?
Young 58.3 25.9 3.0
Multi-person  Middle 54.8 g8t 223 46817 24 148.3™
Age old 375 3217 182 86T 18 46T
goup Young 496 0.0 49.6 0.0 46 0.0
Single-person Middle 49.7 1467 497 102577 45 4487
Oold 379 37.9 2.7
Low 45.0 22.8 2.3
Multi-person  Middle 543 g7 225 4638 2.4 1437
Income High 57.0 1757 209 346" 2.7 10.0™"
level Low 44.1 0.0 44.1 0.0 4.1 0.0
Single—person Middle 52.7 747 52.7 97.6"" 3.9 29.8™"
High 90.0 90.0 4.0
Below middle school 39.2 18.9 1.7
Multi-person  High school 48.6 gg™* 204 468.6™" 23 148.0°"
Education Above college 60.6 335" 253 26.4""" 2.7 306"
level Below middle school ~ 38.2 L5 38.2 0.0 2.4 46"
Single-person High school 44.6 158 44.6 103.1°7 3.8 3.7
Above college 51.1 51.1 477
“p<0.01, """ p<0.001

YFour different F-values imply as follows: 1% F-value is the test result by gender, 2 one is by the socio—
demographic factor in the first column, 3% one is the cross effect between the 1 and 2™ factors, and the 4%

F-value is the total two way ANOVA test result.
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Table 6. Group means by socio—demographic factors, based on main purchaser's gender, with

two-way ANOVA analysis

(unit: 1K won, frequency)

Monthly household
expenditure for

Monthl it
OnERY pet capita Monthly Frequency
expenditure for

Factor Gender  Group delivery foods delivery foods of - delivery foods
Mean  F-value?  Mean  F-value’  Mean  F-value”
Young 539 30.3 3.2
Female Middle 54.3 0.9 23.7 133.9"" 2.5 720"
Age Old 37.9 32077 233 3867 20 4537
group Young 59.4 0.6 50.7 0.0 4.9 0.0
Male  Middle 54.3 1327 386 4007 35 3007
Old 353 26.7 2.6
Low 439 30.3 2.7
Female Middle 53.5 0.9 23.2 1332 2.4 705"
Income level High >77 17'5:“ 213 307 27 9'8::
Low 48.0 1.8 42.1 0.0 4.8 6.9
Male  Middle 58.6 197 gs AT 34 2087
High 46.9 24.6 2.2
Below middle school — 38.2 23.1 1.8
Female High school 47.5 0.9 22.6 132.3"" 24 7107
Education Above college 59.0 33.3""" 28.4 230" 3.0 204"
level Below middle school ~ 48.7 1077 353 0.0 3.0 0.0
Male  High school 513 1397 383 34077 36 2437
Above college 56.1 453 43
Female Multi—person h.h. 52.6 0.9 22.0 150.3"" 2.4 7.7
Household Single—person h.h. 433 86" 433 4649 3.6 1453
(h.h) type n Multi—person h.h. 54.5 547:* 27.0 0.0*** 2.8 040***
Single—person h.h. 52.98 51 52.9 164.0 4.8 57.4
*p<0.05, ""p<0.001

YFour different F- values imply as follows: 1* F-value is the test result by household type, 2*¢ one is by the

socio—demographic factor in the first column, 3 is the cross effect between the 1% and 2*¢ factors, and the 4*

F-value is the total two way ANOVA test result.
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Table 7. Regression results based on the main purchaser’s gender

Female purchaser Male purchaser

Explanatory variable

Estimate t-value P-value  Estimate t-value P-value
Intercept 27,195 4.7 <.0001 16,229 0.72 0.473
Urban residence(1 yes, 0 no) -3642 3.6 0.000 - - -
Over 60 years old(1 yes, 0 no) -3,809 -2.52 0.012 -8,768 -1.59 0.117
Below Middle school(1 yes, 0 no) -1,765 -0.97 0.332 -5,908 -0.82 0.416
Above College(1 yes, 0 no) 2.831 2.59 0.010 9,344 1.86 0.068
Age of spouse(years old) 137 2.54  0.011 442 2.15  0.036
Education of spouse -803 -0.85 0.396 -4,093 -1.01 0.318
Low income(under 3000K won; 1 yes, 0 no) 1,460 1.44  0.149 4,006 0.98  0.333
High income(over 6000K won; 1 yes, 0 no) -1,977 -2.06 0.040 -844 -0.19 0.847
Professional, managerial job(1 yes, 0 no) 1,175 1.13 0.258 26,538 1.83 0.072
Service.sales job(1 yes, 0 no) 712 0.74 0.458 22,651 1.58 0.119
Technical workers(1 yes, 0 no) =744  -0.62 0.537 23,093 1.65 0.105
Frequency of delivery food 3,217 19.21 <0001 5,523 5.39 <0001
Family members in delivery demand -5,614 -13.2 <.0001 -6,612 -4.1 0.000
Monthly expenditure on dining out 0.036 6.91 <.0001 0.029 1.18  0.242
Frequency of dining out 80 0.63 0528 -391 -1.06  0.294
Frequency of purchasing HMR 152 1.17 0.244 271 0.45  0.655
Smartphone use in ordering(1 yes, 0 no) 889 1.17 0.242 - - -
Home-cooking(1 yes, 0 no) -84 -0.1 0.923 -7,773 -2 0.051
Mefﬁlgf;ig“‘llng feast once a day 429 -1 0316  -1765 092 0362
Dietary satisfaction(Likert scale 1~5) -897 -1.41 0.159 - - -
Social subsidy(1 yes, 0 no) -1,748 -0.61 0.540 - - -
Disease.symptom of main purchaser(l yes, 0 no) -1,304 -0.81 0.420 1,630 0.3 0.769
Disease.symptom of spouse(l yes, 0 no) -252  -0.18 0.861  -14,660 -2.22  0.030

Model fitness

R*=0.39, Adji- R?=0.38
F-value=39.4""", N=1,436

R*=0.71 Adj-R?=0.62
F-value=7.7"", N= 79
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Table 8. Regression results based on the household type

Multi—person household

Single—person household

Explanatory variable

Estimate  t-value P-value Estimate t-value  P-value
Intercept 29,408 5.23 <0001 33,555 6.82 <.0001
Urban residence(1 yes, 0 no) -3,289 -3.35 0.001 -5,210 -1.28 0.201
Gender of main purchaser(1 male, 0 female) 1,330 0.78 0.435 1,347 0.43 0.670
Age of main purchaser(years old) -34 -0.24 0.807 - - -
30~59 years old(1 yes, 0 no) - - - 4,322 1.35 0.177
below Middle school(1 yes, 0 no) -3,469 -2.1 0.036 - - -
High school(1 yes, 0 no) - - - -838 -0.25 0.801
above College(1 yes, 0 no) 2,680 2.49 0.013 - - -
Age of spouse(years old) 117 0.86 0.391 - - -
Education of spouse -766 -0.83 0.407 - - -
Low income(under 3000K won; 1 yes, 0 no) 1,411 1.44 0.151 - - -
High income(over 6000K won; 1 yes, 0 no) -2,011 -2.14 0.032 29,250 1.5 0.135
Professional, managerial job(1 yes, 0 no) 1,718 1.67 0.095 —-4,454 -1.27 0.205
Service.sales job(1 yes, 0 no) 900 0.95 0.342 - - -
Technical workers(1 yes, 0 no) -447 -0.38 0.704 - - -
Frequency of delivery food 3,291 19.72  <.0001 1,981 422 <.0001
Family members in delivery demand -5,603  -13.65 <0001 - - -
Monthly expenditures on dining out 0.036 7.16 <0001 0.193 8.25 <.0001
Frequency of dining out 73 0.6 0.549 -1,462 -5.48 <.0001
Frequency of purchasing HMR 205 1.54 0.124 29 0.09 0.928
Smartphone use in ordering(l yes, 0 no) 958 1.29 0.198 9,853 3.03 0.003
Home—cooking(1 yes, 0 no) -643 -0.76 0.448 -4,527 -1.44 0.151
Social subsidy(1 yes, 0 no) -1,675 -0.6 0.549 -6,308 -0.69 0.491
Meals with family at least once a da
(Likert scale 1y~5) ' 4 105 0295 B B B
Dietary satisfaction(Likert scale 1~5) -988 -1.59 0.113 - - -
D‘Sffs;szrgp;og of main purchaser -1,168  -0.75 0452  -4678  -081 0417
Disease.symptom of spouse(l yes, 0 no) =376 -0.27 0.788 - - -
Model fitness R?=0.40. Adi~R2*=0.39 R?=0.30, Adi-R*=0.27
F-value=40.4 , N= 1,509 F-value=10.4 , N= 353
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