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Abstract

This study was conducted to delineate the dimensions of delivery service quality and to investigate the causal re-
lationships between dimensions of delivery service quality and overall customer satisfaction toward delivery service
among chicken outlets. To accomplish this, 235 persons who have experienced the chicken delivery service in Seoul
were surveyed. The results revealed that the service quality consisted of six factors, employee service, menu quality,
extra service, other menu service, menu development, and payment. In addition, menu quality and menu develop-
ment factors had a pesitive(+) effect on customer satisfaction. Moreover, statistical differences between some deli-
very service quality factors and demographic variables and between usage characteristics and demographic variables
were identified. Finally, a discussion of theoretical and managerial implications and future research areas is

provided.

Key words :

M

i

T QA AP 7 9au)e) HlFe 19824 <o
8,000¢ HEZ A A5FH Y 7% Bt et 1999
126,700 2.2 7131931, o) A 2] 2FH)9] 27% &
Fote oAt o|F 8] 213l F 5Y TFA|S] At
I &4 7149 3] - Hs), Tadhxjol=e] A3} 7)Y
3} Foll 3ol &etA Ay s I vz
=8 $1710l whE A7) FA w2t 20093 A 77 9
A8 <F 369102 ZAEAHEAA 2009).

A AFRFES A7) AAIE 713 2 Rolgke v BF <
WO AHE Fola Jlon, A Akl [y
stgto g FAAAYD e Aotk sy A7) JA),
2 2% 59 dRPAAE Zeju|y Ak} A7} A%
Bas] iy &S F7MIZ HAEFE GAE 2009
7)o E3] 44T Aog AYE) £ Al
STk AFEEY 4] A o 9R A7) gl &2}
TR Y ool & A 3sHA HHA 335 AP

e 2L

e de L omo o

M

' Corresponding author : Suk-Bin Cha, Tel : +82-41-530-1210,
Fax : +82-41-530-1518, E-mail : sbcha@sch.ac.kr

Delivery service, service quality, chicken outlets.

oto|elo] F5& WA ) o] w} B & glolk
g FAe] Fdol 7hed X7 HEHA it =871 £
WA 92 wig A1ge] vt A o, AF 7t
T 9 EE Vg9 dHoE A T3 Uk AAE FFol
Feal el whel v Ayl s AL o2 w2 A g eka
ATHHETHAE 2009).
g AEHE 2H S2olu AARE JPgolut AT
T AR nAA Adste AU Fejo|H, wigT} ul
HaPstes AFo = g vl Fo] vj&de] 50% o3-S
73571 2o} wlg Mula Al [ EE 2008 71EL
7F 22 6,5009) Yol ol2E Ao FPHH, B3] A
Aot M) 9%, d2)E 2 UUlE A4S BY oREAHAEL &
| HAHA = 85 g T 92 AdellA & shie
titez BZhElm QltKwon KT 2008).
7 AEHL] A dFEL o S PET
< Wl AMu)xol 2HE 53 el G ug ARl AE
Hagslm uk olgig X2l AT B4, HF A7 £F
o W2 Y FRE YA viE An|xe] d4lQl mE
g R Q1% X171 Bke] {A|(Kim YH 2006) &= 714, #
AL 5 o2 84T RIS AvAEY] &M Y 5&

TR YO V1
0.

O
=
1
hoe
A

)



20(1): 138~148 (2010) A7) g g Mels EAD 4 BEL BA AT 139

sobslel 44 Ak
o

HASo] 271 A

8
ol
E
i
s_
o
ro
w

S5 WG A
A A2

E/‘*o]
AR

*1
4, A9 &4
CAA, Ml x =22
ot 270 9= Bi= 2713
< u]ﬂd Chang et al(2000)8] AFE & 5 Jon, Oﬂ? é
I F8 Mulx FA e AR A8 %219} ?MH
oln|A 2 HEEHAL 7| = SHAE
A=, WA, e, 7gelsl,
5 37, AL 4,

A28 913, 4 A,
YA olvlA] Fof WelN A2 of

£ F A5t o] & 71 HET) Yol Anbzl o2 Au) A
FHo] B2 Aoz Yepyth 3 Hong DY(2002)= 32}
W2 HEHS o] 83 g MY S0 mE Aujs E
AL Hrleta, oA B Ao vAE QS s
Aok A7 2 aAEe] Mula 4 Fr) g9low §3
8, H2 7, w84

g4, FED Qo] =&Edn, 34 7
3 Al ool GEFE A E 2o 2 HE A,
FEA, SEHAYCE et

=4, WlE Au|so] Me &4 Hrlol AEZE Chae er
al(2002), Kang & Jung(2006a, 2006b) = Seo WH(2006)<]
AT7F 3i}. Chae er al(2002)2 ZAZJE 24 & 531 9=}
HAls MY £49 9% ATE AAsth A A,
1L 32} HHE Ae A Az} gk 7HE, Au) 2, 2907,
g £ £o2 Fashl Azele Ao vehda, &9
A a2t gt A2, 94719 71, wig % fo2 3
Aol vzt BAE Me) Alo] 285 E oEstm ¢Yrt o
23 A7 Ade AA 223 FGate] Qzte) ztolrt e
< EF3 ok g wig AR Me £48 et
Kang & Jung(2006a)& 7ujl W15 Hwo] Mel &40] ]
A ol et AT Au A o) s feke] A9 A
A W AIZE AHA, ok wlg Az S o w 3z}
A2 Adde] 9a& Fom, A5 v vie Jge 7}
A, & D Azh Fole] o7 JFS At A9E
T2k Kang & Jung(2006b)S Ao w2 uldha
HAp HER g A vXE $4 97 7% A
sttt A Za, JEale Ae- ulg Azh 9R ex g
5HEG 71, 29 dE, fxas Ak 49 59 dES S
L3 7= Aoz Jehdm, J e 7} <l s,
e AL A3 AE §3 92 L5 5
M 7] A= ZAEITE Seo WH(2006)E BiE A
H| 0] B447F o] wigel A 2 A Behe A HAE

1.

N

—_—

¢

it

l‘

‘o7 3 HAHS

Pt 9] H T AR SolA] Al o] o] Foix]7] mlE
o thekat A8 Sk LEE wlg Mu) o] Qo] 283t o
Qlo] Hchz it g wie A EH Y] dif-Eol wig &
HES FEEo|HZ 18317] wFel Q14 Au| 2ol gk F
& ¥4 Ut At AE v‘?;xﬂ@g_e_ 2 A5 ok

>é

A, vl TS0 gk AFRE 7 g FAE AT
3 Kim & Ryu(2003)%} 52} HH S A5-% Hong DY(2002)
o} A77F Atk Kim & Ryu(2003)cl] w2 Aulzie] g
T A 2 W A, e 2] A, AEe
744, o] F24E FolAM, 1 F 249 tho] 71g A%
43t} Hong DY(2002) A7 A oA
ThEel] 3 VR 89l R AEAG 89, S 2 AT
FedE 53 e, 971 2E 8o wigd wxt
o] e, g, d T vlw &9 o] TIHT vk
npR|ete 2 71et AR A7) wig ZelAjelzol A
ohAE 2k E4(Kim YH 2006)3 52 wid A2
743t Agk JKwon KT 2008)7} 2UTh Kim
YH (2006)= *]71 wlg Zeixjo]l=e] AF viAE] Ak
Aol #AZ Aol 27l FF uld el 2 AujEr] &
of AAARe|z ERAR Fu FHE 53l A&HQ) BH=
HE7t sttt et ok2E AAFE EA] AR F
g A Fe] W E LY7] ElM e IS Ald = Z2e A
Zrolrtol b, HAgH AA FHelst 4
g0k AHSIHTE Kwon KT(2008)2 A& ZALE &
3 A e ML AN dashe e 43
B2 gto g A rhsde] vl wom, ARt §4%
< AFsked & 43 fa2e o B9,
o|mx| & AT AR S 4 wig HEH
A= °1Dl7<1 FeE i3 Mgke ﬂ%ﬂ H= 01

>
ol

m
B r—{n:

P

&)

X

I

[1

1n:_1

wl
F%ALF%EL;Q%O

kS v =

J\-} :
O_u
:t:‘,
n‘,
e
T
%
iyl
O
E
ﬁ
lo
=]
g
L
o
Y
e
2
=\1=
T
T
{m =)

oyl 1 aLJW” ﬂa“«l ANE Zﬂf\lﬁ}c’ﬂlﬂr

olide] MY ATEEL B uf wig Az F2 4 we

£ iR S e Al B A
E] % B

Jt-z

A= om|x], 7y wd H4 o EH?‘TJ
o) w3 27 ARHL] ALE
@. 6&% ulssh N7 AR wAY
271 AEH ] wid Ajn)| A

i

™

ﬂrﬂd
mXL_IErJ{Hr}.inir_R_EL—U

£ _a ‘HH 30
i

b

fo 1

B

kd

e

s

Jh

(]

1o

of =
ot

=)
>
o
i
o
qes
<
B
i
5
4
2
2z
rr
==



140 HQol-a A H

shetgiet. A, AHls B4 295 AT BASA w4 3
Aol 48, YA, 0% 547 QAT FANA WS 7t 2ol
4% ANSA Bk A7 Ade E3 A w2 AL
Mol A8 Pyt 52AY 299 712 ARE AT,
A7 el £ FF 3A BES PEA)7] 9
o AHls A SUsET §89 AP AN
B}

AT Y

0

1. A7 ot

B d7e 97 58S 248 A8 AE 24 AHE
7122 HZ /1Y ool A& RG] 7] Zahzje)=
AR F 20074 W& 71Eo2 449 59 HAE(A, B,
C, D, )9 A7) wlg AU A& o] &3 A& tites
AEZARE AAEHTE & AE2ARE 9 570 Balse] 1
AES UFeR ER1E9 g MulA 2 oFE Bo] B
T AEo] Y AN UIFe R o] FojFH o, 2008 4
9 3 g B¢ AAEAT F 250579 AEA 7} vl EH o
24557 FAHA L, o] 7h2d F-gHolu B4R HE
A 1055 A e 2355871 HF AF B0 AEEHAT

2. d2X|9 74

B A7 A7 52 M3 975 EdE 2 A9 &
Aol 2HA A8tk AEA = X7 vl o] & B4, 2
g A2 FA SA4, g A2 g AukEel 3
A g SRt Q1T BAIEA B4 5l /| RRom 7
Ak ol EAL A3 B BAle A FE 9,
4 olg B T Al 79 ¥z FAFER e, X7 wg A
H| A F2 £ Kim & KO(1998), Jin & Yoo0(2002), Kim
& Ryu(2003), Kim er al(2004), Park S}(2004), Park YG (2006),
Seo WH(2006) 59 13 AT-& wieto g 23S F&3lq
2 Aol =E £, HASIATh ool wigA] 1"
3, e B3 AL o3, X1719] Bt 5 F 2471 £3o)
3 glen, 53 HA=(l=ul$¢ T2 g}, s=m¢
Fo3ithz S =Uth wid M| 20l ik Akl 34
DL T R0 2 53 Ax(1=vl¢ BUEY, s=ul¢ 2
ZHE S, AF 5AEE B4 Y, 8, A
Y, 2 A%, A4, € 25 5 o/l FEOE o|FAHTY
(Table 3 F=).

dlo]E] ¥23-2 SPSS WIN 15.02 o] &3] $=3=glom,
D259 AT BAEE EAFS dels] 8 Ve

A 2AE AABI. £ A7 g Au)x F4 29

Rolrlob RAFRETE

& Fotry] 8l 29 BA(etelAlF 1 o, 82 AANF
04 ol 719)E, =2 AHl2 #2 83 a4 H5e
Zb 3 BA EME fEA O 39 24 AAlsIH
oz Mulx £4 893 AT FATY FA3L, o8
43 AT BATA B4 3t Ao A S 3l rest, LY
AEA B Flo| Ao FES AT Fe 7 HE A
ol9] A}F 52 $13l Duncan Ao] A S AHE3IG oM,
2E 49 fFEL 0058 7IESE dlrh

de

Za o nE

1. ZA} ARt ol AR &Y

ZAL AR AT BAESA 5402 F 3E9A T A
Al 15078(63.8%), 71 EA} 13278(56.2%) -2 22t 3A(36.2%)
3} o) ExH43.8%) )t} B Ao eIt Table 1). &
d weAE thE ol 989 (41.7%), Al uwEbd e FA
A7} grAo] ZHzt 63K (26.8%), A Wt E 294 ©]

Table 1. Demographic profile of respondents

Frequency Percentage

Variables (V=235) %)
Male 85 36.2
Gender
Female 150 63.8
Marital Single 103 43.8
status Married 132 56.2
Under high school 89 37.9
Edu'ca- University students 48 20.4
tion
Over university graduates 98 41.7
Under 29 93 39.6
30~39 65 27.7
Age
40~49 45 19.1
Over 50 32 13.6
Professionals/others 23 9.8
Office workers 63 26.8
Oceu- Self-employed 27 115
pation
Housewives 59 25.1
Students . 63 26.8
Under 1 million 65 27.7
Monthly 1~2 million 55 234
income  2~3 million 69 29.4
Over 3 million 46 19.6
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Table 2. Frequency analysis of usage characteristics

. Contents of Frequency Percentage
Variabl

anable survey (n=235) (%)

A 92 39.1

B 63 26.8

Brands C 35 14.9

D 30 12.8

E 15 6.4

1 83 353

Usage 2 81 34.5
frequency

per month 3 52 221

Over 4 19 8.1

Leaflet 98 41.7

Brand Mass media 79 33.6
source of

information  Word of mouth 31 13.2

Event/others 27 11.5
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Table 3. Descriptive analysis of delivery service quality items

Variables MeantS.D. Variables Mean+S.D.
Chicken flavor 4.78'+0.75 New menu development 3.85£0.75
‘Sanitation & cleanliness 4.44+0.80 Discount benefit 3.77+0.90
Food quality 4.40+0.79 Other menu 3.74+0.89
Precise payment 4.16+0.88 Convenient payment 3.71+0.95
Speedy delivery 4.15+0.84 Menu variety 3.63+0.82
Price 4.11+0.88 Employee professionalism 3.59+0.92
Timeliness 4.07+0.81 Income deduction of payment 3.56+1.02
Employee kindness 4.07+£0.77 Sauce variety 3.52+0.90
Healthy ingredients 4.00+£0.91 Location 3.48+1.06
Food quantity 3.98+0.82 Standard packing 3.41£1.00
Complaint handling 3.95+0.90 Employee appearance 3.41+0.94
Coupon 3.91+0.90 Promotion 3.30+0.91

Customer satisfaction 3.54+0.73

* ]=very unimportant, 5=very important.

Table 4. Factor analysis of delivery service quality items

Factor total . Factor . Eigen Variance Cronbach's
Mean+S.D. Variables loadings Communality value explained(%) a
Employee kindness 0.78 0.68
Timeliness 0.70 0.67
Employee service
. . . .70
3.8240.58 Employee appearance 0.61 0.53 2.26 12.53 0
Complaint handling 0.61 0.61
Employee professionalism 0.52 0.44
Chicken flavor 0.76 0.64
Menu quality o .
. . 0.67
4.4420.61 Sanitation and cleanliness 0.68 0.55 2.08 11.58
Food quality 0.68 0.54
Discount benefit 0.83 0.76
Extra service
i . . 0.69
3.66:0.72 Promotion 0.71 0.65 1.97 10.95
Coupon 0.69 0.60
Other menu 0.80 0.69
Other menu service .
3.63£0.68 Source variety 0.70 0.68 1.91 10.59 0.70
Menu variety 0.68 0.55
New menu development 0.88 0.89
Menu development P! 1.90 10.56 0.91
3.92+0.80 Healthy ingredient 0.86 0.86
Convenient payment 0.87 0.79
Fayment paym 1.80 10.00 0.79
3.64+0.89 Income deduction of payment 0.86 0.79

Total variance explained: 66.20%, KMO=0.766
Bartlett's test of sphericity=1422.53, df~153, Significance=0.00
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Table 5. Effect of delivery service quality factors on customer satisfaction

Unstandardized Std Standardized Collinearity statistics
Variables coefficients ’ coefficients t Sig.
(B) error (Beta) Tolerance VIF
Constant 1.50 0.38 - 4.00 0.00 - -
Employee service 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.59 0.56 0.78 1.28
Extra service 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.78 0.44 0.78 1.29
Menu development 0.15 0.06 0.17 2.44 0.02" 0.74 1.36
Other menu service 0.09 0.07 0.09 1.26 0.21 0.73 1.38
Payment —-0.07 0.05 -0.09 -1.39 0.17 0.89 1.13
Menu quality 0.23 0.08 020 2.78 0.00” 0.70 1.43
R=0.40, R=0.16, F=7.07,  p<005, " p<0.0l.
Table 6. Correlation analysis of the factors
Factors Employee service Payment Menu quality Extra service Other menu Menu development
Employee service 1
Payment 0.306° 1
Menu quality 0.362" 0.257" 1
Extra service 0.288" 0297 0352" 1
Other menu 0.245" 0211’ 0.450" 0.364" 1
Menu development 0.360° 0.214" 0.398" 0.320° 0.355° 1

" p<0.01.
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Table 7. Delivery service quality factors by demogra-

phic profile of respondents
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Table 7. Continued

. . tor F .
Variables Factors Categories MeantS.D. tvgfuf Sig. Variables Factors Categories Mean+S.D. value Sig.
Et;leprlvfgze Ig’ianl;le %ggj‘és@ 2468 0014 Under 29 3.70+0.60
iy N Employee 30~39 3.910.46 2359 0.072
Payment Male 3.35+0.95 3844 0.000 service 4049 3.92+0.57 i :
Female 3.80+0.82 Over 50 3.84+0.57
Other Male 3.67+0.69 .
menu  Female 3612068 0706 0481 Under 29 3.49:0.92°
Gender 30~39 3.91+0.87
Extr Mal y . _ 3331  0.020
se?vice Felee gégg}t ~2651  0.009 Payment 40~49 3.67+0.86
M Over 50 3.47+0.82°
enu
Male 3.74+0.86
develop - pemale 103075 2660 0.008 Under 29 3.610.70
30~39 3.67+0.62
Menu Male 4474056 Other menu 40~49 3.61:0.64 0.111 0.953
quality  Female 4426064 0536 0578 Over 50 3 664085
Employee Single 3718057 _ Age
service  Married 390:058 2603 0010 Under 29 3.6420.73
i 30~39 3.75+0.71
Single 3.55+0.92 i
Payment g'ed 379010.87 -1.331 0.185 Extra service 40~49 3.6440.72 0.600 0.616
Other  Single 3634071 oo o7 Over 50 335069
Marital menu Married 3.63£0.66 e Under 29 3744077
status Extra Single 3.60+0.78 30~39 3.9540.86~
. : -1214 0226 -
service  Married 4.07+0.78 dEV:thp 40~49 4082063 3.586  0.014
me b
Menu Single 3.7340.78 Over 50 4.19+0.84
develop- Martied 2.07£078 ~3331 0.001
ment ) ) Under 29 4.40+0.63
Menu Single 4401063  _ . 30~39 4.54+0.54
quality ~ Married 4.47+0.60 0.884 0378 Menu quality 40~49 42950.67 2147 0.095
Under 1 mil. 3.7040.65 Over 50 4.57+0.35
Employee 1~2 mil. 3.91+0.58 -
serl"vize 2~3 mil 3.80+0.55 1569 0.198 Professional/other ~ 3.88+0.57
Over 3 mi. 3.89+0.53 Empl Office worker 3.74+0.58"
mployee b
Under 1 mil. 3.484+0.85 service Self-employed 397i054b 2.662 0.030
Payment ;:g ml} gg%g(l) 1170 0322 Housewives 3.96i0.‘54a
mi L. Students 3.68+0.62
Over 3 mi. 3.75£0.90
Under 1 mil. 3.6440.76 Professional/other ~ 3.78+0.84
Otrlri:‘ . é:g g{ g’slélti?);g 0636 0592 Office worker 3.63+1.05
Over 3 mi 36240.64 Payment Self-employed 3.41+0.68 2376  0.053
Mi(r))rcl:t(:ﬂmye - . . Housewives 3.88+0.79
Under 1 mil. 3.72+0.76 Student: 3.46+0.88
Exta  1~2 mil 3624069 (5a oek0 o
service %):eSr r;lim gg%gg Professional/other 3.68+0.77
- " Office worker 3.58+0.65
Menu ‘ljﬂgermlﬂ mil ;ggig-gg, Other menu  Self-employed 3.7740.68 0391 0815
develop- 2~3 mil 109:066° 4804 0.003 Housewives 3.62+0.69
mert  Over 3 mi. 41280.72° Occu- Students 3.6240.70
Under 1 mil 4.3240.71 pation :
Memu T~2 mil. 4424054 L o1se Professional/other 3.7540.51
quality  2~3 mil 4.56+0.59 . j Office worker 3.63=0.79
Over 3 mi. 4.460.55 Extra service Self-employed 3.54+0.73 0.373 0.827
: Housewives 3.71+£0.66
Under high school 3.87+0.59
E‘;‘ef;lv"g:e Univ. Students 3738065 0987 0374 Students 3.65:0.76
Over univ. Graduates  3.81+0.55 N
it h 4.04+0.86
Under high school 3.68+0.88 Professional/other i
Payment  Univ. Students 3545087 0376  0.687 Menu Office worker 3.900.78
Over univ. Graduates  3.64+0.92 develop- Self-employed 4.15+0.63 4.068  0.003
Under hi ment Housewives 4.12+0.78"
Other nder high school 3.69+0.72 a
menu  Univ. Students 3594065 0432 0.650 Students 3.62+0.81
R Over univ. Graduates 3.61+0.67
Education Under high school 3719065 Professional/other  4.45+0.62
nder schoo! X X
Extra_  Univ. Students 363£081 0324 0723 . Office worker 4584051
Over univ. Graduates  3.63+0.73 Menu quality Self-employed 4.56+0.51 1.814  0.127
Menu Under high school 4.0240.79° Housewives 4.35+0.65
develop- Univ. Students 3.58+0.83°  5.845  0.003 Students 4.3440.68
ment Over univ. Graduates  4.0140.75°
Men Under high school 4.49+0.55 * Quncm multiple range test show that mean scores(a=low, b=high) are significantly
uality Univ. Students 4.30+0.71 1.721  0.181 different from each other.
q Over univ. Graduates  4.460.61

" I=very unimportant, 5=very important.
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Table 8. Usage characteristics by demographic profile of respondents

. A C/D/E 2
Categories frequency(%6) frequency(%) frequency(%s) Total X
2_
Single 48(46.6) 29(28.2) 26(25.2) 103(100.0) 2°=6.90
Marital status a2
Married 44(33.3) 34(25.8) 56(40.9) 132(100.0) =003
Under 1 mil. 35(53.8) 1726.2) 13(20.0) 65(100.0)
2_
1~2 mil. 18(32.7) 16(29.1) 21(38.2) 55(100.0) 1=15.07
Monthly come dar=6
2~3 mil. 20(29.0) 16(23.2) 33(47.8) 69(100.0) 0,02
Over 3 mil. 19(41.3) 14(30.4) 13(28.3) 46(100.0)
Under 29 47(50.5) 26(28.0) 2021.5) 93(100.0)
2
30~39 19(29.2) 20(30.8) 26(40.0) 65(100.0) 1’=16.16
Age dar=6
40~49 16(35.6) 7(15.6) 22(48.9) 45(100.0) =001
Over 50 10(31.3) 10(31.3) 12(37.5) 32(100.0)
Word of mouth 10(32.3) 4(12.9) 17(54.8) 31(100.0)
2_
Brand Mass media 39(49.4) 22(27.8) 18(22.8) 79(100.0) x'=15.06
source of ar=6
information  Event/other 6(22.2) 9(33.3) 12(44.4) 27(100.0) P=0.02
Leaflet 37(37.8) 28(28.6) 33(33.7) 33(100.0)
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