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Abstract

This study was conducted to understand the type of use and satisfaction of delivery food by Chinese and Korean students. In
December 2019, Korean and Chinese students living in Gyeonggi Province were analyzed using SPSS. The average number of food
deliveries was 1~2 times a month and used 30.7% of the Korean students and 21.8% of the Chinese students. As for how to order
food for delivery, 62.2% of Korean college students took up mobile apps, and 49.0% of Chinese students took up mobile phones.
In terms of satisfaction after using delivery food, Korean students scored 3.89 points for taste and 3.74 points for using a neat and
convenient packaging container, while Chinese students showed the highest score of 3.69 points for past eating experiences and 3.65
points for taste. As for the factors influencing the satisfaction after using the delivered food, the food quality satisfaction (3=0.518)
for Korean students and favorable menu factor ([3=0.533) for Chinese students were found. Therefore, it is judged that it is necessary
to continuously improve the quality, service, convenience and diversity of delivered food, and health and safety factors in order to
improve the delivery patterns and satisfaction of college students.
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Table 1. Comparison of general characteristics of Korean students and Chinese students N(%)
Korean students Chinese students X
Male 147(43.0) 104(42.8)
Gender 0.002
Female 195(57.0) 139(57.2)
Year 1 66(19.3) 54(22.2)
Year 2 95(27.8) 65(26.7)
School grade 0.751
Year 3 103(30.1) 70(28.8)
Year 4 78(22.8) 54(22.2)
] House 232(67.8) 0(0.0)
Residence Dormitory 52(15.2) 176(72.4) 291.686™"
ope Boarding 58(17.0) 67(27.6)
Less than 300,000 74(21.6) 17(7.0)
One month 300,000~590,000 166(48.5) 123(50.6)
allowance 600,000~990,000 34(9.9) 77(31.7) 93.164™"
(won) More than 1,000,000 102.9) 21(8.6)
Never 58(17.0) 5(2.1)
Underweight 31(9.1) 53(21.8)
Body mass Normal 236(69.0) 126(51.9) 8 111"
index (BMI) Overweight 39(11.4) 44(18.1)
Obesity 36(10.5) 20(8.2)

seokok

431

'p<0.001, Significance as determines by X test.
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Table 2. Comparison of food delivery usage patterns between Korean students and Chinese students N(%)
Korean students Chinese students X
) Yes 341(99.7) 232(95.5)
Food delivery 12.677
No 1(0.3) 11(4.5)
1~2 times a month 70(20.5) 53(21.8)
3~4 times a month 105(30.7) 35(14.4)
Average monthly 5~6 times a month 71(20.8) 38(15.6) 33.961™
usage 7~8 times a month 33(9.6) 36(14.8)
9 or more times per month 35(10.2) 46(18.9)
Almost never 28(8.2) 35(14.4)
Franchise 289(84.4) 103(42.6) -
Store o 112.005
Individual 53(15.6) 140(57.4)
Media 13(3.9) 5(2.1)
Leaflet 45(13.4) 96(39.3)
Information Mobile app 212(61.4) 75(31.0) 81.943"™
Internet search 39(11.6) 17(7.0)
Recommendation 33(9.8) 50(20.7)
Internet 2(0.6) 23(9.5)
. Handphone 124(36.6) 119(49.0)
Ordering method . 47.566
Mobile app 214(62.2) 96(39.5)
Free call 2(0.6) 52.1)
Weekday 57(16.8) 22(9.1)
Weekend 97(28.4) 80(32.9)
The day of use . 18.228
Holiday 6(1.8) 18(7.4)
It doesn't matter. 182(53.2) 123(50.6)
Before 12 a.m. 3(0.9) 11(4.5)
12~2 p.m. 52(15.5) 67(27.6)
2~3 p.m. 18(5.4) 19(7.8)
Time of use 46 p.m. 54(16.1) 25(10.3) 38.489™
6~8 p.m. 117(34.2) 52(21.4)
8~10 p.m. 51(15.2) 45(18.5)
10~12 p.m. 47(14) 24(8.8)
Average amount Less than 10,000 132(38.9) 120(49.4)
of expenditure Less than 10,000~20,000 183(54.0) 102(42.0) 8.180"
(won) More than 20,000 24(7.1) 21(8.6)
Alone 47(14.1) 78(32.1)
Companion Friend 128(38.3) 161(66.3) 148.183™
Family 159(47.6) 4(1.6)

p<0.05, ""p<0.001, Significance as determines by i’ test.
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Table 3. Comparison of Korean and Chinese students’ favorite menus for delivery food

Favorite menu Korean students Chinese students t-value
Korean food 3.19+1.26" 3.23+0.86 -0.421
Chinese food 3.67+0.84 3.77+0.96 -1.361
Western food 3.94+0.93 3.69+0.87 3218
Japanese food 2.96£1.25 3.16+1.02 -2.192°

Snack bar 3.76+1.04 3.38+0.89 4,666

Fast food 3.59+1.07 3.28+0.96 3.555"

D MeantS.D.

*p<0.05, Significance as determines by #test.
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Table 4. Comparison of satisfaction levels of Korean students and Chinese students after using food delivery

Variables Korean students Chinese students t-value
Quality of food 3.48+0.71" 3.47+0.69 0.184
Taste 3.8940.62 3.65+0.72 4.058"
Quantity 3.66+0.66 3.52+0.74 2.309"
Price 3.26+0.83 3.42+0.72 -2.462"
Nutrition 3.09+0.68 3.43+0.72 -5.885"
Sanitation 3.33+0.70 3.61+0.81 -4.051"
Advertisement 3.10+0.78 3.32+0.74 -3.490"
Provide temperature 3.50+0.82 3.57+0.75 -1.144
Delivery time 3.36+0.91 3.50+0.78 -1.954
Intake experience 3.50+0.74 3.69+0.67 -3.147
Cooking method 3.31+0.66 3.49+0.72 -3.068"
Variety of menu choice 3.47+£0.76 3.45+£0.77 0.304
Offer various coupons 3.18+0.81 3.41+£0.86 -3.353"
Variety of payment methods 3.48+0.79 3.58+0.79 -1.447
Hygienic packaging and containers 3.74+0.73 3.53+0.83 3.184"
Kindness of the delivery 3.47£0.79 3.62+0.75 -2.326"
Events and promotions 3.19+0.71 3.40+0.75 -3.348"
Various order ways 3.61+0.76 3.61+0.78 -0.125
Y MeantS.D.
*p<0.05, Significance as determines by #-test.
AL 8419 o] T WEEL SAo] BT g ShC] A9 WDy R9UE=0533)004] O] folet A%
B0k o S5 20| Hel B A5 40] HEAA AA AS Lhehsich. Purk & Bae020/ HEHE Al ot 1A
SR g ol W= vt or 7P WA YEb Al Ero] vjAE gRle s HiE EWES] FE(B0412),

o webd 249] gel @ Welsha A%t A 3}
shut B ] A o] et meo] Washe X143}
3 9lt.

R Y A LA 891 F SAED UEE
(B-0S1904] F| 4T FFBL ebton] F7a &

e ATEl 0] E2(B-0.329, BT TRPAI(B-0288y,
A1) FA(B-0340), A7 A(B-0.149) 0% HA)
2ol Y] £.95 JFLS F Ao BAH £
AT GF e FFA KA WA of

8 F USR] AL 9F 21 thh Xo|7} vehge.

Table S. Influencing factors the satisfaction after using delivery food by Korean students and Chinese students

Korean students

Chinese students

B t p-value B t p-value
Constant 1.859 2.568 0.011 3.143 6.181 0.000
Food quality 0.518 2,612 0.009 -0.139 -0.922 0.358
Service factor 0.061 0.335 0.738 -0.023 -0.164 0.870
Menu positive -0.417 -1.681 0.094 0.533 2.894 0.004

Dependent variable: satisfaction after using delivery food.
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