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ABSTRACT 

This research investigates the development, use and consumer acceptance of 

online takeaway food ordering (OTFO) apps in the UK. Although the online 

takeaway food ordering sector is well-established, it continues to improve 

services by bringing new technology and innovation in the sector. Among the 

latest technologies introduced into the sector is the development of takeaway 

apps. Given the recent developments and advancements in technology, there is 

limited evidence on how consumers view and use takeaway apps. In addition, the 

development and operation of the sector has so far received little attention in the 

academic literature. To develop a more in-depth understanding of this new 

technology and its adoption, the study employed a mixed methods approach. The 

first approach adopted a case study perspective to investigate the growth of 

technology within one organisation. The second approach focused on consumer 

acceptance of the technology through conducting in-depth semi-structured 

interviews (n = 12) and a questionnaire survey (n = 150). 

The findings from this study suggest that organisations that supply takeaway 

apps tend to adopt innovation to improve business growth and ensure customer 

satisfaction. The best way for the organisation to encourage consumers to adopt 

the new technology was evidenced through the marketing mix such as through 

television advertisements. Although organisations have been active in promoting 

the apps, there are still insufficient information of consumer perception of how the 

technology. Through investigating the consumer perspective, it was revealed that 

the consumer perceived the use of takeaway apps similar to purchasing 

takeaway food. To understand consumer acceptance of takeaway apps, the 
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study used the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) by studying perceived 

usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived trust, perceived risk security and 

perceived social influence on the intention to use and actual use of the apps. This 

study contributes to the emerging body of knowledge on the online takeaway food 

ordering sector. In addition, it has an applied contribution in contributing to the 

development of new theory in the technology influence on university student 

takeaway food purchase and the acceptance of takeaway food apps.  

 

Keywords: Technology acceptance model, online takeaway food ordering, 

takeaway apps, case study, mixed method. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

 Research background 

In 2018, global consumer foodservice industry sales were estimated to be USD 

2.9 trillion (Euromonitor International, 2018). This demonstrates that the 

foodservice industry is an important industry for consumers globally. The industry 

encompasses various activities from preparing meals to serving food for people 

to eat at a variety of diverse food establishments. An individual may enjoy food 

served at a hospital canteen, catering establishment as well as restaurants. 

Those who wish to purchase food from restaurants can select from a variety of 

different restaurants, from fine dining, casual restaurants to fast food restaurants. 

It is a vastly large industry, but there is room for improvement and development. 

As an industry that serves people, foodservices must ensure that their service 

satisfies and meets consumer demand. Different types of consumers have 

distinctly different tastes when it comes to food and the environment. With the 

rapid enhancement and development of the internet, the consumer has 

nowadays various methods to purchase food. This includes via an online website 

and using mobile apps as the consumer believes it is convenient to simply order 

food using technology as an enabler (Agrebi and Jallais, 2015; Kimes, 2011a; 

Ozturk, Bilgihan, Nusair and Okumus, 2016) compared to more conventional 

ways of ordering food via the phone or directly visiting a restaurant to purchase 

meals. Therefore, to understand consumer reaction to this form of innovation in 

the foodservice sector this study aims to understand the supplier and the 

consumer in this sector. Figure 1.1 illustrates the structure of the study and topics 

related to the research objectives. 
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Figure 1.1 The structure of the study 
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The internet is considered to be the most significant technological inventions of 

this era, and people have become extremely attached and reliant on the 

technology wherever they go. Therefore, to fulfil consumer demand for on-the-go 

internet use, the evolution of the cell phone has enabled this to eventuate. Cell 

phones continue to evolve not only physically and functionally but also in their 

usability, since the creation of the smartphone in 1999. The evolution of the cell 

phone has enabled a device that can connect consumers to the internet at any 

time and anywhere to become portable (Kwon, Bae and Blum, 2013). The 

popularity of the smartphone has grown since its inception (Wang, Yu and Wei, 

2012). In 2017, smartphone sales grew by 3% compared to the same period in 

2017 (Gartner, 2017) with a noticeable increase in the number of people using a 

tablet device and mobile phone instead of using a desktop to browse the internet 

(Ellins, 2017). These devices are useful for consumers as they allow all-in-one 

device functionality which enables the users to communicate, to buy and sell and 

search for information. For suppliers, these devices are a powerful tool that can 
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food ordering sector

Consumer acceptance of OTFO apps
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connect them directly to consumers through the right platform (Yang, Lu, Gupta, 

Cao, and Zhang, 2012; Morosan, 2014). For example, using social networking 

platforms like ‘Facebook’ to generate electronic word-of-mouth marketing for 

businesses or using mobile apps to sell their products and services. 

In the foodservice industry, the development of both the mobile and the internet 

has enabled the consumer to directly purchase takeaway food from a restaurant, 

whether through the restaurant’s website or via a multi-restaurant site (Kimes and 

Laqué, 2011). In this situation, the consumer can open the internet browser 

through their smartphone or tablet device and directly access the restaurant’s 

website to place a food order. Furthermore, the smartphone also enables the 

consumer to download mobile apps which can be used to purchase takeaway 

food. Mobile browsers enable users to access many different types of web-

enabled services, whereas apps only enable users to connect to specific online 

services (Mikkonen and Antero, 2011). Likewise, foodservice establishments 

may choose to adopt a single platform or both platforms if they wish and have the 

money to invest in developing these platforms.  

In the online takeaway food ordering (OTFO) sector, suppliers have found that 

mobile apps provide a significant advantage in providing services which the 

consumer can easily access and take advantage. However, at present, ordering 

food through apps is less common although their application and use are growing 

with the younger generation of users (Kimes and Laqué, 2011). Consumers 

mostly use apps for communicating such as using social networking compared 

to ordering takeaway food. Indeed, the increase in OTFO companies and their 

desire to develop apps may be distracted if they discovered that consumers are 

not using food ordering services as much as initially anticipated. Therefore, this 
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study aims to understand the growth of the OTFO sector from the supplier’s 

perspective and the consumer’s acceptance of takeaway food apps. By 

conducting this study, further insight into the development of OTFO apps and the 

factors that influence consumers’ adoption of takeaway apps will be produced. 

 

 Significances of this study 

The OTFO sector was established since the 1990s. However, it has only been 

since 2010, that the sector has become better known by consumers (Kimes, 

2011a). The study named the sector as ‘Online takeaway food ordering’ sector 

instead of ‘Online food ordering’ sector to defined that the sector is related to 

takeaway and home delivery food but not on food, in general, that may consist 

groceries. 

 When the technology (i.e. internet) was first developed, it influenced many 

industries such as retailing and banking, to invest in this new innovation. 

Consequently, for this very reason, consumers began using the technology 

(Agrebi and Jallais, 2015; Marakarkandy, Yajnik and Dasgupta, 2017). Moreover, 

recent research has shown that people  believe technology is more convenient 

than conventional methods (Teo, Tan, Ooi, Hew and Yew, 2015; Ozturk et al., 

2016).  and that people have become attached to technology and will use it 

anytime and anywhere as mentioned earlier (Anshari, Alas, Hardaker, Jaidin, 

Smith and Ahad., 2016; Rahim, Safin, Kheng, Abas and Ali 2016; Wang, Xiang 

and Fesenmaier, 2014). Furthermore, technological devices are more affordable 

compared to ten years ago and various of technology services such as social 

networking, online shopping and mobile apps can access a variety of services 
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and information sources (Agrebi and Jallais, 2015; Anshari et al., 2016; Hwang 

and Park, 2015). 

Because the use and application of technology have rapidly become a common 

trend, people are beginning to use online takeaway food ordering services given 

the convenience. However, there remains insufficient information regarding this 

sector, particularly in academic literature. People only relate to this sector as a 

website or using apps for ordering takeaway food and delivering it to the 

consumer, whereas, it has become a key platform for participating restaurants to 

gain more food orders and to generate extra profit. However, there is a limited 

understanding of how suppliers operating in this sector generate their profit and 

develop their marketing strategies. Similarly, there is limited insight concerning 

competitiveness between the supplier and consumer acceptance of OTFO 

services. 

Therefore, based on the reasons mentioned above, the purpose of this thesis is 

to contribute to the existing body of knowledge in this area by investigating the 

growth of mobile apps in the OTFO sector and the changing patterns of consumer 

acceptance within the UK market. The UK market has been chosen because it is 

home to one of the largest suppliers in the OTFO industry globally. Additionally, 

this study focuses on the student segment of the market given their lifestyle, their 

knowledge and technology literacy and their attachment to this particular 

technology. Understanding the student’s acceptance of takeaway food ordering 

apps will assist academia and the food services sector to better understand its 

application in this sector and how students perceive its usefulness.  
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 Research aim and objectives  

This study aims to investigate the growth of mobile apps in the OTFO sector and 

the changing patterns of customer acceptance within the context of the UK 

market. The objectives of this study include the following: 

Research objective 1: To understand the development of the online 

takeaway food ordering sector in the foodservice industry 

Many factors influence the development and sustainability of the 

foodservice sector, namely external environments such as political, 

economic and technological factors. However, since the development and 

inception of the internet, this sector continues to innovate new service 

offering for consumers and intermediation channels such as the OTFO 

sector was established. Therefore, the purpose of this objective is to 

understand the historical significance of the foodservice sector from its 

inception. Using a qualitative approach, and particularly, review of the 

literature and other information sources, the study will achieve this 

objective.  

 

Research objective 2: To explore the growth and operating 

characteristics of organisations supplying mobile apps within the 

online takeaway food ordering sector 

The objective is to understand the growth and characteristics of 

organisations that supply mobile apps to the OTFO sector. This is 

undertaken via adopting a case study approach by focusing on the UK’s 

most prominent OTFO company, ‘Just Eat’. Two techniques are employed 

to understand the case study: semi-structured interviews and document 
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analysis. Exploring and understanding the rapid growth of mobile apps in 

the OTFO sector through an organisation enables the study to understand 

how quickly the sector has grown and matured over time, as well 

identifying the pattern of growth within one specific company. This is 

significant as it provides insight into the development of this sector and the 

operating characteristics of the supplier. 

 

Research objective 3: To identify the socio-demographic 

characteristics of consumer who use mobile apps to order takeaway 

food 

Socio-demographic characteristics may influence customer acceptance of 

mobile apps. The identification of user characteristics helps the study to 

discover whether consumer characteristics influence takeaway food 

ordering habits through OTFO sites. The study selects a sample of 

international students living and studying in the UK. Moreover, because 

the focus is on the student market segment, the study needs to identify 

basic demographic characteristics such as gender, nationality and marital 

status. The study also reveals the respondents favourite OTFO sites, types 

of accommodation, types technology adopters, devices used to access 

OTFO sites, the locations used to access OTFO sites, takeaway food 

spending and the frequency of purchasing takeaway food. To address this 

objective, a questionnaire survey will be conducted involving students who 

are studying at the University of Exeter.  
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Research objective 4: To analyse the factors influencing consumer 

acceptance of mobile apps within the online takeaway food ordering 

sector 

Research on the consumer acceptance of mobile apps is limited, 

particularly in the OTFO sector. It is anticipated that, by analysing the 

factors influencing consumer acceptance of mobile apps in the OTFO 

sector, this study will better understand the main reasons underpinning 

technology acceptance in this context. Therefore, the research refers to 

several models and a range of factors that affect consumer acceptance of 

technology usage, including security, trust, social influence, perceived 

ease of use, perceived usefulness, intention to use and actual usage as 

identified in previous studies (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1970; Davis, 1986). The 

study will be using a questionnaire survey and in-depth interviews to 

address this objective.  

 

 Research structure 

This thesis contains nine chapters. The first chapter begins by presenting and 

introducing a broad outline of the study. The chapter begins with the research 

background presenting the source where the idea of the study originated. 

Research aims and objectives are next discussed along with the goals of the 

research followed by presenting the research structure and a summary of the 

chapter. 

Chapter 2 presents the literature review that aims to develop an understanding 

of the innovations in the food services industry and the consumer’s technology 
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acceptance. The chapter begins by discussing the concept of innovation, 

consisting of several subtopics: the innovation adoption process, organisation 

innovation adoption and the organisation’s management innovation. The chapter 

continues by discussing innovation development in the foodservice industry. 

Several innovations are adopted by the industry which is discussed in this chapter 

including e-commerce and m-commerce. The last part of the chapter continues 

by explaining the theory of technology acceptance with an overview of the basic 

technology acceptance model (TAM) model used to develop a conceptual 

framework for the study. Finally, the chapter concludes by presenting a 

conceptual framework consisting of several constructs drawn from previous 

studies and adapted to the context of this study. 

Chapter 3 is another literature review that mostly focuses on students’ lifestyle 

and their eating patterns. This chapter explores the university student’s study 

environment. Studying at university will affect the lifestyle because students are 

living away from their parents, and they need to become independent in 

managing their daily life which includes study time, managing their finances and 

as well as their eating habits. Additionally, the literature related to students eating 

habits will be presented based on a study by Deliens et al. (2014) which revealed 

that university student eating habits are influenced by five different factors which 

are the individual, the social environment, the physical environment, the macro 

environment and the university’s characteristics. 

Chapter 4 presents the methods, research design and execution, sampling, data 

analysis, and ethical considerations. This study adopts a mixed-methods 

approach, including qualitative methods which consist of document reviews, 

semi-structured interviews and in-depth interviews. While the quantitative 
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approach will be undertaken via a paper-based questionnaire survey and an 

online-based questionnaire survey. This study further conducts a sequential 

mixed methods approach, starting with document reviews followed by semi-

structured interviews in order to understand the development of the OTFO sector 

from the perspective of the supplier. In addition, the online and paper-based 

questionnaire survey and in-depth interviews are needed to understand the 

consumers’ usage of OTFO services. 

Chapter 5 provides an overview of the takeaway food ordering sector, beginning 

by introducing the fast food and takeaway food concept. A brief review of the 

history of takeaway food and the innovation that occurred in this sector from its 

inception until today is presented. Figures on the current trends in takeaway food 

consumption, home delivery food sales and online takeaway food sales are 

outlined. Lastly, this chapter will present general information and typologies of 

OTFO services. 

Chapter 6 presents the findings related to the suppliers of OTFO services. This 

chapter adopts a case study approach to understand the growth of the OTFO 

sector by choosing ‘Just Eat’. As mentioned in the methodology chapter, the data 

for this chapter were collected from Just Eat’s financial reports between 2010 and 

2017. Additionally, semi-structured interviews and video interviews were obtained 

via the internet to understand the company further. From all the data collected, 

this chapter aims to understand the company’s business strategies, the 

innovation and technology development in the company and challenges and 

issues faces by the company. At the conclusion of the chapter, a framework and 

summary of the chapter are presented. 
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Chapter 7 discusses the findings of the in-depth interviews on the students' 

lifestyle, particularly regarding their eating behaviour. The findings are based on 

the analysis of in-depth interviews with 12 students of the University of Exeter. 

Six sections are contained in this chapter. The first section is the introduction of 

the respondents which consist of the respondents’ demographic profile. The 

second section discusses student technology usage that encompasses their 

internet usage and device ownership. The following section continues the 

discussion by understanding their lifestyle that includes their daily routines. The 

then the student’s perception of cooking and their eating habits which may be 

related to takeaway food purchasing habits are investigated in-depth. Lastly, the 

chapter identifies the factors influencing eating habits of the study participants.  

Chapter 8 presents the findings of the students’ acceptance of takeaway apps. 

The results are based on the questionnaire survey and data collected from 

students at the University of Exeter. The chapter begins by describing the survey 

profile followed by univariate and bivariate analyses. This is followed by the main 

discussion which focuses on consumer acceptance of OTFO apps based on the 

conceptual framework developed in Chapter 2. At the end of this chapter, the 

findings are linked together and summarised. 

Chapter 9, the final chapter of this study, draws the main ideas and conclusions 

together. The chapter includes the research findings, key contributions, 

limitations of the study and recommendations for future research. The chapter 

commences by discussing the data and findings related to the research aims and 

objectives. The contribution of the study will discuss the implications for both 

theoretical and managerial aspects. Limitations of the study are discussed 
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including the drawbacks of the research from several different perspectives such 

as the methodology followed lastly by recommendations for future research. 
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 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter discusses previous studies related to innovation particularly in the 

foodservice industry and the theory of technology acceptance. It helps the study 

to understand how innovation influences technological development in the 

foodservice sector and identifies existing studies related to the online takeaway 

food sector. Aside from that, the chapter discusses the theory of technology 

acceptance, specifically the technology acceptance model (TAM), understanding 

the advantages and disadvantages of the model and familiarity of the model. The 

process of locating and understanding past studies is important in the context of 

this study, given much more understanding is needed concerning the OTFO 

sector. 

The chapter begins by discussing the concept of innovation that includes the 

innovation adoption process and the process of adopting innovation by the 

organisation. The discussion of innovation then continues by presenting 

technology development in the service industry and the adoption of the 

technology. There have been various innovations adopted since the inception of 

technology. Among the earliest technologies adopted was the internet, followed 

by electronic commerce (e-commerce) and mobile commerce (m-commerce).  

The chapter continues by discussing student technology acceptance to 

understand student perceptions and their adoption of technology. Several 

theories of technology acceptance are reviewed in this context, to reveal the use 

and application of each theory. However, the study decided to use the TAM given 

it is mostly used to understand consumer acceptance of technology particularly, 

the use of technology. From the previous studies, a number of factors have been 
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identified in order to understand the factors that influence consumer acceptance 

of takeaway apps, and a conceptual framework is developed based on these 

factors. The chapter concludes with a summary. 

 

 The concept of innovation 

In this study, innovation is framed as an organisational concept in the foodservice 

service sector and as a concept related to consumer behaviour. However, before 

proceeding to understand innovation in the foodservice sector, it is important to 

discuss the basic concept.  

Innovation has been defined and described differently in many studies 

(Bhaskaran, 2006; Robertson, 1967; Unnamed, 1656). Among the earliest 

studies was Schumpeter (1939) who defined innovation using three terms: the 

development of new plants and equipment, an introduction to a new organisation 

and the growth of new leadership. Robertson (1967) also believed that innovation 

was a process of creating a new perspective, behaviour or thing, which can be 

planned to occur. Conversely, Bhaskara (2006) described innovation differently 

where he identified innovation as a risk-taking experiment that required careful 

planning. Although his definition is distinguished from the other researchers, his 

description of innovation is more or less the same given he expressed it from a 

different viewpoint. Before developing new products, and before introducing and 

applying it, individuals or organisations needs to ensure that a strategy has been 

well laid out. The individual/organisation needs a proper plan before developing 

innovation to ensure that the creation will be successful (Pisano, 2015). 
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Accordingly, innovation has been recognised in two forms: incremental and 

radical innovation. Incremental innovation refers to a small invention or minor 

changes to the development of an existing product or services (Henderson and 

Clark, 1990) and does not need an expert to develop (Bhaskaran, 2006). On the 

other hand, there is radical innovation which requires significant changes, that 

can be evidenced in the development of new products or processes (Bhaskaran, 

2006), such as smartphones and mobile applications. Henderson and Clark 

(1990) believed that to develop a successful product; there is a need for two 

additional forms of knowledge; architecture and component knowledge. Their 

study, classified innovation into four categories: modular/ component, 

architectural, incremental and radical (Henderson and Clark, 1990) (see Figure 

2.1). Modular or component innovation is the earliest, and it involves altering the 

concept of technology and the relationship between innovations, for example, the 

digital telephone. However, architectural innovation relates to a novel way to 

reconstruct an already established system to connect with existing components, 

for example, a portable fan (Henderson and Clark, 1990). 

Figure 2.1 Henderson and Clark’s innovation matrix 
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In contrast, Pisano’s (2015) version of innovation typologies retains two types of 

innovation which include architecture and radical innovation, further adding two 

innovation types which are routine/sustaining and disruptive innovations (see 

Figure 2.2). Routine/sustaining innovation refers to a customer base, developed 

from an organisation’s competencies which suits their business model (Pisano, 

2014). For example, a new version of Microsoft Windows or an Apple iPhone. 

While, disruptive innovation refers to an innovation that has been challenged or 

interrupted, leading to the creation of a new market/product or services 

(Christensen, 2013). Therefore, many companies keen to innovate should 

choose more than one innovation as different types of innovation can be 

combined to complement each other instead of substituting for another innovation 

(Charitou and Markides, 2003). However, in this study, Pisano’s innovation of 

typologies was used to refer to the innovation landscape as it is related to 

business operations.  

Figure 2.2 Pisano’s innovation matrix 
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Among the diverse types of innovation, this study focuses on disruptive 

innovation which is derived from the works of Clayton Christensen (Christensen, 

2013; Christensen and Raynor, 2013). Christensen (2013) described that 

disruptive innovation occurs when a product or service has been disturbed or 

interrupted by new innovation. Disruptive innovation has also been referred to 

previously by Schumpeter, several centuries ago as a “big disturbance” when 

significant competition occurs among supermarkets causing a disruptive effect 

on the structure of non-food retailers which also effects established retailers 

(Bliss, 1960). This revealed that disruptive innovation in various industries (and 

businesses of all  sizes) has been occurring for many years (Guttentag, 2015).  

Initially, Christensen applied the theory of disruptive technology to describe 

technology disruption, however, over time he also used the theory to explain 

different types of disruptive innovations (Danneels, 2004; King and 

Baatartogtokh, 2015; Markides, 2006). Markides (2006) argued that 

Christensen’s theory could not be applied to define other types of disruptive 

innovation, given there are various types of innovation that are derived differently 

for different innovations (see Table 2.1). However, King and Baatartogtokh (2015) 

believed the theory could not be utilised entirely in every innovation situation 

given it needs to take into account certain factors such as legacy cost, changing 

the scale of economies and the law of probabilities. 
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Table 2.1 Types and example of disruptive innovation 

Types of disruptive 
innovation 

Definition Authors 

Business model innovation “…is the discovery of a fundamentally 
different business model in an existing 
business.” 
 
Example: Low-cost airlines 
 

Markides (2006) 

Product innovation “…is a new technology or combination 
of technologies introduced 
commercially to meet a user or a 
market need.” 
 
Example: 3D printer, self-service kiosk, 
smartphone. 
 

Utterback and 
Abernathy (1975) 

Strategic innovation “…a way of playing the game that is 
both different from and in conflict with 
the traditional way.” 
 
Example: Low-cost airlines, internet 
banking, home delivery grocery. 
 

Charitou and 
Markides (2003) 

Source: Author 

 

Nagy, Schuessler, and Dubinsky (2016, p. 122) redefined the term ‘disruptive 

innovation’ as “an innovation with radical functionality, discontinuous technical 

standards, and/or new forms of ownership that redefine marketplace 

expectation”. They also developed a series of steps to determine a potentially 

disruptive innovation in an organisation. Instead of applying the definition and 

theory developed by Christensen, Nagy et al.'s theory was able to help 

practitioners to predict the effects of potential disruptive innovation, although in 

this case, either definition can describe disruptive innovation. Here, the basic 

definition of innovation relates to disrupting, whether it is a product/system or 

service; it is changing the product into something that was perceived to be better 

than previous. However, regarding whether the innovation will be accepted or 

not, it is difficult to predict before launching the new product or service. 
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 Innovation adoption process 

To understand the process whereby individuals or organisations adopt an 

innovation, it is important first, to understand the process to develop the 

innovation and the adoption process. Figure 2.3 illustrates a model adapted by 

Van de Ven (1991) from Rogers’s innovation theory. The diagram summarises 

all of Rogers’ works starting from the process to develop innovation to the last 

stage which is the consumer’s decision to adopt the innovation. The initial step in 

developing an innovation commonly results from identifying a need or problem. 

The next step is where the developer needs to design and commercialise the 

innovation, and the last step is the decision to adopt or reject the innovation which 

will wholly depend on the user. By understanding this process, it shows that the 

innovation created by the organisation or developer is directly related to 

consumer acceptance. If the consumer does not approve or accept an innovation, 

the developer will need to undertake further research to obtain additional 

knowledge concerning the innovation from the consumer’s perspective 

(Cornescu and Adam, 2013). 
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Figure 2.3 Rogers's basic model in innovation invention 
 

 

Source: Van de Ven (1991) adapted from Rogers (1983, pp 165, 233). 
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diffusion of the innovation (Katz, Levin and Hamilton, 1963; Rogers, 2003). 
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item via a certain channel. This term was also discussed by Rogers, (2003) in 

describing diffusion as a process of connection between a new invention via a 

certain medium to a group of people or population. Here, Roger’s illustrated the 

theory of innovation diffusion in a bell-shaped curve, and grouped individuals 

based on a specific period (see Figure 2.4). He further divided innovation into five 

types of technology adopters: innovators, early adopters, the early majority, late 

majority and laggards. The innovators are the initial entry group with 2.5% at the 

beginning of the adoption process, given they are the pioneers of the innovation. 

This is followed by the early adopter, early majority, late majority and laggards. 
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Figure 2.4 Roger’s diffusion of innovation theory 

 

Source: Rogers (2003, p.281). 

 

Moreover, the innovators are those who love technology and are the first to 

implement and use the technology when released. Similarly, the early adopters 

are those individuals that like new technologies and use it before other people 

they know use it, whereas, the early majority are users who typically use the new 

technology after other people have used it. The late majority and the laggards are 

categorised as the group of individuals that hesitated to use the technology before 

knowing other people used it. 

Notwithstanding, the diffusion of innovation occurs through several processes, in 

which there are two established theories of innovation diffusion by (1) 

Schumpeter and (2) Rogers (Nooteboom, 1994). Schumpeter (1939) explained 

that diffusion is a part of dissemination in a social system, whereas Rogers (2003) 

defined that diffusion of innovation occurred when an individual underwent a 

process of acquiring knowledge of innovation until a confirmation stage is 
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reached, (see Figure 2.3). In this case, the diffusion process began by starting 

from the exposure of information/knowledge of the innovation and then 

comprehending and knowing how the innovation works. This is then followed by 

persuasion which is formed when a person has either a positive or negative 

affection towards the innovation. Next, the decision phase occurs when a person 

needs to decide whether they wish to adopt or reject the innovation. When an 

individual decides to accept the innovation, they will use it, and conversely, when 

they decide to reject it, many innovations will subsequently be re-invented. Lastly, 

the confirmation stage is where the individual needs an assertion in order to make 

sure they made the correct decision to accept the innovation. 

However, Roger’s study focuses on the process of accepting innovation 

neglecting to discuss innovation rejection. It was found from undertaking the 

literature review, that limited studies focused on innovation resistance (Cornescu 

and Adam, 2013; Szmigin and Foxall, 1998). The most cited theory of innovation 

resistance was the work by Ram and Sheth (1989) in which they discovered 

innovation resistance occurred when consumers found an innovation 

dissatisfying or conflicted with their personal beliefs (Ram and Sheth,1989). On 

the other hand, Cornescu and Adam (2013) described the resistance to 

innovation as the consumer’s reaction to a new innovation (i.e. product/ services) 

compared to others.  

Similarly, Ram (1987) created the theory of resistance in understanding the 

phenomenon after the innovation had been rejected and whether the innovation 

subsequently dies or continues to exist. In 1999, Bagozzi and Lee created a 

model to investigate the consumer’s decision to adopt or resist innovation 

adoption. Here, they created two models related to consumer thinking and the 
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decision process of the consumer concerning the innovation in terms of goal 

setting and goal striving. Furthermore, Kleijnen, Lee, and Wetzels (2009) 

established a model of consumer resistance to innovation that focused on three 

major elements of resistance: rejection, postponement and opposition.  

While Cornescu and Adam (2013) highlighted the use of three main types of 

resistance that clarifies the basis for innovation resistance (see Figure 2.5). Their 

model is much easier to understand given it shows the relationship between 

innovation resistance and the types of resistance. For instance, when an 

individual has decided to resist innovation, there will either be postponement, 

which refers to the decision not to adopt the innovation at that point, or they find 

the innovation acceptable (Kleijnen, Lee and Wetzels, 2009; Szmigin and Foxall, 

1998). In addition, there are several factors that individuals consider in their 

decision to postpone such as timing, gaining knowledge of a certain innovation 

or to ensure the products work effectively (Cornescu and Adam, 2013).  

 

Figure 2.5 Model of consumer’s resistance 

 

Source: Cornescu and Adam (2013, p.463) 
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Opposition is when a consumer has decided to protest against the innovation by 

acting rebelliously (Kleijnen, Lee and Wetzels, 2009), in this case, consumers 

have decided not to accept the innovation even after trying it (Szmigin and Foxall, 

1998). Furthermore, there are several reasons for a consumer to oppose an 

innovation such as situational factors, habit resistance and cognitive consumer 

style that lead them to decline a new product or service (Kleijnen, Lee and 

Wetzels, 2009). Additionally, the rejection may have occurred when the 

consumers decided not to use the innovation because of strong disclination 

(Cornescu and Adam, 2013; Rogers, 2003). This resistance is also encouraged 

by the consumer’s doubt of new and untested innovations (Lee and Clark, 1996). 

When there are many rejections by consumers, it is then up to a company to 

modify or alter the innovation and test it once again on the market (Szmigin and 

Foxall, 1998). In this case, following the changes, the innovation may be accepted 

or may still be resisted by consumers. 

 

 Organisation innovation adoption 

Although the organisation innovation adoption process is similar to individual 

innovation adoption, several elements distinguish them from each other (Wisdom 

et al., 2014). Fundamentally, an organisation can utilise the individual adoption 

process in order to illustrate the organisation innovation adoption process.  

Indeed, small and large firms tend to adopt similar innovation processes, 

although, several factors influence the innovation process between firms. Among 

the factors that might influence the process include the firm’s size, equity, human 

capital skills and technical source (Rogers, 2004). According to Tether (1998), it 

is difficult to associate firm size with the innovation adoption process given that 
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some small firms may be more efficient in research and development and 

therefore create more innovation compared to a large firm. Coad, Holm, Krafft 

and Quatraro (2018) found that firm’s age relates to the ability to create an 

investment for innovation. This is because the firm’s level of maturity showed the 

firm’s performance and ability to invest. Therefore, to assess innovation adoption, 

studies need to examine the firm’s characteristics to ensure their ability to adopt 

innovation. 

Notwithstanding, it is also important to discuss the meaning of ‘innovation 

adoption’ in the context of a firm. The firm may refer to ‘innovation adoption’ as 

the adoption of innovations within the organisation itself, or innovation adoption 

by an organisation as a part of the services and products on offer. Similarly, 

technology innovations within an organisation occur when innovation is 

embedded in the firm (Utterback, 1971). Moreover, when the innovations are the 

main focus of the firm, the firm needs to have the technical knowledge of the 

products or services they wish to create. Additionally, they need to understand 

the economic and social use of existing products or services in order to innovate 

(Utterback, 1971). On the other hand, the adoption of innovation by an 

organisation is intended to increase the organisation’s performance and the 

effectiveness of its operations whether from the reactions brought about by the 

innovation internally or externally or as pro-active actions to influence the 

environment in which the organisation operates (Damanpour, 1991; Gupta, Guha 

and Krishnaswami, 2013). Regarding this study, the types of innovation 

discussed are related to the adoption of innovation by an organisation in 

developing new products and services to consumers. 
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Next, to understand organisational innovation adoption, it is therefore important 

to understand closed and open innovation. Closed innovation has been widely 

used by experts to allow ideas to be generated for products or services within the 

organisation only (Chesbrough, 2003; Almirall and Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; 

Vanhaverbeke, Roijakkers, Lorenz and Chesbrough, 2017). However, many 

criticisms have been put forward suggesting that closed innovation is not 

appropriate in the new technology era (Chesbrough, 2003). Although, several 

companies have adopted closed innovation in their organisation; among them, 

Apple for the production of the iPod and Nintendo with the Wii (Almirall and 

Casadesus-Masanell, 2010). These companies have shown that the innovation 

approach remains valid and can produce successful innovations that will be 

accepted by consumers globally. 

In contrast, open innovation refers to the term developed by Chesbrough (2003). 

Here he referred to the ideas generated by the innovation, internal or external to 

the organisation and also from an internal and external market perspective. Since 

first introduced, many studies have discussed innovation and its advantages 

towards implementation and usefulness in large and high-technology driven 

initiatives and business ventures (Chesbrough and Crowther, 2006; Chesbrough 

and Brunswicker, 2014; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2017). High-technology firms tend 

to adopt open innovation to encourage growth in both profit and products, and 

the external innovation source complementary to internal sources (Chesbrough 

and Crowther, 2006). However, in ensuring that firms fully utilise open innovation, 

it is crucial that firms link the innovation into the firm’s strategy development 

process including execution given its ability to influence the firm’s growth 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2017). 
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 Organisation’s management innovation  

After understanding the innovation adoption process, it is also important to 

understand how to manage innovation in an organisational context. The 

management of innovation from an organisational perspective is different from 

the development of innovation in the form of products, services or other items. 

Management innovation can be described as the adoption of management 

practices, processes, techniques that new to the organisation and affect their 

performance concerning productivity, innovation and competitiveness 

(Birkinshaw, Hamel and Mol, 2008; Volberda, Bosch and Heij, 2013). It basically 

improves the organisation’s internal administrative processes due to innovation 

(Walker, Damanpour and Devece, 2011). 

To manage innovation effectively, previous studies have discussed various 

measures to manage innovation (Adams, Bessant and Phelps, 2006; Hristov and 

Reynolds, 2015; Tidd, 2001). Tidd (2001) suggested that there are seven 

innovation measures based on the context of organisation, environment and 

performance, which are research and development, patents, significant 

innovations, innovation surveys, product announcement, technical employees 

and expert judgement. Similarly, Adams et al. (2006) discovered seven 

categories of innovation process which include knowledge management, input 

management, innovation strategy, organisational culture and structure, project 

management, portfolio management and commercialisation. Whereas, Hristov 

and Reynolds (2015) revealed that innovation management measures are based 

on a specific purpose such as on a specific project, functional level systems and 

corporate level systems. Further, the study found that Adams’ framework on 

innovation management measurement was suitable for the study of innovation in 
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various fields given it comprises numerous elements of business operations (see 

Table 2.2). Moreover, his study was referred to by many other researchers which 

shows it is applicable and valid for this study. 

Table 2.2 Areas of innovation management measures 

Framework category Measurement areas 

Inputs People 
Physical and financial resources 
Tools 

Knowledge 
management 

Idea generation 
Knowledge repository 
Information flows 

Innovation strategy Strategic orientation 
Strategic leadership 

Organization and 
Culture 

Culture 
Structure 

Portfolio 
Management 

Risk/return balance 
Optimization tool use 

Project management Project efficiency 
Tools 
Communications 
Collaboration 

Commercialisation Market research 
Market testing 
Marketing and sales 

Source: Adams et al. (2006, p. 26). 

 

Accordingly, input management in Adams et al.’s study referred to a vast range 

of resourcing activities for innovation, from financing, human resources and to 

determining new ideas which are significant for companies employing innovation 

as a source of income. Various studies have also found that financial aspects are 

among the most important factors that contribute towards the generation of 

innovation (Audretsch, Coad and Segarra, 2014; Coad et al., 2018; Cumming, 

Rui and Wu, 2016; Fagiolo, Giachini and Roventini, 2017). Moreover, idea 

generation within an organisation can be created through having a supportive 

and creative team to produce innovation that is functioning (Alves, Marques, Saur 

and Marques 2007; Schippers, West and Dawson, 2015). 
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Notwithstanding, the organisation itself and culture are both significant factors for 

innovation management. Organisational culture and structure form the basis for 

staffing (i.e. resourcing) and culture of the organisation in the workplace (Adams 

et al., 2006). Creativity will also encourage innovation. Therefore, an organisation 

needs to create an environment that can promote and sustain the process (Alves 

et al., 2007; Schippers et al., 2015). At the firm-level, an organisation can 

demonstrate its support and assist their team in innovation by adopting a proper 

organisation structure. In this case, an organisation may use centralisation which 

refers to the direct control of the business leader towards the business operations 

and strategic decisions (Cosh, Fu and Hughes, 2012; Siggelkow and Levinthal, 

2003). Although, an organisation can also use decentralisation as an approach, 

which is considered to have effective communication given the decision making 

has been divided and disseminated into a number of divisions or subunits in 

making their own decisions (Siggelkow and Levinthal, 2003). The types of 

structures that organisations ultimately decide to implement will impact the 

innovation. The advantages of the decentralised system are that the innovation 

propensity is higher compared to an organisation that uses a centralised system 

(Cosh, Fu and Hughes, 2012). They also discovered that if organisations wanted 

to be successful in innovation matters, they should implement decentralisation 

supported by a formal organisational structure. Various approaches have been 

used in designing organisational structures, for instance, a functional structure, 

divisional structure, matrix structure and hybrid structure (Daft, Murphy and 

Willmott, 2010, pp.103–122). Moreover, an organisation needs to have a vision 

and mission to ensure the firm will grow (Bart, 1996; Gordon, 2017). 
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Commercialisation is another significant measure discussed by Adams et al. 

Commercialisation is about making the innovation process successful and 

includes issues such as distribution, joint ventures and marketing sales (Adams 

et al., 2006). According to Sløk-Madsen et al. (2017), this concept is related to 

elements such as the capability of the firm, market actor(s), acceptance and value 

proposition. The definition demonstrates that commercialisation is a process to 

ensure the individual can accept innovation.  

Nonetheless, various marketing activities can be implemented by the 

organisation to ensure the success of commercialisation activities such as 

undertaking marketing research, branding, marketing and sales, and many others 

(Adams et al., 2006). Also, to ensure that organisations have the desired impact, 

they need to undertake market research to understand the consumer (Wrigley, 

Price and Straker, 2015). In a study by Mindrut et al. (2015) and Nandan (2005), 

they found that building a strong brand identity is paramount and will benefit the 

organisation. Although for the organisation to build its brand, it needs to invest 

financially. If the outcome of building the brand is positive, it will benefit the firm’s 

performance (Kang, Tang and Fiore, 2015). Likewise, marketing and sales 

functions comprise of various activities and strategies that rely on the 

organisation to perform based on their set goals and targets (Harrington, 

Ottenbacher and Fauser, 2017). Thus, the organisation needs to develop and 

implement a commercialisation strategy to benefit from innovation. 

 

 Technology innovation in the foodservice industry 

Among the earliest studies related to innovation in the foodservice industry, is by 

Jones (1990) that discussed major technological innovations that occurred in the 
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industry. The study reported that the foodservice industry had adopted 

technological innovation much sooner than in the hospitality industry. Two years 

later, in 1992, Jones and Wan conducted another study targeting the UK 

foodservice chain. Although, following this period, studies related to innovation in 

the foodservice industry decreased. Most research in this industry was performed 

post-2000 (Andrea, 2012) (see Table 2.3). Therefore, due to this reason, this 

study concluded that it is relevant to develop new research related to this topic. 

Table 2.3 Past studies related to innovation in the foodservice sector 

Year Author(s) Details 

1990 Jones  How innovation have improved the productivity in the 
foodservice industry 

1992 Jones and Wan  The nature of innovation in the UK food service chains. 

1994 Riley The influence of social culture and innovation on market 
eating out in the Britain. 

2007 Rodgers  Study related to development in food, packing, 
equipment and service technique and the potential to 
increase the efficiency of operation. 

2009 Harrington and 
Ottenbacher 

Understanding innovation process in quick-service 
restaurants (QSR) and compared with earlier QSR 
process. 

Dixon, Kimes and Verma  Consumer perceptions of restaurant technologies. 

2011 Palmer and Griswold  Case study of product and service innovation in 
restaurant industry 

2012 Chou, Chen and Wang  Understanding the green practice of restaurant industry 
in Taiwan 

Pilar Opazo Case study - analysing a restaurant ability to innovate 
and to applied the changes to the business.  

2016 Jin, Line and Merkebu  Identifies the restaurant image as determinants of price 
fairness and behavioural intentions and the roles of 
consumer innovation 

Erkuş-Öztürk and Terhorst  Understand types of restaurant that more innovative and 
types of tourism located in Antalya 

Shcherbak Develop a model of open innovation for restaurant 
industry 

2018 Martin-Rios, Demne-Meier,  
Gössling and Cornuz 

Understanding and Identify food waste management 
innovation in the foodservice industry, as well as 
discussing the implication 

Kim, Tang and Bosselman  Identifies consumer’s perception of restaurant 
innovativeness and develop a scale for the measurement 

Source: Author 

 

Stepping back and looking at the studies that have been conducted relating to 

innovation in the foodservice industry, highlights that the nature of these studies 
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varied. Earlier studies concentrated on innovation in the context of productivity 

and marketing. Indeed, in 2000, studies still focused on productivity, product and 

service innovation and innovation management. However, studies related to 

technology innovation concerning the foodservice sector are limited even though 

this sector is entering the digital era (see Figure 2.6).  

Figure 2.6 Digital eras in travel, tourism and hospitality industry 

 
Source: Thakran & Verma (2013, p. 241) 

 

Market evidence has shown that consumer demand for online technology 

increased following the advent of the internet (Thakran and Verma, 2013). Since 

2005, household (domestic) internet use has increased year-on-year, indicating 

that the use of the internet has fast become a useful means of communicating 

and interacting (International Telecommunication Union, 2017) on a daily basis 

(Andrews and Bianchi, 2013; Ang, 2017; Marakarkandy, Yajnik and Dasgupta, 

2017). Among the many activities that have taken advantage of this technology 

is for in-house restaurant transactions (Stensson, 2016). As a result, the internet 

has made a significant impact on the restaurant industry. Conventional 

restaurants that employed many resources to service patrons are quickly 

embracing the internet and integrating it into their businesses (Kimes and Collier, 

2014b).  

GDS Era 

(1960-1965)

Internet Era

(1995-2000)
Solomo Era
(2000-2012)

Hybrid Era
(2013 and 
forward)
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Technology has rapidly changed and evolved in many forms. As a case in point, 

in the SoLoMo (social, location and mobile-based applications) era between 2000 

and 2012 (see Figure 2.6), the restaurant industry faced a new technology called 

Customer Engagement Technology (CET) (Kim and Connolly, 2012). CET 

created two major developments in online technology, social media sites and the 

mobile [smart] phone (Thakran and Verma, 2013). 

During this era, social media sites were quickly adopted by many businesses 

given customers were attracted to using this channel to interact with other users 

and through online community groups and chat rooms. Additionally, many 

researchers started to investigate the association between the use of social 

media and the restaurant industry. Among them were Muller and Woods (1994) 

who examine the reviews of restaurants on the internet and discovered that food 

satisfaction was the primary motivation behind food comments posted on social 

media sites. Additionally, Pantelidis (2010) found that although a restaurant 

offered good service, without providing good food, customers experienced 

dissatisfaction and consequently posted negative online reviews. 

Furthermore, He, Zha, and Li (2013) found that social media sites like Facebook 

and Twitter were the most popular sites used by restaurant operators to obtain 

information to describe the customer’s intention. In a separate study, Hwang and 

Park (2015) found that people used social media sites to make an informed 

decision on which restaurant to visit. Consequently, the use of social media has 

also evolved to become a popular activity among smartphone users (Thakran 

and Verma, 2013). Even though the use of social media sites has become 

widespread, mobile devices have quickly become the main online device used 

by consumers consequently, further disrupting the tourism and hospitality 
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industry. For example, customer’s adoption of the smartphone to book a hotel 

room or ordering a takeout meal from a restaurant (Anuar, Musa and Khalid, 

2014). 

 

 The smartphone and m-commerce 

From 1999, the development of the smartphone did not become popular among 

users until 2003 (Raento, Oulasvirta and Eagle, 2009). Furthermore, while it 

appears that the use of smartphones has become widespread, only around 21% 

of mobile phones sold in 2005, were smartphones, meaning that the majority of 

users did not use smartphones at that point (Gartner, 2006). Customers only 

began to engage with smartphones when developers introduced new features 

and functionality and the ability of the smartphone to match the customer’s 

preferences and interests (Raento et al., 2009). 

Gartner (2015) reported that the worldwide sale of smartphones passed over one 

billion units in 2014. In the United States, even though 90% of users had acquired 

a mobile phone, only 58% had a smartphone (Pew Research Centre, 2014). The 

case was similar to the United Kingdom, with 60.4% of users using a mobile 

phone, and only 48.4% of users using a smartphone in 2013 (Emarketer, 2013b). 

These figures indicated that new technology such as smartphones had little 

acceptance from customers (Kim, Christodoulidou, and Brewer, 2012). However, 

in 2017 consumers began using smartphones to browse the internet which in 

turn, decreased the use of desktop computers (Ellins, 2017). This showed that 

consumer wanted technology that was portable and convenient to carry with them 

anywhere they go. 



  

 
49 

 

The growth of smartphones and effective marketing by mobile service providers 

(Morosan, 2014) also led to creating a new generation electronic business called 

mobile commerce (m-commerce). M-commerce is defined as business 

transactions performed through a variety of mobile mediums with the help of 

wireless communication in the form of a wireless network (Yang, 2005). Statistics 

on online commerce since 2011, have shown that the percentage of electronic 

commerce (e-commerce) transactions has grown (Emarketer, 2013a). The 

growth attributed to e-commerce shows the key role that the internet has played 

in the emergence of e-commerce. Likewise, many companies have seen the 

importance and opportunities afforded by establishing m-portals. Many 

companies, like Apple (iTunes, iPad, iPhone) and Google (Android) have taken 

advantage of the internet and e-commerce to innovate by developing a platform 

to capture a vast audience. This innovated platform houses mobile applications 

(apps) which were introduced in 2007 and continues to be used today 

(Kourouthanassis and Giaglis, 2012) (see Table 2.4). The apps take the form of 

software developed for smartphone platforms such as Apple and Android. 

Consumers can download these apps from online stores onto their mobile phone 

device. However, few can predict what will eventuate following the m-apps and 

m-commerce era (Kourouthanassis and Giaglis, 2012). 
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Table 2.4 Development of mobile commerce 

Era 

 

Major milestones 

Era 1: M-portals 

(starting from 1997) 

1997: WAP (Wireless Application Protocol) Forum is formed 

1999 (February): NTT DoCoMo’s i-mode launch in Japan 

1999 (December): Vodafone Live! launch in Japan (as J-Sky) 

Era 2: M-internet 

(starting from 2000) 

 

2000: Ericsson R380 Smartphone (the first device to use the  

 Symbian OS) 

2000: Opera Mobile (the first commercial microbrowser) 

2001: Mobile Explorer 3.0 

Era 3: M-apps and M-

commerce (starting 

from 2007) 

2007: Apple iPhone launch (June) 

2008: Apple’s App Store launch (July) 

2008: Google’s Android market launch (October) 

Source: Kourouthanassis and Giaglis (2012, p.6) 

 

Much research has highlighted the importance of m-commerce in various sectors 

(Law, Buhalis and Cobanoglu, 2014; Mozeik et al., 2009; Wang, Xiang and 

Fesenmaier, 2014; Wang and Yi, 2012) including banking (Arvidsson, 2014; 

Chung and Kwon, 2009), travel (Im and Hancer, 2014; Morosan, 2014) and health 

(Wu, Wang and Lin, 2007). Due to this reason, app developers have begun 

developing apps to fulfil consumer demand in the foodservice industry. Various 

companies including established names in the retailing industry have also started 

to establish their presence in building foodservice apps such as Amazon and 

Uber (Amazon, 2016; UberEats, 2016). For the consumer, these apps are 

convenient as they enable the consumer to book a table or order food without the 

need to directly go to the location, opening a website or calling the restaurant 

(Yeo, Goh and Rezaei, 2017). While for restaurant operators, these apps are 

being used as a strategy to increase the sales volumes and profit for their 

business (Hospitality technology, 2015). Moreover, restaurant owners’ also wish 

to demonstrate that they are not behind the times when it comes to technology 

adoption. 
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Although the foodservice developers of these apps built the technology to 

encourage consumers to purchase a meal, it appears that their efforts have been 

made in vain (i.e. wasted). Many consumers believe these apps are of no use or 

value in delivering meals (Kwon, Bae and Blum, 2013). This finding was 

supported by Aspray, Royer, and Ocepek (2013) discovering that consumers 

preferred to download mobile apps related to health followed by restaurant finders 

and cooking recipes (see Table 2.5). Moreover, it is also difficult to locate studies 

related to foodservice applications (Kapoor and Vij, 2018; Kwon, Bae and Blum, 

2013). Although the foodservice apps developers have provided many of these 

apps for free, the developer needs to have a sound strategy to ensure their apps 

have the interests of the consumer at their core  (Lee and Raghu, 2014). Further, 

developers need to study the market and align their apps and the consumer 

together (as one), to ensure their apps will exist in the future and will continue to 

be used by consumers.  

Moreover, it has also been revealed that m-commerce is a vast topic, comprising 

areas like context-aware systems, mobile marketing and advertising and mobile 

payments (Kourouthanassis and Giaglis, 2012). Among these topics, m-payment 

is one of the most critical aspects and essential components of m-commerce, 

however, the study of m-payments limited (Kim, Mirusmonov, and Lee, 2010). 

Accordingly, there is a need to comprehend and explore m-payment issues, 

especially in the context of the OTFO sector. 
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Table 2.5 Top 100 most mobile application developed related to foods. 

Conceptual Grouping #Apps in 

Grouping 

Diet, calorie counter, nutrition counter 24 

Restaurant finders 17 

Recipes 15 

Games 11 

Coupons and discounts 7 

Healthy eating, organics 7 

Meal and food planners 4 

Learn food terms in other languages 4 

Meal delivery 3 

Wine advice 2 

Food education 2 

Cooking school 1 

Mobile access to food website 1 

Mobile access to television (Food Network) 1 

Source: Aspray et al. (2013, p. 20) 

 

 

 Mobile payment 

Mobile payment (m-payment) refers to a wireless-based electronic payment 

system that allows payment transactions using a mobile device such as a 

smartphone (Gao and Cai, 2005) and by taking advantage wireless and other 

communication technologies (Dahlberg, Mallat, Ondrus and Zmijewska, 2008; 

Knospe and Schwiderski-Grosche, 2002). Mallat (2007) defined m-payment as 

using a mobile device to conduct a payment transaction whereby the money or 

funds are transferred from the payer to the payee via an intermediary or directly 

without an intermediary. Mallat’s definition is different from others as they tend to 

include the banking system as part of the m-payment system. Whereas, Crowe, 

Rysman, and Stavins (2010) stated that m-payment is difficult to describe as it 

depends on the industries involved. Therefore, based on the definition above, this 

study adopts the same definition of m-payment as Dahlberg et al. (2008), Gao 
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and Cai (2005) and Knospe and Schwiderski-Grosche, (2002) to explain mobile 

m-payment. 

In order to further understand the concept behind m-payment, it is important to 

discuss the history. The earliest studies on m-payment were identified in 2003 in 

the context of the banking industry (Dahlberg, Mallat and Öörni, 2003). Since 

then, there have been many studies on the application of mobile payments in 

other fields (Arvidsson, 2014; Dahlberg, Guo and Ondrus, 2015; Slade, Dwivedi, 

Piercy and Wiliams 2015; de Kerviler, Demoulin and Zidda, 2016; Kazan, Tan, 

Lim, Sørensen and Damsgaard, 2018). However, only a few studies are related 

to mobile payment in the foodservice industry (Cobanoglu, Yang, Shatskikh and 

Agarwal, 2015; Khalilzadeh, Ozturk and Bilgihan, 2017). A study by Cobanoglu 

et al. (2015) discussed the acceptance of consumers in the foodservice industry 

finding that there is little known as to whether restaurant customers widely accept 

m-payments. In another study by Khalilzadeh et al. (2017) they discussed the 

security of mobile payment systems in the restaurant industry. However, both 

studies believed that further studies are needed using different determinants to 

understand the technology better.  

Furthermore, it is important to understand the concept of m-payment. M-payment 

technology is an innovation that was initially developed based on electronic 

payments (e-payments) which existed since 1987 (Humphrey, Pulley and Vesala, 

1996). In the hospitality industry, digital cash was only discussed since 1996 

onwards (Sheel and Lefever, 1996). While it not known as to the reason for the 

gaps, the industry stakeholders and consumers are readily using the technology. 

According to a report by Oxigen8 (2014), five industries (retailing, food and 

beverage, transportation, financial and gaming) have the highest ranking and 
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connection in using m-payments given the high probability that customers will use 

this form of payment. This also demonstrates that many industries are now 

starting to accept the technology to performing their daily transactions. 

E-Payment acceptance has also been a topic of much discussion in many other 

countries worldwide. For example, in Germany, consumers prefer to use debit 

cards to purchase while in China, consumers prefer to pay using debit cards and 

PayPal type payment arrangements (Turban et al., 2015). In developing countries 

like the UK, it was predicted that the use of cash would decline given the 

preference of consumers to use other means to pay such as using a debit card 

or direct debit (Ofcom, 2014; Payments UK, 2017; The UK Cards Association, 

2015). A recent report from Worldpay (2018) found that global consumers 

continue to use digital payments, particularly using electronic wallets.  

M-payment is an innovation that is useful, and time may replace cash usage in 

future. To understand the different types of m-payment, this study examines 

online payment as it is related to technology. A study by Takyi and Gyaase (2012) 

classified online payment as account-based online payments such as the use of 

credit cards, debit cards, mediating systems like online banking and electronic 

currency systems such as smart card systems and online cash payments. 

However, in order to understand m-payment classification Slade, Williams, and 

Dwivedi (2013) devised a model based on m-payment classifications to 

differentiate the diverse types of m-payment: proximity and remote m-payment 

(see Figure 2.7). 
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Figure 2.7 Model of m-payment classification 

Source: Slade et al. (2013) 

 

The figure as mentioned illustrates two types of mobile payment; proximity m-

payment which refers to the traditional form of payment through a transportable 

platform such as debit cards or a contactless card (Cobanoglu et al., 2015). 

Remote payment is described as payment without the need for a traditional point-

of-sale system, such as using a mobile application (Cobanoglu et al., 2015). Their 

model of m-payment focuses on individuals purchasing products or services from 

an offline location and is not suitable for an online environment. For example, 

eBay, an electronic-based retail shop that sells many kinds of products enables 

the consumer using an app to pay via PayPal or using a debit card. Further 

investigation highlighted that m-payment studies mostly focused on the banking 

industry with minimal studies conducted in the context of the UK (see Table 2.6). 

The limited studies of m-payment have shown that this area has been largely 

ignored, especially in the restaurant industry in the UK. 
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Table 2.6 Previous studies related to m-payment. 

Author Country Study Context 

Jia, Hall, and Sun, (2014) China 

 

Technology usage habits affect consumers’ 
intention to continue to use mobile payments 

Lu, Yang, Chau, and Cao 

(2011) 

Customer’s trust of m-payment 

Peng et al. (2012) Tourist’s acceptance of m-payment 

Wang and Yi (2012) Impact of m-payment based on UTAUT 

Yang et al. (2012) Pre-adoption and post-adoption stage 

Zhou (2011a) Factor affecting mobile purchase 

Zhou (2011b) Study on initial trust 

Zhou (2013) Continuance intention of m-payment service 

Zhou (2014a) Study on initial trust 

Zhou (2014b) Factors affecting continuance usage 

Dahlberg et al. (2003) Finland 

 

Explore model the consumer perceptions 
towards customer decision to use m-payment 

Mallat and Tuunainen, 

(2008) 

Explore merchant adoption 

Mallat (2007) Customer’s adoption 

Schierz et al., (2010) Germany Customer’s acceptance 

Kapoor, Dwivedi, and 

Williams (2013) 

India 

 

Investigated the role of innovation attributes in 
India 

Thakur and Srivastava, 

(2014) 

Relationship between adoption readiness, 

perceived risk (PR) and usage intention for m-

payments in India 

Keramati, Taeb, Larijani, and 

Mojir (2012) 

Iran Customer’s adoption  

Andreev, Duane, and 

O’Reilly (2011) 

Ireland 

 

Customer’s adoption  

Duane, O’Reilly, and 

Andreev (2014) 

Explore m-payment model and Irish perception 

O’Reilly, Duane, and 

Andreev (2012) 

Vendor and mechanism trust on consumer 

willingness to use smartphones to make m-

Payments 

Amoroso and Magnier-

Watanabe, (2012) 

Japan Building models for customer adoption 

Kim et al. (2010) Korea 

 

M-payment system characteristics and user-

centric factors  

Shin (2009) Customer’s acceptance of m-wallet 

Shin, Lee, and Odom (2014) Smartphone users’ perceptions and 

preferences toward m-payment methods in 

Korea and the US.  

Shin and Lee (2014) NFC m-payment 

Amin (2008) Malaysia 

 

Banking, mobile phone credit card 

Tan, Ooi, Chong, and Hew 

(2014) 

NFC mobile credit card 

Teo et al. (2015) Effects of perceived transaction convenience 

and perceived transaction speed on unified 

theory of acceptance and use of technology 

(UTAUT) in the context of m-payment. 
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Yan, Md-Nor, Abu-Shanab, 

and Sutanonpaiboon (2009) 

  

Factors that influence the intention to use a 
mobile payment solution for mp3 downloading 

Oliveira et al. (2016) Portugal Understanding determinants of mobile 
payment adoption and the intention to 
recommend this 
technology. 

Chandra, Srivastava, and 

Theng, (2010) 

Singapore Customer’s trust 

Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Sánchez-Fernández, and 

Muñoz-Leiva (2014a) 

Spain 

 

Build a theoretical model 

Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Sánchez-Fernández, and 

Muñoz-Leiva (2014b) 

Customer’s adoption in country where the m-

payment do not have a presence 

Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-

Leiva, and Sánchez-

Fernández, (2015) 

M-payment using SMS among young 

generations 

Liébana-Cabanillas et al., 
(2018) 

Analyse user’s acceptance of mobile payment 
on social networks 

Arvidsson (2014) Sweden Consumers’ attitudes on start using mobile 

payment services. 

Chen and Adams, (2005) UK Customer’s acceptance 

Dewan and Chen (2005) US 

 

Customer’s adoption in US 

Garrett, Rodermund, 

Anderson, Berkowitz, and 

Robb (2014) 

Customer’s adoption in US 

Shin (2010) Customer’s acceptance 

 

Therefore, it is important to study and understand online purchasing behaviours 

among consumers in the UK. Table 2.7 shows UK internet sales for 2017. The 

table depicts that among the highest sales made by consumers in 2017, non-

store retailing was the highest, referring to products or services and others such 

as holiday bookings or table bookings at a restaurant. This also shows the 

potential of m-payment used by consumers for purchasing products and services 

online. The limited studies on m-payment in the UK cannot be ignored given it 

has been reported that it will soon overtake traditional forms of payment (Deloitte, 

2015; Oxigen8, 2014). Thus, gaining a better understanding of consumer 

acceptance is needed in the restaurant industry regarding the application of m-

payment. The following section will discuss the adoption of m-payment in general 
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terms before narrowing and directing the discussion towards the restaurant 

industry. 

Table 2.7 The UK internet sales for the year 2017 (In percentage) 
 

  Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov 

All retailing   15.8 15.9 16.2 16.3 16.3 18.4 17.5 16.9 16.9 16.8 17.0 

All food   5.2 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.3 5.3 5.4 5.4 5.4 5.3 

All non-food   11.8 11.9 12.2 11.8 11.9 12.2 12.5 12.5 12.7 12.6 13.3 

  Department stores   14.4 14.2 13.7 13.7 13.8 14.1 14.1 14.8 14.2 14.0 13.8 

  Textile, clothing and 
footwear stores 

  14.5 14.8 14.5 14.0 14.6 14.9 15.0 15.4 15.5 16.0 16.5 

  Household goods 
stores 

  10.3 10.5 10.5 10.0 10.7 11.0 10.5 11.1 11.4 11.2 12.8 

  Other stores   8.6 8.5 9.9 9.6 8.9 9.1 10.3 9.2 9.7 9.6 10.2 

Non-store retailing   79.8 80.7 82.2 82.7 82.7 98.2 88.8 81.1 78.1 78.8 76.6 

Source: Office for National Statistic (2017) 

 

 Mobile technology adoption 

Understanding customer adoption in different service settings and for different 

types of customers is essential in facilitating service delivery (Walker, Craig-Lees, 

Hecker, and Francis, 2002). Walker et al. (2002) found that the customer’s 

willingness and acceptance towards service encounters have a significant 

relationship with the adoption behaviour of the customer. However, this statement 

cannot be verified in the online and mobile setting as there are no service 

encounters with another human, given the person is transacting using technology 

(e.g., smartphone). Therefore in this regard, it can be assumed that the 

customer’s use of the technology is voluntary (Meuter, Ostrom, Roundtree, and 

Bitner, 2000) and understanding the consumer’s acceptance to use the 

technology will provide significant advantages to businesses. 

Once customers start to embrace the technology, they will undoubtedly continue 

using it (Kimes, 2009). Young, Clark, and McIntyre (2006) found that consumers 
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prefer e-commerce over using telephone ordering once they have used it. 

Therefore, restaurant operators need to build the trust of customers to use the 

technology. To understand what attracts customers to adopt and use m-payment, 

there is a need to study the determining factors associated with the consumer’s 

behaviour, and their intention to adopt m-payment. A study by Morosan, (2014) 

revealed that to attract customers to engage with apps that are perceived to be 

useful, the apps must be viewed as convenient to use. On the other hand, Oliveira 

et al. (2016) found that security and the intention to recommend were significant 

determinants in the adoption of mobile payments by the consumer. Hence, this 

demonstrated that it is important for the supplier to understand the constructs that 

could attract consumers to use their technology. 

Previous research has highlighted several important characteristics associated 

with m-payment such as control, convenience, compatibility, dissemination and 

flexibility (see Table 2.8). Kim, Mirusmonov, and Lee (2010) incorporated system 

characteristics and user adoption differences such as perceived usefulness and 

perceived ease of use. However, they found that there is a need to investigate 

the actual usage of m-payments and other system characteristics and individual 

differences. Many other studies have considered the limitations of Kim et al.’s 

(2010) study by listing several other differences in their research (see Table 2.8). 

Table 2.8 Summary of m-payment characteristics 

M-payment characteristic Authors 

Contextual offering Zhou (2011a) 

Control Kimes (2011a); Verkasalo et al. (2010)  

Convenience Alqatan, Singh and Ahmad (2011); Kim et al. (2010) 

Compatibility Chen and Adams (2005); Humbani & Wiese (2018); Kim et 
al. (2010); Oliveira et al. (2016); Schierz, Schilke and Wirtz 
(2010) 

Hedonic motivation Oliveira et al. (2016) 

Innovativeness Humbani & Wiese (2018); Oliveira et al. (2016)  

Intention to recommend  Oliveira et al. (2016) 

Mobility Kim et al. (2010), Schierz et al. (2010) 
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Observability Chen and Adams (2005) 

Optimism Humbani & Wiese (2018) 

Personalisation Chan and Chong (2013); Kim et al. (2010)  

Price Humbani & Wiese (2018); Oliveira et al. (2016)  

Perceived risk Humbani & Wiese (2018); Yang et al. (2015)  

Reachability Kim et al. (2010) 

Relative advantage Johnson et al. (2018) 

Security Oliveira et al. (2016), Johnson et al. (2018) 

Structural assurance Zhou (2011a) 

Subjective norms Schierz et al. (2010), de Luna et al. (2018) 

Trialability Chen and Adams (2005) 

Ubiquitous connection Zhou (2011a) 

Visibility Johnson et al. (2018) 

 

Notwithstanding, user’s characteristics are also different based on the type of 

technology adopters. Here, according to Rogers (1995), there are five categories 

of innovation adopters: innovators, early adopters, late adopters and laggards. 

Many studies have applied Rogers’s innovation model to investigate different 

technology adopters in the context of m-payment (see Arvidsson (2014) and Kim 

et al., (2010)) and some studies have also highlighted the adopters based on 

users and non-users. Kimes (2011b) discovered that non-adopters are reluctant 

to use electronic ordering (i.e. e-purchasing) given there is no face-to-face 

interaction or communication. Similarly, a study by Kattara and El-Said (2013) on 

the customer’s preferences for new self-service technology (SST) in hotels 

discovered that customers are reluctant to use the technology as they prefer 

human interaction instead. However, as technology is rapidly changing, it is 

important to understand technology and to update and improvise technology to 

satisfy consumer needs. 
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 Theory on technology acceptance 

The theory applied in this study is based on the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 

(Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980) and the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen, 

1991). These theories were then used to develop a model called TAM which 

explains the acceptance of information technology (IT) (Davis, Bagozzi and 

Warshaw, 1989) (see Figure 2.8). TAM has been widely used and employed to 

investigate customer electronic purchasing behaviour (e-purchasing) in different 

environments and purchasing situations (Alagoz and Hekimoglu, 2012; Bouhlel 

et al., 2010; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012). TAM emphasises on the perceived 

of ease of use (PEOU) and perceived usefulness (PU) as strong determinants 

and predictors when explaining the attitude towards directly, and behavioural 

intention indirectly towards using a technology (Alagoz and Hekimoglu, 2012; 

Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012). The 

difference between TAM, TPB and TRA was that social norm was not the 

determinant of behavioural intention. The adoption of technology explained by 

TAM was through linking a person’s belief in his/her attitude towards the use of 

technology (Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012). 

 

Figure 2.8 Technology Acceptance Model 

 

Source: Davis et. al. (1989, p. 985) 
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Indeed, there are many other models related to technology acceptance that have 

been developed such as TAM 2 (Venkatesh and Davis, 2000), TAM 3 (Venkatesh 

and Bala, 2008) and UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003). TAM 2 is an extended 

version of TAM that addresses the causal determinants to perceived usefulness 

and includes both social influence processes such as subjective norm, 

voluntariness and image. On the other hand, TAM 3 is the integration of TAM 2 

and the model of determinants of perceived ease of use, as in the study by 

(Venkatesh, 2000). Some of the additional determinants found in TAM 3 include 

computer efficiency, the perception of external control, computer anxiety and 

perceived enjoyment. 

Whereas, UTAUT is a model that includes four key constructs: performance 

expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and facilitating (Venkatesh et al., 

2003). These constructs are the direct determinants of usage intention and 

behaviour which have a moderating construct to moderate the impact of the 

construct on usage intention and behaviour. However, Kim et al. (2010) found 

some of the constructs in UTAUT such as performance expectancy is the same 

as TAM’s perceived usefulness and effort expectancy as having a similar 

definition as PEOU in TAM. 

Previous studies have also highlighted their disagreement on the use of TAM in 

technology adoption, for example, Escobar-Rodríguez and Carvajal-Trujillo, 

(2013). In their study, Escobar-Rodríguez and Carvajal-Trujillo they mentioned 

that the traditional theory was always used and recommended to use an 

alternative methodological approach such as the Analytic Hierarchy Process 

(AHP) which can improve general knowledge, and understand the different 

characteristics in service that influence the user’s attitude and perception towards 



  

 
63 

 

m-service. Moreover, Bouwman, Carlsson, Walden, and Molina-Castillo, (2008) 

and Verkasalo et al. (2010) also disagreed on the adoption of TAM in technology 

adoption, as they asserted that technology should be treated differently according 

to the user’s characteristics and its benefits. A further disagreement on the use 

of TAM was because the model was developed to study the consumer’s adoption 

of technology in a workplace environment. 

Although there are many opposing views on the use of TAM, the model can still 

be reviewed and modified using different factors as the theory never failed to 

provide a validated result (Holmes, Byrne and Rowley, 2013). Previous research 

also proved that TAM was acceptable to use to study services and in non-working 

environments such as travelling and shopping. Moreover, a study by Chang and 

Chen (2008) and Shin (2010) found that TAM was applicable to the study of m-

payment. It was also found that TAM is still used in more recent studies (Awa, 

Ojiabo and Emecheta, 2015; Cobanoglu et al., 2015; Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-

Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2018). This demonstrates that this theory is still 

applicable to current technology acceptance studies. 

In order to predict user acceptance towards technology in a different environment, 

new constructs need to be incorporated in the model to improve its interpretation 

and strengthen the model (McFarland and Hamilton, 2006; Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2018; Wu, Wang and Lin, 2007). 

Therefore, for the current study, several modifications were applied to the original 

TAM model to test consumers’ acceptance of OTFO apps. Hence, it is acceptable 

to use TAM to study customer attitudes toward the adoption of mobile apps in the 

context of OTFO. 
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 Conceptual framework and hypothesis 

TAM is the theory used in this study, as illustrated in Figure 2.9. The main 

variables of TAM such as PU, PEOU and behavioural intention are used to 

understand consumer acceptance usage of the OTFO apps. Most previous 

studies tend to relate perceived ease of use with perceived usefulness and relate 

both the constructs with attitude (Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-

Fernández, 2015, 2018). As recommended in previous studies, several other 

determinants need to be added to the proposed model (Kim et al., 2017; Ooi and 

Tan, 2016). The intention to use is added to determine the actual use of the OTFO 

mobile app. This study has confirmed that all relationships proposed in the 

conceptual framework (Figure 2.9) have been confirmed by reviewing the 

scientific literature in this field of study (refer to Table 2.9). 

 

Figure 2.9 Conceptual framework 

 
 

Notes: SI = social influence; PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = 
perceived ease of use; PU = perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author. Based on TAM by Davis, (1989). 
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Table 2.9 Supporting works of the conceptual model 

Effects Authors 

SI-> INT Bhatti (2007), Chong, Chan, and Ooi (2012), Cobanoglu et al. (2015), 

Shin (2009) 

TR -> INT Chandra et al. (2010), Chong, Chan, and Ooi (2012), Groß (2014), 
Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015), Marakarkandy et al. (2017), Shin 
(2009, 2010), Zhou (2011a) 

PS -> INT Cobanoglu et al. (2015), (Giovanis, Binioris and Polychronopoulos, 
2012), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015), Marakarkandy et al. (2017), 
Salisbury et al. (2001), Shin (2009), Kaushik, Agrawal and Rahman, 
(2015) 

PEOU -> INT Amin (2008), Bhatti (2007), Chong, Chan, and Ooi (2012), Chen & Lu 
(2016), Cobanoglu et al. (2015), Giovanis et al. (2012), Kim et al. 
(2010), Kim (2016), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015, 2018), 
Marakarkandy et al. (2017), Van der Heijden, 2003), Wang and Yi 
(2012) 

PU -> INT Amin (2008), Chandra et al. (2010), Chen & Lu (2016), Chong, Chan, 
and Ooi (2012), Cobanoglu et al. (2015), Giovanis et al. (2012), Kim 
(2016), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015, 2018), Marakarkandy et al. 
(2017), Pavlou (2003), Revels, Tojib, and Tsarenko (2010), Van der 
Heijden (2003), Wu and Wang (2005), Wang and Yi (2012), (Zhou, 
2011a), 2011b) 

INT -> ACT Chen, Gillenson, and Sherrell (2002), Marakarkandy et al. (2017), 
Okumus & Bilgihan (2014), Rauniar et al. (2014), Shin (2010), Van der 
Heijden (2003), Wu and Wang (2005), Wang and Yi (2012) 

Notes: SI = social influence; PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived security risk; PEOU = 
perceived ease of use; PU = perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

 

Regarding Table 2.9, several constructs are added to understand customer 

acceptance of OTFO apps. Previous research has applied the elements 

constructed in TAM given these elements proved to be significant. According to 

Rogers (1983), the characteristics of innovation can be categorised as 

complexity, observability, relative advantages, trialability and compatibility. 

Although, for Davis (1989) the customer’s attitude towards technology is 

influenced by perceived use and usefulness of the technology or innovation. On 

the other hand, Keramati et al., (2012) described that the complexity and relative 

advantage from Roger’s study has the same definition as perceived ease and 

use and perceived usefulness in Davis’s study. However, previous studies have 

differentiated all the terms and instead have used them to study customer 

adoption or customer acceptance towards e-commerce. This study will use 

Keramati et al., (2012)’s position in that perceived ease and use and perceived 
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usefulness have the same definition and were considered important based on 

previous research (Arvidsson, 2014). 

Table 2.10 Summary of factors affecting customer’s adoption of m-payment 

Adoption constructs to 

determinants 

Authors 

Amount of information Amin (2008), Keramati et al. (2012) 

Compatibility Arvidsson (2014), Kapoor et al. (2013), Keramati et al. (2012) 

Lu et al. (2011), Mallat (2007), Peng et al. (2012) 

Complexity Arvidsson (2014), Kapoor et al. (2013), Mallat (2007)  

Computer efficacy Shin (2010) 

Costs Arvidsson (2014), Kapoor et al. (2013), Keramati et al. (2012) 

Lu et al. (2011), Mallat (2007), Peng et al. (2012), (Zhou, 

2011b) 

Destination m-payment 

knowledge 

Peng et al. (2012) 

Disposition to trust Dahlberg et al. (2003) 

Effort expectancy Wang and Yi (2012) 

Facilitating conditions Wang and Yi (2012) 

Initial trust Lu et al. (2011), Zhou (2011b), Zhou (2014a) 

Network externalities Arvidsson (2014), Keramati et al. (2012), Mallat (2007) 

Observability Kapoor et al. (2013), 

Payment habit Keramati et al. (2012) 

Perceived credibility Amin (2008) 

Perceived ease of use Amin (2008), Amoroso and Magnier-Watanabe (2012), 

Andreev et al. (2011), Arvidsson (2014), Chen and Adams 

(2005), Dahlberg et al. (2003), Dewan and Chen (2005), 

Duane et al., (2014), Keramati et al. (2012), Kim et. al (2009), 

Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015, 2014b), Peng et al. (2012), 

Schierz et al. (2010), Shin (2009,2010), Yan et al. (2009), 

Zhou (2011b) 

Perceived price level Yan et al. (2009) 

Perceived risk Amoroso and Magnier-Watanabe (2012), Kapoor et al. 

(2013), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2015, 2014b), Lu et al. 

(2011), Shin (2010), Wang and Yi (2012) 

Perceived security Amoroso et al. (2012), Arvidsson (2014), Dewan and Chen 

(2005), Keramati et al. (2012), Mallat (2007), Schierz et al. 

(2010), Shin (2009), Peng et al. (2012), Zhou (2011b),  

Perceived trust Andreev et al. (2011), Amoroso et al. (2012), Arvidsson 

(2014), Dahlberg et al. (2003), Duane et al., (2014), Keramati 

et al. (2012), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2014), Liébana-

Cabanillas et al. (2015), Mallat (2007), Shin (2009), Shin 

(2010), Yan et al. (2009), , (Zhou, 2011a) 

Perceived usefulness Amin (2008), Amoroso et al. (2012), Chen and Adams 

(2005), Dahlberg et al. (2003), Dewan and Chen (2005), 

Duane et al. (2014), Keramati et al. (2012), Kim et al. (2009), 

Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2014), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. 

(2015), Peng et al. (2012), Revels, Tojib, and Tsarenko 

(2010), Schierz et al. (2010), Shin (2009), Yan et al. (2009), 

Zhou (2011a), Zhou (2011b) 
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Perceived value Amoroso et al. (2012) 

Perceived ubiquity Zhou (2011b) 

Performance expectancy Wang and Yi (2012) 

Personal innovativeness Duane et al., (2014) 

Relative advantage Arvidsson (2014), Kapoor et al. (2013), Lu et al. (2011), 

Mallat (2007) 

Self-efficacy Duane et al., (2014), Shin (2009) 

Skills Keramati et al. (2012) 

Social influence / 

peer influence 

Amoroso et al. (2012), Shin (2009), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. 

(2014), Wang and Yi (2012),  

Social norm Keramati et al. (2012), Liébana-Cabanillas et al. (2014), Shin 

(2010) 

Speed of transaction Dewan and Chen (2005) 

Tourist susceptibility Peng et al. (2012) 

Trialability Kapoor et al. (2013) 

 

Nonetheless, other factors, namely perceived trust, perceived security and 

privacy and peer influence are examined and discussed in previous studies (see 

Table 2.10). Kimes (2009) and Papaioannou et al. (2015) found that adopters will 

continue to make online purchases from a restaurant based on a 

recommendation, online reviews and restaurant performance which are similar to 

social influence. Thus, it is important in this context to understand whether social 

influence affects customer acceptance towards the use of online takeaway food 

apps. Therefore, to further understand this aspect, the factors are discussed in 

the following section. 

 

 Perceived usefulness 

Perceived usefulness can be described as the degree to which a person believes 

subjectively using a particular technology will enhance his or her performance 

(Davis, 1986). Consistent with Davis, Lu and Su (2009) believed usefulness as 

the perception of an individual when performing a behaviour to gain a specific 

reward. Aside from gaining the output rewards or behavioural performance, an 

individual tends to be satisfied or fulfilled by enacting the behaviour under certain 
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situations (Lu and Su, 2009). When an individual perceives technology as useful, 

they believe that technology will offer them a positive relationship (Hernandez, 

Jimenez, and Jose Martin, 2009). Different definitions are derived from 

Kucukusta Law, Besbes, and Legohérel (2015) defining usefulness as quick, 

informative, efficient and more important than ease of use. 

Perceived usefulness is also related to extrinsic motivation (Atkinson and Kydd, 

1997) which is an important factor for m-payment adoption. TAM assumes that 

purchasing via mobile apps is favourable given the apps perceived usefulness, 

which leads customers to use the application (Davis, 1986; Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon, 2012). This finding was also supported by Im and Hancer (2014) 

who discovered perceived usefulness is the strongest influence in utilitarian–

hedonic motivations for travellers using mobile applications. Similarly, this is also 

supported by Morosan (2014) finding that perceived usefulness is the strongest 

determinant for customers who adopt mobile phones for purchasing airline 

ancillary. However, both studies focus on travel, and not on the food and 

beverage takeaway industry. 

 

 Perceived ease of use 

The ease of use (PEOU) was originally defined as the degree to which people 

believe that using new technology can help to reduce their efforts (Davis, 1986). 

Moreover, it is a perception of the effort made by a person when using a system 

(Venkatesh and Davis, 1996) and is related to intrinsic motivation (Atkinson and 

Kydd, 1997). According to Davis et al. (1989), perceived ease of use is the 

motivational aspect that is inherent in the interaction between the user and the 

computer. The ease of use concepts relates to the features associated with 
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technology such as easily understandable functions and content, ease of learning 

or simplicity of use (Hernandez et al., 2009). In technology usage, ease of use is 

related to finding information easily, the ability to quickly solve problems and 

website functionality (Pigatto et al., 2017). 

Accordingly, many studies have included perceived ease of use in their research 

(Alagoz and Hekimoglu, 2012; Im and Hancer, 2014; Kwon, Bae and Blum, 2013; 

Morosan, 2014; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012; Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-

Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2018). Moreover, the majority of studies found 

that ease of use positively influenced customer attitude (Hernandez, Jimenez and 

Jose Martin, 2009; Morosan, 2014; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012). Im and 

Hancer (2014) discovered that PEOU was an important factor directly or indirectly 

towards the customer’s attitude using mobile travel apps. While Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon (2012) suggested that tourism and hospitality online vendors should 

include a function on their website making it simpler for customers to search and 

shop for products. 

In another study, Kimes (2011a, 2011b) mentioned that increasing convenience 

would help to reduce the customer’s level of anxiety regarding technology anxiety 

by managing the interaction of the technology. Further adding, that there is a high 

probability that customers will continue to choose online reservations over 

telephone reservations given the convenience (Kimes, 2011b). Even though 

there is much research indicating that PEOU is positive towards the attitude of 

adopting mobile apps, some studies dispute PEOU as being a dominant 

influence. For example, Im and Hancer, (2014) related the disagreement of 

PEOU with the features of a smartphone, which is similar to a desktop computer, 

albeit in a smaller version. Whereas, Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2012) suggested 



  

 
70 

 

that experience will hinder the customer’s attitude toward using mobile apps for 

e-purchasing. Although, the importance of PEOU cannot be ignored, as the 

variable has been proven to be significantly related to the customer’s attitude 

towards online ordering in numerous studies (Pavlou, 2003; Venkatesh and 

Davis, 1996) including more recent studies (Kucukusta et al., 2015; Renny, 

Guritno and Siringoringo, 2013). Therefore, in this study, PEOU is used to 

determine whether it influences customer acceptance towards OTFO apps.  

 

 Perceived trust 

Choi and Au (2011) defined trust as personal confidence and expectations of 

what other people will do based on previous interactions. Whereas, Chung and 

Kwon (2009) refer to trust as the secure feeling and the willingness of an 

individual to rely on something or someone. Similarly, trust can be defined as 

promises for those engaged in a transaction as being reliable, and agreements 

will consequently result in fulfilling the obligations (Schurr and Ozanne, 1985). 

Importantly, trust is a critical element when conducting business transactions, 

especially regarding online shopping (Wen, 2009). Likewise, Duane et al. (2014) 

found that trust is the most important factor that influenced consumers to use a 

smartphone to make m-payments. 

Notwithstanding, significant research has focused on perceived trust (PT) in 

respect to the online environment (Alagoz and Hekimoglu, 2012; Liébana-

Cabanillas, Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2018, 2015; Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon, 2012). For instance, Nunkoo and Ramkissoon (2012) found that 

perceived trust for online vendors in the hospitality industry was based on the 

reviews of previous customers. While San-Martin and López-Catalán (2013) 
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found that to secure shopper satisfaction towards online technology, trust for the 

firm is also important. Similarly, for travellers, the trust of online information 

sources was important which drove them to use a smartphone for travelling 

(Wang et al., 2014b). In the context of m-payment, Liébana-Cabanillas et al. 

(2018) trust relate to the belief that the supplier will deliver their service without 

taking advantage of the consumer. Similarities of previous studies also showed 

that trust was important in the context of information presented by the providers. 

Therefore, it is important to include PT in order to study the customer’s 

acceptance of OTFO apps. 

 

 Perceived security and privacy risk 

Chang and Chen (2009) defined security as the perception of customers 

regarding the whole security transaction, including information and the storage of 

personal information. Likewise, Shin (2010) referred to security as the extent to 

which an individual believes the technology is secure enough. Every technology 

that requires users to input their personal data will raise security and privacy 

concerns given the risk of data leakage and sensitive details exposed to other 

parties (Morosan, 2011). This was also an important issue for the restaurant 

industry (Cobanoglu and Demicco, 2007; Khalilzadeh, Ozturk and Bilgihan, 

2017). 

Many studies have also highlighted the significance of perceived security towards 

e-commerce technology (Amoroso and Magnier-Watanabe, 2012; Chang and 

Chen, 2008; Dahlberg, Mallat and Öörni, 2003; Morosan, 2014; Nilashi et al., 

2015a; Takyi and Gyaase, 2012). Although in this case, the definition of security 

has a different standpoint from other more diverse studies. Some studies focus 
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on the security aspects which are location-based, a demographic variable or the 

security of the online environment. A study by Dahlberg et al. (2003) found that 

the consumer will feel insecure concerning m-payment risks such as 

unauthorised use, transaction errors, lack of transaction records and poor 

documentation, the vagueness of the transaction, privacy issues, and device and 

mobile network reliability. While Amoroso and Magnier-Watanabe (2012) 

discovered, that when consumers perceived using technology as low risk, it will 

invariably increase the level of trust, leading to the strong intention to use the 

technology. 

A further study by Chan and Chong (2013) revealed that the consumer only 

consents towards security risk from a location-based service and transactions 

using m-commerce. In this case, location-based services would expose the 

consumer to a certain level of security risks in using their mobile devices, while 

transactional risks are related to the monetary transactions. Even though 

perceived security is mainly discussed in technological studies, the constructs 

are related to financial issues (Khalilzadeh, Ozturk and Bilgihan, 2017). Thus, the 

determinant is an important factor in understanding consumer acceptance of 

OTFO apps. 

 

 Social influence 

In a study by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) they refer to subjective norms as the 

pressure placed on a person to accomplish a certain behaviour in which the 

motivation of the person complies with the exerted pressure. In earlier studies, 

social influence was shown to have a significant effect on the use of e-commerce 

(Fang, 1998). Previous studies from Koenig-Lewis, Marquet, Palmer, and Zhao 
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(2015), Lu, Yao, and Yu (2005) and Teo and Pok (2003) have shown similar 

definitions of subjective norms related to social influence. According to Lu, Yao, 

and Yu (2005), social influence is the decision based on the pressure received 

from social networks. Teo and Pok (2003) revealed that social influence is the 

primary reason behind the consumer adoption of m-commerce. Likewise, Koenig-

Lewis, Marquet, Palmer, and Zhao (2015) also determined that social influence 

significantly affects the use of m-payment by users. 

Davis et al. (1989), in the previous study of TAM, found that it is difficult to 

distinguish a person’s behaviour given the attitude of the person influenced it. 

However, nowadays the use of social influence has become relevant to 

understand systems such as e-commerce applications (Malhotra and Galletta, 

1999). Furthermore, the use of social influence and subjective norms have been 

extensively applied in many studies related to information technology and 

communications (ICT) (Fang, 1998; Kim, Kim and Shin, 2009; Malhotra and 

Galletta, 1999; Khalilzadeh, Ozturk and Bilgihan, 2017). In the context of the 

restaurant industry, Khalilzadeh et al. (2017) reported that the positive social 

influence of near-field communication based mobile payment led the consumer 

to perceive it as useful. Consequently, this showed that when consumers 

perceive social influence as significant, it could result in positive consumer 

intention to use OTFO apps.  

 

 Behavioural intention on actual usage 

According to Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), there are two major elements associated 

with intentions: attitude and social pressure. Behavioural intention is the reflection 

of the likelihood a person would be willingly involved in the behaviour of interest 
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(Bouhlel et al., 2010). The stronger the intention of engaging in a behaviour, the 

higher the percentage of the person in performing the behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). 

According to a study by Day (1969), intention measures can be significantly more 

effective compared to behavioural measures to capture the customer’s mindset 

as a customer may make purchases due to the restriction rather than real 

preferences when a purchase is considered. Intention to use technology can also 

be explained by a large portion of the consumer’s actual use of technology (Shin, 

2009). Many studies have investigated the intention to use (Davis, Bagozzi and 

Warshaw, 1989; Chen, Gillenson and Sherrell, 2002; Shin, 2010; Wang and Yi, 

2012; Okumus and Bilgihan, 2014). However, limited studies that concentrated 

on actual consumers such as the adopter and non-adopter (Laukkanen, 2016). 

Notwithstanding, online purchasing intention is the strength of the consumer in 

accomplishing a specific purchase over the internet (Salisbury, Pearson, 

Pearson, and Miller, 2001). When a customer conducts an online purchase, there 

is a process that consists of information retrieval, transfer and the actual purchase 

of the products (Pavlou, 2003). The process is similar for purchases made via 

mobile apps. As customers retrieve and exchange information using the apps, 

the intention to use the apps are considered as the intention. Further, the 

willingness of an individual to purchase products or services via online 

transactions is only if they perceive benefits from conducting the online purchase 

(Chew, Chong, Michelle Sim, and Yong, 2013).  

In this case, the intention to use OTFO apps is important given it will demonstrate 

whether the proposed variables are significant in the context of the consumer’s 

acceptance of the technology. To understand this further, the study attempts to 

understand the users who are users and non-users of the OTFO apps. 
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 Summary 

As presented in the introduction to this chapter, this study aims to understand 

customer acceptance towards mobile payment meal restaurants using mobile 

applications. Several discussions have been presented in this chapter to 

understand the underlying issues concerning the attitudes of customers to use 

m-payments to purchase meals from restaurants. From the beginning of this 

chapter, the importance of the historical process has been highlighted, leading to 

the stage where customers then become accustomed to using technologies as 

an everyday habit. As eras have come and gone, technologies continue to evolve 

and revolutionise how users adopt it. 

Restaurant operators are also adopting technology through the development of 

innovation in the restaurant industry. Mobile apps are one such technological 

innovation that has been employed in the hospitality industry. Although knowing 

the importance of this technology and its ability to entice customers to purchase 

their products and services, it still requires the restaurant’s operators to take full 

advantage of adopting this technology. Previous studies have highlighted limited 

studies on the application of m-payment, especially in the restaurant industry. 

Most research associated with m-payment has been in the context of the banking 

industry, not in the context of the restaurant industry or takeaway sector. 

Therefore, there is an important need for m-payment studies to be conducted 

across service industries. Delaying such studies may lose the advantage of 

realising significant opportunities to adopt m-payment and to understand the 

concepts and trends, especially in the takeaway sector. Previous research has 

revealed determinants such as perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, 

perceived trust and perceived security as important towards understanding 
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customer acceptance towards m-payment. However, the determinants need to 

be supported by basic theory to support research findings. In conclusion, TAM 

will be used in this as it was found to be significantly important and required for 

studying m-payment in the takeaway sector. 
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 STUDENT’S LIFESTYLES AND EATING PATTERNS 

 

Chapter 2 discussed the importance of previous studies related to innovation and 

technology acceptance to provide some initial understanding of the subject of this 

study. However, given this study selects university students as the population, 

this chapter provides information regarding the student’s lifestyle and eating 

habits and how these relate to the use of OTFO apps.  

The transition to adulthood through attending university is known to affect the 

student’s lifestyle and eating behaviour. Compared to their school life, university 

life requires students to become self-dependent without the support of their 

parents present. Students need to be capable of managing their daily routines 

which include their study timetable, extra-curricular activities, social life, 

accommodation and their eating habits. Previous studies have associated the 

transition of students to university life with unhealthy eating habits such as 

skipping breakfast, consuming a high level of fast food and eating lots of snacks 

(Boek et al., 2012; Deliens et al., 2014; Hilger, Loerbroks and Diehl, 2017; Laska 

et al., 2010). However, there are limited studies on the eating behaviour of 

university students. Therefore, this chapter aims to understand the student 

environment which includes their lifestyle and factors contributing to the transition 

in the students eating habits such as individual, social environment, physical 

environment, macro environment and university characteristics. Moreover, it will 

provide sufficient information to support the understanding of the detailed and in-

depth interview findings in Chapter 7. 

This chapter begins by reviewing the university surroundings in order to 

understand the study environment of the university. The chapter will also describe 
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the student lifestyle, how they live and their activity after classes. Although at 

most times, the students are mostly busy studying, although most still have 

sufficient time to carry out other activities such as eating out and meeting with 

friends. Lastly, the discussion will focus on comprehending their eating habits 

followed by a summary. 

 

 Studying experience in a university 

For the uninitiated, a university comprises a cluster of buildings which mostly 

consist of separated spaces for the academic community and several buildings 

for student accommodation (Bromley, 2006). Although university and colleges 

are related to the development of student academic performance, they also 

contribute to the development of its local surroundings such as contributing to the 

local city economy (Bromley, 2006). As the population of a university consists of 

students from various backgrounds, nationalities and culture, it also has a positive 

influence on local tourism. This is an advantage for the local environment as the 

students can experience the local surroundings. Local government, as well as 

local stakeholders, will provide better facilities to cater to the students' incoming 

needs as well as tourists visiting the area. Therefore, the development of a 

university will have a positive influence on the local community which could 

influence the choice of students’ study location (Mazzarol and Soutar, 2002). 

Similarly, students at the university have different aims and profiles. The earliest 

study and the most cited definition of student typologies by (Clark and Trow, 

1966) classified college students based on four typologies: academic, collegiate, 

vocational and non-conformist. The academics will struggle to achieve the best 

grades and are attached to their institutions. The collegiate’ s are those who are 
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active in sports and college activities and learn to pass their course; although they 

are very loyal to their institutions. While the main vocational reason to enter 

college is to obtain a job and career, the number of credits enrolled in for each 

term depends on their time and money. Lastly, the nonconformists, show 

disinterest in college and do not care about the welfare of the institution. 

In a recent study by Mu and Cole (2017) they categorised students into 

disengaged, socially engaged, proactive, and typical. Also, the definition of using 

distinctive students’ habits in high school and higher education settings. Both 

studies Mu and Cole (2017) and Clark and Trow (1966) label student transitions 

academically, however, they neglect to mention other factors such as student 

lifestyle and social life. A report by The Sodexo (2017) describes students’ 

typologies that are associated with the student’s behaviour and found there were 

five types of students: sensible, healthy and ethical, money conscious, home 

comforts and career-focused. The sensible students are those who focus on their 

studies, grades and daily necessities rather than social extras. 

Whereas, the healthy and ethical students’ priorities are more towards their well-

being and being conscious of what they are eating and food sources. They also 

concerned about university ethics and environmental impact. The money 

conscious students are those who are concerned about the cost of living in a 

university and its effect following graduation. Therefore, they are more likely to 

reduce their social life. Next, home comfort students are those who choose a 

university close to their home to obtain support from their parents. Lastly, career-

focused students aim to get a job following graduation and are likely to use career 

services to know about the type of careers they can get and how to achieve them. 

These different characteristics will influence the students’ lifestyle at the 
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university. For example, money-conscious students might not spend money on 

buying takeaway food or eating out, as they prefer to cook their own meals. 

However, other factors might affect their lifestyle such as their demographic 

background. 

In the UK, over 2 million students in 2017, were studying at higher education 

institutions, with around 1.7 million undergraduate students and around 500,000 

of them were postgraduate students (HESA, 2017). The population was 

dominated by the age group of 20 years and younger with female students living 

in rented accommodation or off-campus accommodation (see Table 3.1). The 

ages between 18 and 20 years of age are critical in developing the period when 

a person tends to transition from youth to adulthood (Arnett, 2000). In this age 

group, categorised as young adults, the students are experiencing a new 

environment and conversion from being at a school to attending a professional 

education institute. They also need to adapt to a completely new and different 

lifestyle, such as a new study environment, managing their own timetable, 

accommodation, finances and health (Hiester, Nordstrom and Swenson, 2009; 

Gray et al., 2013). Success during this social adjustment period will predict the 

ability of the student to be successful in the university and their future (McEwan, 

2011). 

Table 3.1 Student’s accommodation during term-time (number of students) 

Term-time accommodation 2015/16 2016/17 

Provider maintained property 336,045 349,380 

Private-sector halls 132,720 141,210 

Parental/guardian home 328,675 338,040 

Own residence 269,425 300,815 

Other rented accommodation 530,265 536,030 

Other 64,875 61,830 

Not in attendance at the provider 24,165 25,240 

Not known 54,375 45,500 

Source: HESA (2017) 
 



  

 
81 

 

In their previous school, they were not expected to be independent and self-

learning students. However, when studying at a university, the students need to 

understand that the study culture is distinctly different. For example, students 

workload is less in class, but they are expected to study more than 30 hours 

outside their classes (Calderwood, Ackerman and Conklin, 2014). Additionally, 

the students also experience living away from their parents and managing their 

self independently which is also something relatively new for some students. In 

this case, students may be experiencing the first time away-from-home with a 

high-risk of feeling homesick (Thurber and Walton, 2012). Homesickness is 

usually discussed beforehand and is related to the culture shock which involves 

emotions such as isolation, depression, anxiety, homesickness, low self-esteem 

and being rejected (Pedersen, 1994). Homesickness may affect the students’ 

lifestyle, including their academic and social life. These feeling are not only felt 

by international or international students and can also be experienced by local 

students attending their first year of school (Poyrazli and Lopez, 2007; Small et 

al., 2013; Thurber and Walton, 2012). 

Similarly, students living in a new environment not only need to adapt to the 

university lifestyle, but also getting to know their local surroundings. For example, 

a student that chooses to study in the UK can choose the location they prefer to 

study. If they choose to study in an urban area such as London, they will be 

experiencing high living costs, but with many forms of entertainment and 

restaurants on offer (The Sodexo, 2016). On the other hand, those students that 

choose to study in the South West area such as Exeter may experience a 

completely different environment. For example, studying in the area means 

students have better study quality due to the location as it may be close to the 
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beach and country areas (University of Exeter, 2017). Even though the city is 

small, Exeter has adequate shopping, social entertainment and a safe and secure 

environment with low crime rates. Additionally, there are a vast array of 

restaurants and cafés serving different types of foods such as Chinese, Turkish, 

Indian and Middle East (University of Exeter, 2017).  

Besides living in a new location, students also need to adapt to their new living 

accommodation facilities. For instance, they live with new friends either on-

campus or off-campus. Although some factors may influence their housing 

satisfaction (Thomsen and Eikemo, 2010), they need to try and adjust. On-

campus residences are mainly provided by the university for first-year students 

to support the students' educational experience (Muslim, Karim and Abdullah, 

2012). For part-time students and second-year students and above, they mainly 

live off-campus or live in private rented accommodation given the limited on-

campus residence halls (Bromley, 2006). Several studies have found that student 

housing or residence halls play an important role in their academic performance 

(Najib, Yusof and Tabassi, 2015; Simpson and Burnett, 2017). 

In order to understand this further, it is important to understand the current trends 

associated with this situation. Table 3.2 shows the figures related to student 

accommodation between 2008 and 2016. The figures show that there is a shift in 

the type of accommodation that students prefer. The trends by year, show that 

students tend to shift between living in a family home or private student 

accommodation. Several factors will influence the student’s decision on selecting 

accommodation such as the location, unsuited facilities, internet facilities such as 

Wi-Fi and study spaces (The Sodexo, 2017). The type of accommodation also 
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influences how they live, and will also impact on their social life, extra-curriculum 

activities and so forth. 

Table 3.2 Percentage of student accommodations from 2008-2016 in the UK 

 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 

Privately let 38% 38% 38% 34% 26% 

Family home 13% 17% 18% 19% 21% 

Private student accommodation 8% 7% 9% 9% 14% 

University run halls 21% 18% 22% 24% 19% 
Source: The Sodexo (2016, p. 26) 

 

Furthermore, studying in a university is not solely for academic purposes as 

students will undoubtedly develop many new skills that can be utilised in their 

future post-graduation. Among these skills include financial skills, time 

management and life skills such as cooking and social skills. As a university 

student, it is expected that most of their time will be spent studying. The scarcity 

of time will adversely impact students by restricting them from doing other 

activities such as exercising or cooking (Andajani-Sutjahjo et al., 2004; Kearney 

and McElhone, 1999; Welch et al., 2009). Therefore, students need to learn to 

manage their time wisely to ensure their lives are not affected. 

One additionally generic skill students need to content with is budgeting or 

financial control. As a student, they are expected to have a limited budget which 

they obtain from their parents or sponsor. Previously, in the school phase, parents 

are their financial manager that controls their spending. However, at the 

university, students need to be financially independent. Here, students learn 

about financial behaviour such as borrowing, saving and budgeting that are useful 

for their lives while studying at university and in the future (Shim et al., 2009; 

Jorgensen and Savla, 2010). 



  

 
84 

 

Even though generic skills are important for the students, life skills such as 

cooking skills are equally important. Research suggests that student food choices 

are influenced by the ability of the student to obtain proper food or the constraint 

of time to prepare meals (Papier et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2017). Due to these 

reasons, students tend to choose unhealthy foods such as takeaway or fast food. 

However, competency in cooking their own food may help to reduce the tendency 

for students to acquire these fast takeaway foods. The importance of knowing 

how to cook was also acknowledged in the UK given cooking is a compulsory 

skill taught in Key Stage One, Key Stage Two and Key Stage Three (Department 

of Education, 2013). This also shows that cooking skills are important tools that 

can affect student lifestyle. 

 

 Student lifestyle 

The previous discussion has centred around explaining the experience of 

students living in a university. As mentioned previously, being in the university 

does affect the lifestyle of students as the majority of their time is spent studying 

(The National Student, 2016). Although students have a scarcity of time, it does 

not affect their social life (The National Student, 2016). Most students’ socialising 

time is spent at their friend’s house or using the internet to socialise through 

accessing and participating in social media platforms such as Facebook, 

Instagram and Twitter (The Sodexo, 2017). One study found that when students 

socialise more, they tend to study more (Natwest, 2017). Thus, socialising is seen 

as a positive activity for students. 

In addition to using the internet for studying and socialising, students are likely to 

spend their time shopping. Aside from offline shopping, students also like to shop 
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online given it is easy to locate products of interest, easy to compare prices and 

products, convenience, simple to use and saves time (Lester, Forman and Loyd, 

2008; Zendehdel, Paim and Osman, 2015). Moreover, with technology 

nowadays, it is much easier for consumers to shop online as they can access 

online retailers through various devices such as a tablet and smartphone. 

Moreover, it has also been found that students have a high propensity of owning 

at least one technology device whether it is laptop, tablet or smartphone device 

(Kobus, Rietveld and van Ommeren, 2013; Song and Lee, 2012). This suggests 

that students do not have any restriction on purchasing products or services using 

technology.  

However, in general, it was found that consumers still prefer using more 

traditional technology devices such as a laptop and desktop to shop online (Allen, 

Piecyk and Piotrowska, 2017). Indeed, the decline of consumers to accept 

smartphones and other mobile devices must be related to certain characteristics 

and functionality of the device like the screen size or storage of the device. 

According to Chae and Kim (2004), the screen size of a device is important 

especially when users would like to perform complex tasks. Additionally, Kim and 

Sundar (2014) found that a larger sized screen compared to a smaller screen 

size does play a critical role in predicting consumer adoption of a smartphone. 

The student has a high dependency on a smartphone given it is convenient and 

suits their social needs (Hooi Ting et al., 2011).  

Concerning the student’s spending habits,  

Figure 3.1 shows on average, student living costs per month in the UK for 2017. 

From the figure, it can be seen that the students in the UK mostly spend their 

money on food shopping and buying household items, including household bills 
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(Natwest, 2017). This shows that students tend to prioritise food over other things. 

Food was also associated with new experiences and creating strong bonds 

between their peers and family. For example, in the event of eating out, it will 

involve going out with other people and enjoying the experience (Cruwys, 

Bevelander and Hermans, 2015; Rozin, 2005).  

 
Figure 3.1 Student living expenditure on average per month in the UK 

 
Source: Natwest (2017) 

 

Therefore, to understand student eating habits, Figure 3.2 displays the frequency 

of eating out and purchasing takeaway food. The figure shows that the highest 
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difference was shown between the frequency of eating out and takeaway 

purchases which may be attributed to the cost of eating out being more expensive 

compared to takeaway foods. Possibly, purchasing a takeaway once a fortnight 

was more affordable (Ball and Brown, 2012; Driskell, Kim and Goebel, 2005; Tam 

et al., 2017). Additionally, as mentioned earlier, many other factors will influence 

takeaway food purchases of students including both time and the limitation of 

cooking skills. The following section will focus on the factors that influence 

students eating habits. 

 

Figure 3.2 The frequency of students eating a restaurant or purchase takeaways in the 
UK 

 
Source: The National Student (2015) 
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was the only study that explored and understood university students’ eating 

habits. In their study, they reported that four main factors are influencing the 

eating habits of university students: individual, social environment, physical 

environment and macro environment (see Figure 3.3). Furthermore, the 

relationship between the determinants and the student’s eating habits appeared 

to be moderated by the characteristics associated with the university such as 

accommodation, student societies, university lifestyle and examinations (Deliens 

et al., 2014). Although, the factors that were discussed in the study were more 

related to general issues faced by college students. Therefore, it would be 

interesting to understand whether their study environment has any relationship 

between the student’s eating habits to purchase other types of food such as 

convenience foods and fast food.  

Figure 3.3 University’ student eating pattern 
 

 

Source: Deliens et al. (2014, p. 5) 
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 The individual 

The ‘individual’ refers to factors that influence how students eat and how they 

choose foods. Several definitions describe the ‘individual’ including their food 

preferences or tastes, self-discipline, value and norms, stress level, body image 

and self-concept, dietary knowledge, time and convenience, daily routine, past 

eating habits, physical activity level, metabolism and vitality. When it involves 

choosing foods, the student’s main priority is more about the taste of the meal, 

which can also cause unhealthy eating habits (Boek et al., 2012; Stevenson et 

al., 2007; Tam et al., 2017). When students tend to choose taste over well-being, 

they will be choosy eaters. For example, they would choose eating fruits over 

vegetables.  

Another factor is self-discipline that is associated with self-dependency which 

may be influenced by the way they are eating (Deliens et al., 2014). Also, value, 

norms and beliefs were found to be further characteristics which define the 

‘individual’. For example, a student becomes a vegetarian because they do not 

need to consume meat or instead, change to eating healthier foods because of 

the guilt of eating unhealthy food such as pizza (Deliens et al., 2014). 

While students are aware that they need to eat healthy foods, several situations 

lead them to unhealthy eating. When students are under stress, they will eat less 

healthy foods such as fruits and vegetables, and instead, eat more ready-to-eat 

foods, snack-types and sweet foods such as cakes and chocolate (Zellner et al., 

2006). Moreover, despite students having dietary knowledge (Matthews, Doerr 

and Dworatzek, 2016), their daily routines often include the ability to manage their 

time, and often the convenience of time will influence how students choose their 

foods. Therefore, due to this reason, many students will consume takeaway foods 
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due to its taste, it is affordable and easy to obtain (Morse and Driskell, 2009). In 

a study by Larson et al. (2008), they found that students increase the frequency 

of fast food intake during their young adulthood phase. Dave et al. (2009) found 

that there is a strong significance between the frequency of fast food intake with 

the perceived convenience of fast food, and their un-favourability towards 

cooking. Convenience was also found to be the most important factor influencing 

individual food choices. For example, students may purchase fast food because 

it is easy, quick and cheap. Interestingly, gender also influences the perception 

of cooking and their ability to cook (Hartmann, Dohle and Siegrist, 2013; Szabo, 

2013). 

 

 The social environment 

The ‘social environment’ refers to factors related to the eating behaviour of other 

people. Here, several characteristics have been recognised by (Deliens et al., 

2014) including parental control, home education, social support and peer 

pressure. A study by Navarro-Prado et al. (2017) found that there were 

differences between students under their parent’s control regarding certain foods. 

For example, parents were still in control of the daily menu of Muslim university 

students (Navarro-Prado et al., 2017). In contrast, it was different for Germany 

and Thai university students where their parents were rarely concerned with 

student’s daily meals (Schwarzer et al., 2010). 

Likewise, home education plays an important role in teaching students about food 

selection. Parents tend to inspire their children’s food consumption to eat healthy 

by being a role model and creating a healthy food environment at home 

(Baranowski, Cullen and Baranowski, 1999; Hill et al., 1998). Aside from that, 



  

 
91 

 

social support was also seen to be important for students especially during the 

student’s busy days such as on exam days. Understandably, students will more 

appreciate the support given to them by their family and friends if there is 

someone to prepare their food for them during those difficult times (Deliens et al., 

2014). 

Finally, peer pressure. This refers to the choice of foods among friends that may 

influence how students eat. For example, if a student prepared his/her sandwich 

but their friends just bought theirs from the café, there is a distinct likelihood that 

the student will follow their friend’s footsteps an order from the café (Deliens et 

al., 2014). Whereas, when their friends are eating healthy foods such as fruits 

and vegetables, students are likely to follow their friends eating behaviour 

(Bruening et al., 2012). This means that peers will often influence their behaviour 

which will, in turn, influence individual food choices, and also resulting from the 

pressure of being accepted by their peers by choosing the same food choices or 

eating behaviours. 

 

 The physical environment 

The ‘physical environment’ relates to community settings. The ‘physical 

environment’ indicates the availability and accessibility to cook food, food 

preparation and the cost of food (Deliens et al., 2014). Some students may have 

access to their accommodation facilities to prepare their own food. However, for 

those who do not have these facilities or through lacking cooking skills, they may 

be more inclined to eat out or to purchase takeaway food or convenience foods 

(Papadaki et al., 2007). In a study by Larson et al. (2006), they found that food 

preparation and food purchasing depends on gender, race/ethnicity, living 
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situation and using a fast food restaurant. Moreover, the availability of fast food 

restaurants and convenience foods compared to cooking, this will increase the 

propensity of students to purchase takeaway foods. (Papadaki et al., 2007) 

Another important factor is the food cost. Due to financial constraints, it is 

important for students to budget regarding their daily meals. Several studies 

discovered that food cost plays an important role when students decide to 

purchase food (Ball and Brown, 2012; Driskell, Kim and Goebel, 2005; Tam et 

al., 2017). For example, if the food price for healthy food is less than fast food, 

there is a possibility that students will purchase healthy food (Tam et al., 2017). 

 

 The macro environment 

The ‘macro environment’ describes the policy and legislation, socio-cultural 

norms and values and the media and advertising (Deliens et al., 2014). Policy 

and legislation refer to the understanding of students’ foods choices. For 

example, they are aware that they cannot drink and drive a car; therefore they 

will drink less (Deliens et al., 2014). While socio-cultural norms and value refer to 

a certain habit considered to be norms in several societies. For instance, in the 

US it is normal for people to eat fast food each day, whereas, in Europe, it is not 

the norm (Deliens et al., 2014). Different cultures have their own acceptance of 

what food is suitable for consumption. Given university students come from many 

different backgrounds and cultures, some students are able to adapt to new 

eating habits, whereas, others prefer to stay and/or comply with their norms and 

to eat their usual food. However, due to the difficulties to obtain their hometown 

food, students will most likely prepare their own food. 
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Furthermore, media and advertising play an important part in deciding what 

people eat (Zimmerman and Shimoga, 2014). Here, food marketers have various 

methods to advertise food products via television, radio and via internet marketing 

and so forth. Advertising through television will encourage the desire of people to 

consume food, motivating them to eat (Cohen, 2008; Kemps, Tiggemann and 

Hollitt, 2014). Marketers are also using the internet to promote foods and 

beverage products to students as the message can be easily customised reach 

this target market (Montgomery and Chester, 2009). 

 

 The university characteristics 

Moderated factors in the context of this study, are described as the characteristics 

associated with a university that refer to student accommodation, student 

societies, the lifestyle of the university and examinations. Previous studies have 

found that students eating habits are often influenced by their living situation, 

whether it is on-campus or off-campus (Driskell, Kim and Goebel, 2005; Small et 

al., 2013). According to Small et al. (2013), a student living in a residence hall 

can cause significant heterogeneity regarding eating and physical and activity 

places. For example, female students who live in a dormitory with a dining hall 

are more likely to exercise less frequently and gain more weight, whereas, male 

students are more likely to eat more snacks and meals (Kapinos and Yakusheva, 

2011). However, Brunt and Rhee (2008) discovered that students living off-

campus are less likely to eat fruit and vegetables compared to those students 

living on-campus with a dining plan. While those students living with their parents 

were also found to be healthier compared to those students living on-campus. 

However, other factors may also influence student eating habits such as their 
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country of origin. For example, many international students will eat their home-

cooked dish given it is tasty, healthy and emotionally comforting for them (Brown, 

Edwards and Hartwell, 2010). Also, comfort food was also interpreted differently 

by gender (Wansink, Cheney and Chan, 2003). However, if financial resources 

are limited, students will often look to buy cheaper options such as fast foods. 

 

 Summary 

The review of the literature in this chapter provides an essential understanding of 

the students’ lifestyle and eating behaviours. This, in turn, helps to contextualise 

and understand the influencing factors leading towards students purchasing 

takeaway food. From the literature search, it can be seen that several aspects 

influence the eating habits of students such as the student themselves, social 

environment, physical environment, macro environment and characteristics of the 

university. These factors are important as they can help in understanding the 

relationship between student lifestyle and their eating habits. In understanding 

this further, the study has developed an illustration that shows this relationship 

(refer to Figure 3.4). 

The illustration shows the students transition to university. When students first 

enter university, they will experience homesickness or culture shock that will give 

them added pressure or anxiety. At the same time, they will be experiencing a 

new lifestyle, consisting of factors (individual, physical environment, social 

environment, social environment, macro environment and university 

characteristics). These factors were found to influence university students’ food 

choices. The individual refers to the students themselves consisting of food 

preferences/tastes, value, state of mind, norms and belief, body image and self-
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concept, self-discipline, time and convenience, dietary knowledge, daily routine 

or structure, physical activity level, past eating habits, metabolism and vitality. 

The social environment refers to the environment that influences students to eat 

namely, social support from friends and family, parental control, peer pressure 

and home education.  

Figure 3.4 Transition into university’ student lifestyle 
 

 
 

Source: Author. Adapted from Deliens et al. (2014). 
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instance, some universities are located in urban areas such as London where it 

is busier and where there are various shops and restaurants. In contrast to a 

university in a suburban area such as Exeter, the area has a pleasant study 

environment. However, students will have limited choices of branded shops and 

restaurants. 

Socialising was also seen to be important in order to decrease student’s stress 

level which will undoubtedly increase their study level (Natwest, 2017). With the 

constraints afforded by time and limited budget, students most favour activities 

besides studying, related to foods such as food shopping and eating out. This 

showed that there is a need for a further understanding of students eating 

behaviours. Although there are numerous studies on student eating preferences 

most studies refer to eating healthy (Boek et al., 2012; Brunt and Rhee, 2008; 

Driskell, Kim and Goebel, 2005; El Ansari, Stock and Mikolajczyk, 2012; 

Matthews, Doerr and Dworatzek, 2016; Navarro-Prado et al., 2017). On the other 

hand, limited studies are attempting to understand students’ habits regarding 

OTFO. Therefore, by understanding students’ eating habits, the study can 

examine students’ consumption of takeaway food and their use of OTFO 

services. 
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 METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter presents the methods used to address the research objectives of 

this study. The discussion on the methodological background will differentiate this 

study from other studies in contributing to new knowledge and insights in the 

foodservice industry. It is important to highlight that this study used several 

different data and methods to ensure that it had sufficient information to support 

the research. 

The chapter begins by presenting the research approach to show the types of 

methodology that were employed in the study. This section also discusses some 

of the justifications and reasoning behind choosing the research approach. The 

next section then discusses the case study design and execution. The case study 

section presents in-detail the qualitative techniques that were used to gather 

qualitative data. The questionnaire survey design, in-depth interviews and 

execution are also presented. The questionnaire survey design also includes 

discussion on the content of the questionnaire, followed by sampling for the 

questionnaire discussion of pilot testing. To support quantitative data, in-depth 

interviews were designed employing a laddering technique to discover additional 

information regarding the respondents. The validity and reliability section is next 

presented which discusses the validation and reliability of the research design in 

this study. 

The data analysis will show the types of analysis employed by qualitative and 

quantitative analysis. A different section discusses the qualitative and quantitative 

analysis, with both sections beginning by describing the analysis software that 
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was used and the means to perform the analysis. The chapter concludes with a 

brief reflection on the ethical issues and legal considerations. 

 

 Research approach 

This study has adopted mixed methods approach to achieve the research 

objectives. To conduct the mixed methods approach, the first approach consisted 

of a single case study which was developed to investigate the growth of the OTFO 

sector, to gain insight into an organisation that had launched a takeaway app and 

to understand the consumer’s reaction to the development of the takeaway apps. 

The second approach was the creation of the questionnaire survey followed by 

in-depth interviews in order to understand the consumer’s acceptance of OTFO 

apps and to identify the socio-demographic background of the consumer using 

the food takeaway apps.  

Mixed method research relates to a combination of two different approaches, 

combining two different perspectives to ensure a researcher can produce good 

quality information to enhance new knowledge which cannot be attained by 

adopting a single approach (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In other words, 

the combination of the qualitative and quantitative approaches complements 

each other by taking advantage of their strengths. To understand the mixed 

methods approach, Creswell, Plano Clark, Gutmann, and Hanson (2008) define 

it as follows: 

“A mixed methods study involves the collection or analysis of 

both quantitative and/or qualitative data in a single study in which 

the data are collected concurrently or sequentially, are given a 
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priority, and involve the integration of the data at one or more 

stages in the process of research.” (p.165). 

 

In this study, the multi-phase mixed methods sequential approach was used to 

fulfil the study objectives. Figure 4.1 displays in-detail the steps and phases of 

the data collection process. As illustrated in the figure, the first phase aims to 

identify and develop research objectives. Followed by second phase which is to 

address Objectives 1, qualitative data collection that comprises of previous 

studies are gathered. Third phase focuses to address Objective 2 that uses a 

single-case study approach by combining two different types of qualitative data. 

The last phase of the study consisting of stages 4 and 5 aims to accomplish 

Objectives 3 and 4 which is to understand consumer acceptance of the OTFO 

apps. In the fourth phase, the data collected employs the mixed-methods 

approach by combining in-depth interviews and a questionnaire survey. At the 

conclusion of the study, all findings are then summarised and integrated to 

explain the growth and acceptance of takeaway apps. 

The rationale of this approach was that the qualitative data and its subsequent 

analysis would provide a general understanding of the study, while the 

quantitative data and their statistical results would explain further the views of 

consumers’. The study had several reasons underpinning the adoption of the 

mixed methods approach in this study. The first justification was found through 

the meta-analysis as shown in Table 4.1, relating to m-commerce in the 

foodservice industry. Table 4.1 shows that the study of information technology 

and communications (ICT) in the foodservice industry lack the use of the mixed 

methods approach. Also, from the table, it can be seen that most of the research 
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related to technology was more inclined to employ the quantitative approach 

using a questionnaire survey. There are limited studies that have applied a case 

study approach and mixedmethods approach to develop an understanding of 

trends, particularly in this sector. Secondly, studies related to online food ordering 

have been undertaken in other countries, except for the UK (Alagoz and 

Hekimoglu, 2012; Pigatto et al., 2017; Yeo 2017). Therefore, by adopting the 

study research approach, it will support the current research and also enhance 

gathering the information on the respondent’s acceptance of OTFO mobile apps.  

Figure 4.1 The research’s approaches 

 
Source: Author 
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Eat 
Qualitative data 
collection and 
case study data 
collection 
 

1. Identify the types of data 
(Semi-structure interviews, 
Documents reviews) 

2. Pilot interview 
3. An interview with Just Eat’s 

employee 

4. Collect annual financial 
reports from the internet 

5. Collect documents related 

to the case study 
6. Data analysis  

Stage 4: 
Consumer  
Quantitative data 
collection  
 

Achieve 
Objective 1 

 

Stage 5: 
Consumer 
Qualitative data 
collection 

Achieve 
Objective 2 

1. Identify the types of data 
(Questionnaire survey) 

2. Pilot questionnaire 

3. Collect questionnaire 
survey 

4. Data analysis 

 

1. Identify the types of data 
(In-depth interview)  

2. Pilot interview  
3. Performed in-depth 

interviews  

4. Data analysis 

Achieve 
Objective 3 

and 4 

PHASES METHODS OUTCOMES 

Stage 1: 
Problem definition 

1. Reviews of literature 

2. Develop research 

objectives 
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Table 4.1 Previous studies related to mobile commerce in the foodservice industry 

Source Study context Location Methods 

Cho, Bonn and 
Li, (2018) 

Understand the perception of 
food delivery apps between 
single-person and multi-person 
household 

China Quantitative- 311-
face-to-face 
questionaire 

Cobanoglu et 
al. (2015) 

Acceptance of m-payment in 
restaurant 

Not 
mentioned 

Quantitative - 258 
online self-
administered 

Kapoor and Vij 
(2018) 

Investigate the intention to use 
online food ordering apps - 
visual, navigational, information 
and collaboration design 

India Quantitative - 350 
online self-
administered 

Khalilzadeh et 
al. (2017) 
  

Security of mobile payment in 
restaurant 

Online 
environment 

Quantitative- 412 
online self-
administered survey 
using Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk 
(MTurk) 

Kwon et al. 
(2013) 

Customer intention to download 
mobile apps- hospitality  

USA Quantitative - 235 
online self-
administered 

Mozeik et al. 
(2009) 

Customer acceptance of 
restaurant e-services across 
two types of computing devices - 
traditional pc and mobile devices 

USA Quantitative- 223 
paper self-
administered survey  

Okumus and 
Bilgiham (2013) 

Examine the purpose usage of 
mobile apps for healthy eating -  

Not 
mentioned 

 

Ozturk et al. 
(2017) 

Examine factors that affecting 
restaurant’s customer intention 
to use near field communication 
(NFC)-based mobile payment 
(MP) technology 

Online 
environment 

Quantitative- 412 
online self-
administered survey 
using Amazon’s 
Mechanical Turk 
(MTurk) 

Source: Author 

 

The following sections discuss each method comprising of the design and 

sampling. 

 

 Second and third phase: Qualitative and case study design and 

execution 

The second and third phase employed a multi-methods approach to collect the 

data. First, a qualitative method was used to review the relevant documentation 

to understand the development of the OTFO sector in the foodservice industry to 

address Objective 1. The second method employed a single case study approach 
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to address research Objective 2, which investigated the growth and the 

operational characteristics of the organisation supplying the takeaways apps. 

Yin (2003) defined a case study as an empirical inquiry that investigates a 

phenomenon within a real-life context. Numerous strategies and approaches can 

be adapted to perform a case study; one such approach is case-based research. 

This approach is best used when theory does not exist, is not likely to apply or a 

theory exists which is not suitable or applicable to the context of the environment 

under study (Kshetri, 2007; Stuart et al., 2002). When employing a case study 

approach, it is common that the data collection process will consist of a 

combination of different sources such as interviews, using a questionnaire, 

reviewing documents or via observation (Eisenhardt, 1989). Also, studies 

employing methodological triangulation will have a stronger validation of 

constructs and the data (Meyer, 2001). Even though there have been many 

different opinions and views on the use of a single case study, researchers 

believe the approach is beneficial in developing a new field of study (Teagarden 

et al., 1995) such as OTFO sector. Likewise, the selected case study must be 

able to contribute to the theory and in acquiring knowledge and providing useful 

insight into the area of study (Eisenhardt, 1989).  

Therefore, in order to understand a fast-moving industry such as the technology 

industry, it is important to examine a company that is considered to be highly 

technological and well established. Subsequently, this study selected a 

prominent organisation operating in the OTFO sector in the UK as a best practice 

model for this sector in the UK and developing countries (Stuart et al., 2002). Just 

Eat was chosen as they have long been established in the OTFO sector in the 

UK; meaning they are well-experienced in this market segment and dealing with 
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consumers. The company has been operating in the UK for more than ten years, 

with vast experience related to the OTFO market. Also, they are not only 

successful in the UK but also in several other countries outside of the UK. As an 

established company, they like similar companies in other industries, have 

matured over the years, growing in line with changes in the marketplace 

(including technology), having to invest in innovating products and services 

(Coad et al., 2018).  

Accordingly, using a case study approach enables the present study to 

investigate, in detail, the operations of Just Eat. The study was able to understand 

the character of Just Eat which can be applied in other OTFO organisations. 

To execute this approach, two types of data were used: document reviews and a 

semi-structured interview. Both sets of data were combined in order to 

understand the background of the company, factors influencing the company’s 

growth, and other information related to the company’s operation such as 

technology innovation, challenges and issues. 

 

 Document reviews 

In this study, document analysis refers to the process of reviewing or evaluating 

documents whether in printed form or an electronic-based form (Bowen, 2009), 

such as written material from organisations, official publications and reports, 

letters, and written responses to open-ended surveys (Patton, 2002). The 

objective of the document reviews in this study was to gather pertinent 

information to understand the development of the OTFO sector related to 

Objective 1. Additionally, document reviews were also undertaken to complement 
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the data gathered from the interviews in addressing Objective 2, which was to 

understand the growth and operating characteristics of organisations supplying 

mobile apps within the OTFO sector. The rationale behind reviewing documents 

was primarily because documents contain a textual trace of evidence supporting 

the OTFO organisation’s growth including figures and other statistical data 

relating to the consumers use of smartphone devices and mobile apps. Moreover, 

documents can provide a rich description of a phenomenon or event that occurred 

from the first day the organisation was established. 

In this study, most of the data were gathered via the internet. Among the data 

collected, was a video interview from Thinkbox, dating back to 2015, annual 

financial reports from Just Eat and various news articles and reports related to 

the OTFO sector, referring Just Eat. Using the internet as a source of information 

enabled much data to be collected in understanding consumer reaction and 

behaviour regarding the development of the foodservice sector and the growth of 

the OTFO sector. The selection of these documents also formed the basis to 

achieve the research objectives of this study. 

The video interview link that was located on ThinkBox’s website showed a 

recorded interview with a person from Just Eat. The video interview was about 

Just Eat’s marketing strategy developed by Rik Moore, Head of Creative 

Strategy, Havas Media and Mat Braddy, former Chief Marketing Officer of Just 

Eat with an elapsed time of around 18 minutes. The video interview was 

transcribed (see Appendix 1), analysed and is presented in Chapter 6 of this 

study. Other pieces of news and information regarding Just Eat was also acquired 

using the Google search engine. Several keywords such as ‘online takeaway food 
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ordering company’, ‘online food ordering’, ‘Just Eat’, ‘Just Eat apps’ and 

‘takeaway apps’ were used to locate information sources related to the company. 

The internet search revealed diverse results from different sources such as blogs, 

online news, market research companies and official OTFO sites. To explore 

consumer reaction with regards to the development of the foodservice sector, the 

documents used in the review were based on the historical development of the 

sector. Here, studies and information from various sources were collected and 

used such as books, articles and market research information. Among the market 

research sites used to search for figures and statistics, related to this sector 

consisted of MCA Insight, Euromonitor International, comScore and Centre for 

Economics and Business Research. Information from articles and blogs; all used 

to investigate the development of an OTFO sector and its typologies. 

In order to better understand Just Eat, various sources of information were also 

collected from Just Eat’s website and several other sources. The materials were 

collected and collated from various sites related to the company’s background, 

business operations and financial information including, merger and acquisition 

news, innovation and marketing and promotion activities. However, information 

on Just Eat’s website only started in 2011. Therefore, to understand the growth 

of Just Eat for earlier periods, financial reports were collected from the 

Company’s internal intranet. From the Company’s intranet, annual reports 

between 2009 and 2017 were collected and used to understand the growth of 

Just eat (see Appendix 2-10). Table 4.2 lists the main documents that were used 

to write the case study. Other sources were also employed to gather and collect 

data related to the case study which included market research statistics and news 
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related to Just Eat and the OTFO sector. The information was also valuable in 

order to address the objectives, designing the semi-structured interviews. 

Table 4.2 List of documents related to Just Eat 

Type of 
document 

Name of document 
 

Report Just Eat Group Holding Limited annual report and account 2009 
Just Eat Group Holding Limited annual report and account 2010 
Just Eat Group Holding Limited annual report and account 2011 
Just Eat Group Holding Limited annual report and account 2012 
Just Eat Group Holding Limited annual report and account 2013 
Just Eat Plc annual report and account 2014 
The takeaway economy report (Centre for Economics and Business 
Research, 2014) 
Just Eat Plc annual report and account 2015  
Just Eat Plc annual report and account 2016  
Just Eat Plc annual report and account 2017  

Video  ThinkBox’s Brand Film: Just Eat - 2015 

Source: Author 

 

 Semi-structured interview 

A Semi-structure interview were undertaken to further understand the 

respondent’s perspective, and not the views of the researcher (Marshall and 

Rossman, 2006). Regarding the interview approach, three types of interviews can 

be carried out, namely structured, semi-structured and unstructured interviews 

(Jennings, 2005). Each is characterised differently regarding their style, design, 

research stance, perspective and so forth, as shown in Table 4.3. To understand 

more about the company, a semi-structured interview were employed as the style 

was not too formal and enabled the interviewee to come up with initial ideas 

regarding the interview questions. It also allowed the interviewer to be more 

flexible on how to ask and answer questions. Moreover, using the semi-structured 

interview approach, the questions are already designed, although it still depends 

on the interviewer to assign questions that are deemed appropriate to be asked 

based on the interviewee’s response. To achieve Objective 2, a semi-structured 

interview was conducted with Mr R who had the best expertise and knowledge 
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regarding the operations of the business, technology innovation, and marketing 

information of the company. The actual identity of Mr R was changed to maintain 

the respondent’s confidentiality.  

Table 4.3 Comparison of three types of interview 

Descriptor Structured 
interview 

Semi-structured 
interview 

In-depth interview/ 
unstructured 
interview 

Style Specific protocol of 

answering questions 

Conversation-like Conversation 

Design Structure Semi-emergent Emergent 

Research stance Objective Subjective Subjective  

Research 

perspective 

Outsider (etic) Semi-emergent 

Subjective 

Insider (emic) 

Emergent 

Subjective 

Insider (emic) 

Consequences of 

researcher stance 

and perspective  

Limited reflexivity Reflexivity Reflexivity 

Exchange issue 

during the research 

process 

Limited reciprocity Reciprocity Reciprocity 

Language use Subject/ respondent Informant, participant 

co-researcher  

Informant, participant 

co-researcher 

Material/ Data 

collection 

Data representation 

Checklist 

Some open-ended 

questions 

Empirical materials 

Slice of life 

Field notes 

Transcription and 

recording 

Empirical materials 

Slice of life 

Field notes 

Transcription and 

recording 

Basis of analysis Mathematical and 

statistical analysis 

Textual analysis Textual analysis 

‘Findings’ 

expressed as  

Numerical 

representation 

Depthful and thick 

descriptions 

Depthful and thick 

descriptions 

Writing style as 

reporting 

Scientific report Narrative Narrative 

Source: Neuman (2013) 

 

Before proceeding with asking the main questions, the interviewer introduced 

herself, her position, the institution and then explained the aim of the research to 

formalise the process with the interviewee regarding the research topic. This brief 

introduction then followed by asking the interviewee to introduce themselves, 

describing their role/position in the company. Previous to the interview, series 

structured interview questions were formulated to address the aims in conducting 
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the interview. However, once the process started, the interviewer then decided to 

use unstructured interview questions (i.e. non-directive interview) given it was 

considered to be more suitable. The interview started by asking the interviewee 

a number of questions to gain ideas on how the interviewee would respond in 

maintaining the theme of questioning (see Appendix 11). 

For the first theme, a list of questions had been previously developed to 

understand the marketing strategy of the company, including consumer demand, 

consumer demographic segments and consumer reaction to the organisation 

mobile app. The questions were also an attempt to identify the challenges and 

barriers regarding the implementation of takeaway apps. 

The second theme related to innovations in the company to understand the OTFO 

sector in general. The interview questions were designed to explore the various 

modes of operation, innovation developed in the company including the process 

of innovation implementation and the distinctiveness of the organisation 

innovation compared to other businesses. 

The third theme was around the development of the takeaway apps and how 

these played a major role in the OTFO sector with regards to technology 

innovation. Indeed, it was useful and important also to investigate and understand 

the contribution of mobile apps in OTFO companies. The interview with Mr R was 

to explore the characteristics of good takeaway apps, the various sources in the 

development of the takeaway apps together with determining the advantages and 

disadvantages of the various sources. The sources refer to who or where the 

takeaway apps were developed for the company, Just Eat. 
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All the interview questions were open-ended. The face-to-face interview took 

place within the interviewee’s premises with an elapsed time of about one hour. 

Before conducting the face-to-face interview, the interviewee was given an 

information sheet and a consent form for their permission to participate in the 

research. The interview was recorded with the permission of the participant for 

later transcription and analysis. 

 

 Sampling for qualitative study 

To attain interviews with Just Eat, several attempts were made via various 

channels. Even though Just Eat is a public limited company, they do not post or 

display any staff telephone numbers or e-mail addresses on their website. The 

main channel used to make contact is through their customer service department 

or via their press release. The first attempt to contact the company was through 

sending e-mail and also phoning the customer service department to obtain the 

phone number, and e-mail address of Just Eat’s management staff. However, 

these efforts failed. The author then used other options via ‘LinkedIn’, a social 

networking website for professionals. LinkedIn provides a search box for locating 

organisations or the name of people linked to an organisation. Through the 

search function in LinkedIn, the author was able to locate people related to Just 

Eat in the UK and then attempting to contact them. Finally, the author was able 

to obtain an e-mail address of Just Eat’s, Director of Business Intelligence. 

Following several rounds of e-mail exchanges, the author received a response to 

conduct an interview. The interview was held at the respondent’s workplace in 

May 2016. 
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The interview questions were designed to cater to the interviewer’s level of 

knowledge given the author did not have any involvement in the actual selection 

of the interviewee. The main limitation of this situation is the inability of the 

respondent to answer questions which are not related to their level of knowledge, 

competency or experience in the workplace. Therefore, to address this limitation, 

the interviewee was kind enough to provide a link to an online video interview 

from Thinkbox (2005) and several reports to help answer the questions outside 

of the interviewee’s knowledge and experience. 

 

 Fourth phase: customer acceptance survey and in-depth interview 

For the fourth phase, a mixed-method approach was utilised by integrating a 

questionnaire survey along with in-depth interviews.  

 

 Questionnaire survey 

To achieve Objectives 3 and 4, this study used a quantitative approach using a 

questionnaire survey (see Appendix 12). The questionnaire consisted of three 

parts in order to assist the researcher to identify and judge the consumer reaction 

towards the usage of OTFO mobile apps. The first part consisted of screening 

questions, the second part consisted of scale questions, and the third part 

consisted of demographic questions. 

The first part comprising 13 screening questions, aimed to categorise the 

consumers of takeaway food ordering apps and to understand the responses of 

consumers towards online takeaway sites and the apps. The questions enabled 

the study to identify whether there were actual differences between users and 



  

 
111 

 

non-users in the adoption of OTFO apps. Moreover, by developing these 

questions, it also contributed to gaining knowledge and understanding about the 

actual use of the technology (Laukkanen, 2016). 

There were different types of questions in the first part: three open-ended 

questions, three Likert-scale questions and seven closed-ended questions (see 

Table 4.4). The objective of the open-ended questions was to understand details 

about the consumer based on their answers to the questions. While the objective 

of the Likert-scale questions was to understand the consumer’s level of appeal 

or attraction to a specific subject. For example, types of food they would likely 

order from OTFO and how likely they would use a certain OTFO company. For 

the close-ended questions, these were formulated to understand more about the 

consumer on a specific subject, such as their spending on the OTFO app. All 

questions in the first part were adapted from previous studies and verified as 

suitable based on these studies. 

Table 4.4 Part 1: Questionnaire based on literature 

Questions Type of questions  Adapted from: 

When are you most likely to order using 

an online takeaway app? 

Likert-type scale Kimes (2011a) 

How much would you spend on average 

per order using an online takeaway 

app? 

Closed-ended 

 

Wu and Wang 

(2005) 

How likely are you to order these types 

of foods from online takeaway apps? 

Likert-type scale Kimes (2011a) 

Which of the factors below influence you 

to order from online takeaway apps? 

Closed-ended 

Likert-type scale  

Kimes (2011a) 

When it comes to new technology, 

which ONE of the following statements 

best describes you? 

Closed-ended (Rogers, 1995) 

Source: Author 
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The second part of the survey questionnaire contained the scaling questions. The 

objective of these questions was to explore the factors influencing the consumer 

acceptance of takeaway apps. The questions were developed based on 

discussions in previous studies related to TAM by Davis et al. (1989) with the 

addition of several determinants to support the conceptual framework (see 

Chapter 2.4). While the System Usability Scale (SUS) might have offered an 

alternative approach, it was not used because the measurement only focuses on 

the usability of a system (Brooke, 1996). Moreover, SUS does not measure other 

factors related to consumer behaviour and it cannot change its measure (Brooke, 

1996). As the study objective was to understand several consumer behaviours, it 

is significant to used TAM.  

This part was significant to this study given it tried to understand the constructs 

that were important for consumer acceptance of OTFO apps. Furthermore, the 

latter results would be envisaged to contribute towards furthering the study of 

TAM, as well as OTFO given the limited studies in this area (Alagoz and 

Hekimoglu, 2012; Pigatto et al., 2017; Yeo et al., 2017).  

The second part was divided into six themes which included usefulness, ease of 

use, security and risk, social/peer influence and intention to use that were 

developed based on the review of various studies on customers’ acceptance of 

mobile payments and m-commerce. The respondents needed to choose and 

indicate the level of likeliness of each of the questions which were measured 

using a five-point Likert-type scale; where ‘1’ indicated strongly disagree, ‘2’ 

showed disagreement, ‘3’ stood for neutral or uncertain, ‘4’ showed agreement 

to some extent and ‘5’ strongly agree. Since the study adapted questions from a 

previous research, it was important to retain a directly comparable scale. 
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Moreover, by using a five-point Likert scale, it would be possible  to compare 

findings with prior studies (see Saleh and Ryan, 1991).  

There are seven items in this part. Two items which are perceived usefulness (4 

items) and perceived ease of use (4 items) were based on Davis et al., (1989). 

There were four items for perceived trust based on a study by Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon (2012), four items for perceived security (Giovanis, Binioris and 

Polychronopoulos, 2012), six items for social influence (Koenig-Lewis et al., 

2015), two items for adoption intention (Lin, Shih and Sher, 2007; Wu and Wang, 

2005) and one item for actual usage (Wu and Wang, 2005) (see Table 4.5). 

 

Table 4.5 Sources of constructs measures and dimensions 

Constructs Dimensions Items Adapted from 

Perceived 
usefulness 

Convenience 

(4 items) 

1. Using online takeaway apps to 

order and pay for takeaways 

enables me to conduct 

transactions conveniently 

(transconv) 

2. Using online takeaway apps to 

order and pay for takeaways 

saves my time. (savetime) 

3. I find using online takeaway 

apps to order and pay for 

takeaways enable me to pay 

more quickly. (quickly) 

4. I find using online takeaway 

apps to order and pay for 

takeaways is useful in my life. 

(useinlife) 

Davis et al., 

(1989) 

Perceived 
ease of use 

Ease of Use 

(4 items) 

1. I find it is easy to learn to use 

mobile apps. (learnapps) 

2. I find it is easy to learn using 

online takeaway apps to order 

and pay for takeaways. 

(learnpayapp) 

3. I find the instructions to use 

online takeaway apps to order 

and pay for takeaways are 

generally easy to understand. 

(understand) 

Davis et al., 

(1989) 
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4. I find it is easy to use online 

takeaway apps to order and 

pay for takeaways. 

(easyordpay) 

Perceived 

trust 

Reliability and 

confident 

(4 items) 

1. The online takeaway apps are 

reliable app to order and pay for 

takeaways. (reliapayapp) 

2. I’m confident to order and pay 

using online takeaway apps. 

(confipayapp) 

3. I’m confident with the security 

measurements offered by online 

takeaway apps. (confisec) 

4. The information provided in 

online takeaway apps are 

trustworthy. (infrotrust) 

Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon, 

(2012) 

Perceived 

Security and 

privacy risk  

Transaction and 

privacy 

(4 items) 

1. Payment made through online 

takeaway apps will be 

processed securely. 

(processec) 

2. Transactions via online 

takeaways apps are secured. 

(transsec) 

3. I find using online takeaway 

apps, my privacy is well 

protected. (privacyproc) 

4. I feel totally safe providing 

sensitive information about 

myself through the online 

takeaway apps. (senst) 

Giovanis, 

Binioris, and 

Polychronopou

los (2012) 

Social/ Peer 

influence 

Social influence 

including from 

family, friends 

and mass 

media. 

(6 items) 

1. I only use online takeaway apps 

when I am on my own. (onown) 

2. I only use online takeaway apps 

when I am with a group of 

friends. (withfren) 

3. I only use online takeaway apps 

when I am with my family. 

(withfam) 

4. Many of my friends/people I 

know use online takeaway 

apps. (manyuse) 

5. Mass media (e.g. TV, Radio, 

newspapers) will influence my 

decision to online takeaway 

apps. (massmedia) 

6. Ordering and pay using online 

takeaway apps are a fun social 

experience for me. (socialexp) 

Koenig-Lewis, 

Marquet, 

Palmer, and 

Zhao (2015) 

Adoption 

intention 

(2 items) 1. I will continue to use online 
takeaway apps now and in the 
future. (contuse) 

Lin, Shih, and 

Sher, (2007), 

Wu and Wang 

(2005) 
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2. If I have chances to use online 
takeaway apps, I will use it. 
(chanuse) 

Actual usage (1 item) 1. How often do you use online 
takeaway apps? (actuse) 

Wu and Wang 

(2005) 

Source: Author 

 

The last part of the questionnaire consisted of eight questions, all close-ended 

questions. This part was associated with Objective 3 of the study to identify the 

socio-demographic characteristics and lifestyle attributes of customers who used 

mobile apps within the OTFO sector. The questions included in the demographic 

section were regarding the respondent’s gender, marital status, occupation, 

education level, nationality and ethnicity. The reasoning behind these questions 

was to identify whether a respondent’s demographic background influenced the 

use of OTFO apps. Moreover, according to the recommendations by 

(Oppenheim, 1998), by positioning the questions related to the respondent’s 

profile in the last section, it will increase the response rates given the respondents 

are suitably more convinced regarding the main purpose of the research from 

answering the main questions already. 

 

Questionnaire collection 

The questionnaire was initially launched and disseminated via e-mail. However, 

following one month after sending out the emails, it was evident that there were 

not an adequate number of responses in completing the online survey. 

Accordingly, the study then reverted to using a paper-based questionnaire in an 

attempt to increase the number of respondents completing the survey 

questionnaire which in the end, proved successful. The data collected from the 

paper-based questionnaires was sufficient, meeting the needs of the researcher. 
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Previous studies also found that using a multi-method questionnaire was 

beneficial, particularly in the case were responses were insufficient (De Leeuw, 

2005). Even though the styles between the paper-based and Internet-based were 

different, according to Dolnicar, Laesser, and Matus (2009) there are no 

differences concerning contamination by response styles (Dolnicar, Laesser and 

Matus, 2009).  

The questions for both the online and paper-based questionnaires were identical; 

however, the only differences were regarding the layout of the questions. The 

online questionnaire was constructed and distributed using an online survey tool, 

‘Google forms’, which enables a user to generate a website link for respondents 

to answer the online survey. However, to improve overall coverage and response, 

the paper-based questionnaires were also distributed to students at Exeter 

University.  

 

 In-depth interviews 

After finalising the collection of the questionnaires, several in-depth interviews 

were carried out from among the students at Exeter University (see Appendix 13). 

The interviews aimed to address Objective 3 of this study; to identify and 

understand the socio-demographic profile of consumers who used an OTFO 

service. In order to address this objective, the interview was designed around 

understanding the student’s lifestyle and eating habits. The interview questions 

were based on a semi-structured format. This meant that the respondents were 

questioned about the main ideas of the topic, allowing them to answer by applying 

their knowledge on the topic. Using laddering techniques, a method using probes 
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to gain insight of the respondent, the study hoped to obtain more detailed 

answers from the respondents. 

The interviews were divided into three parts. The first part was to understand their 

use of the internet and device ownership. The second part was to understand the 

respondent’s lifestyle and eating habits, and the last part focused on the 

respondent’s online use of takeaway food ordering services. Before beginning 

the interview process, the respondents were asked for their consent in using their 

responses and other details, and recording their answers for the study. 

 

 Sampling and phases of data collection 

Using a sample from a known population will offer several advantages to a study, 

including reducing costs, greater speed, greater accuracy and greater scope 

(Cochran, 1977). For this study, the target respondents were the student 

population studying at the Exeter University. University students were chosen as 

the sample for this study for several reasons. First, the convenience and 

availability of students for collecting the data. Meaning this study is not 

generalised although it can be used to understand students’ use of takeaway food 

apps. Second, students are more likely to be exposed to new technology 

(Goldgehn, 2004; Kypri, Gallagher and Cashell-Smith, 2004), and are 

comfortable using the latest technology. Thus there is a high tendency that they 

would be using online takeaway food sites and apps. Third and foremost, is 

because of the lack of time for food preparation and cooking skills to cook their 

food (Larson et al., 2006), leading them instead, to locate other sources to buy 

food. 
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The data collection process consisted of several phases. The first phase started 

in September 2016 until December 2016 using volunteer sampling via the 

student’s e-mail address. The e-mails were sent at random to students. Their e-

mail addresses obtained via the university’s student directory which contained 

the e-mail address of each student. This form of sampling produced a self-

selection bias given that the respondents were more likely to share a keen 

interest in the topic. Even though there were some preconceptions of applying 

this technique in the context of this research, the disadvantages soon reverted to 

advantages given the respondents' experience and exposure in using takeaway 

apps. Also, this form of sampling proved convenient as it enabled the study to 

obtain broader coverage throughout the university with minimal cost. 

However, given that many of the students were away on winter holidays during 

this period, only a limited number of responses were received. Subsequently, the 

second phase of data collection was initiated. The second phase was launched 

by distributing the survey applying the convenience snowballing sampling 

technique; peers passed from one friend to another and collected from the forum 

at the university. This phase commenced from January 2017 until March 2017, 

and the data collection was undertaken using the paper-based questionnaire. 

Again, there are no rewards or tokens given out to respondents who answered 

the questionnaire given the financial constraints of the project. The results from 

the second phase achieved a total of 150 responses for both the online and 

paper-based questionnaire. 

Following the sample size recommendations in the Partial Least Square 

Structural Equation Model (PLS-SEM), a study needs to rely on the rules provided 

by Cohen (1992), (Hair et al., 2017). First, the study needs to determine the 
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significance level and the number of independent variables in the framework in 

order to determine the minimum number of the sample size needed. For this 

study, using the recommendation; Power of 80 % with a number of variables of 

five, and with a significance level of .05 with minimum R² of 0.25, the study 

needed to have a sample size of at least 45 respondents. Therefore, this 

indicated that the sample size collected for this study was sufficient for further 

analysis. 

For the in-depth interviews, the data collection process began in June 2017 until 

August of the same year once completion of the survey questionnaire survey had 

been analysed. Using convenience sampling and a snowball sampling technique, 

the in-depth interviews comprised of 12 respondents who volunteered without 

seeking any rewards. The interviews were conducted in several locations in the 

university including the St. Luke’s campus, the university forum and the library. 

Most interviews were around 30 minutes on average per respondent. Before the 

interviews started, each respondent gave their consent to participate in the 

interview, and also agreeing to the interview being recorded. 

 

 Pilot questionnaire 

Testing the pilot questionnaire was conducted by developing the survey 

questionnaire using Google Forms and distributing it via a Facebook group that 

was created called ‘Doctorate Support Group’ and through the university e-mail 

system. The Doctorate Support Group (DSG) consisted of PhD students and 

professionals from various fields in the academic world. Notably, the number of 

participants needed to partake in a pilot study can range as low as ten (Hill, 1998; 

Johanson and Brooks, 2010). The reason for using the DSG was because many 
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experts were able to comment and provide suggestions for improving the 

questionnaire. The preliminary questionnaire survey was distributed to the 

respondents via a survey link. This was to ensure that the respondents were 

sharing similar experiences as would be the actual respondents in completing the 

questionnaire. However, for the pilot questionnaire test, the respondents needed 

to provide their e-mail address in order for the author to contact them and seek 

feedback on the survey. All comments received from the respondents related to 

wording, with some recommendations on adding new questions which were 

evaluated and changes made accordingly. Once the survey incorporated the 

respondent's suggestions, the questionnaire was finalised and distributed for the 

actual data collection process to begin. 

For the in-depth interviews, three pilot interviews were first conducted before the 

actual interviews were performed. Based on the outcomes of the pilot interviews, 

several changes to the structure and questions needed to be made. For example, 

some sentences relating to questions were restructured to make it easier for the 

respondents to understand. Also, the style of the questions was altered in making 

them less formal for the respondent. The purpose of the pilot was to ensure that 

the respondents would be comfortable in answering the questions which would 

help in providing the information required from the interviews. 

 

 Validity and reliability  

Reliability can be defined as the ability of a study to be replicated or repeatable, 

while validity relates to the quality and integrity of the study (Bryman, 2012). In 

the quantitative method, reliability is concerned about the measures, whereas, 

validity refers to whether the methods used to measure a concept are proven to 
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measure it as intended. Several types of validation can be performed, namely 

concurrent, face, predictive, construct and convergent validity. However, a study 

does not need to perform and achieve 100% validation to ensure that their 

research is reliable or trustworthy as it will depend on the researcher to select the 

best test for the validation. 

For the quantitative part of this study, initially, all questions were valid given it 

used constructs that had been tested for validity and reliability (see Table 4.5). 

However, due to the constructs adopted in this study, it was important to retest 

their validity and reliability. The reliability of the questionnaire was tested using 

the pilot test and the internal reliability test which was reported previously and 

changed accordingly. For convergent validity, internal reliability and discriminant 

validity of the questionnaire survey employed Partial Least Squares Structural 

Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) for the analysis. All information related to the 

validity and reliability test can be found in subsection 8.3.1. However, in brief, all 

questions were found to be valid except for social influence where the reasoning 

is described in the above-mentioned subsection of this study. 

In the qualitative approach, the validity of the finding reflects the data, and the 

reliability will be viewed on the trustworthiness of the method used. Therefore, 

regarding the case study, the document review will be used to strengthen the 

validity of the information provided by the interviewees in the semi-structured 

interviews and also providing additional knowledge to the case study (Stuart et 

al., 2002). 
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 Data analysis 

The type of analysis employed in a study depends on the purpose and objectives 

of the research under study and the types of methods employed. For this 

research, there were two forms of analysis: a quantitative and qualitative analysis. 

Table 4.6 displays the types of data collected based on the objectives of the 

study, and what types of analysis were needed for data collection. 

Table 4.6 Type of data and analysis approach 

First phase Types of analysis 

Objective 1: To examine the development of online 

takeaway food ordering sector in the foodservice 

industry 

Thematic analysis 

 

Objective 2: Understanding the growth and 

operating characteristic of online takeaway food 

ordering organisation (Document review and semi-

structured interview – Case study) 

Second phase Types of analysis 

Objective 3: Socio-demographic questions 

Objective 4: Factor influencing consumer 

acceptance of online takeaway food ordering mobile 

apps 

(Questionnaire survey and in-depth interviews) 

Thematic analysis 

 

Univariate analysis 

Bivariate analysis 

Multivariate analysis 

Source: Author 

 

 Qualitative analysis  

To address Objectives 1, 2 and some of Objective 3, this study decided to use 

thematic analysis which enabled the data to be analysed qualitatively and 

quantitatively, followed by coding and theming the data accordingly (Vaismoradi, 

Turunen and Bondas, 2013). A Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis, 

Nvivo was used to manage the qualitative data. However, before proceeding with 

the analysis, it was necessary for the researcher to be familiar with the data, 

through generating the initial codes, examining for themes, reviewing the themes, 

defining and naming the themes and then reporting them (Braun and Clarke, 
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2006, p. 87). Accordingly, the themes in this study were developed based on the 

repetition of the topic, categories, the transition of the topic in the transcripts and 

the differences or similarities of information from the data and related theory.  

For Objective 2, several themes were determined through examination of the 

semi-structured interviews, video interviews, annual financial reports, blogs and 

news related to Just Eat and the OTFO sector. All data were analysed differently 

to ensure that the information contained within the data was completely utilised. 

The themes that were determined included operations of the business, innovation 

and technology, challenges and issues. Each theme had its own sub-themes. For 

instance, operations of the business were included in the business model, growth 

strategies and marketing strategies whereas innovation and technology were 

included in the technology developed by Just Eat such as the takeaway apps. 

For details of the coding and themes, refer to Table 4.7. 

Table 4.7 Themes obtained from the interview and document review. 

Themes Subthemes   Initial coding 

1. Just Eat’s 
operation 

• Business model 

• Growth Strategies 

• Marketing Strategies 

Business model, acquisition, 
partnership, competition, profit, 
distinctiveness, products offering, 
brand and marketing 

2. Innovation and 
technology 
 

• Just Eat’s app 

• Consumer reaction 

• Consumer acceptance 

Technology investment, apps 
development, apps usage, 
innovation, reaction to innovation, 
apps features, convenience, 
security, privacy, effective apps, 
trust and reliable, update apps 

3. Challenges and 
issues 

• Consumer 

• Participating restaurant 
relationship 

• Social media 

Consumer’s profile, demand from 
consumer, occasional treat, 
loyalty, information source, non-
user, research, participating 
restaurant 

Source: Author 

 

Next, in analysing the online video, the data were transcribed, scanned and 

examined, followed by categorising them into suitable themes. For other 
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documents such as blogs, news and information from various OTFO websites, 

documents were first scanned, examined and then the information related to the 

themes was gathered. For Just Eat’s Annual Reports and accounts, all financial 

statements were examined, and information that was considered suitable with the 

themes was disclosed. However, because the content of the financial statements 

consisted of numerical data, for easier understanding the data needed to be 

analysed using appropriate financial analysis and compiled in several tables.  

Various types of financial analysis, including ratios analysis, common-size 

analysis (horizontal analysis or trend analysis and vertical analysis) and year-to-

year analysis or comparative analysis are commonly used. In this study, the 

financial statements which included the Income Statement, Balance Sheet and 

Cash Flow Statement were analysed using common-size analysis (see Table 

4.8). Here, a common-size analysis was performed as it is much easier to 

comprehend without needing to understand finance and accounting terms. 

Similarly, the common-size analysis also can make comparisons using 

percentages to compare the financial statements of a company between different 

years and to examine trends that were not obvious from comparing absolute 

amounts. There are two types of common-size analysis which are: a horizontal 

analysis that compares the percentage of changes between years and vertical 

analysis which compares the percentage of changes within a year. In this study, 

horizontal analysis or trend analysis which calculated the percentage of different 

changes for an account over a certain period was performed. An example of the 

calculation using horizontal analysis can be seen in  

Figure 4.2. In contrast, the vertical analysis is the comparison of items with the 

base figure within the statement. For example, in this study, the calculation of 
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vertical analysis for the income statement used net sales as the base, while in 

the balance sheet, the total assets were used as the base figure.  

 
Table 4.8 Annual financial reports analysis and the appendix  

Types of document Types of financial analysis Appendix 

Income Statement Annually Appendix 2 

Vertical analysis Appendix 3 

Horizontal analysis Appendix 4 

Balance sheet Annually  Appendix 5 

Vertical analysis Appendix 6 

Horizontal analysis Appendix 7 

Revenue’s by market Annually Appendix 8 

Horizontal analysis Appendix 9 

Cash flow statement Annually Appendix 10 

Source: Author 

 
Figure 4.2 Trend analysis calculation 

 
 

In-depth interviews were conducted to support the achievement of Objectives 3 

and 4. Here, to analyse the interviews, similar techniques were adopted as with 

the semi-structured interviews in the case study. All data were transcribed, coded, 

interpreted, examined as well as categorised into themes which were then used 

to develop the structure for Chapter 7. Table 4.9 shows that four main themes 

were found through the repetition and topics that were revealed from the in-depth 

interviews and previous studies.  

 

 

 

 

 
Percentage % = Amount 2016 – Amount 2015 x 100 

                      Amount 2015 
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Table 4.9 Themes obtained from the interviews and document review. 

Themes Subthemes   Code 

1. Student technology 
knowledge 

• Internet usage 

• Device ownership 

• Mobile operating system 

Internet, technology 
knowledge, technology 
usage, smartphone, 
desktop, platform 

2. Student lifestyle 
 

• Daily routine Daily schedule, weekend 
schedule, activities, free 
times, busy times 

3. Student cooking 
perspective 

• Necessity 

• Well-being 

• Stress reliever 

• Taste 

Cooking, feeling, stress, 
burden, own food, save 
money, fun, enjoy, 
troublesome, different 

4. Eating habits • Main meals 

• Eating out 

• Takeaway  

• Online takeaway food 
purchasing 

• Factor influence eating 
habits 

Breakfast, lunch, dinner, 
supper, friends gathering, 
socialising, experience, 
proper food, celebration, 
casual, timetable, busy, 
break. 

Source: Author 

 

 Quantitative analysis  

The questionnaire survey data were analysed using the IBM Statistical Package 

for the Social Sciences (IBM SPSS v.23). IBM SPSS enables a researcher to 

address any analytical process from data collection, analysis and reporting 

quantitative research (SPSS, 2016). The first process of data analysis is to 

encode and input the data into SPSS which was completed. However, before this 

process occurred, all returned questionnaires were first screened for usability and 

reliability. Similarly, all online survey data were saved in a Microsoft Excel 

worksheet, coded and exported to SPSS, while the data collected from the paper-

based questionnaires were input manually into SPPS. The next procedure was 

then to analyse the data in order to interpret and understand the meaning of the 

data. In the field of statistical analysis, generally, two areas are used: descriptive 

analysis and inferential analysis (Sheskin, 2003). Descriptive analysis is used for 

a descriptive purpose and not for predictions, while inferential analysis is used to 

draw conclusions or make predictions (Sheskin, 2003). The statistical test 
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consists of several techniques which include univariate, bivariate or multivariate 

techniques (i.e. one, two or more variables) (Neuman, 2013). The univariate 

analysis involves only one variable, and the analysis does not involve finding any 

relationship or causes. The techniques in univariate analysis, include frequency 

distribution, measurement of central tendency (mean, median and modes) and 

standard deviation.  

For this study, univariate analysis was applied in order to understand the 

respondent’s use of the online takeaway food service such as the usage based 

on occasion and factors of using the platform (i.e. apps). The results of the 

analyses were then presented and interpreted in graphs or charts.  

However, using univariate analysis alone is not sufficient enough in order to 

understand the results and relationships among the variables. Therefore, 

bivariate analysis was used to understand two variables that may have a 

relationship. For this study, the non-parametric test was used for several reasons. 

First, this study had a small sample and was therefore suitable for performing 

non-parametric tests. The second reason was that the study consisted of ordinal 

questions which could not be removed. On the other hand, there are several 

arguments in that the tests are not as powerful compared to parametric tests, 

non-parametric tests which can be used to understand the relationship between 

variables. The bivariate analysis technique used consisted of the Mann-Whitney 

U test and Chi-Square. 

The Mann-Whitney test is often used to test for any statistically significant 

differences between groups. In this study, the test was conducted to understand 

the users and non-users of OTFO services. Whereas, Chi-square which is a 

popular non-parametric test is frequently used to understand the distribution of 
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data across certain categories. In this study, Chi-square analysis was used to test 

the association between the consumer’s use of takeaway food ordering sites and 

apps. 

Notwithstanding, a multivariate analysis called PLS-SEM using statistical 

software for structural equation modelling called SmartPLS was also used in this 

study. The justification for using the analysis was mainly because the study had 

non-normally distributed data and small sample size. According to Hair et al. 

(2017), PLS-SEM is a powerful form of analysis that can analyse a non-

parametric test and a smaller sample size. Also, the analysis is noted as a 

second-generation tool for statistical analysis used to explore the correlation of 

indicators inside a model. However, not many studies have used PLS-SEM for 

research purposes in the area of hospitality and tourism. Therefore, by using the 

analysis, the understanding of the conceptual model in this study was enhanced 

and also provided further knowledge about the online takeaway food sector. 

 

 Ethical issues and legal considerations 

According to Israel (2006): 

“As social scientists trying to ‘make the world a better place’ we 

should avoid (or at least minimise) doing long-term, systematic 

harm to those individuals, communities and environments.” (p.2). 

Ethical issues and legal considerations are important aspects that should be 

examined before conducting research. There are three principles related to ethics 

in the process of research design: informed consent, confidentiality and avoiding 

harm. For this study, the respondents needed to be informed so that they 
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understood the purpose of the research, the online survey, the paper-based 

survey, their role in the study, and also their agreement to participate in the survey 

voluntarily. Regarding the interviews, informed consent was provided via the 

information sheet and by each respondent signing the consent form before the 

interviews were conducted.  

Similarly, permission from the organisation was required to ensure that the name 

of the organisation could be used for the research. In this instance, a case study 

consent form was provided to obtain permission from the representative of the 

organisation. Also, confidentiality of interview materials and online survey 

responses needed to be assured by informing the respondents that no one except 

for the researcher would have access to the data, which would be securely saved 

in password-encrypted and protected files and stored securely for five years 

following the University of Exeter’s guidelines. For the interviews that were 

conducted, the transcript of the interview was e-mailed to each interviewee, so 

that any information could be removed or changed according to the interviewee’s 

request. Also, before proceeding with the data collection, ethical guidelines 

developed and published by the Business School, University of Exeter needed to 

be read carefully and fully adhered to, whereby the Business School Ethics 

Officer approved on an ethics form. 
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 THE TAKEAWAY FOOD ORDERING SECTOR 

 

This chapter provides an overview of the takeaway food ordering sector, 

focussing in the UK and is also used to support the evidence in the case study 

that follows in the next chapter. This chapter aims to present a deep 

understanding of consumer eating habits particularly in their desire to eat out at 

food establishments and to purchase takeaway food. As mentioned previously in 

Chapter 2, technological developments have influenced operations within the 

foodservice sector. This chapter also investigates and examines the innovation 

that has influenced the growth of this sector. In this regard, several topics have 

been identified and will be presented to demonstrate the important historical 

event that led to consumers’ acceptance of innovation in the takeaway food 

ordering sector. 

This chapter begins by defining the terms ‘fast food’ and ‘takeaway food’. 

Following this, a description of the historical development of the takeaway food 

sector is presented to illustrate various innovations that have influenced changes 

in the foodservice sector. As technologies have been the most influencing factors 

to innovation in the food services industry, these will be discussed in detail. The 

discussion will include aspects associated with restaurant websites, physical self-

service technology, social media and mobile application development. 

Furthermore, several figures and facts will be presented to illustrate the value of 

the foodservice industry from a global perspective. The global market value of the 

foodservice industry is also presented in order to show the value of the sector. 

Additionally, other statistics will be used, with regards to takeaway, home delivery 

and eating out sales to demonstrate the growth of the categories over the past 
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seven years. Given the aim is to understand the UK market, some comparison 

between offline and online purchasing will also be discussed to show the 

differences in value which could be useful in illustrating the growth of online 

purchasing among UK consumers. 

Increasing interest in online purchasing has influenced the growth of the OTFO 

sector. Therefore, as this sector is a new category in the foodservice industry, it 

is crucial to understand the operations within the industry as it remains 

unexplored with only a limited number of studies undertaken in this field (Alagoz 

and Hekimoglu, 2012; Pigatto et al., 2017). Also discussed in this chapter will be 

information on the services offered and their market segmentation. To 

understand this further, the discussion will aim to clarify each of the categories in 

the OTFO sector to demonstrate and compare the differences. In this sense, it is 

important to show this classification to provide added information and input 

related to the case study chapter. 

 

 Fast food and takeaway food concept 

Fast foods are described as a standard way of cooking food quickly and ensuring 

that the food tastes the same as advertised (Fantasia, 1995). In the USA, fast 

food refers to food that is eaten quickly and conveniently or another words, “on-

the-go” meals and has been compared with the fast-paced culture of the US (Lee 

and Ulgado, 1997). However, different countries have different perceptions and 

attitudes towards the acceptance of fast food, and each country has its own 

original fast food. For example, bento in Japan, street kebab in Turkey, hot dogs 

in the US (Watson, 2006) and “naan or kabab” (bread with kabab) or “kabab 

sandwiches” in Iran (Jafari Momtaz, Alizadeh and Sharif Vaghefi, 2013). 
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According to Price (1997), for a meal to be called a ‘fast food’, it must meet certain 

criteria such as: 

1. The food service product is cheaper compared to other food service 

products; 

2. The food is quickly served; 

3. The food can be consumed easily, and the packaging must be disposable 

including disposable cutlery where applicable; and 

4. The finished food product is durable. For example: can last without losing 

its nutrition value or through the maintenance of heat. 

Ball (1996) created a typology of fast food establishments that mainly focused or 

aimed to sell more takeaway food, see Table 5.1. From the table, it can be seen 

that a fast food establishment is not necessarily selling unhealthy food but rather, 

is selling food that is quickly prepared and easily consumed by people. In this 

study, the focus is towards fast food establishments that have total sales between 

25% and 100% for takeaway foods based on Ball’s study. Establishments, below 

25% are not considered to be a restaurant given they are only selling meals as a 

minor transaction.  

Table 5.1 Typology of establishments selling takeaway food 
Percentage of total 
sales 
derived from the sale of 
takeaway food (i.e. 
specialisation ratio) 

Description Example of outlet type 

95 -100 Selling exclusively food for 

consumption off the premises 

 

Fish and chip shops, sandwich bars 

and shops premises Chinese, Indian, 

pizza, pasta, burger, chicken, kebab, 

etc. 

takeaway establishments. Fixed 

and mobile kiosks 

40 – 94 Selling of food for consumption 

off the premises dominates 

Conventional fast food chain high street 

restaurants. Drive throughs. 

25 – 39 Selling of food for consumption 

off the premises is a related 

activity 

Ethnic and other restaurants 

 



  

 
133 

 

1 – 24 Selling of food for consumption 

off the premises is a minor 

activity 

Confectioners, tobacconists and 

newsagents, convenience stores, petrol 

station forecourt shops, public houses 

and supermarkets 

Source: Ball (1996, p. 102) 

 

 

 The history of takeaway food 

Over the years, the foodservice industry has been quite innovative, resulting in 

setting new trends such as eating out at a food establishment, selling takeaway 

food and providing home delivery food. Since the introduction of these new 

innovative ways to purchase meals, the consumer has willingly accepted them 

and becoming the “norm” to purchase meals. Many studies have explored the 

trends associated with eating out at food establishments (Cullen, 1994; Narine 

and Badrie, 2007; Warde and Martens, 1998), however many have simply 

focused on the negative issues related to consumer health (Bergeron, Doyon, 

Saulais and Labrecque, 2018; Bugge, 2011; Choi and Zhao, 2014). Moreover, 

previous studies do not appear to be too concerned about the positive outcomes 

or trends involving individuals or households. For example, the increase in 

household income has led many families to eat outside at food establishments 

(Cullen, 1994). On the other hand, food establishments were seen as a way to 

spend additional time with family and friends (Paddock, Warde and Whillans, 

2017). Therefore, to understand the acceptance of these new ways of purchasing 

meals, it is important to understand the historical background of the trends. 

In the UK, the first fast food and takeaway meal that was introduced was fish and 

chips which became popular given the excess sources of fish at the time (Walton, 

1994). Similarly, fried potatoes were introduced from the French to England in the 

eighteenth century (Anon, 1992). However, at this time, fish and chips did not 
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exist in the UK. Although, by 1860, fish and chips became a popular meal (Anon, 

1992). After that, small local and independent fish and chip shops began to 

dominate the UK until the late 1970s (Ball, 1996). Seeing the opportunities for 

selling fish and chips, many established businesses then decided also to sell fish 

and chips, known as takeaway food in the UK. 

Then, by the 1950s, following World War II, an increasing trend arose for married 

women to work in order to generate extra income, meaning less time at home to 

manage children, perform their domestic work and prepare meals (Ball, 1996; 

Campbell, Jr and Lin, 2014; Jones, 1985b; Reiter, 1996). Not only did this result 

in eating patterns changing, but there was a noticeable increase in takeaway 

foods and food deliveries (Cullen, 1994). The increase in household income also 

enabled people to spend more on food (Cullen, 1994; Nickols and Fox, 1983). 

Previously, married working women tended to rely on convenience food such as 

canned foods, however, following the introduction of takeaways food, it became 

so much easier for them to simply purchase takeaway food than prepare 

convenience food (Darian and Cohen, 1995). Ball (1996) describes several 

factors that influenced the increase of takeaway establishments in the UK, such 

as the increase of personal disposable income; the growth of casual eating or 

‘eating on-the-go’; increase in household income; access to private 

transportation; and the increasing demand for expensive international travel for 

foreign fast food.  

Given that consumers’ lifestyle dramatically changed, the demand for takeaway 

food and home delivery henceforth increased (Cullen, 1994). Consumers started 

eating at their convenience and cooked less at home finding other means to fulfil 

their eating desires (Cullen, 1994). Moreover, UK consumers started to demand 
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different types and varieties of foods, resulting in the decline of fish and chip 

shops but an increasing demand instead for American style food and eateries 

that served hamburgers, fried chicken and food that could be ‘eaten-on-the go’ 

(Ball, 1996; Cullen, 1994; Yamanaka, Almanza, Nelson and DeVaney 2003). This 

was accepted by UK consumers which caused the inflow of many US fast food 

establishments in the UK.  

The first fast food chain to open in Britain was Kentucky Fried Chicken (KFC) with 

their chicken menu followed by McDonald’s with its menu for hamburgers (Jones, 

1985a). This became the era of ‘McDonalisation’, where the ideologies of fast 

food restaurants started to dominate in most countries (Ritzer, 1993), (see Table 

5.2). Both KFC and McDonalds improvised fast food establishments by reducing 

the waiting and serving times for meals without reducing the food quality 

(Rodgers, 2008). In the UK, the development of the food services industry is 

mostly dominated by US foodservice companies. Jones and Wan (1992) claimed 

that this is because food service establishments in the UK lack innovation and 

view the sector as static. However, trends do not remain constant but continue to 

evolve. 

 

Table 5.2 McDonald’s development is various countries from 1955 to 1996 

1955 Franchising begins in US 1984 Taiwan 

1967 Canada 1985 Thailand, Mexico 

1971 Japan, Australia, Germany 1986 Turkey 

1972 France 1988 South Korea 

1973 Sweden 1990 China, Russia 

1974 England (United Kingdom) 1991 Indonesia 
1975 Hong Kong 1992 China, Poland 

1976 New Zealand 1993 Israel 

1979 Brazil, Singapore 1994 Saudi Arabia 

1981 Philippines 1995 South Africa 

1982 Malaysia 1996 Croatia 

Source: Watson (2006) 
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Figure 5.1 shows the evolution of the ‘eating out’ sector and that, from the 1950s 

until the 1990s there were not many technological influences on the sector. 

Although, following this era, the sector quickly started to embrace information 

technology into businesses. The following discussion describes how technologies 

have shaped and developed this sector for both the supplier and consumer. This 

is the primary reason for innovation to be adopted in this industry. Among the 

many benefits afforded by technology is that it facilitates the use of marketing and 

promotional tools, which tend to improve services provided by businesses and 

reduce labour costs (Kimes and Collier, 2014a, 2014b). 

Figure 5.1 Timeline of takeaway food distribution evolution  

 
Source: Adapted from Boyer, Tomas Hult, and Frohlich (2003), Cullen (1994). 

 

Following the 1990s, the food services sector began experiencing vast changes 

that were influenced by the use of information technology (IT) where for example, 

restauranteurs started finding different ways and means to promote their 

businesses. This began in the late 1990s when the internet was introduced and 

(DiPietro, Crews, Gustafson, and Strick, 2012), restaurants started to develop 

their own websites (Namkung, Shin and Yang, 2007). The technology quickly 
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allowed consumers to access the restaurant’s website and information such as 

opening times and menus. Websites are a convenient tool for consumers as they 

do not need to be present or phone the restaurant to ask someone on the other 

end of the phone for the information. Furthermore, for restaurants, it is one of the 

ways to promote their business to a broader audience without spending much 

money on advertising. 

In the following years, technology continued to influence the food and beverage 

sector. The next innovation that was created and introduced by developers was 

technology-based self-service (SST) technology allowed consumers to use the 

system independently, on their own. Among the technology-based SST’s are 

booking flight tickets online and ordering takeaway food via the internet, and third-

party booking and ordering sites (Kimes, 2011a; Kimes and Kies, 2012; Lee, 

2013). Third-party SST sites are noticeably different from direct SST sites. The 

third-party SST sites provide similar services as a direct SST, but the difference 

is that they have a complete list of businesses on the website. 

Moreover, they act as an intermediary for selling services and products on behalf 

of the businesses. Figure 5.2 illustrates the differences between the traditional 

restaurant distribution and restaurant distribution model. In essence, this means 

that if a consumer would like to view and browse for restaurants from a specific 

location, they can explore these sites. For example, third-party SST sites include 

Trivago and Agoda for hotel bookings and Just Eat and Deliveroo for takeaway 

food ordering.  
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Figure 5.2 Differences between traditional and modern distribution 

 

 
Traditional distribution 

 
 

 

 
Modern distribution 

 

 Source: Author  

 

For restaurateurs, using third-party websites provides further ways to promote 

their restaurants (Kimes, 2011c) given they have access to vast and broader 

audiences compared to their website (Kimes, 2009). For example, if they are 

promoting services via their website, the restaurants need to invest both time and 

money for promotion and marketing to reach consumers. Whereas, third-party 

sites have already made a significant investment in advertising. Similarly, 

restaurateurs having their website, need to develop a strong marketing and 

promotional campaign to attract consumers given it is their main source in 

generating revenue and profit (Kimes, 2011c). While for consumers, using SST 

site services are more convenient and will benefit from the personal contact 

experience (Kimes, 2011a). 

Notwithstanding, other factors may also influence the use of third-party SST sites 

such as the consumer’s demographic profile. For example, the younger 

generation has quickly accepted websites as a means to access and find 

information, whereas the older generation may not be so inclined (Kimes, 2011a; 

Liébana-Cabanillas et al., 2015). Additionally, a consumer not fluent in a certain 

language, in many cases, can use the sites easily given the sites are translated 

in their respective language (AlGhamdi, Nguyen and Jones, 2013).  
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In 2003, SST innovation continued to develop, although during this period the 

innovation-related more to the development of systems and equipment that 

required consumers to use instead. These innovations mostly needed the 

consumer to be present at the location in order to use it. Among the various 

physical innovations developed in the foodservice sector, are the self-ordering 

kiosks incorporating a touch screen and a tabletop ordering platform (Dixon, 

Kimes and Verma, 2009). The self-ordering kiosk enabled consumers to order 

products without the need for direct contact with a seller/supplier. Here, 

consumers needed to select the product they required, paying at the kiosk (Dixon, 

Kimes and Verma, 2009). The customer would then receive the order at the 

nearest counter delivered from the seller. The table-top ordering platform also 

could order food and beverages from a restaurant without needing a staff member 

to take the order (Dixon, Kimes and Verma, 2009). 

The introduction of SST was a great success as consumers perceived the 

technology as an enabler (Fishman, 2004). For restaurateurs, self-ordering 

kiosks meant that businesses could reduce labour costs and customer waiting 

times for ordering and paying for food (Dabholkar, 1996; Jones, 1990; Kincaid 

and Baloglu, 2005; Kokkinou and Cranage, 2013). The main benefits of using 

online SST was through the ability to customise and personalise the consumer’s 

information which helped to retain consumers (Kincaid and Baloglu, 2005). For 

example, if the consumer had previously used the online SST, by entering their 

details into the system, the system would detect their previous purchase (i.e. 

meals or drinks) through the purchase history of the customer. 

In 2006, new technology trends started to influence the foodservice sector. The 

popularity of social media networking sites increased given that many businesses 



  

 
140 

 

started to see the advantages (DiPietro et al., 2012). These sites enabled 

consumers to communicate and network with their friends, peers or other 

associates. A study by Wang, Yu, and Wei (2012) found that communication 

between peers using social media could influence purchase intention. Given that 

there is a significant social influence using social networking amongst 

consumers, this can lead to promoting products and services via word-of-mouth. 

Similarly, referral marketing relies on recommendations by trusted friends and 

family to promote a business (Berman, 2016; Müller, 2018). Using social media, 

these types of marketing will be more successful as consumers tend to spend 

significant time on these sites each day (Müller, 2018). 

Moreover, social networking enables businesses to communicate with 

consumers, and likewise, consumers to communicate with their families and 

friends (He, Wang and Zha, 2014). These two-way communications can 

invariably increase the volume of potential customers to visit a restaurant. For 

example, if a restaurant creates a Facebook [branded] page, they are able to 

communicate directly with their consumers. Hence consumers will demonstrate 

their loyalty through their participation on the Facebook page (Kang, Tang and 

Fiore, 2015). Also, if restaurants keep their Facebook page up-to-date, 

notifications of any new products or promotions will be automatically sent to 

consumers via Facebook. 

In the same year, the foodservice industry introduced new methods of paying for 

services and products. Among them included the concept of a mobile wallet such 

as Apple pay and PayPal, table-based tablets and mobile remote payment that 

enabled consumers to pay via their mobile device (Kimes and Collier, 2014a). 

These innovative trends superseded traditional ways of payment. However, 
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initially, this form of e-payment was taken up by consumers or the retail sector for 

that matter, until more recently. The changes brought about as a result of e-

payment, were similar to the habits of consumers upon the arrival of the mobile 

phone or smart device (van Deursen et al., 2015). Oulasvirta et al. (2012) 

discovered that consumers have an addiction towards checking their mobile 

phone, especially smartphones given they are informational based. For example, 

the ability to check the time or read news feeds or interconnecting with networks 

such as Facebook and WhatsApp or to check e-mail.  

In the following year, new technology was introduced which trended more 

towards the consumer’s obsession with the smartphone. Many sectors had 

already been utilising mobile applications in their businesses, like banking (Al-

Jabri and Sohail, 2012; Chung and Kwon, 2009; Ooi and Tan, 2016), healthcare 

(Conroy, Yang and Maher, 2014; Pagoto et al., 2013), education (Zydney and 

Warner, 2016) and tourism and hospitality for example (Anuar, Musa and Khalid, 

2014; Im and Hancer, 2014; Kwon, Bae and Blum, 2013; Min, So and Jeong, 

2018). Consumers could download mobile apps for free or pay depending on the 

type of service being offered and the functionality of the mobile app. Most 

businesses allowed their consumers to download their mobile business apps for 

free to encourage consumers to use the technology (Lee and Raghu, 2014).  

During this period, the foodservice industry particularly OTFO companies started 

to develop apps to encourage their customers to order takeaway food (Just Eat, 

2018a). However, to ensure their apps were useful and accepted by consumers 

businesses must first develop a strategy in the form of a strategic plan. Many 

successful services using branded mobile applications also use informational 

message strategies to attract customers by providing detailed information known 



  

 
142 

 

as point-of-purchase marketing (Kim, Lin and Sung, 2013). Also, every branded 

mobile app emphasises brand identity by positioning the brand on the website 

entry page (Kim et al., 2013). However, several factors may limit the use of mobile 

applications among users such as the characteristics and functions of the device 

such as limited storage size, screen size and keyboard size (Gebauer and Shaw, 

2004). 

Therefore, from the above discussion, it demonstrated that technology innovation 

eventually became quite significant in the foodservice industry and still is today. 

Every new technology trend that continues to be adopted by the sector in 

attracting consumers to use the various services on offer will benefit the supplier 

(i.e. food service operators, restaurateurs and so forth). To understand the trends 

in more detail, it is important to focus on the acceptance of these trends from a 

global perspective.  

 

 Global trends in takeaway food consumption 

The food service industry is a massive industry that combines many different 

types of food outlets and establishments with different studies categorising the 

sector differently. MCA Insight (2017) divided the food service sector into three 

main categories: retail, travel and leisure; hotels, pubs and restaurants sectors. 

Their description of the typologies is quite extensive given they consist of sectors 

that do not merely focus on food and beverage businesses. Whereas the 

categories developed by Euromonitor International (2017a) are more focused on 

the foodservice sector by classifying the businesses into cafes and bars, full-

service restaurants, fast food restaurants, 100% home delivery/takeaway, self-

service cafeterias, street stalls and kiosks (see Table 5.3). Furthermore, their 
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classification is related to food and beverage and thus can be used to represent 

a sector that simply focuses on food and beverage. 

Table 5.3 Worldwide market value and units of food service establishment in 2016 

 

 
Cafes/bars 
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service 
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310,774.8 1,005,347.8 494,503.6 66,045 20,594.9 74,352 

Units 2,363,263.7 10,219,029 3,170,084.5 250,577 103,402.6 4,187,602 

Source: Euromonitor International (2017a) 
 

Regarding Table 5.3, the table displays that the full-service restaurant’s category 

has the highest market value globally compared to other categories. The 

justification for the highest market value was due to the quality of interaction and 

environment in the fine dining restaurant which invariably has a significant impact 

on consumer satisfaction (Arora and Singer, 2006; Marinkovic, Senic, Ivkoc, 

Dimitrovski and Bjelic, 2014). However, regarding value, prices were not the main 

factor affecting consumer satisfaction in dining restaurants (Marinkovic et al., 

2014), although, but it can help to increase overall value and performance of the 

restaurant (Arora and Singer, 2006). However, in contrast, prices were seen to 

be an important factor that influenced consumers visiting intention to quick-

service restaurants (Kim et al., 2010; Rydell, Harnack, Oakes, Story, Jeffery and 

French, 2008). As the second highest market value found among other food 

service establishments in 2016, fast food restaurants also had different 

characteristics compared to full-service restaurants. Here, they offered different 

ambience compared to full-service restaurants, in selling products at much lower 

prices. Accordingly, these fast food restaurant features have attracted consumers 

to purchase their products (Greenberg, 1986). 
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Next, the 100% home delivery/takeaway category, defined as food 

establishments selling food to consumers, is examined. In 2016, the global 

market value for this category was £66,045 million represented by 250,577 food 

establishments worldwide. Even though it appears that the sales shown are 

smaller compared to full-service restaurants, fast-food restaurants, cafeterias and 

stalls, this category is still significant given it also contributes to the generation of 

profit in the foodservice sector. The established businesses in this category 

include companies such as Dominos’ Pizza or individual owned food service 

establishments such as ethnic restaurants. Given the popularity of this category 

nowadays and the increase in establishments, it is important to examine sales 

that are generated in order to demonstrate consumer acceptance. Figure 5.3 

illustrates this category. 

Figure 5.3 World wide’s eating out and takeaway sales 

 
*The stated prices converted based on currency using year on year exchange rates 

Source: Euromonitor International (2017b) 
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As shown in the figure, it indicates that there was a slight decrease in eating out 

sales and takeaway sales in 2014, following the steady growth from 2010. 

However, in contrast, home delivery sales showed a continuous rise between 

2010 and 2015. According to MCA Insight (2017), several trends may influence 

consumer eating out patterns, among them are healthy eating, self-satisfaction, 

informality, premiumisation, the origin of the ingredients and value. In 2014, 

consumers’ eating out behaviour was affected by the economic downturn (Khan, 

2014; Walker, 2014), which forced many consumers to budget. According to The 

Caterer (2014) report, although it was shown that in 2014 there was a 3% 

increase in eating out sales, the increase was related to several types of 

restaurants such as casual dining restaurants. While for full dining restaurants, 

they experienced a reduction in sales as people were looking for value for money 

and convenience. This was also one of the reasons for the increase in the home 

delivery category. 

Furthermore, while it is quite common to relate fast food with home delivery and 

takeaway, not all fast food is takeaway food (Ball, 1996). Euromonitor 

International (2016), define the home delivery and takeaway sector as food that 

is delivered or collected by the consumer and describes examples of takeaway 

food as Chinese, Indian, Mexican, and local foods. Also, national offerings and 

restaurants having a mix of table and delivery services were excluded from this 

definition. Interesting that the definition failed to include locally established 

restaurants.  

Therefore, based on this definition, Figure 5.4 illustrates the home delivery and 

takeaway market size value based on regions around the world between 2010 

and 2015. The figure displays the different regions in comparing takeaway and 
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home delivery foods. However, the following discussion in this study will only 

focus on regions with higher value compared. As can be seen in the figure, the 

regions that are shown to be high-value markets are the Asia Pacific region, North 

America and Western Europe. Australasia, Eastern Europe, Latin America and 

the Middle East and Africa are of a smaller market value size. 

Figure 5.4 Home delivery and takeaway market value 

 
Source: Euromonitor International (2016b) 

 

By examining the Asia Pacific region, it is quite apparent that the growth of the 

takeaway and home delivery market in the region fell sharply after 2013, and 

continuing to gradually decline until 2015. Previously, culture and food 

preferences were the main reasons for the rejection and decline of fast food in 

the region (Goyal and Singh, 2007; Lee and Ulgado, 1997). For example in India, 

consumers prefer vegetarian food rather than meat or poultry (Goyal and Singh, 

2007). Whereas in Malaysia, consumers tend to prefer home-cooked meals 
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rather than eating outside (Habib, Abu Dardak and Zakaria, 2011). Although in 

many countries, fast food establishments have quickly adapted to the local palate 

and tastes, leading to consumer acceptance (Habib et al., 2011). Henceforth, it 

can be justified that local communities have accepted different types of foods 

which is also evident in increasing sales. 

Although, in contrast, the home delivery and takeaway market in North America 

showed a steep rise after 2014. The countries listed in the North America region 

include the United States, Mexico and Canada that were also involved in the fast 

food phenomena (Reiter, 1996). Within the regions, the fast-food sector 

continues to grow, and restaurants are increasingly competing against each other 

to provide the best value meals and advertising promotions including offering 

unique food menus (Euromonitor International, 2016a). On the other hand, 

Western Europe home delivery and takeaway market appeared to be unstable 

displaying an upward and downward trend between 2010 and 2012. Although, 

after 2013, the region displayed a slight fall in market value until 2015. Although, 

in 2015, this region showed the highest value for the market size of the home 

delivery and takeaway sector globally. 

The following discussion will focus on the home delivery and takeaway market 

segment of the Western European region. Figure 5.5 illustrates the home delivery 

and takeaway market size in Western European countries. Here, Italy has the 

largest market size value with sales in the order of £7,240.5 million followed by 

the United Kingdom (UK) with £5746.4 million, Germany with £868.6 million, 

Spain with £835.9 and France with £772.1 million. The Italian population’s 

acceptance of home delivery food may be associated with the types of food they 

consume. For example, pizza and pasta can be converted quickly to takeaway 
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meals, whereas in the UK, its fish and chips. All other countries in the region with 

the smallest market value not exceeding £500 million is Sweden with 29.2 million. 

The reason may be due to the consumers in Sweden demanding high-quality 

food, rather than consuming the American style of food. Interestingly, McDonald's 

just entered the Swedish market in 2015 by offering a Maestro burger instead of 

a quick, cheap burger which they normally sold in other regions (Euromonitor 

International, 2016b). 

Figure 5.5 Home delivery and takeaway market size in Western Europe 2015 

 
Source: Euromonitor International (2016b) 

 

The following discussion will focus on the UK. The expansion of these diverse 

ethnic foods has been influenced by many factors including innovative product 

development, media promotion, efficient distribution and through the 

development of new technology (Paulson‐Box and Williamson, 1990). 

Accordingly, this may be the main reason attributed to the high growth of the 

takeaway market in the UK. Consumers are quickly accepting the diversity 
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afforded by ethnic foods in their daily food consumption. Although, there may be 

other possible reasons as well that have influenced this growth and take up of 

takeaway food in the UK that needs further investigation. 

 

Figure 5.6 illustrates that the takeaway and home delivery market in the UK has 

been growing by 25% since 2009, with the market value of around £27 billion; 

equivalent to the UK household spend of about £6.40 per week on takeaway food 

(Centre for Economics and Business Research, 2014). In 2014, the home 

delivery food sector contributed around £4 billion to the UK Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP), equivalent to around 12.5% of the total gross value added within 

the food services sector (Centre for Economics and Business Research, 2014). 

It was also estimated that the annual delivery numbers since 2015 constituted 

around 270 million orders (Allen, Piecyk and Piotrowska, 2017). As previously 

discussed, the UK takeaway food sector only operated based on local and family-

owned businesses (Duffill and Martin, 1993). Although, the UK market is quickly 

changing with many diverse types of ethnic foods now available such as Indian 

food, and Chinese food among the favourites nowadays (Alexander, 2017).  

The expansion of these diverse ethnic foods has been influenced by many factors 

including innovative product development, media promotion, efficient distribution 

and through the development of new technology (Paulson‐Box and Williamson, 

1990). Accordingly, this may be the main reason attributed to the high growth of 

the takeaway market in the UK. Consumers are quickly accepting the diversity 

afforded by ethnic foods in their daily food consumption. Although, there may be 

other possible reasons as well that have influenced this growth and take up of 

takeaway food in the UK that needs further investigation. 
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Figure 5.6 Takeaway food growth in the UK 

 
Source: Euromonitor International (2016) 

 

Figure 5.7 displays the increasing development of the home delivery and 

takeaway food sector in the UK between 2010 and 2015. In 2010, it can be seen 

by the figure that the home delivery market was higher compared to the takeaway 

sector. However, over the years there have been many changes in consumer 

acceptance regarding the home delivery market. In 2015, the home delivery and 

the takeaway markets reported a similar percentage indicating that the home 

delivery sector was growing mainly attributed to the development of OTFO 

companies in the UK. Therefore, to understand the development of online 

takeaway food purchasing behaviour among UK consumers, the following 

discussion will describe the trends of consumer purchasing via OTFO companies. 
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Figure 5.7 Home delivery versus takeaway in UK 

 
Source: Euromonitor International (2016) 

 

 The UK trends on online takeaway food purchasing 

According to Eurostat (2016), among the Western European countries, the UK 

has the highest number of online consumer purchases compared to the previous 

12 months in 2015. The UK also holds the record for the highest number of online 

purchases between 2008 and 2015, compared to other European countries 

(Eurostat, 2016). This is probably why the popularity of the online home delivery 

sector in the UK has risen. To understand the home delivery and takeaway sector 

in the UK further, Euromonitor International (2016a) revealed that the market 

value for online home delivery and takeaway slightly increased year-on-year 

between 2013 and 2015 (see Figure 5.8). Whereas, the offline market value for 

home delivery and takeaway food somewhat decreased during this period. Even 

though the changes were not significant, it was forecast that in future the online 

home delivery and takeaway food would grow tremendously (Allen et al.,2017). 
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Figure 5.8 Home delivery and takeaway, offline versus online market size in UK 

 
*The stated prices converted based on currency using year on year exchange rates 

Source: Euromonitor International (2016a) 
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These finding also show that consumers are comfortable using HungryHouse’s 

mobile platforms such as their mobile website and mobile application when 

ordering food from them. While for Papa Johns, consumers prefer to use an 

internet browser to place their order. This finding may be related to the features 

and functionality of the website and the mobile application. Indeed, browsing 

62.4%

60.4%

58.9%

37.6%

39.6%

41.1%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0%

2013

2014

2015

Offline versus online

Online Offline



  

 
153 

 

through a website is very different from using a mobile app (Mikkonen and Antero, 

2011). In comparison, the OTFO website has taken considerable time to develop, 

and consumers are used to it whereas, the mobile application is relatively new, 

and consumers are still getting used to it (Just Eat, 2013b). 

Figure 5.9 Device usage across selected food delivery properties in UK in 2016 

 
Source: comScore (2016) 

 

Notwithstanding, there is always the possibility that users will opt to change to a 

new platform or application in the future. Table 5.4 shows the conversion rates of 

online shoppers based on various devices and platforms. Allen (2017) discovered 

that between 2015 and 2016 all platforms showed unstable growth, however, if 

compared to the final quarters of 2015 and 2016, there is a decline in the use of 

traditional platforms (laptop and desktop computer) and tablets for online 

shopping. Although, an increase in the use of smartphones for online shopping 
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would impact consumers who wished to purchase home delivery meals through 

a website or via a mobile application. 

Table 5.4 Conversion rates of online shoppers by device and platform 

 Q4 2015 Q1 2016 Q2 2016 Q3 2016 Q4 2016 

Traditional  4.21 % 3.84% 3.69% 3.42% 4.14% 

Smartphone  1.35% 1.41% 1.38% 1.21% 1.55% 

Tablet 3.74% 3.24% 3.18% 2.94% 3.56 

Source: Allen (2017) 

 

 The online takeaway food ordering sites 

An OTFO company is a third-party that provides consumers with a one-stop 

directory to search for restaurants and meals for takeaway (Allen et al., 2017; 

HungryHouse, 2015; Just Eat, 2015a). Moreover, these companies do not only 

focus on providing extra marketing opportunities to restaurants, but they also 

provide opportunities for small and local restaurants to compete with more 

established food service chains such as McDonald's, Dominos’ Pizza and 

Subway (King, 2015). For example, a local Chinese restaurant that is only known 

in the Exeter city centre, (a small city in Devon, England) may be able to increase 

its visibility to other locations (and consumers) in the suburban area by having its 

restaurant listed on the OTFO website. Consumers are able to view restaurants 

that are listed on the OTFO website such as Just Eat or Deliveroo, browse the 

food menu and prices, and select whether to pay online or pay cash on delivery 

(COD). 

The business of OTFO has existed since the 1990s but did not really develop 

until 2010 (see Table 5.5). The development of the business model may also 

have been influenced by the growth of the internet given it was also developed 

during the 1990s. The first electronic takeaway company established was 

Alloresto.fr in 1998 in France. However, it has since been acquired by Just Eat in 
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2014 (Wauters, 2014). Several other well-known companies have been 

established since the period. For example, the companies; Takeaway in 1999 in 

the Netherlands, Just Eat in 2001 in the UK and Foodler in 2004 in the US (see 

Table 5.5). However, there remain several countries that do not have local OTFO 

companies. Many of the established OTFO companies have recognised the 

opportunities by entering and dominating the OTFO sector in these countries. For 

example, in Southeast Asia, the region has been dominated by Foodpanda or 

Hellofood which were established in Berlin in 2012. These companies have since 

been established in several other countries in the region including Singapore, the 

Philippines and Malaysia. The expansion of Foodpanda in many Asian cities has 

been due to the lack of OTFO companies in the Asian region (Foodpanda, 2015). 

Although, the main reason for the company’s expansion was because they 

wanted to be the market leader in this sector before any local companies could 

establish themselves in the market. 

Table 5.5 Online food ordering company’s development by countries 

1993 Dine-In (US) 2010 Yemeksepeti (Turkey), PizzaBo 

(Italy), 

SinDelantal (Spain), Daojia (China), 

Line0 (China), Shenghuo Banjin 

(China) 

1995 OrderIt (Canada)  

1997 Dotmenu (US)  

1998 Alloresto.fr (France) 2011 La Nevera Roja (Spain), Dinein.co.uk 

(UK), Postmates (US), Delivery Hero 

(Germany), Faasos (India), Meican 

(China), Fonda (US) 

1999 Takeaway (Netherlands), Seamless 

(US), Urbanbite (UK) 

 

  

2001 Just Eat (UK)  

2004 Foodler (US), GrubHub (US), 

RestauranteWeb (Brazil) 

2012 Urbanite (Pakistan), Food Panda 

(Germany), Just Fast Food (UK)   

2006 HungryHouse (UK), Menulog 

(Australia), Resto-In (France) 

2013 Mr Delivery (US), One Delivery (UK), 

Door Dash (US), Take Eat Easy 

(Belgium), Jinn (UK) 

  

2007 Fillmybelly (UK)  

2008 Eat24 (US), EatStreet (US), Grub 

Canada (Canada), Eatcity.ie (Ireland), 

Online Pizza (Sweden), Ele.me 

(China) 

2014 Foodora (Germanu), UberEats (US), 

Deliveroo (US), Peach (US), Wolt ( 

Finland), Swiggy (India), Woowa 

Brothers (Korea) 

  

  

2009 EatOEye (Pakistan), Caviar (US), 

OrderUp (US) 

 

 2015 Kukd.com (UK) 

  2016 Amazon PrimeNow Restaurant (US) 



  

 
156 

 

Source: Amazon (2016), Crunchbase (2015), Delivery Hero (2015), Just Eat (2016, 2015a), 
Lunden (2015), Mari (2016), Wauters (2014) 

 

The OTFO market in the UK, Germany and the US has long been established. In 

Germany, Delivery Hero founded in 2011, was the market leader in the country. 

In the United States, the OTFO sector was controlled by the market leader, 

GrubHub, established in 2004 with a market valuation of around €2950 million in 

August 2016 (GrubHub, 2015; Hirschberg et al., 2016; Yelp, 2015). In the UK, 

the main online takeaway food delivery company, Just Eat has continued to be 

the dominant market leader since 2005 in the UK. The company is also a market 

leader for the OTFO sector in other countries including Australasia by acquiring 

Menulog.  

By observing the opportunities presented in this sector, companies from other 

sectors decided to venture into the online food ordering sector, as new 

competitors. Among these companies include Amazon and Uber from the US, 

opening their own brand of online food ordering companies such as  Amazon 

PrimeNow Restaurants and UberEats (Amazon, 2016; UberEats, 2016).  

 

 Types of online takeaway food ordering sites 

The discussion presented in the previous section has described the OTFO sector 

and suppliers. However, to understand the sector further, it is important to 

understand typologies that have formed the sector.  

Mignot (2015) classified OTFO sites into three main types: software-only 

marketplaces, on-demand marketplaces and fast food 2.0 (see Figure 5.10). 

Mignot categorised early online takeaway food ordering such as Just Eat, 
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HungryHouse and GrubHub as software-only driven marketplaces that only 

provide multi-platform (the web and mobile app) ordering systems for consumers. 

The purpose of this category is to obtain orders on behalf of restaurants. While 

OTFO companies such as Deliveroo are noted as on-demand marketplaces, 

given they do not prepare any food, but provide additional services such as 

delivery services and a directory for consumers to access which draws additional 

traffic to their sites. Fast food 2.0 refers to businesses that cater for meals, 

delivered straight to the consumer such as Sprig. However, the future of this 

category is uncertain given that many companies such as Sprig and Maple are 

no longer available nowadays (McCracken, 2017). 

On the other hand, Hirschberg et al. (2016) categorised the OTFO market as both 

‘aggregators’ and ‘new delivery’. Their classification is much simpler and 

reasonably more straightforward to understand. The aggregators refer to the 

traditional model for food delivery where consumers access various restaurants 

through a single website. While, new delivery is similar to the aggregator, but 

allow consumers to compare information between restaurants, and order and pay 

through sites or apps. 

 

Figure 5.10 Typology of takeaway food distribution 
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Source: Mignot (2015) 

Based on both definitions (Hirschberg et al., 2016; Mignot, 2015), the author has 

created a simpler classification that only focuses on services provided by the 

OTFO site called the separated system and the all-in-one system. The separated 

system is based on a restaurant that provides delivery services to customers, and 

the all-in-one system delivery services are provided by the supplying sites which 

are the online food delivery sites (see Figure 5.11). Companies such as Just Eat 

are based on the separated system that targets local fast food restaurants such 

as Chinese and Indian restaurants that provide their own delivery services. These 

companies will provide the restaurant with a one-stop directory for consumers, 

acting as the agent for marketing and promotion. Conversely, a company that 

provides transportation services, is an all-in-one system targeting high-quality 

restaurants and well-established restaurants such as Nando’s and YO! Sushi, 

and Deliveroo for example (Deliveroo, 2015). The similarity of both OTFO 

systems is that they provide participating restaurants to be listed in their directory, 

presenting their menu on the website where customers can order and pay using 

their website or via mobile apps. 

Figure 5.11 Modes of operation for online takeaway food ordering 
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Source: Author based on Mignot (2015). 

 

Whereas, this study has defined the separated system as a system where the 

OTFO sites act as a mediator between the participating restaurant and 

consumers. The participating restaurant in this system is predominantly local, 

having their own logistics service, while most established restaurants, in contrast, 

do not have their own delivery service. The OTFO company using the all-in-one 

system is using a different approach from that of the separated system. These 

types of OTFO companies provide transportation services to the participating 

restaurant(s) to deliver takeaway food to the customer.  

Based on the UK market, there are two examples of an OTFO company that have 

been built on the all-in-one system; Deliveroo that was established in 2012 which 

provides premium and branded restaurant food to consumers, and UberEats 

which offers consumers a premium service and local takeaway food to 

consumers. In 2016, UberEats launched its UK operations aiming to directly 

compete with Deliveroo by providing consumers with similar services and getting 

all the restaurants participating in Deliveroo to join their UberEats. The initial 

launch of UberEats did not charge their consumers with any minimum order value 
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as instead, they promised to deliver food to the customer faster, and customers 

able to pay via their mobile app. This was much different from Deliveroo, which 

had a minimum order value of £15. Both systems charge commissions to the 

restaurants that sign up with their company, however, the separated system has 

a lower commission (10 to 15 %) compared to the all-in-one system (25 to 30%) 

(Mignot, 2015). 

The categories above were defined to making it easier to identify which types of 

business model was used by a supplier. But to make it clear, the online takeaway 

food ordering sector is not a new category. It is an evolution in the food service 

sector that was influence by technological innovation. 

 

 Current issues on online takeaway food ordering sector 

Numerous challenges face the OTFO supplier in the current environment, 

including the revaluation of business rates, the rise of the dark kitchen, the growth 

of the gig economy and the issue with cold food delivery to consumers (Mintel, 

2018a, 2018b, 2019). These are among the biggest issues faced by a stakeholder 

in the OTFO sector. 

In 2017, business operators in England have gone through business rates 

revaluation to revise rateable values of all businesses and other non-domestic 

properties (HM Treasury, 2018). High business rates have affected restaurant 

operators, particularly the franchise restaurants which have high operational 

costs (Armstrong, 2017; Mintel, 2018a). Restaurant operators may shift their 

operation to ‘dark kitchens’ (Vaswani, 2019) to deal with the various costs such 

as food costs and wage costs to operate in brick and mortar business while 
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expanding their capacity to supply consumers via apps. Moreover, the dark 

kitchen was able to overcome OTFO supply of food delivery to areas with limited 

access. The first dark kitchen was created by Deliveroo by launching Deliveroo 

Editions in May 2017 followed by Uber Eats which bought more than 100 ‘dark 

kitchens’ in London to venture into the home food delivery sector (Vaswani, 2019; 

Burgess, 2017). 

The second issue related to online takeaway food ordering sector is the rise of 

the gig economy. Gig labour has no attachment to a particular organisation as 

they work in flexible arrangements and they will be hired based on availability and 

operational demand (Friedman, 2014). In the OTFO sector, the ‘gig labour’ is 

hired by OTFO companies such as Deliveroo and FoodPanda to deliver 

takeaways. Although these companies provide huge job opportunities, the job is 

not under labour protection and has poor working conditions due to unlimited  

working time and the job is not secure (Tran and Marozzi, 2018).  

The last issue is related to cold food delivery. As mentioned previously, there are 

two types operation modes for the OTFO supplier: the separated system such as 

Just Eat, and the all-in-one system such as Deliveroo. Deliveroo manages its own 

delivery services which means that they are able to control the time of the food 

delivery. However, OTFO suppliers that depend on a restaurant’s transportation 

are more prone to cold food delivery issues. Furthermore, other factors, such as 

the location of the delivery, the time to prepare the food and the availability of 

delivery services at the time ordered contribute to cold food delivery. 

It is important to acknowledge that there are some issues to operating in the 

online takeaway food ordering business. But there is no scope within this thesis 

to look at such changes in any greater detail. The main point highlighted by these 
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issues is to show that, for the online takeaway food ordering sector to grow, there 

are challenges that need to be overcome by suppliers. However, these 

challenges have helped make the sector become stronger. 

 

 Summary 

This chapter outlines the growth of the takeaway food sector from the beginning 

until the current development (see Figure 5.1). Given the historical significance 

regarding the development of this sector eating out trends have subsequently 

increased, restaurants and fast-food establishments increasing, and new 

services becoming more innovative in meeting consumer demand and in 

generating profits.  

The food service industry also adopted more recent technology innovation to 

cope with consumer demand. Restaurants also developed their own websites 

and registered with third-party purchasing websites to promote their business. 

Third-party websites acted as a directory allowing consumers to view the menus 

of restaurants. This service changed the way consumers ordered food and how 

they searched for restaurant information via the internet. Due to this reason, 

OTFO companies gained in popularity in many countries including the UK.  

Notwithstanding, the development of new technologies has also influenced the 

growth in the OTFO sector where companies introduced mobile apps to increase 

and retain consumers. However, the future of mobile apps regardless of the 

industry or business remains undecided given many consumers do not use them 

but rather are interested in downloading and to investigate their use. Therefore, 

the next chapter discusses the findings of the case study approach used to 
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explain the online takeaway food ordering sector in the UK. The case study was 

employed to understand the growth of the online takeaway food ordering sector 

as well as the growth of takeaway apps from the supplier’s perspective. 
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 THE GROWTH OF ONLINE FOOD ORDERING COMPANIES: A 

CASE STUDY OF JUST EAT 

 

This chapter provides information on the OTFO business that offered consumer 

takeaway food ordering apps in the UK. This chapter aims to address Objective 

2 of this study, which is to explore the growth and operating characteristics of an 

organisation that supplies an online food takeaway app in the UK. In order to 

address the objective, a single case study approach has been used. The 

company Just Eat, has been chosen as it is the most established and successful 

OTFO company at present in the UK, and operating in the UK for more than 10 

years. Just Eat have successfully extended their business operations into several 

other countries including Brazil, Ireland, Australia and Spain. 

The chapter will commence by describing the profile of Just Eat, including their 

growth and development, followed by a discussion on the results from conducting 

the document reviews, semi-structured interviews and video interview. In 

addition, Just Eat’s financial statements between 2009 and 2017 have also been 

examined to understand the company’s growth through the investment they 

made. The next chapter will present the main themes that which were developed 

based on the analysis of documents. 

 

 Introduction to the case study of Just Eat 

As this study has mentioned, the online food ordering sector is growing in many 

countries including the UK. However, few companies are operating in this sector. 

Most small online food ordering companies have been acquired by larger 
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companies in the sector, making them the market leader in certain countries. The 

market leader in the UK is Just Eat and is also amongst the market leaders in 

other countries such as Ireland and Switzerland. Based on the success of Just 

Eat, it is useful to investigate the factors that have influenced their growth and 

operating characteristics. Thus, to understand the growth of Just Eat, an interview 

was conducted along with a review of relevant documentation.  

 

 Just Eat’s profile 

Just Eat is an OTFO company, established in 2001 in Denmark and moved to the 

UK in 2006 (Just Eat, 2015b). The company successfully operated in 13 countries 

worldwide including Spain, Belgium, Brazil and Canada (Just Eat, 2015b). In April 

2014, Just Eat was the first company to be listed in the High Growth Segment in 

the London Stock Exchange, positioning Just Eat as the first, and largest 

technology company with floatation (Just Eat, 2015b). More than 40,000 

restaurants participate in Just Eat’s online ordering sites, with more than 8 million 

sites visited each month by consumers and within year 2017 they processed 

172.4 million orders from customers (Just Eat, 2014b, 2017a; King, 2015). 

Just Eat offers the participating takeaway restaurants the opportunity to have their 

menu accessible to online consumers, with the ability to search for local takeaway 

restaurants which consumers can securely pay for either online or COD (Just Eat, 

2015). The participating restaurants need to pay a registration fee in order to be 

listed on their website paying a commission between 11 and 12 % paid on every 

booking made by customers (Chopra, 2012; Just Eat, 2014b). Participating 

restaurants may also pay an additional fee to have a top placement slot on Just 
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Eat’s platform which enables them to be seen by customers more readily (Just 

Eat, 2015) and increase the number of orders and profit for restaurants. 

From Just Eat’s annual report and account for 2017, it was shown that 92% of 

their revenue was generated from commissions paid by restaurants and from 

administration fees (Just Eat, 2016b). The revenue generated from participating 

restaurants is the main source of income for Just Eat. The commission revenues 

are counted based on the number of orders placed, the average order value and 

commission rates vary by country. Another 6% of revenue is generated from top 

placement advertisements, which is an advertisement programme that allows 

participating restaurants to have their business presented on top of the consumer 

search facility. While the last 2% is revenue generated from joining Just Eat’s 

network and other services such as branding commodity products. Compared to 

2016, Just Eat’s revenue showed a decline of 2%, whereas top placement 

advertising displayed an increase of 1% with other revenue sources showing a 

decrease of 1%. This suggests that Just Eat’s revenue is mostly generated by 

consumers, less from other income sources. For further information regarding the 

comparison between 2015 and 2016, see Figure 6.1. 
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Figure 6.1 Just Eat’s revenue  

 

 
Source: Just Eat (2016b, p.14; 2017a, p.14) 

 

 

To utilise Just Eat’s services, consumers need to enter their postcode to search 

for restaurants in their local area, followed by choosing a restaurant and ordering 

from the menu. The next step is choosing a method of delivery; whether by 

delivery or collecting the food themselves which is followed by choosing a mode 

of payment (COD or online payment). The market segmentation of Just Eat 

varies, from students who normally order more frequently at low cost, or the family 

segment which orders in larger quantities, but paying more (Just Eat, 2015). The 
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convenience services provided by Just Eat suit the shifting lifestyles of 

consumers which they demand. Moreover, with technology advancements 

nowadays, a company cannot ignore the importance of using emerging 

technologies in their operation. From just having a presence on a computer laptop 

via the internet, Just Eat has expanded its operations by utilising smartphone 

apps; Android (2013), Apple Store (2012) and Windows Store (Just Eat, 2013b; 

Just Eat, 2014a; Just Eat, 2015b) and the application of smart TV and Apple TV. 

Though, to understand Just Eat’s operational management regime, it is useful to 

examine their organisation chart. Although, the study found that it was difficult to 

examine given only the board of directors was shown along with the position of 

the management team without explanation of the authority or roles. All 

information regarding corporate governance was gathered from Just Eat’s Annual 

Reports and accounts between 2016 and 2017. From the information that was 

obtained, an organisational chart has been created as illustrated in Figure 6.2.  

Figure 6.2 Just Eat’s global organisation structure 

 

Source: Just Eat (2017a) 
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From the figure, it can be seen that Just Eat’s organisation structure for 2017 

consisted of the board of directors which comprised of nine members which 

included an interim Chairman as well as a Senior Independent Director – Andrew 

Griffith; two Non-Independent Non-Executive Directors – Frederic Coorevits and 

David Buttress; two executive directors comprising of the Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) – Peter Plumb and Chief Financial Officer (CFO) - Paul Harrison; four 

independent Non-Executive Directors – Gwyn Burr, Roisin Donnelly, Alistair Cox 

and Diego Oliva. David Butress who was the previous CEO of Just Eat had been 

in the company since it was first established, stepping down from this role in 2016 

(Just Eat, 2017b). The board appointed Peter Plumb in September 2017 as the 

new CEO.  

The board of directors is responsible for ensuring Just Eat has sufficient 

resources and skills, along with financial means and other resources needed for 

the company to operate efficiently. While corporate governance includes the 

controls (internal and external), over risk management and senior executive 

remuneration. To ensure the smooth operation of the Just Eat group, the board 

has created several divisions within the company and delegated operational 

authority of Just Eat’s operations to the executive group. However, managers 

within the system have limited authority. The chairman is responsible for 

managing and overseeing the board of directors, to ensure all directors contribute 

effectively and to ensure satisfactory dialogue with shareholders and that the 

board members are aware of shareholder opinions. The executive group 

comprises of the CEO and the CFO who ensure that the leadership of the senior 

management team runs the business efficiently, implementing the business 

strategies and carrying out the board’s decisions related to group operations. 
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There is also a Senior Independent Director along with the other Non-Executive 

Directors and a shareholder if there are any individual or collective matters to be 

dealt with. 

Furthermore, three committees reporting to the board with clear terms of 

reference have been established to resolve any problems or other concerns, 

which report to the board periodically. The three committees address the areas 

associated with auditing, remuneration and board nominations. The Audit 

Committee has been established to examine financial reporting, to work and to 

oversee the internal and external auditors and risk management aspects. The 

Nomination Committee is responsible for examining the members of the board 

that they have the right balance of skills and experience and support the board 

and senior management in succession planning. The Remuneration Committee 

is responsible for managing the income of the board. 

The following section describes Just’ Eat’s operational team. Figure 6.3 illustrates 

Just Eat’s operations in all countries except for the UK, which is managed 

centrally (see Figure 6.2). Focusing on the UK, the country’s operations comprise 

of regional directors and territory managers responsible for the growth and 

development of each area. For example, the Territory Manager for Hull/York is 

accountable for driving consumers’ choice in Hull/York by getting as many 

takeaway restaurants to register and participate to increase the number of 

consumer orders. The directors and managers fall under the responsibility of the 

sales department who search and acquire new restaurant partners and to ensure 

they understand the restaurant partner, through selling Just Eat’s unique selling 

proposition to them. It is the responsibility of the marketing department to 

understand and communicate with consumers and participating restaurants. 
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Figure 6.3 Just Eat’s country organisation chart 
 

 

Source: Just Eat (2017) 

 

The technology department which is among the most important departments in 

Just Eat is responsible for ensuring that consumers ordering from Just Eat have 

a satisfying experience. The department is responsible for innovating new ways 

to serve consumers including the use of technology such as virtual reality and 

voice-controlled ordering. Consumer data and businesses information is also 

important for the sustained growth of the company. As such, Just Eat established 

a business intelligence (BI) department to collect and analyse consumer 

information to benefit the company and in decision making. The BI department is 

responsible for collecting data from different sources, cleansing the data and 
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Many studies have revealed the BI department as the most important department 

for the development of a company given the benefits and supporting business 

activities such as through data mining, decision support systems, data 

warehousing and financial analysis (Hedgebeth, 2007; Ranjan, 2008). The other 

departments within Just Eat include the Human Resources (HR) department, the 

Legal department, Finance department and the Operations department with 

similar responsibilities as the rest of the company including their job descriptions. 

Under each department, there are many other divisions led by the head of each 

division. However, it was difficult to recognise all divisions under each department 

from reviewing the documentation. 

Therefore, from the above discussion, it can be presumed that Just Eat uses a 

hybrid organisational structure by combining two types of structures; functional 

and geographic territory. It is important to choose to use an organisational 

structure that is suitable, and that supports the business model to achieve both 

efficiency and organisational effectiveness, including innovation (Adams et al., 

2006; Cosh et al., 2012; Ouchi, 1977). Various types of organisation structures 

can be combined to benefit the organisation. Shane, (1996) discovered that by 

using a franchising hybrid organisation structure, it allowed entrepreneurs to 

address managerial restrictions to firm growth, allowing a company to grow much 

faster. Using a suitable organisation structure can also help to influence creativity 

and innovation in a company (Alves et al., 2007; Martins and Terblanche, 2003; 

Schippers et al., 2015). 

Therefore, it can be assumed that there is a possible relationship between 

organisational structure and firm growth. The following will discuss the 



  

 
173 

 

organisation’s growth in more detail based on the company’s financial 

statements. 

 

 Financial growth 

In order to understand the growth and size of Just Eat, the study examined Just 

Eat’s Annual Reports and accounts between 2009 and 2017. According to 

Rahaman (2011), a financial source is quantitatively important to the 

development of a firm. Also, through financial statement analysis, companies are 

able to conduct business activities such as mergers and acquisitions and control 

and manage their resources more effectively. Therefore, it is important to depict 

and explain a financial statement of Just Eat. Some of the financial information 

used included the following: 

i. The financial year of Just Eat ends on 31 December each year between 

2009 and 2017. 

ii. Approximately 95% of Just Eat’s revenue originated from their business 

and 5% from their investment income. The business activities originate 

from the UK, with established markets in France, Ireland, Denmark, 

Canada, Switzerland and Norway, and developing markets in Spain, Italy, 

Mexico, Australia and New Zealand. 

iii. The corporation’s tax is changing each year depending on the budget 

imposed by respective governments. 

The financial documents were gathered from Just Eat’s official website and the 

Company House website which included income statements, balance sheets and 

cash flow statements (see Appendices 2 to 10). Each statement had a different 
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function, displaying a different purpose. The income statement was used to 

understand the performance of the company in the past and also predicting 

(forecasting) the future, summarising the results from all operations of the 

company for a certain period (Gibson, 2012). However, the balance sheet is a 

statement showing how much a business has and how much they have borrowed, 

and in some cases how much they need to borrow to maintain operations or 

investments (Graham and Meredith, 1998). Lastly, the cash flow statement 

shows the cash balance in a company whether it is short-term or high liquidity or 

long-term. 

Figure 6.4 shows Just Eat’s generated revenue between 2009 and 2017. From 

the figure, it can be seen that the company’s income steadily increased each 

year. Detailed examination of Just Eat’s revenue showed that their income 

originated from several segments: the UK, the established market and the 

developing market (see Figure 6.5). From the diagram, it can also be seen that 

the UK contributed the highest revenue from sales for Just Eat from the beginning 

of their establishment, followed by Denmark until 2014. 

Figure 6.4 Just Eat’s revenue from 2009 - 2017 

 
Source: Just Eat (2015, 2016b, 2017a). Notes: see Appendix 2. 
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Figure 6.5 Just Eat’s revenue by market segment 

 
Source: Just Eat (2015, 2016b, 2017a). Notes: see Appendix 8. 
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In contrast, in the developing segment, Just Eat still needs to develop its 

marketing strategy to increase its market presence and thus will increase the 

sales in the countries. There is a huge difference in the population of Australia 

and New Zealand and the developing market. If Just Eat is able to capture the 

market in the developing market, the revenue of the segment is capable of 

exceeding the Australia and New Zealand market 

However, examining the revenue this way does not show the actual profit of a 

company. Therefore, to study the profit and loss for the year, the revenue needs 

to deduct all expenditure including the cost of goods sold, administrative costs, 

finance costs and additions and other related costs and income. The cost of 

goods sold (COGS) was expensed for each product or service that was sold by 

Just Eat. Figure 6.6 displayed the COGS and other expenses for each product 

area that Just Eat sold. From the figure, it can be seen that the COGS increase 

each year; the same goes for the total administrative expenses. Many ways 

influence the changes in the COGS, among them, include an increase in labour 

costs, increases in service or product prices and increases in raw materials. 

Santhanam and Hartono, (2003) discovered the COGS in an information 

technology company was much lower compared to a company in another 

industry. This demonstrated that there is a possibility that the company is able to 

generate more profit compared to another firm. 
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Figure 6.6 Cost of goods sold and administrative expenses 

 
Source: Just Eat (2015, 2016b, 2017a). Notes: see Appendix 2. 
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The vertical analysis of the income statement compared between 2009 and 2017 

(see Appendix 3), showed that the income statements as a percentage of total 

revenue varied each year. The year 2014 indicated the highest percentage of net 

income over the total revenue from 7% to 33%. There are several reasons for this 

increment. Firstly, an increase in long-term incentive costs from 1.8% to 3.1% 

followed by a slight increase in exceptional items from 1.0% to 1.7%. While this 

increase may not appear to affect the net income by a significant amount, the 

vertical analysis revealed that there was also a huge increase in other gains/ 

losses from 3.51% to 24.33%. The overall increase of several aspects of the 

income statement, as determined by the horizontal and vertical analysis indicated 

that Just Eat’s net income did not grow steadily over the year. This suggested 

that the company was still developing and many aspects of the business that 

needed to be examined by Just Eat to ensure the company could continue to 

grow. 

Also, by focusing on the balance sheet statement, Just Eat uses the financial 

position format to show the net worth of its company. Different from the traditional 

balance sheet, the balance sheet financial position needs to balance between 

total assets and total equity (Kieso, Weygandt and Warfield, 2014). From the 

horizontal analysis of the balance sheet statement (see Appendix 7), it revealed 

that in 2015 it had the largest growth of total assets increasing from 179% to 

191%. When examining Just Eat’s assets, it also showed that there was a huge 

increment of non-current assets from 212% to 547%. To understand this further, 

Figure 6.7 shows the total assets between 2008 and 2017. In 2014, the non-

current or fixed assets amount was £86.8 million. However, the figure increased 

to £561.5 million in 2015 resulting from a massive investment when Just Eat 
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decided to increase their fixed assets which have not changed since between 

2008 and 2013. 

Figure 6.7 Just Eat’s non-current assets and current assets. 

  
Source: Just Eat (2015, 2016b, 2017a). Notes: see Appendix 2. 
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increase of goodwill was related to the merger and acquisition (M&A) activities. 

Among the largest acquisition made in 2016 was in Australia and New Zealand, 

by acquired Menulog Group Limited. However, little investment has been made 

by Just Eat in property, plant and equipment. 
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Figure 6.8 Just Eat’s non-current assets for the year 2014 until 2017 

 
Source: Just’s Eat Balance Sheet statement 2014-2017. Notes: see Appendix 5. 

 

From the horizontal analysis, it was shown that the smallest growth of total assets 

was in 2017. In this year, there was a decrease in total non-current assets from 
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the analysis of the balance sheet, it can be seen that Just Eat slowed M&A 

activities. The latest acquisition made by the company was HungryHouse in the 

UK at the end of 2016 and completion of the acquisition occurred in January 

2018. Just Eat have appeared to have changed their strategy after the new CEO 

was appointed and instead, they seemed to be much subtler and taking time to 

understand the market properly. 

The focus was next on total equity and liabilities. Here the horizontal analysis 
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several items such as total non-current liabilities or long-term liabilities from 545% 

to 118% and a slight decline for current liabilities from 70% to 67%. Whereas, the 

study also found that 2017 had the smallest amount of total equity and liabilities 

compared to previous years. Likewise, from the financial statements, it was 

discovered that they suffered a large loss attributed to shareholder equity. This 

means that Just Eat was not able to provide much profit to shareholders. In 2017, 

Just Eat slashed the value of Menulog, with shares falling by 10% (Mitchell, 2018; 

Turner, 2018). However, to overcome this issue, the newly appointed CEO has 

planned on developing markets and delivery in 2018 (Turner, 2018).  

Additionally, Figure 6.9 also shows Just Eat’s total equity between 2008 and 

2017. The graph displays the amount doubled in 2014. The rise was 

corresponding with Just Eat’s launch in the London Stock Exchange with a 

market valuation of £1.4 billion, said to be the largest UK technology initial public 

offering (IPO) in eight years. In 2016, total equity still showed signs of increasing, 

however, due to the issue discussed previously, it also affected total equity in 

2017. 

Figure 6.9 Just Eat’s total equity 

 
Source: Just’s Eat financial statement 2008-2017. Notes: see Appendix 5. 
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Following the analysis that focused the cash flow statements, Figure 6.10 

presents the cash flow including cash received from operating activities, cash 

used in investing activities and net cash used in financing activities. From the 

diagram, it can be seen that from among all years, 2015 had the greatest amount 

of cash from financing activities with £425.1 million and investing activities with 

negative £465.5 million. According to Brycz and Pauka (2012), when the 

operating and financing activities are positive, and the investing activities are in 

a negative condition, it means that the cash from operating activities is not 

sufficient compared to the investing activities. Thus, Just Eat needs to gain 

additional external capital to support this issue. This is a typical situation that 

occurs for developing firms that need to gain credibility to gain the needed capital. 

However, in 2017, the cash inflow from operating activities had the largest 

increment compared to all other years. This was due to the impairment charges 

or the value slashed by Just Eat on Menulog which resulted in a cash flow gain. 

This action was related to the loss made by Just Eat in order to ensure that the 

business would continue to operate operating smoothly. 

Therefore, from the financial statement analysis that was performed, it can be 

concluded that between 2008 and 2014, the financial statements revealed that 

the company was still developing, and there were several financial aspects that 

they needed to carefully address to ensure that their operations would generate 

profit. For example, the large value of total administrative expenses and the need 

to increase sales in the developing market instead of only focusing on the UK 

market. Although, from 2015 the company has been experiencing fluctuations, 

both up and down. Therefore, Just Eat needs to re-evaluate this issue and take 

appropriate actions to solve the problem.  
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Figure 6.10 Just Eat’s cash flow statement. 

  
Source: Just’s Eat Cash Flow statement 2009-2017. Notes: see Appendix 10. 

 

The analysis of Just Eat’s financial statements analysis has also shown that Just 

Eat’s profit was mostly acquired from customers’ orders given their aim is to be a 

market leader in the OTFO sector. Thus they invest their money in the M&A of 

other companies for growth. 
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 Business model 

According to Teece (2010), a business model is defined as an idea of how a 

company designs the business to operate. A business model aims to create value 

for customers, to encourage payment and convert the payment to profit for the 

company. Through the reviews of Just Eat’s Annual Reports and Accounts, it 

showed the business model of Just Eat is based on four key drivers and three 

strategic initiatives. The four drivers are technology, scalability, brand and people 

and the three strategic initiatives are for restaurants, consumers and for the 

organisation itself. Just Eat’s mission is to empower consumers to enjoy their 

takeaway experience. Their short term goal is to focus on growth and be a clear 

market leader, and their long-term goal is to focus on profit, sustainability and 

increasing market share (Just Eat, 2015). Although a company’s mission does 

not have a direct effect on the firm’s performance (Bart, 1996), it does affect the 

firm in the way it manages the business strategy such as its marketing strategies. 

From the interview with Mr R, he described Just Eat as an organisation that is 

based on marketing, where they use marketing to drive people.  

According to Foxall (1999), a marketing-based firm can be defined as an 

organisation which focuses on retaining customers in the competitive food 

ordering sector. The success of the firm (such as Just Eat) also relies on the 

acceptance of the marketing mix (i.e. product, price, promotion, people, physical 

environment, place and process) in the online food ordering sector. However, as 

a company that depends on innovation, commercialisation is an important factor 

for successful innovation (Adams et al., 2006). Concerning Just Eat, they have a 

successful product which provides online home delivery services to consumers 

and charges a reasonable price for each placed by the customer supported by 
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great marketing and promotion. However, Just Eat needs to ensure their 

marketing plan performs correctly to encourage more restaurants to join them 

along with a greater number of consumers using their service.  

Further examination revealed other elements contributing to the success of Just 

Eat, which included the business environment (internal and external). The 

business environment can influence the growth or decline of a company either 

positively or negatively. In the case of Just Eat, in 2016, they faced a difficult 

situation due to the UK’s decision to withdraw from the European Union, also 

known as Brexit. Although Just Eat claimed that Brexit does not affect Just Eat’s 

operation, to ensure the external environment does not influence the operation of 

the organisation, Just Eat decided to undertake a risk management assessment 

(Just Eat, 2016b). In progressing this assessment, Just Eat developed a risk 

assessment framework (see Figure 6.11) which could help regarding any 

unforeseen situations arising given the diversity of the business in other 

countries. The framework focused on several key risk areas including competition 

and the market, regulation and legislation, technology dependency, 

cybersecurity, data protection and business growth. However, these risks will 

continually be reviewed and monitored and may change depending on the risks 

faced by the company in the future. 
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Figure 6.11 Risk assessment framework 

 
Source: Just Eat (2017a, p.22) 

 

The risk management assessment started with identifying the risks to determine 

the type and nature of each risk, followed by assessing the probability of the risk 

occurring and impact on the business. Following the assessment, each risk is 

assigned to a risk owner to mitigate the activities. All the risks management 

program will be implemented and monitored by the board regularly, with the 

support of the executive team. A risk register is also maintained of all corporate 

and internal risks. Senior management is responsible for the continuous review 

of the risks, risk register and methodology. Moreover, they also need to update 

and reflect on any of the new and developing areas that impact the business 

strategy. If for example, there is external exposure, this risk will be communicated 

to the board for further action in order to mitigate the risk. For the corporate risk 

register, it is reviewed by the Audit Committee regularly. 
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 Growth strategies 

From the financial statement analysis, it has been discovered that Just Eat has 

been active in M&A activities over the last few years which allowed them to 

become the market leader in this sector. There are several benefits of being a 

market leader. Firstly, they are able to attract new consumers and new 

restaurants to participate. Also, as there are food establishments that do not have 

any technological presence, Just Eat helps these establishments to better cope 

with technology. 

“I think for many independent restaurants out there we added 

extra revenue on them. If you talk to them (participating 

restaurants) they will say Just Eat has added extra order for 

them. I think, it’s difficult to understand whether or not Just Eat 

in anyway cannibalised this. If people are moving from telephone 

to online, then it difficult to know whether they were adding extra 

news restaurant to businesses. I certainly think for restaurants, 

certainly successful restaurant, Just Eat has played a large part 

in their business.” – Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

The success of Just Eat has also provided benefits to stakeholders (i.e. 

customers and participating restaurants). Just Eat’s business model states the 

value they provide to restaurants that participate in their business. For example, 

receiving more orders of higher value given that the customers can view the 

restaurant’s menu online or via their mobile app, and the restaurant likewise has 

access to Just Eat’s brand and technology. Also, customer orders are processed 
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efficiently with many other benefits provided such as menu printing and feedback 

on consumer preferences and usage. Similarly, customers also benefit in several 

ways including being informed about choices from every participating restaurant’s 

menu, customer reviews, convenience in ordering via mobile apps or online, the 

trusted brand, and easy payment methods. While for Just Eat, the benefit of the 

business model allows the company with the ability to grow financially and strive 

for growth by investing in developing and retaining people. 

Just Eat aims of becoming a market leader can be seen in their M&A of several 

companies in the UK and in several other countries in which they operate. Table 

6.1 shows the list of M&As by Just Eat between 2011 and 2018. The M&A of 

companies has allowed Just Eat to become a market leader and enter into local 

markets. The evidence is seen in countries such as Australia where Just Eat 

acquired Menulog, and in Mexico through the acquisition of SinDelantal (Just Eat, 

2016a). Similar to Menulog and SinDelantal as they are the top OTFO companies 

in both countries. The acquisition of Menulog and SinDelantal made it easier for 

Just Eat to expand its market in Australia and Mexico without needing to introduce 

Just Eat to the local community. In fact, the expansion of the company within the 

UK is based on the acquisition of many OTFO players based in the UK such as 

Fillmybelly.com, Eat Student and Urban Bite (Just Eat, 2011c, 2012).  
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Table 6.1 List of merger and acquisition by Just Eat 

Chronology 

years of 

acquisition 

Online takeaway food ordering sites Country 

2010 EatStudent Ltd UK 

2011 HungryZone 

(Acquired by Foodpanda in 2015) 

India 

YummyWeb Canada 

ClickEat.it Italy 

RestauranteWeb Brazil  

GrubCanada Canada 

UrbanBite London, UK 

2012 SinDelantal Spain 

Fillmybelly.com Nottingham, UK 

Eat.ch Switzerland 

Just Eat Benelux Netherlands 

Alloresto.fr France 

2014 Meal2Go (POS company) Birmingham, UK 

MenuExpress Canada 

Deliverytown 

Eatcity.ie Ireland 

Orogo (Technology company) UK 

2015 Menulog Australia and New Zealand 

Clicca e Mangia 

DeliveRex 

Italy 

Nifty Nosh Northern Ireland 

Orderit.ca Canada  

2016 Hellofood Brazil Brazil 

PizzaBo/ Hellofood Italy Italy 

Hellofood Mexico Mexico 

La Nevera Roja Spain 

Takeway.com UK Denmark 

SkipTheDishes Canada 

2018 HungryHouse (Full Acquisition) UK 

Source: Just Eat (2011a,b,c,d,e,f; 2012; 2013a;  2016b) 

 

The latest acquisition by Just Eat was of their main competitor in the UK; 

HungryHouse and a company in Canada called SkipTheDishes. The purchase of 

HungryHouse by Just Eat has been argued ever since the company announced 

its intention to acquire the business. By purchasing HungryHouse, the UK 

government recognised that Just Eat could monopolise the OTFO market. 

Therefore, in order for a company to acquire its main competitor, they needed to 
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go through The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) to gain approval. After 

a thorough investigation, the CMA ruled that Just Eat could acquire HungryHouse 

because of several reasons (Williams, 2017). First, HungryHouse was not Just 

Eat’s largest competitor, given the market has been dominated by other 

companies such as Deliveroo and UberEats. Secondly, the competition in the 

OTFO sector was eased given that consumers could order using a different 

channel such as directly from the restaurant via the phone, website or walk-in 

(Williams, 2017). By gaining all the OTFO market share in the UK, Just Eat was 

able to compete with Deliveroo. According to Just Eat’s 2015 annual report, Just 

Eat choose companies to merge with based on where the e-commerce 

companies are established and where the takeaway market is highly fragmented. 

This finding was significant with (Pigatto et al., 2017), who discovered the main 

online takeaway ordering company in Brazil was growing due to the M&A that 

was made, making them the market leader in the country. 

However, several countries still do not have a Just Eat presence such as the 

United States, which is dominated by GrubHub, Asian countries with Food Panda 

and Germany (see Table 6.1). Questions regarding M&As strategies by Just Eat 

were also asked to Mr R and his answer as follows:  

“Possibly yeah, we have merger and acquisition (M&A) team. So, 

they will look at different market and work on different potential 

likely higher value market…. Yeah, I think we would never say 

never come to Asia. They would look it a case by case. I know 

that Deliveroo is in Hong Kong now…. But there is some market 

everyone always asks us about: Germany and USA the two. The 

problem is in USA have 16 different competitors fiercely 
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competitor competitive environment, and then we have people 

like Uber Eats coming in, so there are really big companies 

coming into that space, Amazon potentially and the chances of 

us being no 1 quite difficult. So, it easier for us to operate in a 

market where we have a good chance of being number one and 

think of those markets than to try to enter a market than already 

competitive…” Mr.R, Just Eat. 

Also, an article describing the interview with ex-Just Eat CEO, Klaus Nyengaard 

was also found answering the reasons for not investing in America where the 

CEO stated that although the US is larger than the UK, it is more complex and 

highly competitive. Therefore, it is better to avoid the complexity and focus on a 

market that you can be successful in (Johnson, 2012). 

In India, Just Eat established its name as HungryBangalore in 2006 (Foodpanda, 

2015). In 2011, Just Eat acquired HungryZone a local India OTFO business and 

changed its name to Just Eat India. The aim of Just Eat as the market leader in 

the OTFO sector in India stopped when Just Eat’s competitor Foodpanda 

acquired the TastyKhana.in and acquired Just Eat India in November 2014 

(Foodpanda, 2015). In exchange for the sale, Just Eat receives a minority holding 

in Foodpanda (Foodpanda, 2015). 

In Brazil, Just Eat established a joint venture with a local mobile company called 

Movile that owned iFood an online takeaway food app (Sreeharsha, 2014). The 

joint venture was called IF-JE, and Movile owns the largest stake with 50.02% 

while Just Eat has a 25 % stake. iFood’s founders take the remaining 24.98%. In 

2016, Just Eat sold Hellofood Brazil, SinDelantal and HelloFood Mexico to its 

joint venture company. From the sales, Just Eat received USD 11 million for both 
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transactions and also benefited in the services offered by local IF-JE 

management in Mexico (Just Eat, 2016d). In Mexico, Just Eat now has 51% of 

the OTFO business. Also, Just Eat holds a 30% stake of IF-JE ownership. In the 

Netherlands and Belgium, Just Eat needs to sell its Benelux business after the 

company failed as the market leader. DavidButtress, CEO of Just Eat, 

commented also discussed this aspect. 

“We have always been clear that the competitive dynamics of our 

industry demand clear market leadership to drive sustainable 

profitability. The disposal of our Benelux business, where we are 

number two, delivers on that strategy and comes at the right time 

for Just Eat. We are the clear leader in our remaining 12 markets 

and it is appropriate that our time and resources are focused on 

building on the strong growth we are seeing across those 

businesses in future.” - (Just Eat, 2016c). 

Therefore, from the evidence above, it appears that Just Eat is unable of being 

the market leader in every country. The consequences after trying to be a market 

leader in the country like Benelux are that they need to sell the businesses as 

they could not afford to be placed second in the market. Whereas, in Brazil, they 

need to incorporate with the local company as part of their strategy to be number 

one in the country. 

In order to understand further Just Eat’s objective for M&As, the interviewee was 

asked questions related to monopoly. The interview was conducted in 2015 and 

was different compared to 2018 when Just Eat had taken over almost every 
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competitor using a similar type of system (separated system) including their main 

competitor, HungryHouse.  

“I don’t think we would necessary buy our competitors 

completely. I think there’s a level of healthy competition. In e-

commerce, there’s always disruptors. We can talk about our 

competitors, company just like Deliveroo whose sprang up those 

competitions and we would never want wish in a situation where 

we are the only operator in the business. One of the keys of Just 

Eat is to be the most top of mind in consumer idea, so when they 

come to think about ordering food online, they think of Just Eat 

before they think of anything else. That’s come from broad 

marketing activities.” – Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

However, from the analysis, it showed Just Eat did not have any interest in 

Deliveroo as they had a different business model, but still saw them as a 

competitor in the same sector. Based on this finding, Just Eat’s M&As are based 

on their desire to be the market leader in the OTFO sector, but not to monopolise 

the overall market. The monopoly theory or market power hypothesis refers to 

the capability of the organisation to take over the price, quality and supply of its 

products as a result of the acquisition (Piesse et al., 2013). M&As are the quickest 

and most effective way for an organisation to grow. However, the acquired 

businesses also impact the acquiring firm (Leigh and North, 1978). Some of the 

M&As made by Just Eat have been successful, while others have not. From the 

previous research, it was revealed that the history of M&As in the UK had a 
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negative effect long-term (Dickerson, Gibson and Tsakalotos, 1997; Papadakis, 

2005). 

 

 Marketing strategies  

In order to understand how Just Eat built its image, it is important to understand 

their marketing strategies. From the information extracted from the video 

interview with Rik Moore, Head of Creative Strategy, Havas Media stated several 

marketing strategies that had been implemented by Just Eat for them to be a 

larger known brand. The strategies included: 

1. Having strong leadership: “Give something to people as a reason for them 

to come to us and jump to us and listen to what we have to say”.  

2. Strong investment: “The idea of… the restaurant see us big, consumers 

see us big, and we will become big. So, it is a bit to invest in the brand and 

all sorts of speculating to immaculate [perfect] the approach if you will”.  

3. Be present everywhere: “This is an idea to surround you with our message 

but in the heart of that is the TV which links all that together and really 

drives fame and the brand idea”.  

From the information above, it showed that Just Eat’s first steps were to develop 

a strong brand. A strong brand shows the consumer that they are in the big league 

in the OTFO market. By creating a strong marketing campaign such using the 

tagline ‘Don’t cook, Just Eat!’ in their previous year’s marketing promotion, they 

successfully let people know that they were available in the market. Knowing the 

importance of marketing, they increased their marketing budget by up to 50 %, 

which is significant for a small company at that time. If they were to succeed in 
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the campaign, they would be known and able to establish the company and 

brand, while the campaign failing would mean the end for Just Eat. Putte (2009) 

explained that marketing expenditure does not have any impact on the 

effectiveness of marketing promotion as the most important aspect is the content 

associated with advertising. To understand more about the marketing investment, 

the following discusses Just Eat’s marketing strategies.  

In understanding marketing strategies, it is important to first understand the ideas 

and factors that are needed. From the video interview, Mat Braddy, a former chief 

marketing officer for Just Eat mentioned that they had developed the brand by 

brainstorming ideas across cultural teams and departments within the 

organisation. They gathered employees from the sales department and from the 

finance department to work together for several days. Generating ideas through 

multi-disciplinary departments provided excellent results relating to quantity, 

quality and the diversification of ideas (Alves et al., 2007). Therefore, this was an 

effective approach for Just Eat to use this technique to generate ideas for 

branding the company. This statement is related to the idea of how Just Eat built 

their brand and brand identity.  

To be a successful business, based on the previous interview and document 

reviews, the Just Eat brand was an important aspect for them. Brand positioning 

has placed Just Eat as the market leader in many countries including the UK. The 

first brand identity initiative that positioned Just Eat in the UK market began with 

their advertising and identity. In this case, the mini-fist pump was the physical 

symbol and identity of Just Eat, while ‘Don’t cook, Just Eat’ being the well-known 

tagline for Just Eat. 
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A similar study by Ghodeswar (2008), discovered the positioning of the brand 

would attract the attention of the target audience by using traditional media 

channels such as newspapers, magazines, sponsorships, internet and television. 

Moreover, Sääksjärvi and Samiee (2011) discovered that a cyber brand was 

different from an offline brand where brand identity is more important than other 

brand components. A company may employ many other marketing techniques. 

One of them is called integrated marketing communication that ensures the 

marketing plan or marketing strategy are properly integrated. For example, a 

television advertisement has the same advertisement theme as used on the radio 

and the internet.  

Rik Moore, Head of Creative Strategy for Havas Media mentioned that the multi-

channel marketing used by Just Eat proved to be successful for them. Among the 

other marketing channels used by Just Eat included online advertising and 

traditional advertising such as television and radio. However, the focus of the 

promotion for Just Eat was more towards television advertising as the medium 

which proved to increase their brand name but also had the most frequently 

recalled ads (Goldsmith and Lafferty, 2002). 

To make sure that Just Eat’s brand positioning was successful, television 

advertising supported with a powerful message was needed. David Butress and 

Rik Moore mentioned:  

“So, a thing about having a big idea a big flexible idea of don't 

cook just eat where could we go with it. So, the first things were 

the TV ads, which we cast to do this idea of chefs, this idea of 

renegade chefs unhappy that people were still cooking, so they 
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go out and stop them cooking. Led by Mr. Mozzarella with the 

big moustache, big cooking hat.” - (Thinkbox, 2015). 

And 

“Very reservoir dodge, to breaking people house to stop them 

from cooking. And then there were a short one, where they in a 

forest having a rave with giant Fargo style wood chipper, 

chopping up celebrity cookbook and other things they were using 

trolley to make barricade, to stop people cooking. So, those are 

really fun ads.” - (Thinkbox, 2015). 

 

Besides, Just Eat also took a spot on a television show called ‘Ant and Dec’ to 

end the previous campaign and changing their marketing strategies. However, to 

ensure consumers knew them, substantial and strong advertising was required. 

Thus viral advertising was created. Successful viral marketing depends on 

whether consumers think there is a need for the message to be passing on to 

others without feeling abused or used in the process (Dobele, Toleman and 

Beverland, 2005). The process of Just Eat’s viral marketing began when they 

sponsored a political party called ‘Don’t cook, Just Eat!’ in November 2012. Rik 

Moore mentioned the viral advertising occurred along the following lines. 

“So, the actor guy from our advert manfully change his name by 

repoll, so his first name is Mr and his surname is Mozzarella, 

which is the character in the advert. And he even had a jetpack, 

flew around Corby on it to over committing to running an election, 

how we gonna stand out in Corby.... That’s flying around Corby 
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on a jetpack obviously. TV was a really big part of it, by giving us 

so much more in term of talking to the public socialising with the 

public than social media. Our advert being kidnap connected with 

social media, we started to really become two screen brands.” –

(Thinkbox, 2015). 

 

The viral marketing was successful, word-of-mouth among consumers would 

increase the identity and reputation of the brand. Just Eat was being voiced by 

the public 45% more compared to Domino’s Pizza following their promotional 

campaign. This showed that the power of marketing successfully introduced the 

Just Eat brand to consumers. 

In summary, Just Eat employed two approaches to their marketing strategies 

which included online and offline marketing. All their marketing campaigns were 

successful as they knew how to select the type of marketing promotions suitable 

for their brand and image.  

 

 Innovation and technology development 

The third sub-topic is related to innovation (apps) and technology development in 

Just Eat. Based on the previous topic, it is clear that Just Eat made a strong 

statement on how important innovation and technology meant to Just Eat. The 

innovation and technology development theme focused on innovation and 

technology development and consumer reaction to the technology and innovation 

developed by Just Eat. The innovation concept can be interpreted differently for 
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various people for varied purposes. The interview with Mr R, on the innovation, 

was described based on the narrative below. 

“There is an innovation that gets you to market standard and then 

you get to your competitor level and then you could be at upper 

market, the broader market and then moving beyond that. The 

best sense of word, innovation is moving ahead and innovating 

features that put you in competitive advantages compare to your 

competitors.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

Just Eat believed it was utilising innovation far ahead of its competitors by 

developing and improving their products or services. Innovation for Just Eat 

mainly focused on the technology and the product they offered. The technological 

aspect can be seen in the company’s investment in technology by opening a 

technology hub in Bristol, (UK) which focused on software development on native 

apps for iOS, Android and Windows (Saran, 2014). The technology hub in Bristol 

worked closely with a technology office in London, that concentrated on improving 

Just Eat’s e-commerce and back-office systems for Just Eat’s customers and 

takeaway partner restaurants globally. The technology hub was used to innovate 

new technology such as new mobile apps and a new point-of-sale system. The 

interviewee also mentioned that the innovation and development team in Just Eat 

was always trying to develop new technology to compete with the company’s 

competitors. The answer by the interviewee continues: 

“And then, we have a product development side of it, which is 

partly running to stand still... in order to keep up with Uber, 
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Amazon and Deliveroo, we continuously developing a new 

feature to be more delightful for consumer. But also, because 

consumers are hoping for more and more.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 
Besides investing in the new technology office, Just Eat also acquired many 

technology companies to improve their technology. The companies acquired by 

Just Eat included an electronic point-of-sale company, Meal2Go and a collection 

apps from Orogo. Acquiring similar technologies as used in the acquiring 

company (i.e. Just Eat) also helps with the compatibility of systems and smooth 

integration of technologies to enhance the performance of the company (Tsai and 

Wang, 2008). To improve their services, Just Eat always ensures its customers 

and restaurant partners attain the best experience from using Just Eat’s 

technology upgrades and improvements such as improving payment by reducing 

the number of steps for customers to get their order, auto-debit feature if the 

customer has credit and a summarised payment/order receipt.  

Just Eat also developed several incremental innovations to support Apple pay, 

an order tracker for participating restaurants informing them of the customer’s 

order and order notification. In 2015, Just Eat launched a new customer 

relationship management (CRM) tool to improve the delivery of marketing news 

and relevant promotions to their target customers. In 2016, Just Eat adopted 

Apple pay and launched their first Apple TV app and smart TV app that enabled 

customers to order from their TV. 

According to Mr R, all innovations were developed by Just Eat. However, the 

design is often outsourced to a third-party company. For example, when Just Eat 

develops ideas on how they wish their apps to be designed, the designer 
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company will bring their ideas to fruition through the functional design of the 

innovation. However, it is the responsibility of Just Eat to ensure that consumers 

accept the app.  

 

 Just Eat mobile app 

Just Eat’s mobile application was one of their sources of income where the 

customer was able to order and pay for their takeaway food. To understand this 

innovation further the information obtained from the document search related to 

the development and use of their app and questions regarding the app is next 

presented. 

In the beginning, Just Eat only offered their customers an ordering service via 

their website. The interviewee was asked why Just Eat introduced a mobile 

application to users with the answer next described. 

“…But I think what happens was we introduce the apps and the 

epic system alongside the desktop, but we don’t particularly 

promote it and only after we did some analysis of profile of the 

users of the apps that we know this people were more valuable 

to us. And so, because they are more valuable and tends to 

spend more. That we began promoting the apps a little more...” 

- Mr R, Just Eat. 

 
Just Eat started to develop their mobile app for the iPhone and Android in 2012, 

and many versions have since been developed. In 2016, Just Eat developed an 

application for smart TV and Apple TV. All applications enabled users to place 



  

 
202 

 

their orders whether on a tablet, smartphone or television. In 2013, Just Eat 

celebrated the success of their iOS and Android app with 1.3 million downloads 

of the app by users. Just Eat targeted anticipated the apps growing over time as 

they assumed consumers who used the apps would continue being loyal towards 

them. A statement further supported this at the time by Just Eat’s Mobile Product 

Manager who worked at Just Eat between 2012 and 2015. 

 “This continued strong app growth is a testament not only to the 

fact that happy JUST EAT customers want to order on their 

mobile, but to the awesome quality of the apps, the strength of 

our brand and the amazing marketing that has gone on globally.” 

- (Just Eat, 2014c) 

Also, Mr R also mentioned the following: 

“We know that apps consumers are more loyal. They tend to be 

more upmarket, they tend to earn more and spend more as well. 

For desktop, they tend to be older and less loyal.” - Mr R, Just 

Eat. 

 

The reason why the young consumer is inclined to adopt the mobile application 

is that of their knowledge and access to technology devices which increases a 

higher level of trust with minimal effort of understanding its use (Liébana-

Cabanillas, Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2015). This is in contrast to 

the older users who are reluctant to use the new technology (Liébana-Cabanillas, 

Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2015). 
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Through researching their consumers, Just Eat discovered that consumers who 

used their mobile apps were loyal and provided more profit for the company. That 

is the main reason why Just Eat started to focus more on developing and refining 

their mobile app; they wanted to drive consumers from using the phone and 

website to using their mobile application. This can be evidenced in their television 

advertising. In the early years, Just Eat inserted the tag ‘tap to order’ on online, 

however, from 2015, they began to advertise their app by adding the tag ‘tap the 

app’ in their television advertising.  

According to Chang (2015), for consumers, loyalty was determined by whether 

the mobile application was valuable for them. This finding was also supported by 

Lin & Wang (2006), who discovered consumer loyalty is affected by consumer 

satisfaction, trust, habit and perceived value of m-commerce. Thus, for Just Eat 

to ensure their mobile app’s users were loyal, they needed to develop an app that 

was perceived as valuable. 

 

 Consumer reaction 

From prior discussion, it can be seen that Just Eat made many improvements 

regarding innovation in their company. Therefore, it is interesting to understand 

the consumers’ reaction to innovation. Mr R explained that not all the innovation 

had been positively received. 

 “So, they don’t always react positively. Several experiences in 

the online world where we put a site redesign. The visit 

decreases after the initial built, and that’s because user don’t 

always, even in the design doesn’t particularly useful or 
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outdated, users because become quickly become used to that 

some box design. So, we need changes to something that is 

more optimised, actually that means consumer needs to unlearn 

that behaviour so what tends to happen is that there’s are small 

bit usage straight after that innovation. And that hopefully if the 

innovation a good one, we looked for a benchmark for a slightly 

long-term, maybe medium term. If we look at the usage straight 

after an innovation or a feature comes through into the apps. 

Then, there often a short terms dip and then longer-term 

increase in innovation. So, the important what things to do is 

make sure that we are looking at medium and long-term matrix. 

- Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

Therefore, to gain further insight into the customers’ reaction to the innovation, 

the respondent was asked about customer readiness when confronted with the 

innovation and how Just Eat introduced the innovation to customers. 

“It isn’t always; it depends on the source of innovation. If it’s really 

big things. If you redesign a front page. It may be difficult to do 

that. But in a situation where you are innovating around the 

edges, features that it’s maybe slightly smaller, then what you do 

is sort wait and see and you do sort of bench-testing as well. You 

know, one of the techniques is to do what they called a false 

door. If you have innovation before you built it, you might put a 

button on your website that’s said for example reorder button. 
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You haven’t built it yet, but you put reorder button on your apps 

and you see how many people click on the button. The button 

just said thanks for your interest and come back another time or 

something. Do bit disappointing for the consumer in the first 

place but it gives you a sense of how well the innovation will be 

an interest.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

Both of the responses indicated that any incremental innovation needs to be 

informed beforehand to the consumer before proceeding with the innovation. By 

conducting testing or by trial and error (i.e. pilot) on consumers, it will provide the 

company with initial feedback on whether the consumer has a positive or negative 

reaction to the innovation. However, for every innovation that is developed by a 

company, it is important to provide the consumer with enough information or 

support (Murray, 1991), as it will reduce consumer resistance towards the 

innovation (Kleijnen, Lee and Wetzels, 2009). 

 

 Consumer acceptance 

Based on the conceptual framework of this study, several questions regarding 

customer acceptance toward Just Eat’s mobile app emerged including 

convenience, trust, security and privacy. The first question regarding the 

consumer’s acceptance of technology was related to convenience. Mr R was 

asked about the definition of convenience, and it related to Just Eat’s mobile 

apps? The answer is next described. 
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“Okay, there’s a lot of the understanding on how of consumer 

value on Just Eat is to make it easy as possible and quick as 

possible to order food. And that will be a big driver increase 

usage. So, if you cut down number of hurdles or steps consumer 

to get the food then we think they will use us more and they will 

happier.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

The convenience afforded to the Just Eat mobile app is shown in the design of 

the application.  

“So, you can see it in the design, if you in the front page of the 

Just Eat. Its look a bit like Google use tool. Literally, just use a 

single postcode. Just type in your postcode and that all you need 

to do and then we ask you to login once you choose your foods, 

but we try to emphasise simplicity and try not to confuse our 

consumer.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

The response can be interpreted as relating to the design aesthetics of the mobile 

application. This finding was supported by (Cyr, Head and Ivanov, 2006) who 

stated that the design aesthetics have a significant impact on the perceived ease 

of use, perceived usefulness and perceived enjoyment. It also proves that the 

design aesthetics of the mobile interface has a significant impact on consumer 

loyalty to use the mobile application. 

Regarding the convenience of the app, Mr R was then asked about the 

effectiveness of the mobile application during busy hours given there is a 
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possibility that the application might crash or not function. The answer below was 

provided. 

“So, we devote significant resources to it. We need someone, 

like we have a dedicated team that makes sure they monitor the 

response time for usage. They will build in what they call a 

latency. So, they always make sure if usage increase by a 100% 

they will be able to cope.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

The team of experts in Just Eat will make sure the Just Eat app will operate 

smoothly during such events. However, if an accident does occur after 

surveillance, the team will take extra to develop a new security measure or to 

rectify the issue. An example was mentioned by the interviewee of an incident 

that occurred in December 2015, in which the team managed to control the 

situation successfully. 

“Yes, exactly. The good example of that we had there were a 

phishing ... Where someone was trying to get credit card details, 

we shut develop. We develop in a single week a used captcha 

login, extra security benefit for security features for the site. So, 

that was a huge issue for us when we discovered there were 

potential problem.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

Just Eat considers security issues as an important aspect of their services. In e-

commerce, security refers to the consumer’s perspective regarding the security 
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of transactions made online that include the protection of financial information 

from unauthorised access during the transaction (Limbu, Wolf and Lunsford, 

2011). The evidence of Just Eat’s concern regarding security matters is also 

evidenced in the maintenance of the app and how they improve the functionality 

and robustness of the app and website. Especially given customers are able to 

save their card and personal details on their website. Details are stored securely 

and encrypted with using an online payment provider, and the customer’s card 

details are never stored on Just Eat systems or are accessible to any of Just Eat’s 

employees. This finding was supported by (Roca, García and Vega, 2009) who 

discovered, and consumers are more likely to have positive intention to purchase 

online when the security interaction between the organisation and consumer is 

robust. 

 

Moreover, to gain customer trust towards their service, Just Eat complies with 

several regulations and provides training to all staff. The interviewee also 

mentioned further details. 

“We conform, there a lot of EU laws and UK laws now, so, we 

comply with all of those laws. We also have internal training, so 

when you arrived at Just Eat you have to take complete a data 

privacy course. So, everyone understands the obligation they 

have and yes, we have compliance officer as well. Who look 

after…” - Mr R, Just Eat. 
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Concerning trust and reliability towards Just Eat apps, the teams are always 

making sure the apps are functioning correctly and ensuring to every customer, 

their awareness of each incident that occurs. The interviewee answered further 

by mentioning: 

“I suppose trustworthy in the sense of make knowing that the 

apps work and you know we takes great store in monitoring the 

performance of the apps and that said in terms of trustworthiness 

and data privacy we do reassure customer that, and send an e-

mail to all of our customer. After the phishing, we reassure them 

there are no data breaching or something like that.” - Mr R, Just 

Eat. 

 

The consumer will develop trust in the online retailing business where the 

organisation develops strategic measures to reduce the risks (Vos et al., 2014). 

The action taken by Just Eat has resulted in a trust relationship with the 

consumer, which helps to increase the consumers' intention to purchase more 

(McCole, Ramsey and Williams, 2010; Abbasi, Bigham and Sarencheh, 2011). 

 

 Challenges and issues 

Challenges and issues are a topic that focuses on the difficulties faced by Just 

Eat. The topic of challenges and issues that emerged from the document review 

and interviews, related to consumers, social media and participating restaurants. 

 



  

 
210 

 

 Consumer 

Retaining customers and participating restaurants that sign up with Just Eat are 

one of the challenges for Just Eat. Mr R answered several questions relating to 

this area as described next.  

 “We know we retain more customer with the apps. But the 

challenges to retaining customers is continuing to be relevant to 

customer. Maintaining the ideas of their needs, as I grow older, I 

care about more of my health and my family health. We have to 

adapt our offering to make sure we are in tune with people 

means and interest. That’s is one thing on consumer side.” - Mr 

R, Just Eat. 

 

The answers that were provided related to the food offering of the participating 

restaurant. Most restaurants that participate in their directory are quick-casual 

restaurants, known for selling unhealthy food. Therefore, to address this issue 

Just Eat needed to attune itself to the demands of the consumer. For example, 

the health-conscious consumer may want a healthier choice. Also, there are 

many other techniques used by Just Eat to facilitate the increase in consumer 

traffic on their website. Among them are SEO and Pay-Per-Click (PPC). 

“… we used television advertising to build our name, when 

people go online, we used SEO. PPC around obviously, 

keywords, to drive people online.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 



  

 
211 

 

SEO was used to increase the search performance of Just Eat as a search engine 

for example in Google (Cui and Hu, 2011). By using SEO, the consumer was able 

to find out what online food ordering services existed in the market by keyword 

searching. Meanwhile, PPC is used by advertisers to increase their audience by 

measuring the number of clicks on advertisements (Fjell, 2009). Both of these 

techniques are important and have been useful for Just Eat as their company 

requires a good web presence to attract customers. 

 

 Participating restaurant relationship 

While customers generally like the convenience of Just Eat, there are also many 

complaints made by participating restaurants. Most negative comments and 

complaints are due to the commission Just Eat charges for each order from 

restaurants (Preoday, 2014). Many participating restaurants of online takeaway 

food ordering sector found that the commission charged burdened them, and they 

were ready to leave Just Eat (Preoday, 2014). 

“On the restaurant side, making sure we show our relevant them 

to as well. Making sure we are valuable business partner, 

understand their needs and can help their business grow in the 

same way. Whether we are providing services or just providing 

more order for them. Continuing to be more relevant for them I 

think it also be a part of what we do.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 
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However, despite these complaints, Just Eat continues to be utilised by many 

local restaurants given it can attract many customers. The following response 

from the interviewee also highlighted this fact. 

“We had situation in Denmark, where Just Eat increased its 

commission and all of the restaurant decided to boycott the 

Danish Just Eat brand. But we raise our rate quite recently so, 

there not many complaints. We were expecting more actually 

and so, no one want to pay money. You know for those 30 

orders, what did you do for Just Eat. All you do was sending 

people to me. I suppose, the jobs that we have to do is have to 

communicate to those restaurants the benefits and the activities 

that we do. For example, spending all the money on TV but also 

what we are looking forwards to do more is to develop a better 

relationship with those restaurants to explain what can we do to 

helps them. So, in the past we look in things like helping them 

with services, like legal services and things that we have. Maybe 

buying food at bulk rate and giving them discount. So, there are 

opportunities for us to develop a better relationship with the 

restaurant.” - Mr R, Just Eat. 

 

The participating restaurant has many benefits by registering with Just Eat such 

as getting their restaurant listed in the Just Eat directory including on the website 

and using the mobile app, extra marketing campaigns and also others benefits 

such as legal services and helping local restaurants to generate more income. 



  

 
213 

 

For a restaurant, using a website such as Just Eat’s may help to bring more profit 

their way, but the disadvantage of the fees may erode some of the profit from the 

sales they gain from working with Just Eat. 

 

 Social media 

Another issue for Just Eat is social media. When social media first emerged, 

many consumers not aware of its potential. This was also a significant challenge 

for Just Eat once social media began to flourish, becoming a popular channel for 

people. 

“It’s very very fantastic for us. Really great advert, but there was 

a problem, social media took off, Facebook arrived... all this 

Twitter arrived, all this channel where we need to talk as a brand 

to public more and more which we didn't have in the first couple 

of years.” - (Thinkbox, 2015). 

 

At the beginning of Just Eat’s establishment in 2014, social media was not 

considered to be a popular or valued platform, as it is today. This was an issue 

not just for Just Eat but also for companies that failed to adopt social media for 

marketing given the rising trend of social media. There are various social media 

applications in the market and companies do not need to adopt all forms but 

instead, choose those that are best suited to their purpose (Kaplan and Haenlein, 

2010). 
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 Just Eat’s growth framework 

Based on the above discussion, the author has developed a Just Eat growth 

framework as illustrated in Figure 6.12. The framework was developed using Just 

Eat’s strategy which comprised of its vision and mission statement. As mentioned 

previously, Just Eat’s business is based on technology, scalability, brand and 

people. They initially developed their business strategy founded on three different 

propositions founded on restaurants, consumers and organisations. To ensure 

that their mission and vision are fulfilled, they need to choose an organisational 

design structure that is suited to their current and future needs. However, to 

develop a proper organisation design, there are several factors they need to be 

considered such as the type of organisational structure, technology, internal 

environment and external environment. Additionally, a successful firm is built on 

effective marketing plans. These aspects as mentioned will help to build a 

sustainable environment and business performance that will inevitably support 

the firm’s growth and profitability. 
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Figure 6.12 Just Eat’s growth model 

 

Source: Author. Adapted from Just Eat (2017a). 

 

 Summary 

Based on the findings and discussion in this chapter, it is evident that Just Eat is 

the market leader in the OTFO sector in the UK. Having existed in the market for 
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with. As the aim of this chapter was to understand the company’s growth, several 

methods have been used to obtain information related to their development. 

Firstly, face-to-face interviews were conducted to understand the details 

regarding the company’s operations. This was followed by thematic analysis of a 

video interview that was acquired via the internet and analysis of relevant 

documentation to understand Just Eat’s financial growth, organisational design 

and business operations. 

This study employed a single case study approach to illustrate the growth of the 

OTFO market in the UK by assessing a successful company operating within the 

market. The relevance of employing a case study is expressed by Yin (2003) as 

it is able to explain a phenomenon in a real-life context. The findings presented 

in this chapter are founded on a semi-structured interview enabling the author to 

understand Just Eat’s business operations that consisted of their business aims, 

objectives and target market. However, due to insufficient information gained 

through the interview process, the study successfully gained electronic data such 

as video and online documents. Previous studies have revealed that using 

several different sources in a case study will enhance research (Eisenhardt, 

1989; Meyer, 2001; Yin, 2003), which is presented through this research. 

Notwithstanding, from the findings, themes have been identified and developed 

to understand the growth and operating characteristics of Just Eat. Four themes 

were developed from the study namely business strategies, innovation and 

technology and challenges and issues. Regarding the business strategies, the 

discussion related to Just Eat’s business model, M&A and marketing strategies. 

While innovation and technology development related to the development of the 

mobile app and consumers’ reaction to the technology. The last theme focused 
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on the challenges faced by Just Eat including consumers, participating 

restaurants and social media. 

Before discussing the themes, the chapter described Just Eat’s business profile, 

exploring the history and development of Just Eat and the business operations. 

Several elements were discussed including the company’s aims, short-term and 

long-term objectives, their organisation chart and the function of each 

department. From the examination of Just Eat’s organisational chart, it was found 

that Just Eat operates based on the hybrid formation of an organisation, 

combining functions and geographical divisions. This type of formation allowed 

the company to become more organised and easier for the executive team to 

monitor and supervise the progress of the company. Just Eat’s main business 

operation and the main distribution of authority resides in the UK. Thus, the 

organisation chart in the UK is different from other countries they are operating 

in. Furthermore, the study also analyses the financial statements between 2009 

and 2017 to understand the growth of the company through their financial history. 

The growth of Just Eat has mostly depended on their business model based on 

its marketing strategy. Just Eat’s mission is to be the number one OTFO company 

in the UK and also in other countries they have invested in. However, it is difficult 

for Just Eat to sustain its position as a market leader in every country. This was 

evidenced by several actions taken by Just Eat in Brazil where they established 

a joint venture agreement with a local e-commerce company. Creating a 

partnership means Just Eat was able to remain in the market without having to 

compete with the local businesses. The collaboration is seen as an advantage to 

both parties, as they can maintain their position in the business. 
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Besides investing in the collaboration and acquisition of small and local 

companies, Just Eat continues to innovate new features to upgrade their 

business offerings to consumers and participating restaurants. An example can 

be seen in the opening of their new office and also the acquisition of technology 

companies, such as Orogo. Just Eat strives to ensure their business is equipped 

with the latest technology such as creating apps for the Apple iPhone, Android 

phone and also smart television. Like any other business, Just Eat faced many 

challenges before becoming successful. Some of the challenges that they 

experienced as a company included understanding consumer, restaurant, and 

market needs and how to build their brand and reputation. Facing many 

difficulties has also helped Just Eat to become an experienced company in the 

OTFO sector in the UK. 
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 IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS: STUDENTS LIFESTYLE AND 

EATING HABITS 

 

The previous chapter focused on the supply-side of the OTFO sector. As 

highlighted in the introduction chapter, another important aspect of this study was 

to understand the consumer perspective of OTFO apps. To address this aspect, 

this study has targeted and focused on university students as the consumer as it 

is important to understand the lifestyle of students and the impact on their eating 

habits. Students are known to eat many unhealthy foods, particularly when it 

involves fast foods (Larson et al., 2008). By examining students’ eating 

behaviour, the intention is to understand the students’ acceptance of using OTFO 

services. Therefore, this chapter will form part of this understanding by examining 

students’ lifestyles and socio-demographic characteristics of consumers who are 

consuming takeaway food, as it relates to Objective 3 of this study. However, in 

order to achieve this goal, 12 in-depth interviews were conducted among students 

who attended the University of Exeter. The respondents were chosen based on 

different demographic factors such as gender, age group, nationality and types 

of study. 

Referring to Chapter 3, there has been much discussion surrounding the 

environment of university students, their lifestyle and the factors that influence 

their eating habits. Students are noted as being a busy consumer with limited 

time and skills. By entering and experiencing a new phase in their life, 

transitioning to a university or college, these students quickly learn to become 

independent. Previous studies have found that the lifestyle of students also 

altered along with their eating habits upon entering university. They need to learn 
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new skills such as preparing and cooking food (outside of studying) and more 

importantly manage their time. Taking the above discussion into account, this 

chapter will present findings from conducting interviews with the 12 university 

students and examine the significance of the findings. 

This chapter begins by identifying the profile of the respondents and will then 

focus on the respondents’ use of the internet and mobile devices. The 

respondents' daily routines will also be described which includes their weekday 

and weekend routines. It is anticipated that based on the information obtained 

from the respondents, their eating habits and patterns will also be understood. 

Although the respondents will mainly attend classes and study during weekdays, 

they still spend time socialising with friends and eating out. The respondents' 

differences between eating out and ordering takeaway foods will be described 

along with identifying the occasions that led to eating out. Finally, the respondents 

explain some of the factors that have influenced their eating habits including 

taste, value, financial constraints, healthiness and stress level. 

 

 The demographic profile of respondents 

Table 7.1 outlines the demographic and food ordering behaviour of the 12 

participants in this study, including gender, nationality, type of study and the 

approaches used to purchase takeaway food. From the twelve respondents, six 

have used OTFO apps, while the remainder used other methods to order 

takeaway food. It is important to highlight this aspect as it will aid in understanding 

the range of the student population concerning this aspect, who are users and 

non-users of OTFO apps. The study found that the methods of purchasing 

takeaway food were also influenced by other factors such as convenience, 
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examinations, location and social influence. These results are similar to a study 

by Deliens et al. (2014) on university students eating behaviours. Their study 

found that students eating behaviour were influenced by five different factors: 

individual, social environment, physical environment, the macro environment and 

the university’s characteristics. Accordingly, this chapter has been structured 

based on the themes developed and discussed in Chapter 4, subsection 4.5.1.  

Table 7.1 Demographic characteristics of the respondents 
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01 Zack 19 Male Malaysia Undergraduate 
Website and 
mobile apps 

02 Lao 25 Female China Master 
Website, calling 

restaurant 
directly 

03 Rine 24 Female Romania Master 
Mobile apps, 
calling direct 

04 Rina 25 Female Indonesia Master 
Mobile apps, 

website 

05 Elly 25 Female Turkish Doctoral 
Calling 

restaurant 
directly 

06 Linda 25 Female Hungarian Doctoral 
Website, calling 

restaurant 
directly 

07 Rith 21 Male British Undergraduate Websites 

08 Paul 30-35 Male Thai Doctoral 
Calling 

restaurant 
directly 

09 Dan 21 Male Malaysia Undergraduate Mobile apps 

10 Ika 21 Female Malaysia Undergraduate Website 

11 Arif 21 Male Malaysia Undergraduate Mobile apps 

12 Ahid 25-30 Male British Doctoral Mobile apps 

Source: Author’s fieldwork 

 

 Student technology usage 

 Students internet usage 

Nowadays, the internet has quickly become an important tool which is widely 

used in different industries such as banking (Marakarkandy, Yajnik and 



  

 
222 

 

Dasgupta, 2017), tourism (Amaro and Duarte, 2013; Dickinson et al., 2014) and 

retailing (Agrebi and Jallais, 2015). Given the benefits afforded by technology, 

the education sector has also adopted the internet as an important tool to 

supplement the learning environment (Parkes, Stein and Reading, 2015). Aiken 

et al. (2003) claimed university and college students were the most tech-savvy 

consumers as they the facilities available to them to connect to the internet. The 

statement from Rith also supported this finding, saying that he had been using 

the internet to gain access to the services provided by the university in order to 

obtain information related to his studies.  

Besides using the internet for business and learning, people also use it for 

entertainment and leisure activities. Leisure is defined as using the internet for 

communication such as using social networking sites and entertainment such as 

watching videos, listening to media and so forth (Peng, Tsai and Wu, 2006). 

Margaryan, Littlejohn and Vojt (2011) found that students are aware of tools that 

are available on the internet for learning, in particular, for leisure and 

entertainment. It was found in this study, that internet use for leisure was mostly 

used for listening to music, watching movies or drama, playing games and for 

communicating with friends or family.  

For example, Rine mentioned that she mainly used the internet for social 

purposes where she would communicate with her family and friends via social 

network sites such as Facebook, Snapchat and Instagram. While Lao mentioned, 

she is likely to use WeChat and Facebook for communicating with friends and 

also watch movies and listen to music. These results were also supported by Hooi 

Ting et al. (2011) who found that the current younger generation prefers to use 

online methods to communicate as it is more flexible. 
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Besides using the internet for leisure, students are likely to relate to using the 

internet for shopping (Natwest, 2017). The responses from two respondents also 

supported this statement who also related to using the internet for shopping and 

to order food. One of the respondents was Dan who mostly used the internet for 

anything that he could think of including ordering food. Another respondent was 

Rina who used the internet to shop and on occasions would use it for purchasing 

takeaway food. 

 

 Students device ownership 

Students are known to be experts when it comes to technology. Several studies 

discovered that students have a high level of ownership of technological devices 

such as tablets, laptops and smartphones (Kobus et al., 2013; Song and Lee, 

2012). Their finding was similar to the finding in this study that most respondents 

have access to a laptop or desktop, and all have a smartphone. The respondents 

will use their device(s) either for studying or entertainment. Moreover, it was 

found that they would only tend to use their laptop for studying or for working 

purposes and their mobile phone for leisure purposes. Each mobile device will 

suit different purposes, as it was found in this study that individuals will perceive 

the smartphone as playful and a laptop quite the opposite (Adepu and Adler, 

2016).  

For instance, Rine mentioned that she only used a laptop for studying and a 

mobile phone for communicating. Also, for her, the screen size of the device was 

important to carry out complex and important tasks. She preferred using a laptop 

for study and would not use other devices for study purposes given the screen 

size. Another respondent, called Arif mentioned that it was easier to organise 
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using a laptop compared to a tablet or phone for studying. The characteristics of 

the device such as screen size and the keyboard are important for studying given 

the importance of obtaining the right information which is vital. 

On the other hand, Paul said the usage of a laptop or desktop was important 

because it can also use software that was difficult to use on a mobile phone. For 

Ahid, using a mobile phone for work was difficult and prone to making mistakes 

because, on the phone, people only type using one or both thumbs. Whereas, 

when writing or typing using a laptop or desktop pc, people utilise all their fingers, 

which is more convenient. On the other hand, when the respondents were asked 

which device, they preferred to use besides studying or working purposes, most 

preferred using a mobile phone or smartphone device. Rine mentioned the 

device’s characteristics were important. As with a phone, it has everything you 

need, and you can simply click to access the features.  

The comparison between a laptop/desktop and a mobile phone also comes down 

to the portability of the device. The laptop/desktop are much larger, and difficult 

to carry. In contrast, a mobile phone is smaller, more portable and convenient to 

take anywhere. The respondents also related to using devices with certain tasks 

that they needed to perform. If the respondent needed to accomplish a complex 

task, they would prefer using a laptop or desktop and also used a desktop or 

laptop to watch movies given the larger screen size. In contrast, a smartphone 

can be used for communication such as checking e-mail, entertainment and 

socialising. This finding was similar to previous studies that found that screen size 

will influence consumer usage of a device (Chae and Kim, 2004; Kim and Sundar, 

2014).  
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 Students lifestyle - daily routine 

Being a university or college student means that their lifestyle will mainly be 

focussing on study (Calderwood et al., 2014; Nonis and Hudson, 2010). To 

understand the student’s lifestyle, the respondents were asked about their daily 

activities and routines as this could be related to their eating patterns.  

Most of the respondents, whether undergraduate or postgraduate, mentioned 

they would begin their day around 8 am or 9 am and end around 6 pm. Further 

to knowing their weekday schedule, it is important to understand the respondents 

weekend activities. The interview results showed that the respondents were likely 

to spend their weekend time for leisure, however, if the respondents had a 

significant workload they might come to the university to study.  

The results from the interviews indicated that the respondents would tend to go 

to the university if they needed to finish an assignment or to undertake other work. 

However, they still tended to spend their weekend time for leisure activities or to 

relax. It is important for an individual to participate in recovery activities during the 

weekend as it will help to reduce their stress (Ragsdale et al., 2011). Various 

recovery activities may be undertaken such as cooking, eating out and so forth. 

However, different individuals may have different perspectives when it comes 

down to the type of activities they perceive as recovery activities or stressful 

activities, for example cooking. The following section provides a further 

understanding of their perception of cooking.  
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 Student’s perspective of cooking 

From the responses described above, most respondents, if not all, will be very 

busy studying during weekdays with some free time on weekends for leisure. 

Because of this lifestyle, students face limited time being able to prepare food for 

their consumption, which results in eating unhealthy food, particularly during 

weekdays (Larson et al., 2006). Therefore, because of this reason, it is important 

to learn more about the respondents’ perspective of food.  

The definition of cooking is universal and can include heating food, cooking 

convenience foods or preparing food from scratch (Wolfson et al., 2016). In this 

study, the respondents’ perspective of cooking is grouped into four themes based 

on their responses (see Table 7.2). The first group was categorised as ‘necessity’ 

as respondents’ mentioned that they only cooked given their need to eat and not 

enjoying the task. All respondents’ in this category were male which is similar to 

Hartmann et al.'s study (2013) in which male users mostly do not cook for 

pleasure. For men, cooking is not a leisure activity or work but is ‘work-leisure’ 

because it is not their responsibility and they do not need to cater to other needs 

such as looking after children and preparing family meals (Szabo, 2013).   

Table 7.2 Respondents’ perspective of cooking 

Reason Response 

Necessity" “Sometime, when I want to try new food it’s like a pleasure but most of the 

time it is a duty for me to stay alive”. 

– Zack, Malaysian, Male, 19 years old, undergraduate student. 

“If you say chores, is something I needs to do I would take it as chores, is 

not something I do for fun. It’s not something fun”.  

– Paul, Thailand, Male, 30-35 years old, doctoral student. 

“Its troublesome. Cause you to have to prepare the ingredients, if you cook 

for example pasta you have to wait for the water to boil and then you have 

to clean up after that”. 

- Dan, Malaysian, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

“It is necessary evil. Because cooking for yourself is quite troublesome 

maybe”. – Arif, Malaysian, Male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 



  

 
227 

 

Healthiness “Because… sometimes if I eat outside, I can’t see how they cook the food. 

So, I don’t know what the procedure is. So, maybe the foods are not so 

fresh. But other things I don’t know so I don’t trust”.  

- Lao, China, Female, 25 years old, master student. 

“I like it better than ordering, as I said I’m on plant-based diet, so I like to 

be creative with my foods. In term of what vegetable to include, in term of 

what properties they have, in term of protein, vitamin. So, I more cautious”. 

- Rine, Romanian, Female, 24 years old, Master student 

“I’m quite happy with cooking my own food, I do a lot of Italian, or I quite 

health conscious and start cooking less pasta and then doing more of rice”. 

- Linda, female, 25 years old, doctoral student. 

Leisure “It’s fun, I think. I also baking. It’s like stress reliever for me. I really like to 

cook”.  

- Rina, Indonesian, Female, 25 years old, master student. 

“I really enjoy cooking personally. Something offers to unwind an enjoy. I 

think it’s mainly for me to cook is quite relaxing”.  

- Rith, British, Male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

“I love cooking my own food.  Cause I can cook many cuisines from many 

country Malay, India, African, Chinese, Thai, anything. For me it is 

pleasure, I love cooking”. 

– Ahid, British, Male, 25-30 years old, doctoral student. 

Taste “In Exeter we don’t have so much options, so I tried to cook on my own, 

but I don’t want to cook anything. I don’t prefer outside foods so much, 

because the taste is not the same as in my country or in London”.   

– Elly, Turkish, female, 25 years old, doctoral’ student. 

“I prefer to cook my own foods cause, in here we can’t get those typical 

Malaysian foods here”.  

- Ika, Malaysian, Female, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

Source: Author’s fieldwork 

    

The next group associated cooking with well-being. Many studies have 

investigated concerns related to the health of students as many students are 

likely to eat improper foods (AlFaris et al., 2015; Boek et al., 2012). This study 

found that the female respondents were more conscious concerning food and 

what they were eating and believed by preparing their own food that they were 

aware of the ingredients and knowing how the food was prepared. This result is 

supported by Boek et al. (2012) finding that gender played an important role in 

the students’ food decision. The food decision of female students is more likely 

to be influenced by health as compared to their male counterparts. This finding is 
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similar to Tam et al. (2017)’s study where women or females are likely to consider 

various aspects of dietary requirements such as eating fibre food, limiting salt and 

eating more fruits.  

The following group of respondents viewed cooking as enjoyable and as a leisure 

activity. This group consisted of mixed genders, comprising of students from 

different types of studies. Cooking has always been related to women given their 

important role in preparing food for their household and family (Hartmann, Dohle 

and Siegrist, 2013; Szabo, 2013). Due to this reason, women have acquired 

excellent cooking skills. While for men, cooking is not compulsorily, as they will 

only cook on occasions seen as a leisure activity (i.e. barbeque) (Szabo, 2013).  

The last group related cooking to the taste of food. For them, cooking is tasting 

something familiar to their home-cooked dishes. The respondents in this group 

were international students who mentioned that location played a significant role 

in their decision to prepare their own food. If the respondents had access to food 

that suited their preferences, they were likely to purchase the food. This finding 

is in agreement with Brown et al. (2010)’s finding which showed that international 

students favoured home-cooked national dishes and viewed as comfort food, 

healthy and tasty.  

 

 Students eating habits 

Previous studies have found that students often experience difficulties in eating 

proper food following their transition from secondary education to university 

education (Deliens et al., 2014; Hilger, Loerbroks and Diehl, 2017). Therefore, to 

understand this aspect, the next section discusses the student’s eating pattern, 



  

 
229 

 

particularly their daily meals, eating out pattern, takeaway food purchasing 

pattern and online takeaway food purchasing pattern.  

 

 Main meals 

As previously mentioned, the respondents in this study were busy during 

weekdays and tended to spend their weekends for leisure or socialising. 

However, based on the responses there were no clear views on the respondents’ 

eating habits or patterns. In this section, the study examines the respondent’s 

daily meal habits particularly breakfast, lunch and dinner in order to comprehend 

whether their daily activities affected their eating pattern. Many studies have 

shown that eating breakfast is the most important meal of the day and skipping it 

will affect the individual’s health and vitality (Schnettler et al., 2015; Sun et al., 

2013). The results from this study showed that most respondents who tended to 

eat breakfast during weekdays only skipped breakfast due to a tight study 

schedule. This result was similar to Hilger et al. (2017) who found that students 

in Germany are most likely to eat breakfast during weekdays. For those who did 

not eat breakfast during weekdays, it was also related to their routine such as 

waking up late, or the class was early in the morning. However, the respondents 

spent the time to eat breakfast on the weekend. 

Similar to the results of this study, Pan et al. (1999) discovered that students 

tended to skip breakfast due to their class schedule. Besides breakfast, having 

lunch or dinner are the following meals. Having a proper lunch and dinner is 

important for the well-being of students (Hilger, Loerbroks and Diehl, 2017). In 

this study, the results revealed that for lunch, the respondents would either eat in 
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the university cafeteria, bring a packed lunch to eat or go to their residence to 

eat.  

Rine was one of the respondents who would eat lunch at the university cafeteria, 

as she preferred having company around her. While, those who brought a packed 

lunch, they were likely to bring a light lunch to eat such as a sandwich or from a 

prepared lunch from the day before. Among the respondents that were to bring a 

packed lunch prepared from the previous day, were Rina, Paul, Elly and Ika. Rina 

said that she was likely to pack lunch that she prepared before going to the 

campus. 

Whereas, Paul preferred cooking meals in bulk and saving them for the next day’s 

meal. On the other hand, Elly was a person that preferred having home-cooked 

dishes and having the same style of meals as prepared by Paul. She would cook 

for dinner and also lunch for the following day the night before. As for dinner, 

most respondents had a proper time to enjoy their meal by preparing their own 

food at their residence or on occasion they would purchase takeaway food or eat 

out at a restaurant. Ahid and Rith were among the respondents who mentioned 

cooking their own food for dinner and enjoying it.  

 

 Eating out 

As described earlier, most respondents’ would spend their weekend for leisure 

by going out with friends, eating at a restaurant or enjoying spending the days in 

town or at nearby attractions such as going to the beach, During weekends, they 

would also dedicate time to eat a proper meal which would include breakfast, 

lunch and dinner. Although, the eating behaviours were slightly different between 
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respondents compared to weekends as they would enjoy eating out or purchasing 

takeaway food or even cooking for the entire day. However, the respondents 

believed that frequently eating out was something they tried to avoid and was 

only occasionally done or to experience something new. This finding was also 

supported by Narine and Badrie (2007) and Paddock et al. (2017) revealing that 

consumers would eat out for several reasons such as on social occasions, special 

occasions, at friends and family gatherings and for convenience. This means that 

the motives for eating out were similar to students. The following are the 

respondents' views towards eating out. 

“For special event, at a birthday or somebody come in the city, 

being with friends or I meet a friend in a city. We going to have a 

meal, a dinner or lunch or we want to try a new restaurant cause 

they have interesting menu or interesting systematic to go out 

and eat.” – Linda, Hungarian, female, 25 years old, doctoral’ 

student. 

Additionally, 

“I think it’s more than its, I think it is a way to socialise with 

people. To gathering with people, because for me eating out is 

more fun with somebody because you can explore that food 

together or sharing that food together. The purpose is not just for 

meeting, its more to chat or discuss. For me, it’s beyond eating.” 

- Rina, Indonesia, female, 25 years old, master student. 
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When eating out, the respondents mentioned that they liked the experience, 

hospitality and ambience of the restaurant which was special for them and a 

completely different experience compared to purchasing takeaway food. 

Additionally, eating out was also to gather and converse among their friends and 

experience new places and food with their friends or family. 

“…by eating out going to restaurant not takeaway, taking your 

order, ask what you would like then to come back and ask was 

the meal good, just get your opinion on your needs while you are 

eating and then you don’t have to do dishes, so that is important 

as well… Because if you go to restaurant, you could have 

considered almost like a lot of experience, because not everyone 

can go to restaurant. In some contact, people would either not 

afford it or people maybe would be go eat out during Christmas 

or something.” – Linda, Hungarian, female, 25 years old, 

doctoral student. 

 

For Rith, the important aspect of eating out was the experience and company. 

Asked about food choices while eating out, interestingly there were different 

descriptions given by the respondents. Zack mentioned that he wanted to taste 

something different. For Ika, she would choose meals that she could not cook by 

herself which were outside of her comfort zone [for cooking]. 

“Eating out mean to me to go to a restaurant and like enjoy the 

experience at the restaurant. Is not the matter of eating 

anywhere, it’s about going somewhere like enjoying with a friend 
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or with a company to have like a good foods.” – Rith, British, 

male, 21 years old, undergraduate’ student. 

 

Ahid mentioned he liked to taste new and different meals than what he usually 

ate. Although, the limited foods choices in Exeter was a limitation for him. He also 

mentioned that the recommendations of friends would encourage his decision to 

choose places to dine, along with his choice of foods. Elly said, her choices were 

often influenced by the person she was with and would follow her friends to where 

they would often go to eat. Interestingly, Rine, a vegetarian would change her 

eating habits if she was going outside to eat at a restaurant. When asked her 

about her decision, she mentioned eating out related to entertainment, new 

tastes, different cuisine and as an experiment but not a habit.  

 

 Takeaway foods  

Besides eating out, many studies have associated students with high 

consumption of takeaway food particularly fast food (Tanton et al., 2015; AlFaris 

et al., 2015) and mainly regarding the negative perspectives of takeaway food 

(Jaworowska et al., 2013; Timperio et al., 2009). However, takeaway food 

nowadays is not the same as from previous years as there are many types of 

restaurants now offering different takeaway options for consumers (Deliveroo, 

2016). This means that consumers have a variety of food choices according to 

their preferences. Although, one respondent, Rith did not agree with takeaway 

food options and still believed that takeaway is only for casual restaurants such 

as Chinese, Indian and fish and chip shops. He did not perceive the other 
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established restaurants such as KFC or Wagamama as standard takeaway 

outlets.  

The other respondents also shared their views on takeaway foods. The first views 

related to the convenience of acquiring takeaway foods and consumer attitudes 

towards these foods; stereotyping consumers as being too lazy and wanting 

something quick, easy and cheap to eat.  

“Takeaway also when I lazy to cook, takeaway is solutions for 

me. For example, last year when I’m in the library sometimes we 

will be calling the Turkish restaurant and they will just deliver the 

meals to the library.” - Elly, Turkish, female, 25 years old, 

doctoral’ student. 

And, 

“Takeaway food is when you lazy to go outside and just want to 

get everything fast and easy so that’s when you choose to 

purchase takeaway food.” - Ika, Malaysian, female, 21 years 

old, undergraduate’ student. 

 

The following describes the feedback received from the respondents where the 

views related to affordability. The respondents believed that bought takeaway 

foods are less expensive compared to eating out at a restaurant. Paul associated 

meals with purchasing habits regarding the affordability of purchasing food; 

segmented by highest, middle and lowest affordability. For him, the lowest 

affordability meals were eating at restaurants, given their expense and were only 

eaten on special occasions. Even though purchasing takeaway food can be 
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carried out regularly compared to eating out, he classified this as average. Lastly, 

the highest affordability was preparing his own food given he could buy 

ingredients cheaply, saving him money compared to takeaway food or eating out 

at a restaurant.  

 “Takeaway is something in the middle. Between eating out and 

cooking for myself. So, to me takeaway doesn’t give me good 

value because it something in the middle. Cause it doesn’t mean 

we have special occasion and we eat takeaway food and its 

doesn’t save me much money comparing with cooking for 

myself.” - Paul, Thailand, male, 30-35 years old, doctoral’ 

student. 

 

Ahid supported Paul’s statement, mentioning that eating takeaway foods was 

something of a convenience, and typically eaten with several other friends and 

was much cheaper than dining out at a restaurant. Their statements showed that 

there is a high likelihood that they would purchase take way food compared to 

eating outside.  

“Takeaway food means to me something convenient, usually 

with a group of people and something that you pay less for than 

if you would go out and have like a sit-down dinner.” – Ahid, 

British, male, 25-30 years old, doctoral’ student. 

 

The last view was of Rina who mentioned a different definition of takeaway food 

purchase in which she related the purchase to the lack of satisfaction as 
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compared to the ambience of a restaurant and having insufficient time to eat in a 

restaurant. 

“Takeaway food for me is just because we want to food from 

outside but not to eat at that place... The purpose is to eat that 

particular foods without the ambience. Somehow, I takeaway the 

food is because I love the foods of course, but that doesn’t like 

the environment. I do love the environment, it just maybe I want 

to eat at home. It’s just because I love the foods, but I don’t have 

time to eat at that place or maybe something at home. I rarely do 

that, because If I arrived at a restaurant, I tend to order the food 

and just eat there, so it will be fresh. So, for example, if I order 

something hot, it still hot. I will eat it there and go home.” - Rina, 

Indonesian, female, 25 years old, master’ student. 

 

 Online takeaway food purchasing 

As discussed in Chapter 5, the online takeaway food sector is quickly becoming 

popular in this social networking era. Consumers are starting to view the 

convenience of this sector; thus, its popularity is growing. In the UK, there are two 

main OTFO providers: Just Eat, and Deliveroo and most of the respondents in 

this study were likely to use them. However, the respondents also have different 

perspectives on the sites. For Deliveroo, the respondents think their services are 

expensive and are not standard takeaway food. In contrast, Just Eat has cheaper 

options which are standard as a casual takeaway restaurant. Additionally, the 

respondents also described the features and characteristics of the suppliers they 
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preferred. Some of the respondents were loyal to one particular supplier. For 

example, Zack preferred Deliveroo over Just Eat given the variety of food 

choices.  

“I prefer Deliveroo because Just Eat doesn’t provide wide range 

of food. It does provide many different restaurants. But most of 

the restaurant sells food like chicken and Asian food. Whereas 

Deliveroo offers me something like Wagamama. Something 

different. Yes, because of the wide range of choices I have. Like 

instead of ordering chicken I can order prawn, I can order squid, 

I can order fish.” – Zack, Malaysian, male, 19 years old, 

undergraduate student. 

 

Similar to Zack, Rine was also likely to choose Deliveroo because of the menu 

choices which are unique and something unusual for takeaway foods, especially 

for home delivery. 

“But I feel the Deliveroo has more option as I heard we can also 

order ice cream, so we can go to places that they would think 

that the delivery that it should do. Like KFC, you don’t think about 

delivery when we think about KFC. But Deliveroo offers that 

option, whereas the other platform or programme does not 

consider the fast food as part of their services.” - Rine, 

Romanian, female, 24 years old, master student. 

 



  

 
238 

 

Although, Ahid preferred using Just Eat or Hungryhouse, given the convenience 

of ordering using the phone to place an order for takeaway food. 

“I call them directly sometimes I order them order through Just 

Eat or HungryHouse. Because it’s easy all the menu is there, and 

you just click and then pay them or pay by cash.” - Ahid, British, 

male, 25-30 years old, doctoral student. 

 

While Dan, on the other hand, favoured Just Eat, as he used this supplier when 

he wanted something that was convenient and provided easy options to select 

and order food. Although, on occasions, he would use Deliveroo. Arif also used 

Just Eat only when he was too busy, did not have time to prepare his own food. 

However, his preferences were altered and found Deliveroo more to his liking. 

The next discussion further prescribes the differences between suppliers. Rith 

summarised each supplier based on his experience and believed that people 

using Just Eat are looking for cost-saving options compared to Deliveroo. 

However, the additional delivery charges which will burden buyers are a 

disadvantage. Although he said that, the added delivery charges are worthy as 

they perform their service well and as he receives his order quickly. On the other 

hand, it was not known the performance of Just Eat’s delivery services given 

individual food establishments deliver the food.  

“First compare to Deliveroo, Just Eat is more cheaper options. It 

has more standard takeaway. Whereas Deliveroo has more like 

your upper up restaurant. That you would go and have like a sit-

in meal in. The advantage of Just Eat is you can browse the 
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menu, it’s got a wide selection and it relatively cheaper than 

Deliveroo…However, it is more expensive. You have what it’s 

called the Roo’s charges that you have to pay in for the actual 

deliveries. However, the delivery is also usually quite strived.” – 

Rith, British, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

As discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, OTFO suppliers have developed two methods 

to use their services, either via websites, desktop or laptop or using mobile apps. 

Therefore, to understand consumer choice methods to purchase takeaway food 

using these platforms the respondents were asked which methods they preferred. 

The results revealed that most respondents preferred using a pc or laptop over a 

smartphone, tablet or mobile apps. Only a small proportion preferred using apps 

to purchase takeaway food. The respondents described that the screen size of 

devices such as a phone and storage were important aspects in consideration of 

using these services.  

For instance, Rith associated his choices regarding the method to purchase 

takeaway food depended on the regularity of using the services. He believed that 

if he used the services regularly, he would consider downloading and using the 

apps. However, because he only used these services occasionally, he believed 

that websites were more convenient. 

“Obviously, I suppose on smartphone I don’t have enough 

memory to can actually download the application. But obviously 

you know I feel like takeaway is something relatively not 

something regular, I feel like there is not point of having the apps. 
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Where it is just easy where you can go online, I got an account I 

can just sign in and to have food delivered to my house.” – Rith, 

British, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

Additionally, Arif associated the use of websites with screen size and navigation. 

He found it was difficult to navigate through using apps compared to websites. 

He also compared the website’s navigability between Just Eat and Deliveroo.  

“I used Deliveroo through website, I never have the apps. I don’t 

know maybe because I prefer to see everything, cause when you 

are on the apps it showed a lot less and it hard to navigate with 

apps, that is also the problem I found with Just Eat. That the 

website is not the best but the app is a lot harder to harder. For 

Just Eat the website is not the best but the app is worst.” – Arif, 

Malaysian, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

Ahid had a similar response as Arif as he discovered that he preferred using a 

laptop over a mobile given the screen was larger and navigation of the sites was 

easier to use. 

“Yeah, If I don’t have my laptop with me, I can just use this once. 

I always used laptop, because you can see at a bigger screen, it 

is easy. Phone is got, but Just Eat is relatively a new app, so they 

still developing a lot of things in there. Ease of access is very 

important. It has to be user-friendly when you are using an app. 
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If it’s not user-friendly I will just use the computer.” – Ahid, 

British, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

 Factors influencing respondents’ eating habits 

Various debates and discussions have been evidenced in the literature related to 

students eating habits and the factors influencing these habits (Deliens et al., 

2014; Papadaki et al., 2007; Schnettler et al., 2015; Hilger, Loerbroks and Diehl, 

2017). Deliens et al. (2014) employed a focus group to understand this segment, 

discovering several factors that influence students eating habits such as the 

social environment, university surroundings, taste, financials and peer influences. 

After the respondents’ responses were evaluated in this study, similar themes 

were revealed to Delien et al.’s study which included taste, value, healthiness, 

convenience and stress level.  

 

 Taste versus value 

When it came to eating out or purchasing takeaway food, the value of meals was 

an important element viewed by the respondents. For them, the most valuable 

factor was the taste of the food followed by price. This finding was also supported 

by Boek et al. (2012), and Deliens et al. (2014) in that young adults are highly 

influenced by the taste of food, and although the food may be expensive, on 

occasion, the respondents would willingly spend money on purchasing them.  

Among the responses in this study, Lao perceived cheaper foods as not being as 

good as expensive meals. Lao also mentioned value versus the volume of food. 

Whereas, Rith mentioned that the quality of the food was more important than 
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the volume they receive according to the different price of the foods. Elly also 

mentioned that the value of the foods was not important when she eats outside. 

The reason may be related to the occasion and the frequency of eating out.  

“Actually, I prefer expensive foods. But, I won’t buy it too often 

because it is expensive for me. But I still not choose the cheap 

foods because I don’t think they have a very good quality.” - Lao, 

China, female, 25 years old, master student. 

 

“I think a lot of people take value for money as like quantity of the 

food. Which I agree to certain degree, but I also think that the 

quality of food is just as important in term of value for money. 

Quantity obviously the amount of you were given for the price 

you pay, which is I understand is important for a certain degree. 

However, the quality of food is as well as just important even 

though it is simple to get, you know the quality of food what it 

tastes like obviously and the quality of it itself. For example, 

sometimes you buy chips you expect to get what you paid for. If 

you buy chips you take the risk of being a less quality and people 

may argue it value for money because it cheap and you get a lot 

of them, but it might not be in term of quality whether it’s good 

and it the same of you pay slightly more like things it’s much more 

favourable to pay something more but you get a middle range 

price like a quality and the quantity that is reasonable”. – Rith, 

British, Male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 
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“When I’m at home I just cooking easy things. If I’m at outside, if 

I give money, volume is important for me. I tried to eat nice meal 

and I tried to give reasonable money. Actually, I know there a will 

be different between takeaway and dine-in. It does not affect my 

opinion. The cost not so much important for me”. – Elly, Turkish, 

female, 25 years old, doctoral student. 

 

As mentioned previously, the respondents would only tend to eat at a restaurant 

on occasion and for special occasions such as a birthday celebration. Therefore, 

given this reason the respondents would be willing to spend more than normal 

given the experience of eating out is different from purchasing takeaway or eating 

at home. 

 

 Financial constraint 

Aside from the above factor, there are other constraints for consumers in 

purchasing takeaway food. Among these included financial limitations relating to 

the funds provided by parents or by the respondent’s sponsor. For Rine, she 

needed to spend wisely given the limitations on the funds given to her by her 

parents.  

“Yes… that’s why I prefer to cook it myself… And considering 

that my parent support me and changing money from Romanian 

currency to the UK currency, we kind of lose a part of the money. 

So, I prefer to spend only for a coffee or cake on the city but not 
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for a meal every single day.” - Rine, Romanian, female, 24 

years old, master student. 

 

For Elly, buying foods outside would only be occasionally as she only has a 

certain allocation of money that she can use to spend on meals. She compared 

purchasing foods outside with the amount of money she was able to save by 

purchasing the cooking ingredients herself and cooking at home.  

“Yes. For example, it will be expensive if I buy food from outside. 

Even if you buy some sandwich three or four pound. If I have 

more money I would just prefer buying from outside. But I also 

consider my budget so its affect. Maybe for shopping for 

ingredients I just spend 10 or 11 pounds for a week.” - Elly, 

Turkish, female, 25 years old, doctoral student. 

 

Similar cases were for Dan and Ahid where they mentioned that towards the end 

of the month when their allowance was almost at an end, they would consider 

carefully about their food choice and value of the food. They too would tend to 

cook when the funds were limited given it is also about saving money as well. 

 

 Well-being versus takeaway foods 

Interestingly, although most of the respondents’ tended to care about their 

personal well-being, purchasing takeaway food did not have any influence on 

their eating behaviour. This aspect was related to the frequency of purchasing 
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takeaway food. As most respondents only bought takeaway food several times a 

week, they did not consider eating the food would affect their health. However, 

this result contradicted with previous studies as most research found that 

respondents were likely to spend their money on purchasing fast food (Boek et 

al., 2012; Stevenson et al., 2007). Hence, it affected their eating pattern 

particularly in taking care of their health and well-being.  

“That’s why as I said, I like to cook by myself. I know what it in it 

is. So, I know it is not fried, I know how grease is in. So, takeaway 

I see it as a fun thing to do for once in a while. But I don’t think 

it’s healthy.” - Rine, Romanian, female, 25 years old, master’ 

student. 

 

This perception is also similar to Linda’s view, who considered what was most 

important was the quality and taste of the food. Eating takeaway food several 

times a week would not impact her well-being long-term.  

“I think the fact that, it is important to taste good. Because if I 

wanted takeaway that has Chinese in it. The whole point is I don’t 

want something that’s dry or taste bad even though its healthy. 

Or its already really late, and you hungry and you don’t really 

want a salad. The first and foremost aspect is convenient, the 

fact that it should arrive in time and it should taste good. For 

example, I order Chinese and its arrive something that is really 

dry, no one want to eat it. So, it should have a certain standard 

to it I guess. I’m more concern about the healthy aspect on the 
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long-term, rather than in the immediate effect of being healthy. 

So, I’ll have the takeaway maybe the next day, maybe I’ll be like 

you had a takeaway maybe you should, the next couple of days 

eating more healthily”. - Linda, Hungarian, female, 25 years 

old, doctoral’ student. 

 

Rith shared the same opinion as Linda when it came to the impact of takeaway 

food. Whereas, for Arif, he related to eating healthy would be costly compared to 

eating takeaway foods.  

“I suppose it important, there are some food that you can’t eat 

comfortably, I suppose you won’t eat like a kebab or like fish and 

chips every time you have takeaway especially if you take 

takeaway a lot as it have quite bad health influences. I suppose 

if like Chinese or Indian that types of takeaway if you have it once 

in a while, I think reasonably that is the best. I suppose I don’t 

relate it with healthy options, you know if I have had fish and 

chips a week before, cause obviously it was not healthy I won’t 

eat it again like a long time. But I not necessarily directly like 

when I am thinking of getting takeaway worry about my health. I 

suppose, like the end of week treat.” - Rith, British, male, 21 

years old, undergraduate student. 
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“None whatsoever. Because usually healthy foods are a lot more 

expensive compared to takeout the typical that you get”. - Arif, 

Malaysian, male, 21 years old, undergraduate student. 

 

On the other hand, Rao et al. (2013) found that a person with socioeconomic 

disadvantages limited their healthy food consumption. Most of the respondents 

in this study shared that they had a limited monthly allowance. Thus their food 

choices are towards food that can fulfil their hunger. For Elly, she associated 

eating healthily related to the physical location where she was at the time. If she 

had access to more healthy food choices in the area, she might choose these 

foods. Moreover, it is important for students to have a healthy environment 

particularly a food environment as it plays a vital role in developing a healthy 

eating pattern (Davis and Carpenter, 2009; Timperio et al., 2009). However, it 

also depends on various other factors that might also contribute to good eating 

habits such as the frequency of takeaway food consumption. 

“Actually, I know they are not so healthy. But sometimes I don’t 

have any other options. I mean if I’m at a library and I don’t have 

any other foods. So, it’s difficult to prepare something, the 

options are calling takeaway places and buy some foods.” - Elly, 

Turkish, Female, 25 years old, doctoral student. 

 

 Stress levels 

Deliens et al. (2014) and Ragsdale et al. (2011) found that college students’ level 

of stress is related to their study life. This means it will also affect their eating 
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behaviour as it was mentioned previously that during a busy period students tend 

to concentrate less on preparing their own food. One respondent, Lao stated that 

during the exam period, she would concentrate more time on studying and less 

time on cooking and satisfied her hunger by purchasing convenience food and 

takeaway food. 

“Yes, sometimes when the exam is coming, I won’t cook by 

myself. I become more lazy person. Sometimes, our major got a 

lot of dissertation also essay papers. I will just eat some instant 

noodles also bread. And somewhere I can get just like Subway 

(a sandwich shop), I will buy the foods there. A burger or 

something like that.” - Lao, China, female, 25 years old, master 

student. 

 

While another group of respondents did not mention their main meal 

consumption, they associated their level of stress with an increase in snacking 

such as eating sweets (see Table 7.3). This also means that students eat less 

healthy food as their level of stress increases. This finding was also supported by 

Papier et al. (2015) finding that stressed students would consume high fat and 

sugary foods compared to unstressed students. Moreover, it was found that 

individuals tended to eat food they normally avoided eating for health reasons 

(Zellner et al., 2006).  

For Rina, when she was stressed, she would likely eat snacks following her main 

meal to help her recover. Linda, Elly and Ika also mentioned their consumption 

of snacks increased especially when they were stressed. Even though most of 
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the respondents were female, the males also tended to eat unhealthy food when 

feeling stressed (Papier et al., 2015). The differences between each gender were 

related to their choice of food. Interestingly, Paul and Ahid wanted to eat comfort 

foods when stressed. Comfort foods are noticeably different by gender. Female 

comfort foods are related to snacks whereas male choices of comfort foods are 

notably more nutritious (Wansink et al., 2003). 

Table 7.3 Student’s food choices associates with stress level 

 Respondents Food’s choices  

F
E

M
A

L
E

 

Rina 

Indonesian, female, 25 years 

old, master’ student. 

Snack, chips 

Linda 

Hungarian, female, 25 years 

old, doctoral’ student. 

Peanuts, pistachios, cracker 

Elly  

Turkish, Female, 25 years old, 

doctoral’ student. 

Chocolate, biscuits 

Ika 

Malaysian, female, 21 years old, 

undergraduate’ student 

Junk food 

M
A

L
E

 

Paul 

Thailand, male, 30-35 years old, 

doctoral’ student. 

Broccoli stir-fry, curry, fried 

rice, fried noodle 

Ahid,  

British, Male, 25-30 years old, 

doctoral’ student. 

Mexican foods, Peri-peri 

chicken 

Source: Author’s fieldwork 

 

It was evident from the feedback received from those respondents that comfort 

food related to stress was different for each gender. This finding was found to be 

significant with that of Wansink, Cheney and Chan (2003) who discovered 

different gender have different specifications for comfort foods. Although the 

respondents in this study did not convey any relation between stress and comfort 

foods, it can be assumed that the female respondents, Linda, Ika and Elly 
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preferred eating snacks when stressed while the male respondents preferred 

eating foods that comprised of different flavours when stressed. 

 

 Summary 

The purpose of this chapter was to identify the students’ lifestyle and eating habits 

while attending the University of Exeter in the UK. Furthermore, the study aimed 

to collect information in helping to build a relationship with the following chapter 

which is to understand the students’ acceptance of takeaway food. The results in 

this chapter proved that several lifestyles influenced the respondents eating 

habits. Although the data collected from a different demographic background 

showed a level of significance in most of the findings. The differences in the 

background supported the outcomes of the results and validated the data. 

Students have a hectic lifestyle while at university, with most attending classes 

each day and not having sufficient time to prepare their own food. Larson et al. 

(2006) associated limited time and lack of cooking skills with students’ foods 

choices. Although the respondents in this study had different views on cooking, 

there were some negative perspectives given the amount of time to cook and 

preparation effort. On the other hand, there were some positive opinions on 

cooking which included, the need to prevent starvation, it is a trustful source and 

to comfort homesickness by eating home-dished meals. Most international 

students’ viewed English food as plain and preferred eating home-dished foods 

that are much tastier and healthier (Brown, Edwards and Hartwell, 2010). 

Moreover, when it came to eating meals, most respondents ate a light breakfast 

and packed their lunch that had been prepared from the previous day. For those 
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who skipped breakfast, it was associated with their limited time to prepare and 

consume it. Besides studying, the respondents mentioned that they would like to 

go out on weekends to eat out and meet with their friends to socialise. They 

considered dining in a restaurant only for special events in which they 

experienced the hospitality, ambience, foods and the surrounding company. In 

contrast, takeaway foods were associated with a more casual atmosphere such 

as being at home, gathering with friends or even during exam periods. 

Focusing on food choices, several factors were recognised that influenced the 

respondents’ eating habits. Figure 7.1 summarises the results of the interviews, 

displaying many of the factors that influenced the respondents’ takeaway eating 

habits such as taste, cost, financial constraints, health and stress level. This 

finding was significant as with previous studies that discovered university 

students prioritised food taste when choosing meals (Deliens et al., 2014). 

Moreover, if healthy foods were tasteless, they preferred eating unhealthy foods. 

However, the price was also an important aspect when students decided to 

purchase meals. For example, if healthy foods were costly, they would not choose 

the meal, but preferred to purchase convenience or takeaway foods instead. 

Discussing food choices concerning stress, there were noticeable differences 

between genders. The female respondents preferred eating sweet snacks while 

the male respondents believed that eating nutritious meals would provide comfort 

in reducing stress. Many other factors were discussed in this chapter including 

food suited to consumer preferences such as the availability of home-cooked 

dishes in the respondent’s food environment, religious background and peer 

influence. 
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Figure 7.1 Summary of student lifestyle and eating pattern 
 

 
Source: Author. Adapted from Deliens et al. (2014). 

 

Therefore, in summary, student lifestyle was found to have a significant impact 

on their eating lifestyles such as their busy timetable and limited time to prepare 

and cook their own meals. However, it was unknown whether the respondents 

would use other resources to obtain meals. Accordingly, to understand further, 

the following chapter a quantitative approach to further progress this discussion 

by exploring the students’ acceptance of OTFO services. 

  

Student lifestyle Student eating habit

Individual

(Taste, value, busy, stress level)

Social environment

(Family influence, religion 
backgound, peer influence)

Physical environment

(Food cost, avalailability of food 
suited consumer prefernces)

Macro environment

(Availailability of promotion)
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 CONSUMERS’ ACCEPTANCE OF TAKEAWAY APPS 

 
In the previous chapter, it was revealed that students eating habits were 

associated with their lifestyle while attending university, which included their 

purchasing habits for takeaway food. Among the influencing factors for the 

students to purchase takeaway food included taste, convenience, cost and time-

saving. Also, since the development of e-commerce and software applications on 

various platforms, consumers can purchase takeaway food through internet 

websites and mobile apps. Considering the ease and convenience of purchasing 

takeaway food, this chapter aims to understand students’ acceptance of 

takeaway apps in addressing Objective 4 of this study. 

This chapter will begin by outlining the respondents’ profiles and individual 

technology style, and then understand the respondents’ use of OTFO services in 

the UK. Univariate and bivariate analyses of the respondents’ usage of OTFO 

services will also be performed to further comprehend the respondents’ 

responses regarding the use of these services. Furthermore, the association 

between the use of OTFO sites and mobile apps using Pearson’s chi-test of the 

association will be outlined. 

In order to examine the influencing factors that lead to the actual use of the 

takeaway apps, this study will employ PLS-SEM as presented in Section 8.3. 

From the analysis, the study will be in a better position to understand the 

relationship between perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived 

security, perceived trust, perceived social influence on the intention to use and 

actual usage. The chapter concludes with a summary of the findings. 
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 Survey profile 

Table 8.1 displays the profile of the respondents that participated in this study 

that used OTFO sites, identifying that 77% of participants had used takeaway 

food ordering sites, aged between 18 and 24 years old. This is not all surprising 

as many technology consumers tend to be in the younger age category (Agrebi 

and Jallais, 2015; Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 

2015). Additionally, it was also found that the majority of respondents were single, 

not from the UK or Europe and living in off-campus accommodation. While from 

the gender perspective, it was evenly balanced between male respondents 

(82.9%) and female respondents (73.8%). Therefore, it can be inferred that the 

majority of respondents in this study that used OTFO sites were younger, single, 

studying at the undergraduate level and were international students. 

Table 8.1 The profile of respondents – online takeaway food ordering sites 

 User (77%) Non-user (23%) 

Age group 18 – 24 83 83.0% 17 17.0% 

25 – 34 23 74.2% 8 25.8% 

35 or older 11 57.9% 8 42.1% 

Gender Female 59 73.8% 21 26.3% 

Male 58 82.9% 12 17.1% 

Marital status Single 92 82.9% 19 17.1% 

Married with children 16 66.7% 8 33.3% 

Have a partner 9 60.0% 6 40.0% 

Country origin  Europe/ Home 34 77.3% 10 22.7% 

 International 83 78.3% 23 21.7% 

Types of study Foundation & 

undergraduate 

77 85.6% 13 14.4% 

Postgraduate & post-

doctorate 

40 66.7% 20 33.3% 

Year of study 1 33 68.8% 15 31.3% 

2 47 90.4% 5 9.6% 

3 29 74.4% 10 25.6% 

4 and above 8 72.7% 3 27.3% 

Types of 

accommodation  

On-campus 21 61.8% 13 38.2% 

Off-campus 96 82.8% 20 17.2% 

Source: The Author’s fieldwork 
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On the other hand, 23% of participants that represented non-users were 

dominated by single (un-married) respondents and who did not originate from the 

UK and were living outside the campus. Several differences can be seen. Firstly, 

the age group distribution of the non-users is evenly balanced between the 

younger generation and the age group between 25 and 35 years old and above. 

This means that the age group cannot be used to indicate the population of the 

non-users in this sample. Secondly, the majority of non-users were female and 

studying at a postgraduate level. Thus, it can be summarised that the non-users 

were mostly female without any age group differences. 

The discussion will continue by understanding the individual’s perceptions of 

technology usage according to the types of technology adopter(s). Based on 

Rogers (1983), the study developed statements representing five categories of 

technology adopters (see Section 2.2, Chapter 2). The statement ‘I love new 

technologies, and I am among the first to experiment with and use them’ refers 

to the innovators. ‘I like new technologies and use them before most people I 

know’ refers to the early adopters. ‘I usually use new technologies when most 

people I know do’ indicates the early majority, while ‘I am sceptical of new 

technologies and use them only when I have to’ refers to the late adopters and ‘I 

am usually one of the last people I know to use new technologies’ refers to the 

laggards.  

Further details regarding the various types of technology adopters can be referred 

to subsection 2.1.1. Figure 8.1 shows that most respondents in this study were 

among the ‘early majority’, which means they would use the technology knowing 

the people before them who used the technology. Next were the ‘early adopters’ 

respondents that loved technology and would use it before their friends and 
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families used it. The third highest percentage related to the ‘innovators’ whose 

love for technology prompted them to be the first to try and use the innovation. 

The results showed that 15% of respondents were interested in using technology. 

Hence, it can be concluded that most of the respondents in this study were 

familiar with technology and were not afraid to use it. These results are vital as it 

shows that the respondents were not inexperienced in using technology. 

Figure 8.1 Respondent’s types of technology adopters 

 
Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

 The online takeaway food ordering services usage  

In order to understand the usage of OTFO services, the respondents were asked 

several questions related to OTFO sites that they knew about or had used. To 

discuss the respondents use of the OTFO services, this section is separated into 

three parts; the respondent’s usage of the sites and its characteristics, the 

preferences and motivation to use the sites and the association between the sites 

and the takeaway apps. Furthermore, to identify the respondent’s usage 

characteristics of OTFO sites, the section will present information related to the 
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devices used to access the sites, the location used by the respondent to access 

the sites, the frequency of usage and their spending habits.  

Figure 8.2 illustrates the different types of OTFO sites obtained from the 

quantitative data. As shown in the chart, it was evident that the respondents 

preferred using Just Eat compared to using other OTFO companies. Referring to 

Chapters 5 and 6, Just Eat was recognised as a market leader in the UK and 

maintaining this position and market share by acquiring its competitors. Acquiring 

HungryHouse by Just Eat clearly demonstrated that their approach has been 

effective given they are the market leader in this sector following the acquisition. 

Similarly, they have also been aggressive in their marketing campaigns to 

become number one in this sector and seems to be effective given consumers 

know the ‘Just Eat’ brand and the services offered. 

Figure 8.2 Types of online takeaway food ordering sites 

 
Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

The second most used site identified by respondents was Deliveroo. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, Deliveroo provides transportation services for 
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the restaurants that are registered with them. Although given they have different 

charges such as transportation charges and tips, this may limit the number of 

consumers that will use their service. For instance, from the interview with Ahid, 

a British male student aged between 25 and 30 years and a doctoral student, 

revealed that he preferred using Just Eat compared to Deliveroo. Because, if he 

chose to use Deliveroo it would incur extra charges called a ‘Roo’ charge covering 

both tips and transportation which is not worth paying, for a one person meal. The 

other reason may be attributed to the fact that Deliveroo only provided takeaway 

delivery services from premium restaurants which are not always affordable for 

students. 

Figure 8.3 Device used to access online takeaway food ordering sites 

 
Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

The second most used site identified by respondents was Deliveroo. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, Deliveroo provides transportation services for 

the restaurants that are registered with them. Although given they have different 

charges such as transportation charges and tips, this may limit the number of 
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consumers that will use their service. For instance, from the interview with Ahid, 

a British male student aged between 25 and 30 years and a doctoral student, 

revealed that he preferred using Just Eat compared to Deliveroo. Because, if he 

chose to use Deliveroo it would incur extra charges called a ‘Roo’ charge covering 

both tips and transportation which is not worth paying, for a one person meal. The 

other reason may be attributed to the fact that Deliveroo only provided takeaway 

delivery services from premium restaurants which are not always affordable for 

students. 

Figure 8.3 shows the range of devices used by the respondents to access OTFO 

sites. As can be seen, the proportion of respondents using a smartphone to a 

laptop is almost equal. This finding is different from The National Student (2016) 

report revealing that students prefer to use a smartphone or tablet instead of a 

laptop for online shopping. Furthermore, the finding from the interviews revealed 

that most respondents preferred using a laptop in performing complex tasks such 

as purchasing online or buying takeaway foods as respondents believed that by 

using a laptop, they could easily browse and navigate the sites.  

Figure 8.4 Location of online takeaway food ordering sites usage 
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Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Additionally, the respondents were asked from which location they tended to 

purchase from. Several options were provided such as from home, work, a 

friend’s house and so forth, including the university. Figure 8.4 displays the 

location from where the respondent tended to access and use OTFO sites. From 

the diagram, the majority of the respondents (81%) accessed and used takeaway 

food ordering sites from their home. However, they did not access these sites 

from other locations which may be related to the occasion or event, and the time 

the respondents would purchase takeaway food. As mentioned by the 

respondents from the interviews, most students were likely to purchase a 

takeaway meal in the evening for dinner as they were unable to purchase during 

the day given that the majority of takeaway restaurants were only open in the 

afternoon. 

Figure 8.5 Frequency of online takeaway food ordering services usage 
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Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 
Notwithstanding, Figure 8.5 displays the frequency of use regarding online food 

ordering services among the respondents. This result shows that that largest 

proportion of use was several days each month (32%) meaning that the 

respondents only occasionally used the services, and 26% of respondents rarely 

used the service. The possible reason for the limited use could be due to the 

respondent’s preference to only use the services when they needed to (i.e. when 

they were too busy to cook, etc.). On the other hand, if they were not busy, they 

would have more time to eat at restaurants and buy takeaway food such as on 

weekends. However, there were other factors that the respondents’ considered 

when deciding to purchase through OTFO sites as next discussed. 

Figure 8.6 Respondents’ spending on takeaway food ordering sites 
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Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Figure 8.6 displays the respondents’ average spending per order on takeaway 

food ordering sites, although, four respondents preferred not to report their 

spending. The results revealed that the highest spending was between £11 and 

£20 (55%) followed by £5 to £10. The spending value seems reasonable for the 

price of a meal which may cost on overage between £5 and £20 depending on 

the type of food, the type of restaurant and the size of the respondent’s order. 

However, it is unlikely for an order to be below £5 as most of the cost would 

account for transportation (delivery) above £5. 

 

 The univariate analysis  

In order to understand the respondents’ use of OTFO sites, the respondents were 

asked to rate their preferences using a five-point Likert scale; 1 is “very unlikely”, 

2 is “unlikely”, 3 is “neither unlikely, or neither likely”, 4 is “likely”, and 5 indicates 

“very likely”. Table 8.2 exhibits the results of the mean scores ranked in 
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descending order, as well as the standard deviation value for each of the nine 

items on the Likert scale. The table shows that the item ‘busy’ has the highest 

mean score of 4.11 and the lowest standard deviation score among the other 

seven items. This suggests that the item is the closest to the mean. Whereas, the 

other items that have the highest score and lowest standard deviation are ‘friends’ 

‘gathering’ and ‘weeknight’. While the lowest mean score with the highest 

standard deviation among the other items is ‘special occasion’ and ‘family 

gathering’. 

Table 8.2 Respondents’ usage of online takeaway food ordering sites based on occasion 

Items N Mean Standard 

deviation 

Busy 149 4.11 1.104 

Friends’ gathering 149 3.54 1.211 

Weeknight 149 3.38 1.287 

Holiday 149 2.90 1.330 

Daily meals 149 2.74 1.338 

Family gathering 149 2.44 1.347 

Special occasion 148 2.45 1.500 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

The results also show that consumers are most likely to use OTFO sites during 

busy times such as exam times. The results were expected because, on a busy 

day especially during the exam period, respondents would prefer to focus on 

studying instead of preparing their own meal. This result is supported by a 

response given in the interviews with participants. Rith, a 21-year-old male, an 

undergraduate student, said that he would use Just Eat during exam weeks 

because, during that time, he was busy and gathering information and studying. 

This suggests that respondents viewed takeaway delivery services as an easy 
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way to get food, without the hassle of preparing their own meals or going out to 

buy takeaway from a restaurant. 

On the other hand, the other reason that they may order from OTFO sites would 

be on weekends or when meeting with friends. Respondents preferred to 

purchase takeaway foods at a casual event as this is also their way of relaxing 

(Kimes, 2011a). This fact was confirmed during the interviews which found that 

most respondents would buy through online takeaway ordering services when 

they were too lazy to cook, at a friend’s gathering or during busy times, such 

during exam periods (see subsection 7.5.3). 

The results also suggest that respondents were unlikely to use takeaway food 

ordering sites for special occasions or at family gatherings. The findings from the 

interviews also found that on special occasions, such as a birthday celebration, 

most respondents would prefer going out to eat at a restaurant (see subsection 

7.5.2, Chapter 7). This finding was supported in a study by Kimes (2011) finding 

that the tendency of students to order from restaurants via electronic platforms 

was infrequent for business, special and romantic occasions. 

Table 8.5 displays the factors that influence the respondents’ use of OTFO sites, 

ranked based on the mean score in descending order. The results indicate that 

students used OTFO sites given their ‘previous experience’ and exposure to 

them. This factor obtained a mean score of 3.97 and had the second lowest 

standard deviation value after ‘Brand’. The other factors from among the highest 

mean and lowest standard deviation are ‘Availability of delivery’ and ‘Availability 

of dish’, and the lowest mean value was ‘Online Reviews’ and ‘Brand’.  

Table 8.3 Factors influencing respodents usage of online takeaway food ordering sites 
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Factors N Mean Standard 

deviation 

Previous experience 149 3.97 1.062 

Availability of delivery 150 3.90 1.067 

Availability of dishes 149 3.74 1.067 

Promotion 146 3.67 1.181 

Location 149 3.66 1.155 

Recommendation 148 3.61 1.091 

Online payment 147 3.45 1.159 

Brand 147 3.35 1.046 

Online reviews 148 3.30 1.210 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

The results as shown in the table, also support the finding of a previous study 

which found consumers may be influenced to purchase through an online 

medium (Kimes, 2011). When consumers are familiar with using technology, they 

are less likely to experience anxiety in using technology (Meuter et al., 2003; 

Sattler and Gelbrich, 2014). Respondents with experience in using OTFO sites 

had less anxiety given their previous exposure and use. This is further discussed 

in subsection 8.4.3. The non-experienced users may experience difficulties in 

handling technology given there limited exposure and use (Sattler and Gelbrich, 

2014).  

Another important factor in using these sites is regarding the availability of 

delivery services. This factor is related as to whether a specific restaurant can 

deliver food at a specified time. Interestingly, one respondent highlighted this 

issue during interviews suggesting that it was difficult for them to purchase 

breakfast meals as no restaurant was open at that time. 
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Additionally, promotion as another factor refers to the marketing activities 

undertaken by OTFO companies such as offering discounts and special sales 

promotions. Although, it is important for these online vendors to choose their 

promotion method wisely to ensure they target the right market and consumer 

group (Chong et al., 2016, 2016). Also, different kinds of marketing promotions 

have different effects on consumers (Heerde and Neslin, 2017). Although, in this 

study, a promotion will influence the consumer’s intention to use OTFO services. 

Evidence from the interviews also supported this finding. For example, Rine 

mentioned that she only used ‘Deliveroo’ once because the apps offered her a 

discount on her first purchase. While Paul said, he would only use the apps if they 

gave him some discount or special offers.  

Additionally, the less influential factors included an online review followed by 

brand and online payment. The results were similar to a study by Kimes (2011) 

who found that an online review was the lowest factor that influences consumers 

to use an electronic platform to order from a restaurant. The effects of an online 

review are low because the respondents do not know the reviewer; therefore the 

trust level is low (Cheng and Ho, 2015). However, there are also other factors 

that influence the value of online reviews such as the number of followers, the 

reviewer’s level of expertise in that field, image and word count (Cheng and Ho, 

2015). Thus, it is up to the business whether to use online reviews as a 

component of their marketing campaigns and promotions.  

 

 The bivariate analysis  

The following section summarises the results of the bivariate analysis of the 

respondents’ use of OTFO services. The test was employed in order to discover 
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if there were any statistically significant differences and associations that existed 

between the variables. Among the tests that were employed were the Mann-

Whitney U test and Chi-Square. 

The Mann Whitney U test was employed to test for statistically significant 

differences between users and non-users and their answers regarding their 

preferences and motivation to use OTFO sites. The results that are shown in 

Table 8.4 highlight that statistically significant differences were found between 

users in two variables: ‘holiday’ and ‘weeknight’. Furthermore, what affected 

users more than non-users were the use of OTFO services during the ‘holiday’ 

(Z = -2.196, p < 0.05) and on ‘weeknight’ (Z = -2.888, p < 0.05). Although from 

the previous results, it showed that the variable is not the main reason for the 

respondents to use the sites. However, if they decided to use the sites because 

of this reason, the users would have a higher propensity.  

Table 8.4 Descriptive analysis of respondents’ usage of the sites based on occasion 

 User Non-user Mann 
Whitney 

U test 

Z Asymp. 
Sig. (2-
tailed)  

Factors N Mean 
Rank 

N Mean 
Rank 

Special occasion 115 76.34 33 68.09 1668.0 -1.013 .311 

Daily meal 116 78.28 33 63.45 1533.0 -1.790 .073 

Friend’s gathering 116 77.94 33 68.53 1700.5 -1.050 .294 

Family’s gathering 117 77.94 32 64.23 1527.5 -1.646 .100 

Holiday 113 77.52 33 59.73 1410.0 -2.196 .028 

Busy period 116 77.71 33 65.48 1600.0 -1.550 .121 

Weeknight 116 80.25 33 56.56 1305.5 -2.888 .004 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Accordingly, further investigation was required to understand the association 

between users and non-users on the factors that influence the use of online 

takeaway sites. Table 8.5 shows two variables to have a significant statistical 

difference. The variables are ‘availability of delivery’ (Z = -2.155, p < 0.05) and 

‘availability of dish’ (Z = -1.972, p < 0.05) that have affected users more than non-



  

 
268 

 

users. This showed that if the OTFO suppliers were able to provide the meal and 

transportation service to users, it would have a greater influence on the users 

compared to the non-users. 

Table 8.5 Factors influencing consumer usage of online takeaway food ordering sites 

 User Non-user Mann 
Whitney 

U test 

Z Asymp. 
Sig. (2-
tailed)  

Factors N Mean 
Rank 

N Mean 
Rank 

Previous experience 117 77.20 32 66.97 1615.0 -1.262 .207 

Availability of delivery 116 78.76 33 61.79 1478.0 -2.155 .031 

Availability of dish 114 76.88 32 61.45 1438.5 -1.972 .049 

Promotion 113 73.66 32 70.67 1733.5 -.370 .712 

Location 116 74.29 32 75.25 1832.0 -.119 .905 

Recommendation 115 73.38 32 76.22 1769.0 -.354 .723 

Online payment services 116 75.63 32 70.42 1725.5 -.635 .525 

Brand 115 76.74 31 61.47 1409.5 -1.898 .058 

Online reviews 116 76.19 31 65.81 1544.0 -1.254 .210 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Furthermore, an analysis of the association using the Pearson Chi-Square test 

was carried out between the respondents’ that used OTFO sites and apps (see 

Table 8.6). The results as shown in the table reveal that most users that used 

OTFO sites will also download the takeaway food ordering apps. Additionally, the 

examination of the Chi-Square test discovered that there is an association 

between the use of sites and takeaway apps downloaded, X² (1, n = 150) = 14.87, 

p < .05. The test met the requirement of minimum cell expectations with a count 

of 16.28. Thus the results can be used. The Phi and Cramer’s V test of 

association showed that there was a strong relationship between the use of 

OTFO sites and the use of the app. 
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Table 8.6 Used sites and download 

 Download Chi-square test Phi and Cramer’s V 

Yes No Total  Chi-

value 

df  Sig. Phi Cramer’s 

V 

Sig. 

Usedsite 

Yes 

68 

(91.9%) 

49 

(64.5%) 
117 (78%) 

16.425 1 .000 .331 .331 .000 
No 

6 (8.1%) 
27 

(35.5%) 
33 (22%) 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Therefore, the result indicates that the respondents’ use of OTFO apps would be 

affected by the use of the websites. Although the website is different from the 

mobile app, it will have the same content regarding the OTFO company. The 

majority of OTFO companies will develop their app to attract and retain 

consumers and to maintain their loyalty (Lin and Wang, 2006; Chang, 2015).  

However, there are several differences between websites and mobile apps. If 

consumers are accessing and using the website, there is no need to download it, 

whereas when using mobile apps consumers are required to first download the 

app, and register before using it on their device. Also, users need to ensure that 

the app is compatible with their device and also in some cases, pay for the use 

of the app before downloading on to their device. Also, if their device had limited 

storage, downloading the app would be difficult unless they removed other apps 

to free up storage. In many cases, users will prefer using the website. Another 

difference is regarding design functionality and navigation of the apps that can 

also influence consumers (Tarute, Nikou and Gatautis, 2017). Even though the 

look and feel of the app may be similar to the content on the website, the 

developer still needs to consider various aspects of different devices to ensure 

the app can function as intended.  
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Furthermore, when consumers have prior experience purchasing from sites, it will 

also influence their future purchasing intention using e-commerce (Nunkoo and 

Ramkissoon, 2012; Yeo et al., 2017). Therefore, this shows that consumer 

knowledge of OTFO sites will affect consumer use of takeaway food ordering 

apps. However, there are additional factors that also contribute to the consumer’s 

use of takeaway apps which is discussed in Sections 8.3 and 8.4. 

 

 The assessment of consumer’s acceptance takeaway apps model 

To understand consumer acceptance of takeaway food mobile apps, referring to 

Objective 3 of this study, a multivariate analysis called Partial Least Square - 

Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was used. PLS-SEM is similar to 

regression analysis which relies on data and theory (Yeo, Goh and Rezaei, 2017) 

and the process requires some data extraction to suit the model (Hair et al., 

2017). Unlike covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM), PLS-SEM enables a study to 

test exploratory and confirmatory research in the assessment of a large or small 

model (Yeo, Goh and Rezaei, 2017). While CB-SEM is based on a robust theory 

to develop a model, it needs the theoretical relationships to be modelled (Richter 

et al., 2016).  

Nonetheless, it was found that CB-SEM was unable to develop a detailed and 

precise specification of research or develop a causal model with an invariant 

structural relationship (Richter et al., 2016). While using PLS-SEM enabled the 

study to analyse the model for exploratory and predictive purposes and was 

deemed accurate for predicting individuals on the latent variables Richter et al., 

2016). Besides, PLS-SEM can also be used to study multi-group analysis such 

as required by this study. By using the test, the study was able to analyse the 
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relationship between perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, perceived 

trust and perceived security on the respondents’ intention to use takeaway food 

apps and actual use of takeaway apps.  

Notwithstanding, as the aim of this study was to understand consumer adoption 

of technology, it was also important to understand both technology users and 

non-users. In the case of this study, the analysis of the relationship between the 

factors was conducted between the users and non-users of takeaway food apps 

and the assessment of reflective measure constructs. The reflective measure 

constructs were referred to as effect indicators and understood as a 

representative sample of all possible items available in a conceptual construct’s 

domain (Hair et al., 2017). When indicators are from the same domain, there 

should be some association between the particular construct and the indicators 

(Hair et al., 2017). 

The analysis of PLS-SEM consisted of two steps. First, the reflective 

measurement model consisted of a reliability and validity test. The second step 

was to evaluate the structural model which referred to the significance test which 

contained several analyses including coefficients of determination, predictive 

relevance and size and significance of path coefficients. For more details see 

Figure 8.7. 
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Figure 8.7 Systematic evaluation of PLS-SEM results 

 
Source: Hair, Hult, Ringle, and Sarstedt (2013, p. 97) 

 

 

 Reliability and validity test 

Before proceeding to the main test, it was important to assess the validity and 

reliability of the conceptual model. To proceed with the assessment, it was 

important to start by examining the convergent validity. Convergent validity refers 

to the extent which a measure correlates positively with an alternative measure 

of the same construct (Hair et al., 2017). In PLS-SEM, the convergent validity 

was measured using the indicator reliability and the average outer weights 

variance extracted (AVE). To achieve the requirement of the convergent validity, 

the outer loading should be 0.708 or higher (Hair et al., 2017). If the outer loadings 

are between 0.40 and 0.70, the indicators should be considered to be removed 

only if the deletion causes the increase in composite reliability or AVE, if not, 

retain the indicator (Hair et al., 2017). 

 

Step 1: Reflective 
measurement model 
(outer model) 

•Convergent validity 
(indicator reliability, 
average outer weights 
variance extracted )

•Internal consistency 
(Cronbach's alpa, 
composite reliability)

•Discriminant validity

Step 2: Evaluation of 
structural model (inner 
model)

•Coefficients of 
determination (R²)

•Predictive relevance 
(Q²)

•Size and significance 
of path coefficients

•f² effect sizes

•q² effect sizes
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Table 8.7 Initial assessment of reflective indicator reliability 

 Source: Author’s fieldwork.

Latent 
variable  

Loadings 

Users Non-users 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliability 

AVE 
Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliability 

AVE 
Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Perceived 
usefulness 

(PU) 

payquick 0.792 0.627 

0.592 0.853 0.771 

0.766 0.687 

0.682 0.895 0.845 
savetime 0.815 0.664 0.867 0.752 

transconv 0.745 0.555 0.851 0.724 

useinlife 0.722 0.521 0.815 0.664 

Perceived 
ease of use 

(PEOU) 

easyordpay 0.858 0.736 

0.648 0.879 0.820 

0.817 0.667 

0.683 0.896 0.844 
learnapps 0.794 0.630 0.753 0.567 

learnpayapp 0.887 0.787 0.906 0.821 

understand 0.661 0.437 0.822 0.676 

Perceived 
trust 
(PT) 

confipayapp 0.874 0.764 

0.736 0.917 0.885 

0.929 0.863 

0.607 0.837 0.728 
confsec 0.881 0.776 0.887 0.787 

infrotrst 0.765 0.585 0.880 0.774 

realipayapp 0.904 0.817 0.154 0.024 

Perceived 
security 

(PS) 

privacyproc 0.888 0.789 

0.719 0.911 0.873 

0.808 0.653 

0.712 0.908 0.864 
procssec 0.817 0.667 0.924 0.854 

senst 0.830 0.689 0.733 0.537 

transsec 0.854 0.729 0.898 0.806 

Social 
Influence 

(SI) 

manyuse 0.760 0.578 

0.216 0.577 0.436 

0.579 0.335 

0.318 0.71 0.52 

massmedia 0.246 0.061 0.771 0.594 

onown 0.247 0.061 0.341 0.116 

socialexp 0.608 0.370 0.791 0.626 

Withfam 0.386 0.150 0.297 0.088 

withfren 0.284 0.080 0.387 0.150 

Intention to 
use (INT) 

chanceuse 0.883 0.780 
0.814 0.897 0.774 

0.846 0.716 
0.759 0.863 0.685 

contuse 0.921 0.848 0.895 0.801 

Actual 
usage (ACT) 

Actuse 
Single item construct 
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Figure 8.8 Initial conceptual framework 

 

Notes: SI = social influence; PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = 
perceived ease of use; PU = perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author. 

 

Table 8.7 displays the initial assessment of reflective indicator reliability for users 

and non-users of takeaway food ordering apps and shows whether the indicators 

are reliable and valid. Figure 8.8 illustrates the initial conceptual framework of this 

study. The table shows that all outer loadings or the indicators’ reliability have 

met the requirement value except in the PEOU and SI for the users and PT and 

SI for non-users. The users’ initial assessment found that the PEOU with its 

indicator UNDERSTAND was below 0.708. While the SI with indicators 
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MASSMEDIA, ONOWN, SOCIALEXP, WITHFAM and WITHFREN was below 

the minimum value. For the non-users, PT with its indicator REALPAYAPP was 

below the value, while the SI is ONOWN, WITHFAM and WITHFREN. Most of 

the items under the social influence were below 0.708, and it was unknown as to 

the real reason for the rejection. Although, it must be associated with the items 

that are not related or interpret the meaning of the indicators.  

To ensure the model was valid for both groups, a similar deletion was performed, 

followed by retesting the reliability and validity. Therefore, based on this, 

indicators below 0.70 were deleted beginning with the lowest outer loading until 

the thresholds were met. As a result, REALIPAYAPP, MASSMEDIA, ONOWN, 

WITHFAM and WITHFREN were deleted. Although some indicators were below 

0.70, they were all above 0.4, and all the necessary measures were within the 

thresholds. 

The second assessment of reflective indicator reliability is shown in Table 8.8 and 

Figure 8.9 which display the effect of the deletion in the model. The table shows 

that the outer loadings have met the requirement value. Next was the assessment 

of the AVE which is defined as the “grand value of the squared loadings indicators 

associated with the construct” (Hair et al., 2017). Hair et al., (2017) suggested the 

acceptable AVE value of 0.50 or higher which shows the construct is more than 

half of the variance of its indicators. From Table 8.8, it was found that all the 

indicators’ AVE showed a value above 0.50. Therefore it was an appropriate 

measure. For the single construct ACT, the AVE was not an appropriate measure 

since the indicator’s outer loading was fixed at 1.00. 
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Table 8.8 Second assessment of reflective indicator reliability 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

Latent 
variable  

Loadings 

Users Non-users 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliability 

AVE 
Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliability 

AVE 
Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Perceived 
usefulness 

(PU) 

payquick 0.792 0.627 

0.592 0.853 0.771 

0.766 0.687 

0.682 0.895 0.845 
savetime 0.815 0.664 0.867 0.752 

transconv 0.745 0.555 0.851 0.724 

useinlife 0.722 0.521 0.815 0.664 

Perceived 
ease of 

use 
(PEOU) 

easyordpay 0.858 0.736 

0.648 0.879 0.820 

0.817 0.667 

0.683 0.896 0.844 
learnapps 0.794 0.630 0.753 0.567 

learnpayapp 0.887 0.787 0.906 0.821 

understand 0.661 0.437 0.822 0.676 

Perceived 
trust 
(PT) 

confipayapp 0.874 0.764 

0.786 0.917 0.863 

0.929 0.863 

0.804 0.925 0.879 confsec 0.881 0.776 0.887 0.787 

infrotrst 0.765 0.585 0.880 0.774 

Perceived 
security 

(PS) 

privacyproc 0.888 0.789 

0.719 0.911 0.873 

0.808 0.653 

0.712 0.908 0.864 
procssec 0.817 0.667 0.924 0.854 

senst 0.830 0.689 0.733 0.537 

transsec 0.854 0.729 0.898 0.806 

Social 
Influence 

(SI) 

manyuse 0.870 0.757 
0.515 0.667 0.066 

0.737 0.543 
0.595 0.746 0.320 

socialexp 0.523 0.274 0.804 0.646 

Intention to 
use (INT) 

chanceuse 0.883 0.780 
0.814 0.897 0.774 

0.846 0.716 
0.759 0.863 0.685 

contuse 0.921 0.848 0.895 0.801 

Actual 
usage 
(ACT) 

Actuse Single item construct 
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Figure 8.9 The second assessment of the conceptual model 

 
Notes: SI = social influence; PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = 

perceived ease of use; PU = perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author. 

 

The assessment of the internal consistency was next conducted regarding the 

reliability of the variable in the model. Internal consistency measures the 

consistency of the variable and questions how well the set of items measure the 

behaviour in the test (Drost, 2011). In PLS-SEM, the internal consistency was 

measured by examining the traditional criterion test which was Cronbach’s Alpha 

and composite reliability. To ensure that the internal consistency is reliable, 
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according to (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009), Cronbach’s Alpha must be 

0.7 and above to be acceptable. Although, different kinds of research have 

different acceptable values. For example, in exploratory research values between 

0.60 and 0.70 are acceptable, whereas, in more advanced research values 

between 0.70 and 0.90 are satisfactory (Hair et al., 2017). However, the 

limitations of Cronbach Alpha are that it is too sensitive to the number of items in 

scale and tends to undervalue the internal consistency reliability. In this situation, 

Hair et al. (2017) suggested applying composite reliability which is to apply a 

different measure of internal consistency reliability; the composite reliability value 

is between 0 and 1, and the interpretation is the same as Cronbach Alpha. From 

the second assessment, it was found that all the indicators met the acceptable 

value for Cronbach Alpha and Composite Reliability excluding SI. Hence, it was 

decided to delete all the items in the SI as the indicators did not meet the reliability 

and validity. The results of the final assessment are displayed in Table 8.9, 

meeting all the requirements of the internal consistency reliability. 
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Table 8.9 Final assessment of reflective indicator reliability 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

Latent 
variable  

Loadings 

Users Non-users 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliabilit

y 
AVE 

Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Outer 
loadings 

Indicator 
reliability AVE 

Composite 
reliability 

Cronbach’
s alpha 

Perceived 
usefulness 

(PU) 

payquick 0.792 0.627 

0.592 0.853 0.771 

0.810 0.656 

0.732 0.916 0.877 
savetime 0.815 0.664 0.905 0.819 

transconv 0.745 0.555 0.843 0.711 

useinlife 0.722 0.521 0.860 0.74 

Perceived 
ease of use 

(PEOU) 

easyordpay 0.858 0.736 

0.648 0.879 0.820 

0.863 0.745 

0.757 0.926 0.893 
learnapps 0.794 0.630 0.825 0.681 

learnpayapp 0.887 0.787 0.926 0.857 

understand 0.661 0.437 0.864 0.747 

Perceived 
trust 
(PT) 

confipayapp 0.874 0.764 

0.786 0.917 0.863 

0.929 0.863 

0.837 0.939 0.903 confsec 0.881 0.776 0.887 0.787 

infrotrst 0.765 0.585 0.880 0.774 

Perceived 
security 

(PS) 

privacyproc 0.888 0.789 

0.719 0.911 0.873 

0.854 0.729 

0.756 0.925 0.891 
procssec 0.817 0.667 0.932 0.869 

senst 0.830 0.689 0.769 0.591 

transsec 0.854 0.729 0.914 0.835 

Intention to 
use (INT)  

chanceuse 0.883 0.780 
0.814 0.897 0.774 

0.876 0.767 
0.806 0.893 0.762 

contuse 0.921 0.848 0.919 0.845 

Actual 
usage (ACT) 

Actuse Single item construct 
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Figure 8.10 Final structural model 

 
 

Notes: SI = social influence; PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = 
perceived ease of use; PU = perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author. 

 

Lastly, was the assessment of discriminant validity. Discriminant validity 

describes to what extent a construct is different from other constructs by empirical 

standards (Hair et al., 2017). Two methods can be employed to examine 

discriminant validity. The first method is to use the cross-loadings where each of 

the outer loadings of the indicators must have the highest loading on other 

constructs. The second method is to use the Fornell-Larcker criterion. The 

Fornell-Larcker criterion compares the square root of the AVE values with latent 

variable correlations. In other words, the square root of each AVE construct must 
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be greater than its highest correlation of other constructs. For example, in the 

users cross-loadings analysis, the INT indicators CONTUSE and CHANUSE 

were greater than the other indicators’ variable. To support the study, both 

assessments were carried out to indicate its validity. Table 8.10 presents the 

cross-loadings analysis for users and non-users of takeaway apps, showing that 

there were no issues with the cross-loadings as each indicator was greater 

compared to the other constructs as highlighted in grey. 

Table 8.10 Cross-loadings analysis (Discriminant validity) 
 

Users of takeaway apps (N=74) 

 
ACT INT PEOU PS PT PU 

A
C

T
 

actualuse 1 -0.254 -0.084 -0.13 -0.041 -0.172 

IN
T

 

contuse -0.245 0.928 0.377 0.378 0.247 0.517 

chanuse -0.211 0.874 0.267 0.326 0.221 0.365 

P
E

O
U

 

easyordpay -0.096 0.341 0.858 0.311 0.474 0.578 

learnapps -0.082 0.26 0.793 0.219 0.484 0.534 

learnpayapp -0.049 0.355 0.887 0.348 0.5 0.647 

understand -0.033 0.156 0.663 0.175 0.374 0.452 

P
S

 

privacyproc -0.195 0.447 0.169 0.889 0.423 0.382 

procssec -0.11 0.316 0.413 0.817 0.69 0.367 

transsec -0.002 0.264 0.429 0.854 0.656 0.532 

senst -0.071 0.218 0.202 0.83 0.56 0.26 

P
T

 

infrotrst -0.067 0.217 0.47 0.677 0.855 0.286 

confipayapp -0.003 0.231 0.633 0.444 0.857 0.507 

confsec -0.042 0.244 0.42 0.642 0.945 0.321 

P
U

 

savetime -0.211 0.379 0.521 0.157 0.105 0.815 

transconv -0.018 0.387 0.635 0.317 0.468 0.745 

payquick -0.126 0.441 0.529 0.431 0.345 0.792 

useinlife -0.189 0.307 0.437 0.521 0.383 0.722 

 

 
Non-users of takeaway apps (N=76) 

 ACT INT PEOU PS PT PU 

A
C

T
 

actualuse 1 -0.177 -0.172 -0.036 -0.041 -0.188 

IN
T

 

contuse -0.138 0.919 0.727 0.638 0.652 0.775 

chanuse -0.185 0.876 0.635 0.439 0.519 0.544 

P
E

O

U
 easyordpay -0.111 0.696 0.863 0.699 0.677 0.695 

learnapps -0.154 0.584 0.825 0.577 0.573 0.628 
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learnpayapp -0.184 0.698 0.926 0.628 0.688 0.789 

understand -0.151 0.666 0.864 0.636 0.695 0.69 

P
S

 

privacyproc -0.115 0.466 0.611 0.854 0.735 0.609 

procssec 0.03 0.615 0.71 0.932 0.777 0.698 

transsec -0.011 0.574 0.702 0.914 0.811 0.654 

senst -0.058 0.439 0.494 0.769 0.589 0.505 

P
T

 infrotrst -0.01 0.552 0.656 0.721 0.906 0.549 

confipayapp -0.028 0.683 0.735 0.798 0.938 0.718 

confsec -0.077 0.555 0.686 0.791 0.901 0.587 

P
U

 

savetime -0.118 0.673 0.755 0.594 0.562 0.905 

transconv -0.119 0.652 0.722 0.704 0.688 0.843 

payquick -0.104 0.553 0.595 0.596 0.508 0.81 

useinlife -0.295 0.664 0.679 0.555 0.571 0.86 

 
Notes: PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = perceived ease of use; PU = 

perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Additionally, a Fornell-Larcker criterion was performed as shown in Table 8.11. 

From the table, it is clear that the AVE of each latent variable is larger than the 

other correlation value among the latent variables. For example, the latent 

variable INT’s AVE of takeaway apps users was found to be 0.814. Therefore its 

square root becomes 0.902 (see Table 8.11). This value was greater compared 

to the correlation value in the column INT (0.364, 0.393, 0.261 and 0.498) and 

larger than those in the row of INT (-0.254). 

 

 
Table 8.11 Fornell-Larcker criterion analysis (Discriminant validity) 

 
Users of takeaway apps  

 ACT INT PEOU PS PT PU_ 

ACT 1      

INT -0.254 0.902     

PEOU -0.084 0.364 0.805    

PS -0.13 0.393 0.342 0.848   

PT -0.041 0.261 0.571 0.661 0.887  

PU -0.172 0.498 0.694 0.456 0.419 0.769 
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Non-users of takeaway apps 

 ACT INT PEOU PS PT PU 

ACT 1      

INT -0.177 0.898     

PEOU -0.172 0.762 0.87    

PS -0.036 0.61 0.731 0.869   

PT -0.041 0.658 0.759 0.842 0.915  

PU -0.188 0.746 0.807 0.715 0.682 0.855 

Notes: PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = perceived ease of use; PU = 
perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 
 

Overall, the reliability and validity test received a satisfactory result and indicated 

that the measurement model for this study was valid and suitable to be used to 

estimate the parameters in the structural model. 

 

 Significance test 

After proving that the model was reliable and valid for the study, the next step 

was to test for the significance of the model for this study. To measure the 

conceptual model in PLS-SEM, five steps needed to be followed (see Figure 

8.11).  
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Figure 8.11 Procedure to evaluate the structural model 
 

 

Source: Hair et al. (2017: 191) 

 

Step one: the assessment of collinearity. Table 8.12 exhibits the results for 

collinearity statistics for this study. In a multiple regression analysis, collinearity 

refers to when two predictor variables are inter-correlated. If any items have 

potential collinearity, the items may be eliminated, merged or developed into a 

higher-order latent variable (Wong, 2013). 

To assess the collinearity, Hair et al. (2013) recommend that the VIF value needs 

to be a minimum of 0.2 and a maximum of 5. Table 8.12 displays the results of 

the collinearity test for the consumer of online takeaway food apps. It can be seen 

from the table that all the inner VIF values and outer VIF value have the value of 

the minimum and maximum value. The highest inner VIF value for users is PEOU 

(2.565), and for non-users is PT (4.063). For the outer VIF value, the highest is 

for user CONFSEC (3.835) and non-user PROSSEC (4.889), whereas the lowest 

outer VIF value for the user is TRANSCOV (1.492) and for the non-user is 

Step 1: Assess for collinearity issues

Step 2: Check the significance and 
relevance of the structural model 

relationships

Step 3: Assess the level of R²

Step 4: Assess the effect sizes f²

Step 5: Assess the predictive relevance and 
the q² effect sizes
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CHANCEUSE AND CONTUSE (1.609). Thus, it can be concluded that 

collinearity does not extend the critical level in any reflective constructs and is not 

an issue for estimation of the PLS path model for both users. 

Following the assessment of the measuring model, next was the assessment of 

the structural model. According to (Hair et al., 2017), it is important to discuss the 

size and significance of the path coefficient, determination coefficient (R²), 

predictive relevance (Q²) and effect sizes (f²) and (q²) when assessing the 

structural model. The first assessment of the model began by analysing the inner 

and outer weight for significance and relevance by comparing the weight of the 

indicators to verify their relative contribution to forming the construct (Hair et al., 

2017). 

Table 8.12 Results for collinearity statistics 

Latent variable  Inner VIF values Loadings Outer VIF values 

Users Non-
users 

Users Non-
users 

Perceived usefulness 
(PU) 

2.246 3.175 payquick 1.500 1.953 

savetime 1.787 2.992 

transconv 1.492 2.158 

useinlife 1.526 2.232 

Perceived ease of use 
(PEOU) 

2.565 3.758 easyordpay 2.153 2.263 

learnapps 1.901 2.423 

learnpayapp 2.365 4.008 

understand 1.592 2.554 

Perceived trust 
(PT) 

2.438 4.063 confipayapp 2.233 3.255 

confsec 3.835 2.69 

infrotrst 2.401 2.818 

Perceived security 
(PS) 

2.075 3.958 privacyproc 2.363 2.357 

procssec 2.145 4.889 

senst 2.494 1.785 

transsec 2.667 4.563 

Intention to use (INT) 1.000 chanuse 1.661 1.609 

contuse 1.661 1.609 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 
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The significant test for both inner and outer models can be generated using a T-

statistics analysis called bootstrapping in PLS-SEM. As this study aimed to find 

and examine the factors influencing the adoption of takeaway apps between 

users and non-users, multigroup analysis was used. However, similar to the 

bootstrapping procedure, PLS-MGA a non-parametric multigroup analysis was 

used. The approach enabled each bootstrap to estimate one group with all other 

bootstrap estimates of the same parameter in the other group (Hair et al., 2017). 

Bootstrapping can be described as a resampling process which draws a large 

number of subsamples from the original data and estimates models for the 

subsample (Hair et al., 2017). To proceed with the analysis, many studies tend 

to suggest using 500 subsamples (Hair et al., 2017; Streukens and Leroi-

Werelds, 2016) taken from the original sample to give bootstrap standard errors 

that in turn will provide an approximate T-value for significance testing of the 

structural path. At the end of the bootstrapping test, it will then produce the results 

of the structural model. Also, most studies use p-value to examine significance 

that refers to erroneously rejecting a true null hypothesis (Hair et al., 2017). 

Therefore, assuming the significance level of .05 or 5% was used and the p-value 

must be smaller to consider the relationship to be significant. The significance 

level of .01 can be used for stricter testing of the relationship. Figure 8.12and 

Figure 8.13 display the results of the full structural model for users and non-users. 

The users’ results showed that three of the five hypotheses were supported with 

29.1% of the variance in intention to use and 6.5% of the variance in actual usage. 

This indicated that the relationship between the other factors (PU, PEOU, PS, 

PT) on the intention was medium but acceptable. However, for the actual usage, 
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although the hypothesis was supported, the variance was shown to be weak in 

explaining the users’ intention to use.  

Figure 8.12 Result of structural model test without control variable (users) 
 

 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

On the other hand, the non-users’ results displayed that two hypotheses were 

accepted which were perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use (see 

Figure 8.13). Examination of R² discovered the non-users’ intention to use 

takeaway apps was 64% in explaining the variances and 3.1% of the variance on 

actual usage. This result showed that the non-users’ intention to use had a large 

effect size on the variance, while the non-users’ actual usage was weak in order 

to explain the non-users’ intention to use. 

Note that it was not surprising to see that the proportion of explained variance for 

the construct’s actual usage was lower than the intention to use mobile takeaway 

apps. A brief look at the literature dealing with mobile apps usage revealed a vast 

number of possible determinants such as functionality and usability (Cyr, Head 

and Ivanov, 2006; Oh, Lehto and Park, 2009; Wang and Li, 2017). The low value 

Perceived 
usefulness 

(PU) 

Perceived 

ease of use 
(PEOU) 

Perceived 
trust (PT) 

Perceived 
security (PS) 

Intention to 
use (R² = 

0.291) 

Actual 

usage 
(R² = 

0.065) 

0.510 

(H5a) -0.256* 

(H1a) 0.359* 

(H2a) 0.616 

(H3a) -0.125 

(H4a) 0.281* 

Path significance: 

*** p < 0.001 
** p < 0.01 
* p < 0.05 
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of R² was also supported by the work of (Eberl, 2010) who found a low R² between 

20% and 30% was large in the context of consumer satisfaction study. 

Figure 8.13 Result of structural model test without control variable (non-users) 
 

 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

Table 8.13 Result test of PLS-MGA  
Path Coefficients-
diff (USER - NON-

USER) 

p-Value (USER vs 
NON-USER) 

Significance 

INT -> ACT 0.078 0.683 No 

PEOU -> INT 0.296 0.895 No 

PS -> INT 0.397 0.021 Yes 

PT -> INT 0.333 0.938 No 

PU_ -> INT 0.015 0.525 No 

Notes: PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = perceived ease of use; PU = 
perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 
 

Nonetheless, the results of the PLS-MGA of the structural model in Table 8.13 

was used to examine the comparison between the results of users and non-users. 

The results showed that there was no significant difference between the users 

and non-users in all indicators except for PEOU on INT (p < .05 = 0.034). If 

different approaches or a larger sample was used, it could help to indicate results 

Perceived 
usefulness 

Perceived 
ease of use 

Perceived 
trust 

Perceived 
security 

Intention 
to use 
(R² = 
0.640) 

Actual 
usage  
(R² = 

0.031) 

(H5b) -0.166 

(H1b) 0.378*** 

(H2a) 

(H3a 0.203 

(H4a) -0.108 
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that are more profound. However, the finding with the approach indicates that the 

other factors do not have any significant impact. 

Table 8.14 Assessment of size of predictive power 
User of takeaway food ordering apps 

 ACT INT Q² q² Effect size 

Path 
coefficient 

f² Path 
coefficient 

f²  

ACT     0.050  

INT -0.254 0.069   0.186 0.167 (Medium) 

PEOU   0.092 0.005   

PS   0.284 0.055   

PT   --0.131 0.010   

PU   0.360 0.081   

 
 

Non-user of takeaway food ordering apps 

 ACT ACT Q² q² Effect size 

Path 
coefficient 

f² Path 
coefficient 

f²  

ACT     0.012  

INT -0.177 0.032   0.441 0.767 (Large) 

PEOU   0.388 0.111   

PS   -0.112 0.009   

PT   0.202 0.028   

PU   0.375 0.123   

 
Notes: PT = perceived trust; PS = perceived risk security; PEOU = perceived ease of use; PU = 

perceived usefulness; INT = intention to use; ACT = actual usage 

Source: Author’s fieldwork 

 

After assessing the structural model, it was also important to understand whether 

the model structure fits the empirical data and thus, helped to identify model 

misspecification. The best approach to estimate the parameter was by applying 

goodness-of-fit measures. In order to measure that in PLS-SEM, heuristic criteria 

determined by a predictive power was assessed (Hair et al., 2017). Among the 

assessment is effect size (f²), predictive relevance Q² and q² effect size as 

displayed in Table 8.14. 

The first evaluation was the assessment of effect size f² which was used to assess 

the impact of each exogenous construct. In order to assess f², the following 
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guideline was given: 0.02 (small), 0.15 (medium) and 0.35 (large) effects on 

exogenous latent variable. Values that are less than 0.02 indicate that there is no 

effect (Hair et al., 2017). Referring to the users’ results, PEOU (0.005) and PT 

(0.010) did not have any effect on the user’s intention to use takeaway apps, 

whereas the other constructs had minor effects on intention to use. In contrast, 

the non-users PS were found not to affect INT. The other result of the non-users 

was also contrary to the users such as INT on ACT and PT on INT having minor 

effects, and PEOU and PU having medium effects on INT. 

In addition to R², predictive relevance can be assessed by examining Q² using 

the blindfolding technique. The blindfolding procedure is an iterative procedure 

that is a continuous process that repeats until the data has been omitted and the 

model revalued. To evaluate the Q² values, all exogenous constructs above zero 

have to indicate predictive relevance for the endogenous construct using a 

reflective model. Using an omission distance of 7, it was found that the predictive 

relevance for the model existed for both groups because all the exogenous 

constructs were above 0. 

Additionally, the assessment of the q² effect size was evaluated. The effect size 

q² is to assess an exogenous construct’s contribution to an endogenous latent 

variable’s Q². The examination of q² needs to be assessed by manually 

computing it. To measure q² as a relative measure of predictive relevance, if q² 

values are 0.02, it indicates small, while 0.15 is medium and 0.35 is large. It was 

found that the q² values of INT for users had a medium effect on the ACT, 

whereas q² values of INT for non-users showed a large effect on the ACT. 
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 Consumers acceptance of online takeaway food apps 

Following the success of the OTFO websites, these suppliers then introduced 

OTFO apps in anticipation that consumers would use and accept them. Motivated 

by the desire of these companies to gain consumer acceptance of the websites 

using these apps, this study then sought to understand what led to the 

acceptance and use of mobile apps. In progressing this work, the study extended 

TAM to predict the intention and use of takeaway food mobile apps for two 

different profiles of individuals: users and non-users. Table 8.15 shows the 

hypotheses results of the study based on the significance test illustrated in Figure 

8.12 and Figure 8.13. The results show that there are dissimilarities between 

users and non-users. 

The primary hypothesis tested in this study was the relationship between intention 

to use and actual use of OTFO apps. The results showed that user adoption and 

the use of the apps could be predicted from the users’ intention which is affected 

significantly by perceived usefulness and perceived security. This finding is 

consistent with the work of (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989; Wu and Wang, 

2005; Rauniar et al., 2014) which means users’ behavioural intent is an important 

determinant of takeaway app usage. 
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Table 8.15 Hypothesis results 

Hypothesis Results 

Users (a) Non-users (b) 

H1: There is a positive relationship between 

perceived usefulness and the intention to use of 

online takeaway food ordering apps 

Supported Supported 

H2: There is a positive relationship between 

perceived ease of use and the intention to use of 

online takeaway food ordering apps 

Not supported Supported 

H3: There is a positive relationship between 

perceived trust and the intention to use of online 

takeaway food ordering apps 

Not supported Not supported 

H4: There is a positive relationship between 

perceived security and the intention to use of online 

takeaway food ordering apps 

Supported Not supported 

H5: There is a positive relationship between 

intention to use and the actual usage of online 

takeaway food ordering apps 

Supported Not supported 

Source: Author’s fieldwork. 

 

However, it appears that the model is not suitable to measure the acceptance of 

non-users because no significant path coefficient could be estimated between 

intention to use and actual usage. Although, the model can be used to test non-

users’ intention to use takeaway apps due to several factors that proved the 

relationship on intention to use. The reason for the hypothesis not being 

supported for the non-users is related to the variable that predicted non-users’ 

intention to use and sufficient enough to determine the actual usage of the apps. 

Hence, to understand the user and non-users’ factors that influence intention to 

use the app, several themes such as practicability, functionality and usability and 

individual experience and knowledge are next discussed. 

 

 The practicability 

The practicability refers to the usefulness or value which can be defined as 

convenience, time-saving and the ability to pay promptly in this study. Users and 
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non-users supported the hypotheses related to the effect of perceived usefulness 

on the intention to use mobile apps which refers to H1. This finding is consistent 

with the work of a previous study by Agrebi and Jallais (2015), Amin (2008), 

Cobanoglu et al. (2015), Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1989), Koenig-Lewis et 

al. (2015) meaning that the users and non-users believed the mobile app was 

useful and had influenced them to use the technology. To understand the 

usefulness of the app, several themes have been developed, among them are 

the convenience, the restaurant’s information and technology features. 

 

 Convenience 

When a consumer decided to use the OTFO services, they viewed the service as 

an enabler to purchase takeaway food quickly and easily. Many studies have also 

associated the consumption of fast food to convenience (Papadaki et al., 2007; 

Dave et al., 2009; van der Horst, Brunner and Siegrist, 2011; AlFaris et al., 2015). 

Convenience, in this sense, makes it easier for a consumer to purchase takeaway 

food without the need to go to a restaurant and purchase takeaway. Using the 

app is simply a matter of choosing a restaurant, selecting the food, paying for the 

order, and then the order will be delivered. Consumers are presented with a list 

of restaurants and menu that they can choose their food according to their 

preferences. This is also easy for a consumer to compare prices on the menu 

between restaurants. 

Likewise, they can use the mobile app anywhere as it is easy to carry around with 

them compared to using a laptop or desktop computer (Kim et al., 2010; Wang et 

al., 2014). Many respondents from the interviews also mentioned the same 

reason. For instance, Zack preferred to use the service given the ability to obtain 
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different food types without any preparation needed. As for Rina, she used the 

services due to safety concerns, as she believed it unsafe for a woman to go 

outside alone at night to buy takeaway food. Whereas Ahid, Lao and Rith, used 

the OTFO services given it was convenient and saved time.  

Even though using takeaway apps means that consumers will have less direct 

contact with the seller, the advantage is that it can reduce any miscommunication 

during the purchasing process. The difference in demographic backgrounds such 

as country of origin and language between the seller and buyer makes it difficult 

for a transaction to occur. For example, a consumer orders takeaway food at a 

restaurant or via the phone and the seller does not understand the buyer, which 

will stress the consumer, making them feel anxious and frustrated with the entire 

process. Whereas using the app, it means that the language barrier is reduced, 

making the whole experience of purchasing pleasant and easy.  

“…cause if I phone them sometimes they don’t speak very good 

English. So, they either don’t understand me, they make a 

mistake in the order because they don’t understand me. They 

put something else in my order. Because most of them are east 

European. Mostly because of the language barrier. Even the 

Chinese people, they have very different accent. So, you’ll speak 

with them, then you kind of stress what if they don’t understand 

what you order. And it happens many time when I called them…”. 

– Ahid, British, Male, 25-30 years old, doctoral’ student. 
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Lao agreed with Ahid, as she believed using the apps would reduce the level of 

miscommunication given she was not a fluent English speaker. 

“…I think because you use phone to call, make 

misunderstanding, because the language. If I order sometimes 

I’m not sure the pronunciation, maybe they have the same 

pronunciation. In order to avoid that mistake, I more prefer to use 

the software.” - Lao, China, female, 25 years old, master’ 

student. 

 

 Restaurant information 

The usefulness is also associated with the availability of information regarding 

the restaurant and its services. Besides browsing to view the menu and finding 

information about the restaurant such as the opening time, and location, using 

the app allows the consumer to view the restaurant’s rating and consumer 

feedback and reviews of the restaurants listed on the site. Many e-commerce 

businesses utilise e-word-of-mouth information to invite consumers to share their 

experiences with others via consumer reviews (Qiu, Pang and Lim, 2012, 2012). 

When consumers generate positive comments and feedback concerning the 

restaurant’s service, price and food quality, it increases the popularity of the 

restaurant (Zhang et al., 2010; Jeong and Jang, 2011). This information is also 

valuable and useful to consumers as it enables them to make the right choice 

when selecting and ordering takeaway food from a restaurant using the app. This 

finding was supported by the responses from the interview respondents, for 

instance, Linda said that she liked seeing the online star rating in the apps. The 
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rating can be used as a recommendation for a good restaurant and to stop her 

from ordering from a bad or poorly rated restaurant or a takeaway food services 

establishment.  

“I guess It’s nice to see it have rating because that is inspire 

confident, you can see some of the rating like 4 or 5 stars. You 

can click on it, saw the comment. Because some of the comment 

said, I have to wait for two hours but my food never arrives, then 

I would probably will never use their service. Because it doesn’t 

inspire confident.” – Linda, Hungarian, female, 25 years old, 

doctoral’ student. 

Rith also had similar views as he described how he viewed the star ratings in 

making a decision based on the ratings.  

“First of all, you look at the categories of foods, and then when 

you are in the category one I think there is are some stars rating. 

You know if a restaurant gets a 2.5 star I will more likely to 

choose them from someone that got 1-star rating.” – Rith, 

British, Male, 21 years old, undergraduate’ student. 

 

While for Ika, she believed the apps were beneficial as she is then aware of the 

rating and food prices on the menu of the restaurant.  

“The apps are good, I like the apps. I like it because you can 

easily what restaurant offer the service. It also good because you 

know the rank and the price of their foods. And you can easily 
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see the price of the food and see which one are the popular, so 

you want to try those foods that are popular.” - Ika, Malaysian, 

female, 21 years old, undergraduate’ student. 

 

Therefore, based on the information provided on the website and using the app, 

it will provide a suggestion to the consumer, whether to proceed with ordering 

from the restaurant or not. 

 

 The functionality and usability 

Besides convenience and usefulness, the next important aspect considered by 

consumers is the functionality and usability of the app. Functionality refers to the 

content and usability in the design of the app. Developing mobile apps requires 

developers to research consumer behaviour in adopting the technology. In the 

case of the OTFO app, the developer needs to tailor and shape the technology 

based on the similar functionality and content of the website. When technology is 

deemed user-friendly, consumers will tend to use the technology given they are 

comfortable in using it, feeling a sense of trust regarding the app (Bhatti, 2007; 

Giovanis, Binioris and Polychronopoulos, 2012; Liébana-Cabanillas, Muñoz-

Leiva and Sánchez-Fernández, 2015). Several of the respondents from the 

interviews also agreed that the ease of using takeaway apps was the main reason 

for them to use the technology. For example, Rina believed that good technology 

would provide all the information that would be needed by consumers.  

“Because I think the features of the website or the application 

itself, it interactive, easy to use, it’s clear. The information is over 
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there like it appear they really there for promotion every 

restaurant available. For example, the discount the something 

like that. It’s very easy to use and just in one click, it’s very 

friendly user that what make me very enjoy.” - Rina, Indonesian, 

female, 25 years old, master’ student. 

 

While for Ika, the most important thing was the easiness or smoothness of the 

app, making it easier for her to navigate. 

“I think it has like a clean interface, for me it pretty much the same 

when you open in the laptop. I like it because it clean and you 

can easily see what restaurant they offer you and how many 

minutes that they can reach you.” - Ika, Malaysian, female, 21 

years old, undergraduate’ student. 

 

Also, Dan believed that a sophisticated design and ease of using the app would 

influence his perceived trust in the technology.  

“I’d said the design, it’s really nice, user-friendly, it looks really 

legitimate as well so you can trust it.” - Dan, male, 21 years old, 

undergraduate student. 

In contrast, the effects of improper design of the technology will cause consumers 

to reject it and choose another option. In the case of this study, even though Just 

Eat was a reasonably established company compared to Deliveroo, they still 

developed and launched an app as they were confident that the users would use 
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the app and continue using their services. If the app is difficult to use and navigate 

and obstructs their ability to purchase consumers will consider that the technology 

is not trustworthy or insecure (Liu and Arnett, 2000). This finding was also 

supported by the responses shared by the respondents from the interviews.  

For example, Ahid believed that the apps were still developing and were not easy 

to use. His negative evaluation of the apps deterred him from using the apps.  

“Just Eat is relatively a new app, so they still developing a lot of 

things in there. Ease of access is very important. It has to be 

user-friendly when you are using an app. If it’s not user-friendly I 

will just use the computer.” – Ahid, British, Male, 25-30 years 

old, doctoral’ student. 

 

While for Arif, a savvy technology user described that the design or the features 

in the apps were important and influenced him to use the apps. Arif’s statement 

was supported by Rith who mentioned that graphic images were very important 

as it influenced him to use the apps. 

“First, how’s it looks. The design of the interfaces it’s (refers to 

Deliveroo) a lot pleasing to look at compared to Just Eat. The 

interfaces are means by the layout.” – Arif, Malaysian, male, 21 

years old, undergraduate student 

 Design aesthetic 

Researchers have found that various design aesthetic elements can influence 

consumer trust including colour, logo, icon, photographs, layout, font and font 

style (Li and Yeh, 2010; Wang and Li, 2017). In this study, it was found that 
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different companies have different product presentation elements in their 

takeaway food apps. In this sense, consumers will tend to make a comparison 

between the app and the services provided by the company. For example, in the 

Deliveroo app, consumers are able to view photos for each restaurant listed, 

whereas in the Just Eat app it only shows a written list. Accordingly, the 

presentation of products and information can increase the app’s informative 

content thereby influencing the apps perceived usefulness, ease of use and 

reliability of the app. (Cyr, Head and Ivanov, 2006; Vila and Kuster, 2011). This 

finding is consistent with the views shared by the respondents in the interviews. 

For instance, Zack mentioned that he liked to see pictures in the apps to compare 

suppliers, for example, Just Eat to Deliveroo. While Rine said that if she could 

see the supplier’s page along with their name and some food images that would 

add value to using the apps. 

 

 Additional features 

Besides the visual element, additional features that could increase the 

consumer’s intention to order via the takeaway app relate to location-based 

service (LBS) and tracking order tools. The LBS in the context of the takeaway 

app is the ability to detect the consumer’s present location. Instead of searching 

and typing in a name for a restaurant close by, the service will detect the 

consumer’s location automatically and show a list of all restaurants in the vicinity 

(Turban et al., 2018). For example, when a consumer uses the app in London, 

the app would provide a list of all restaurants nearby. This development is useful, 

which adds value to existing services (Choi, 2017). Although, developers need to 

display clear instructions and also present the service’s availability (i.e. opening 
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and closing times). Likewise, the location of the user is only allowed based on the 

user’s ability to activate the functionality via the device’s settings. The ease for 

consumers to utilise the service could also provide a positive outcome for the 

user in attracting them to use the technology (Lin and Sun, 2009). This finding 

was supported by the respondents who were interviewed believing that the 

additional service might influence their intention to use the technology. For Rine 

and Rina, the additional service such as GPS helped her to use the apps without 

the need to enter her location. It was helpful and convenient as mentioned by 

Rine and Rina. 

“I think now, maybe the GPS services is open and they deliver 

on-campus more, there are more options. Whereas where I live, 

is there less options. So, in my areas there will not be many 

options. But looking at the app, I like the options.” - Rine, 

Romanian, Female, 24 years old, master’ student. 

 

“I think the one that I like its very location based, for example now 

we are at Exeter. The restaurant that will appear is Tyepedong, 

Five Guys, Burger King, Fireazza, everything that in Exeter. So, 

it’s very exact what are restaurant that near us. When we arrive 

at London and we open Deliveroo, the list will be change 

drastically. For example, there will be bone Daddies, there will 

be local restaurant in London. We can’t find Tyepedong in 

London, something like that. It is very easy, we don’t need to type 

our location, no needs! the restaurant will appear based on the 
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exact location., That’s what I like about Deliveroo, it’s very real-

time based.” - Rina, Indonesian, female, 25 years old, master’ 

student. 

 

Another additional service that is noteworthy in the app is the real-time 

information tracking service. The tracking system can help consumer’s track the 

status of their food delivery to their location. Based on the interviews, it was found 

that this service was only available in the Deliveroo app. Rine, one of the 

interviewed respondents, mentioned that having real-time information had really 

helped her to know when she would be receiving her takeaway food. While in 

Zack’s case, he said apps like Deliveroo were very organised, displaying when 

the food would be arriving, and the app notified him when it arrived. This 

demonstrated that consumers tended to judge the app based on the additional 

services provided. Also, knowing that the service is convenient helps the 

consumer to manage their time which is important (Gummerus and Pihlström, 

2011). 

 

 Navigability 

Another important feature of an app is its navigability. Navigability refers to the 

ease for consumers to search, view products and conduct transactions using the 

app. When consumers feel confident to perform a transaction using the app, this 

will also help to influence the consumer’s trust and their perceived security of the 

app (Gummerus and Pihlström, 2011). 
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In the context of this study, the decision by the OTFO companies to develop 

mobile apps may cause consumers to feel dissatisfied and disassociated from 

the company as they are used to accessing and using the service via their 

website. By using the website, consumers are able to view all product categories 

on a single page, whereas using an app with a different design, layout and screen 

size may not be suitable.  

For consumers, purchasing takeaway food is an important and emotional 

process, and sometimes they require their friends to help in deciding on which 

app to use. Consumers may perceive an app with limited navigability as 

unreliable. This finding was also supported by Chae & Kim, (2004) who found 

that a complex task like online shopping makes the consumer consider the ability 

of the device to view the products successfully on the page and scrolling through 

the product range on the device without causing any issues. Moreover, the 

respondents from the interviews also mentioned that navigability was an 

important feature that would influence their use of an app. Linda said that screen 

size influenced her willingness to use mobile apps because it meant that 

information would be presented much smaller, and reduce her ability to read the 

information.  

“Because I can actually see the menu properly on website. 

Whereas on the mobile you have to scroll, go like this and this. I 

think it is because of the size of the screen and also the 

readability of the menu. Cause if you can only see like only four 

options on the screen. Whereas with the laptop you can see all 

the menu, what you want.” – Linda, Hungarian, female, 25 

years old, doctoral’ student. 
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Rine also mentioned the problem she had when using an app. Instead, she 

preferred using a laptop as it had a larger screen for better readability and made 

it easier for her to make comparisons. 

“I think I would probably go with the laptop version. Because I 

usually order when I with somebody. It’s not a habit to order by 

myself. So, it easy to look at the desktop and talk with my friends, 

it easy to visualise. Then, the smartphone the screen is quite 

small. And you can’t open more screen and make a comparison 

between the certain restaurant within the app. Because, I like to 

talk with my friends before order.” - Rine, Romanian, Female, 

24 years old, master’ student. 

 

 Individual experience and knowledge 

In this study, the sample population consisted of university students who 

represented a younger more tech-savvy generation of users. Indeed, they were 

competent and proficient in the use of technology and the internet (Parkes et al., 

2015). When consumers are frequently exposed to technology, they tend to be 

skilful in using the technology (Chong, 2013; Cobanoglu et al., 2015; Venkatesh, 

2000; Venkatesh and Davis, 1996). Moreover, they develop familiarity in using 

and applying technology, and in this case, the respondents had no issues in using 

the takeaway apps. Although the apps are a relatively new concept in this market, 

for experienced and knowledgeable users of mobile apps, it is not an issue 

(Chong, 2013; Cobanoglu et al., 2015; Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh and Davis, 
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1996). The main outcome relating to consumer experiences in the context of 

purchasing mobile apps app is the positive intention to use the technology (Rose, 

Hair and Clark, 2011). On the other hand, users who are not comfortable in using 

technology will find it is difficult and feel frustrated and reject using the app. 

Besides the experiences that are gained from using technology, prior experience 

of using the OTFO service can also help to influence consumer intention to use 

takeaway apps (Weisberg, Te’eni and Arman, 2011). Experience in the context 

of this study refers to the use of OTFO sites. Consumers that have been using 

the sites for some time will quickly foresee the usefulness of the app, although at 

this stage they may not know if the app is trustworthy or secure. Accordingly, they 

would try first before using it and then decide if the app is reliable and useful. For 

inexperienced users, they will need to use the app first and experience it before 

considering whether to continue using the app. When using new technology for 

the first time, even though the consumers have not used that particular 

technology before, they will think the technology is easy to use and requires little 

effort on their part (Davis, Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1989). This finding was found 

to be similar to the finding from the respondents who had never used a takeaway 

app before. For example, Arif, he was aware that the OTFO sites had developed 

the same services as on the apps. However, preferred to continue using the sites, 

given it was easier and did not require any effort on his part.  

 

“Nope on the mobile phone, it’s pretty much the same the apps 

and the website because you can see the restaurant they offer 

in the apps. I think it has like a clean interface, for me it pretty 

much the same when you open in the laptop. I like it because it 
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clean and you can easily see what restaurant they offer you and 

how many minutes that they can reach you.” – Arif, Malaysian, 

male, 21 years old, undergraduate student 

 

His response was also supported by Rith and Ika, as they believed it was easier 

to continue using the sites as they needed to be able to open the link and view 

the same information as in the apps.  

“Yeah, I used Just Eat (website). It feels like your stereotypical 

takeaway on a website. You can browse the menu and then you 

can have all the list up online… it’s just a matter of go online, you 

know you can pay by a card. Which you can’t do it if you call up. 

It’s much easier.” – Rith, British, Male, 21 years old, 

undergraduate’ student. 

 

“Nope on the mobile phone, it’s pretty much the same the apps 

and the website because you can see the restaurant they offer 

in the apps…” - Ika, Malaysian, female, 21 years old, 

undergraduate’ student. 

 

 Summary 

This chapter addressed Objective 4, which was to identify the factors that would 

influence the consumer’s acceptance of takeaway food ordering apps. The study 

focussed on university students that did not originate from the UK. The study 
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found that the respondents were familiar and quite knowledgeable about using 

technology particularly in using the latest technologies available to them. For 

instance, their use of OTFO sites was directly related to their actual use of OTFO 

apps. 

Further investigation was carried out via multivariate analysis of PLS-SEM. The 

conceptual framework passed the validity and reliability test following several 

adjustments. The results of the test revealed that there are differences between 

users and non-users of OTFO apps. Also, the users’ intention to use the app can 

be used to determine the actual use of takeaway apps. However, for the non-

users, the model can only be used to measure the relationship between the 

variables and intention to use the takeaway apps. The study also found that 

perceived usefulness and perceived security are both significant factors for users. 

Whereas non-users believed that perceived usefulness and perceived ease of 

use are the determinants for the intention to use the app. However, both users 

and non-users agreed that perceived trust does not influence them to use the 

current takeaway food ordering apps because they are generally felt dissatisfied 

with the technology.  
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 CONCLUSION 

 

This study aimed to investigate the growth of mobile apps in the OTFO sector in 

the UK and the changing patterns of customer acceptance. The OTFO sector has 

existed since the early 1990s, but it has only been since 2010 that the sector has 

quickly evolved to what it has become today (Wauters, 2014). In response to the 

growth of this sector, in 2014, Just Eat an OTFO company located in the UK 

began developing and distributing mobile apps for the convenience of customers 

to order takeaway food (Shead, 2015). These developments have fascinated the 

author to explore the factors that influenced the growth of this sector and the 

reasons why consumers decided to use or reject using the apps. Moreover, as a 

new technology introduced into the marketplace, it is important to investigate the 

perceptions of consumers towards the innovation given the limited studies in this 

area, which could contribute to the body of knowledge. In line with the study, four 

research objectives were developed and presented in Section 1.2 of Chapter 

One. 

The purpose of this chapter is to reflect on the main findings of the study in 

consideration of the four objectives of this study and to discuss, clarify and 

compare with other research studies. The contribution of this study will also 

acknowledge and describe the limitations of the study. Lastly, the chapter will 

present recommendations for future research that could help benefit from both 

academic and corporate perspectives. 
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 Summary of research findings 

This section presents a summary of the main findings of this research from both 

qualitative and quantitative research. It can be concluded that the OTFO sector 

has continually developed and evolved since the early 1990s influenced by 

consumer demand to what it has become today. Table 9.1 presents the objectives 

of this research with the associated research questions and sections. 

Table 9.1 Directory of results in relation to research objectives 

Research aim 

Investigate the growth of mobile apps in the online takeaway food ordering sector and the 

changing patterns of customer acceptance of such developments within the UK market. 

 

Objectives Research questions Sections 

1. To examine the consumer 

reactions to the innovation in 

the foodservice sector 

How does OTFO sector have been 

developed in the foodservice 

industry? 

Chapter 5 

2. To explore the growth and 

operating characteristics of 

organisations supplying mobile 

apps within the online 

takeaway food ordering sector 

What is the operating characteristic 

of the organisation supplying 

takeaway mobile app in the UK? 

6.2/6.3/6.4 

What innovations have been 

created and how is the consumer 

reaction? 

6.5/6.6 

3. To identify the socio-

demographic characteristics of 

customers who use mobile 

apps to order takeaway food 

What are the socio-demographic 

characteristics of customers who 

use mobile apps to order takeaway 

food? 

7.2/ 7.3/ 7.4/ 7.5 

4. To analyse the factors 

influencing consumer 

acceptance of mobile apps 

within the online takeaway food 

ordering sector 

What are the factors influencing 

consumer acceptance of mobile 

apps within the online takeaway 

food ordering sector? 

7.6 

Source: Author’s fieldwork 

 

 Objective 1 

To understand the development of online takeaway food ordering sector in 

the foodservice industry 

To examine consumer reactions to innovations within the foodservice industry, 

the present study revisited a number of studies related to innovations previously 
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developed in the sector, finding that ‘consumer reactions’ are different from that 

of ‘consumer acceptance’. Consumer reactions are related to positive and 

negative responses to a specific phenomenon or trends. Moreover, to obtain 

relevant information, qualitative data of past research was collected from online 

research studies that focused on the earlier innovations which were developed 

between the 1950s and 2016. Content analysis is the best approach to 

understand a phenomenon under study (Downe‐Wamboldt, 1992). Also, by 

reviewing previous research, the study will have a much better understanding of 

the state of the sector, particularly consumer reactions to the development of the 

innovations in the sector (Dahlberg et al., 2008).  

Firstly, to understand consumer reactions to the innovations in the sector, it was 

important for the study to present the innovation development aspects. From the 

findings, it has been discovered that the foodservice industry has been 

developing innovations since the early 1950s. Figure 9.1 shows the development 

of various innovations in this sector from the 1950s until 2018. The study found 

that there were two phases of innovation in the sector during this period: non-

technological and technological innovations. The sector began with the non-

technological era beginning from the 1950s until 1998. While from 1998 onwards 

most innovations were related to technological innovations. The finding was 

different from that of the hospitality industry which revealed that their innovations 

related to technological innovations that started from around the 1980s (Emmer 

et al., 2003). This suggested that innovation in the foodservice industry was not 

an early adopter of innovation compared to other sectors such as the hospitality 

sector (Rogers, 2003). Being innovators or early adopters of technological 

innovation means a sector will be among the first to adopt new technologies 



  

 
311 

 

(Rogers, 2003). However, the uncertainty of not knowing consumer feedback 

affected the growth of the sector to adopt and take advantage of the various 

innovations. Therefore, it is important to understand and examine the reactions 

of the consumer given it will influence the growth and adoption of innovation in 

this sector. 

The examination of consumer feedback regarding innovations that have been 

introduced into the foodservice sector suggests that consumer reactions to date, 

have been positive (refer to Figure 9.1). With a focus on the OTFO sector as 

shown in the figure, the grey area shows that consumers had been slowly 

accepting the new method to ordering foods as compared to the development of 

innovation in the hospitality or tourism industries.  

Using Rogers’ study to compare the development of innovation, this study found 

that consumers categorised as ‘innovators’ had been using OTFO service 

services since 1993. Consumers, in this case, are excited about new 

technologies by following the news of the latest trends and will be the first to use 

the technology (Rogers, 1983). Next were the consumers classed as ‘early 

adopters’ that adopted the innovation between 1993 and 2010, or the beginning 

of the Solomon era. This period was when consumers began to recognise and 

use social media platforms and mobile-based applications (Hwang and Park, 

2015; Thakran and Verma, 2013) as many people saw the potential of technology 

and started using it. Then in 2010, given that many people had been using the 

technology, many of their friends and family were also interested in using the 

technology and began using it. This result possibly showed that peer influence 

might have influenced the development of the sector either positive or negatively. 
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Figure 9.1 The Development of innovations in the distribution channel of the foodservice sector 
 

 
 

Source: Author. Based on figure 2.6 in Chapter 2 and figure 5.1 in Chapter 5. Adapted from Thakran & Verma (2013), Boyer et al. (2003) and Cullen 
(1994). 

 

Eating out 
trends started 

+VE RESP 

+VE RESP 

+VE RESP 

-/+VE RESP 

-/+VE RESP 

TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS NON-TECHNOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS 

-/+VE RESP 

-/+VE RESP 

Drive-through 
ordering 

Home delivery 
phone ordering 

1950 1960
s - 
1965 

Restaurant 
own website 
Third-party 

website 

1998 

Mobile 
payment 
Social 
media 

networking 

 2006 

Takeawa
y food 

ordering 
apps 

2014 1995 2000 

INTERNET ERA 

2013 

SOLOMO ERA 

HYBRID ERA 

2018 

1955 

1996 

Self-
ordering 

food 
kiosk 

2003 

MCDONALISATION ERA 

2010 

The rise of 
online 

takeaway 
food ordering 

sector.  



313 
 

 Objective 2 

To explore the growth and operating characteristics of organisations 

supplying mobile apps within the online takeaway food ordering sector 

To achieve Objective 2, the study applied a single case study approach to 

understanding the growth and characteristics of an organisation that developed 

and supplied a takeaway app to consumers. The data collection for the case 

study was undertaken in 2016 of a company called Just Eat located in the UK, an 

OTFO company. The case study approach was adopted as it enabled the study 

to investigate and collect evidence of the growth of OTFO apps from the 

perspective of a supplier. Although previous studies such as Patton and 

Appelbaum (2003) argued that a single case study could not be used to 

generalise the findings. Yin (2003) believed that it depends on the investigator to 

expand and generalise the story. However, this study believed it was significantly 

important to use this approach to achieve the objective. 

In this study, the Just Eat company was selected due to the development of the 

OTFO industry in the UK. Moreover, since the takeover of HungryHouse, Just 

Eat had the largest market share in the UK OTFO sector. Compared to another 

large UK player in the OTFO industry, Deliveroo, Just Eat is more mature given 

it has been operating in the industry for more than 10 years. Also, the company 

has undergone a number of innovations and improvements in order to cater to 

consumers in the OTFO sector. Although this industry sector has been around 

for at least 20 years, it was only since 2010, that the sector started to become 

popular with consumers (see Figure 9.1). Therefore, in this study, it was important 

to select an organisation that had experienced the challenges and pitfalls in this 

sector before becoming popular. Also, selecting a company that is well-
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established means that the company has invested more in the business to 

innovate and grow (Coad et al., 2018). 

The findings in this study also revealed that Just Eat is a technology and 

marketing-based company, providing a one-stop directory allowing consumers to 

order and pay for their takeaway food online via the internet or mobile apps. The 

organisation’s operations also consisted of marketing activities such as using 

their website and apps as tools to reach out to a broader audience using various 

methods to promote its technology platform. From the inception of Just Eat, they 

created a powerful image and brand through various marketing campaigns and 

associated their brand with a red colour and tagline, “Don’t Cook, Just Eat” (Just 

Eat, 2018b). They aimed to ensure that other companies would also view them 

as a strong company and that consumers would remember them when ordering 

takeaway food. However, in 2016 the company rebranded itself again by adding 

a splash of colour into their brand with a new mission; “To make food discovery 

existing for everyone” (Just Eat, 2018b). The creation of the new brand was 

important for the company as it conveyed the benefit of the brand to the audience 

(Mindrut, Manolica and Roman, 2015; Nandan, 2005).. By creating a new image, 

Just Eat believed its consumer-base that included restaurants and platform users 

would continue using the technology. 

Furthermore, the analysis of the company’s operations led to the development of 

the company’s business growth model, discovering that several aspects 

contributed to Just Eat’s development. Figure 9.2 displays the model based on 

Just Eat’s business operations. 
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Figure 9.2 Online takeaway food ordering company growth model 

 

Source: Author. Based on Just Eat’s growth model (see Figure 6.13 in Chapter 6). 
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low management are responsible for ensuring the company acts and performs 

based on the strategy and also need to ensure that the external and internal 

environmental aspects are aligned with the company’s strategy (Gupta et al., 

2013).  

The most important external environmental factor for Just Eat is the consumer. 

The rapid growth of the company and consumer demand for convenience 

technology meant that the organisation needed to invest in and improve their 

technology. This statement is aligned with a study by Sundström and Radon 

(2015) finding that the supply of convenience technology in a convenient 

atmosphere like the internet is the main reason why consumers need technology. 

To adapt to the latest technology, Just Eat actively engaged in various innovation 

activities such as investing in a technology development company in Bristol, UK 

and the acquisition of other technology companies. Furthermore, investing in 

digital marketing was also an important activity for Just Eat. For example, once 

social media became popular in the market, Just Eat adjusted their marketing 

campaign applying this technology (see Appendix 1, No. 10). The use of social 

media among the population of users also became increasingly widespread, so 

by taking advantage of this channel, the company became aware of the intention 

of consumers towards the company’s brand and services (He, Zha and Li, 2013; 

Hwang and Park, 2015; Thakran and Verma, 2013). 

The other external environmental factor that needed to be considered by many 

of these companies were the changes in government policy. In Just Eat’s case, 

situated in the UK and part of the European Union, the company was exposed to 

Brexit. Given this reason, Just Eat decided to develop a risk management 

framework to mitigate against major threats related to competition, regulation, 
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technology, cybersecurity and business growth. Previous studies agreed that 

performing a risk assessment is important to ensure the organisation is protected 

against threats or unforeseen risks (Torabi, Giahi and Sahebjamnia, 2016; Feng, 

Wang and Li, 2014). Although risk assessments mean nothing to the consumer, 

the framework is important for Just Eat to gain loyalty and trust from their business 

partners. 

Besides that, competition is another aspect that influenced the external 

environment of this OTFO company. In the UK, Just Eat is one of the major 

companies operating in this sector that has acquired and merged with several 

OTFO companies to grow and compete with other companies such as Deliveroo. 

The most discussed acquisition made by Just Eat was the takeover of 

HungryHouse. M&A activities by OTFO companies was a common activity to 

grow the company. In fact, OTFO companies from other countries are also 

engaged in M&As. For example, in the US, GrubHub has taken over several other 

OTFO companies such as Foodler (GrubHub, 2018). This finding showed that in 

order for OTFO companies to grow, it is important for them to merge by acquiring 

small and medium OTFO companies. 

The research also identified that internal environmental factors were important 

aspects related to organisational design. In the case of Just Eat, two significant 

internal environment elements appear to underpin Just Eat’s growth; the 

organisation structure and technological aspects. The organisation structure in 

this context refers to the authority of control. As an international organisation, 

using a hybrid organisational structure enables the company to extend its 

authority to middle management quickly and efficiently from a different location. 

A firm that applies a hybrid organisation structure will benefit from the firm’s 
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growth given they are more capable of overcoming managerial limitations 

(Shane, 1996). Figures 6.2 and 6.3 illustrate the hybrid organisational structure 

for Just Eat, showing the division of authority using a functional and geographical 

structure to manage the organisation.  

The most important determinant for Just Eat was in developing its technological 

assets. OTFO companies are built around creating a technology atmosphere 

which is convenient for consumers to access and use. The study found that the 

company has invested heavily in technology innovation and is continuously 

innovating and employing new ideas to improve the company’s range of services. 

They are adopting and adapting new technology to ensure that the technologies 

are relevant and convenient for their customers to use and for efficient operations. 

The ideas regarding innovation stem from within Just Eat, however, to create a 

new product or innovation, third-party developers are needed. For example, the 

idea to create the takeaway food app was generated from within Just Eat where 

they used a third-party app developer to turn the idea into reality. This finding also 

supports Chesbrough and Crowther (2006) believing that high-tech companies 

adopt open innovation to stimulate growth and use external sources in addition 

to using internal sources.  

 

 Objectives 3 and 4: The acceptance of takeaway food apps  

To understand consumer acceptance of takeaway food apps, the study 

developed two objectives. Objective 3, to identify the socio-demographic profile 

of the consumer that used the OTFO services and Objective 4, to analyse factors 

influencing consumer acceptance of takeaway apps. In addressing these 

objectives, two methods were employed: using a questionnaire survey and 
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conducting in-depth interviews. Questionnaire surveys were distributed and 

collected from convenience sampling of students at Exeter University which 

helped the study to address Objective 3, while in-depth interviews were 

conducted to achieve Objective 4, to provide an understanding of student 

lifestyles associated with takeaway food purchases and the use of takeaway 

apps.  

 

Objective 3: To identify the socio-demographic characteristics of consumer 

who use mobile apps to order takeaway food 

Concerning Objective 3, it was extremely important to understand consumer’s 

profile particularly their characteristics, type of technology adopter, frequently 

used online takeaway food sites, factors for using a specific site and factors for 

using the service. Engaging university students as the respondents, given their 

young age, anticipated that the respondents would be familiar in using technology 

(Chong, 2013; Cobanoglu et al., 2015; Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh and Davis, 

1996). This finding was supported by the results which showcased that the 

respondents mostly categorised themselves within the first three categories for 

technology adopters as discussed by Rogers (2003) (see subsection 2.2.1). The 

categories chosen by the respondent revealed that they either viewed 

themselves as innovators, loving technology and being the first to use new 

technology, or early adopters, that used new technology before other people they 

knew used it, or early majority adopters representing consumers that commonly 

used new technology when other people they knew used it. It is important to 

highlight this finding because their knowledge of technology will reflect on the use 

of takeaway apps.  
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Furthermore, the results showed that most of the respondents had at least a 

smartphone and a laptop, which means that they had access to use OTFO 

services. The main internet sites that they chose to order takeaway food from 

was either Just Eat or Deliveroo. These sites also capture consumer information 

(i.e. user profile, frequency of access, chosen food orders, etc.). The study also 

found that students were likely to use a specific site given their previous 

experience, availability of delivery and promotion of the site and contents. This 

finding was supported by previous studies that found that prior experience is 

important when users decided to use technology Kimes (2011). 

Similarly, the reason for the students to use these sites were influenced by their 

lifestyle (i.e. busy with classes, exams or with limited allowances). However, their 

use of the sites was also related to the typologies of the students as discussed in 

Section 3.1. For example, a money-conscious student is more likely to use Just 

Eat because the menu choices are more casual, and the takeaway food is more 

affordable (The Sodexo, 2017), while, a healthy and ethical student might use 

Deliveroo because they provide a variety of food choices which include healthier 

options (The Sodexo, 2017).  

Notwithstanding, it was also discovered from the interviews that the frequency of 

OTFO services was quite diverse, with no dominant answer signifying this aspect 

given by the respondents. This showed that the respondents were occasional 

users of the sites. As students have a limited budget, this also constrains them 

from spending too much money on food (Shim et al., 2009; Jorgensen and Savla, 

2010). On the other hand, a student lacking cooking skills and a place to prepare 

food may also opt to use an OTFO service as it is cheaper and an easier option 

to obtain food (Deliens et al., 2014). Due to this reason, the respondents did not 
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consider purchasing takeaway using this service as unhealthy as they only 

purchased the food occasionally.  

Regarding their spending habits per order, most respondents would spend 

between £11 and £20 or between £5 and £10. This finding is in line with the price 

of food to feed one person. However, the other reason for them to spend this 

amount is that most OTFO services have a minimum spend which varies with 

each restaurant (see subsection 5.5.1). Likewise, the amount spent would not 

exceed the specific amount because of the previous reason. Although, there is 

the possibility that spending will be lower if the restaurants imposed a minimum 

spend per order. 

Furthermore, respondents would mostly use OTFO services from their home and 

only when they were either too lazy or too tired to cook, too busy or when 

gathering and socialising with friends. Similarly, they would only use the services 

for common use and not for special occasions. This is because they related 

takeaway food with foods that were convenient, fast, comfortable and not special. 

The respondents also related this intention with their intention to use online 

takeaway sites. Therefore, companies that wish to attract different target markets 

or segmentation need to change consumer perceptions that takeaway food is not 

only for casual use but also for other uses as well (i.e. for special occasions, etc.). 

Marketing campaigns and how companies present their services might also 

cause consumers to change their eating habits. 

Bivariate analysis and the Mann-Whitney U test were performed to understand 

the respondents’ preferences and motivations to use OTFO sites. The results 

showed that users were likely to use OTFO services during holidays and on 

weeknights. However, non-users were not likely to use these services during 
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such occasions. Also, the likelihood of users to choose sites that were preferred 

was based on selecting OTFO services that are available to deliver the desired 

meals. Both mentioned findings affected users more than non-users given users 

are more experienced and adept at using the sites and know what to expect 

(Doherty and Ellis‐Chadwick, 2010; Yeo et al., 2017).  

To understand the acceptance of consumers of OTFO services, the study needed 

to test the association between the website and the use of the apps. Findings 

from performing Chi-Square analysis discovered that there was a strong 

correlation between the consumer’s use of OTFO sites and apps. This means 

that website acceptance will influence consumers to either reject or accept 

takeaway apps. Among the factors that might influence consumers to use the 

apps is based on previous experience. Several studies discovered that previous 

experience of technology would influence consumer use in the future (Doherty 

and Ellis‐Chadwick, 2010; Yeo et al., 2017). For a website service to attract 

existing consumers to use the apps, they need to ensure that they are providing 

the best if not, the same experience as accessing the website via the internet. 

However, if the consumer still rejects to use the apps, it means that the supplier 

needs to improve the technology associated with the apps (i.e. functionality, ease 

of use, etc.) (Cornescu and Adam, 2013).  

  

Objective 4: To analyse the factors influencing consumer acceptance of 

mobile apps within the online takeaway food ordering sector 

Addressing Objective 4, the study developed a concept based on TAM to analyse 

the factors that influenced the acceptance of takeaway apps (see Figure 2.10). It 
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was found that using the theory to construct the conceptual model proved to be 

useful and helpful to achieve the objective. Although there are concerns on using 

the theory based on previous research, recent studies have still applied the theory 

(Kim et al., 2017; Liu and Guo, 2017; Marakarkandy et al., 2017). Furthermore, 

this study has maintained two original variables from the model which are 

perceived usefulness and ease of use and four additional variables to support the 

conceptual model. Other variables have also been added to increase the 

understanding of consumer acceptance of takeaways apps using the model. This 

also accords with earlier studies, which mentioned that by modifying TAM it will 

still be valid and beneficial to a study (Holmes et al., 2013). Therefore, it showed 

that the study’s decision to adopt the model was justified.  

The study also employed PLS-SEM analysis to analyse the model, finding that 

there were notable differences in the results between the users and non-users. 

First, the perceived usefulness of the takeaway apps was determined to be 

significant to both types of users. This is also supported in previous studies that 

perceived usefulness is an important aspect that leads the consumer to use a 

specific technology (Davis, 1986; Im and Hancer, 2014; Kucukusta et al., 2015; 

Lu and Su, 2009; Nunkoo and Ramkissoon, 2012). Indeed, this is an important 

finding because it showed that the development of the app was not viewed as a 

waste of time or was not used, given the respondents viewed the apps as 

convenient and saving time when purchasing takeaway food. On the other hand, 

non-users only supported the link between perceived ease of use on the intention 

to use takeaway apps.  

As previous studies have also mentioned, the fewer efforts made by a person to 

use technology will increase their intention to use the technology (Venkatesh and 
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Davis, 1996). This showed that the non-users believed the takeaway apps 

required less effort to operate because they do not have any experiences of using 

it. However, in contrast, the users that have more experience in using the app 

view the technology have many drawbacks (Ling, Chai and Piew, 2010; Nunkoo 

and Ramkissoon, 2012) such as device’s features and functionality (Im and 

Hancer, 2014). Therefore, to improve user perception, the supplier needs to 

enhance its takeaway food apps to improve functionally and usability (Pigatto et 

al., 2017). 

Notwithstanding, the functionality and usability aspects of the apps and device 

will also influence the consumer’s perception regarding perceived trust and 

perceived security. The perceived trust was found to be insignificant for both user 

types. However, this result differed from previous studies discovering that trust 

was an important element when carrying out a transaction using a smartphone 

device (Duane, O’Reilly and Andreev, 2014). Other researchers have also 

mentioned that perceived trust leads the consumer to use technology. Elements 

of perceived trust are important in the context of this study because it will show 

that the takeaway app is reliable when engaged in carrying out a transaction.  

In contrast, lack of perceived trust will result in consumers not using the 

takeaways apps given they will believe they are unreliable and of little value. The 

reason for the lack of perceived trust was also discussed during the interviews, 

where most respondents believing that takeaway apps are still undeveloped and 

lack exciting and useful features such as viewing images of the food menu items 

(see subsection 8.4.2, Chapter 8,). It is not known whether suppliers have since 

improved the functionality of their takeaway apps to incorporate images, but this 

functionality was considered to be important to the respondents. This was also 
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one of the main reasons why consumers continued to use the supplier’s website 

to order, and also the poor take-up of using the apps. 

Whereas, the last variable, perceived that security risk was found to affect the 

user’s intention to use takeaway apps positively. This was also similar to the 

studies by Amoroso and Magnier-Watanabe (2012), Chang and Chen (2008), 

Dahlberg et al. (2003), Morosan (2014), Takyi and Gyaase (2012) in the context 

of e-commerce. While there are various aspects associated with a security risk 

that may be addressed and studied, this study focused on the transaction and 

content of the takeaway apps. Interestingly, users considered the use of 

takeaway apps as low risk and likely to use them (Amoroso and Magnier-

Watanabe, 2012) whereas, in contrast, non-users considered the apps unreliable 

and therefore their perception of the app’s security features was negative. 

Therefore, based on the above discussion it is evident that the users, but not the 

nonusers supported the intention to use OTFO apps. This also suggests that 

users are moving from their intention to use the apps to be actually using the 

apps. Whereas, the non-users have no intention of using the apps given they 

believe the apps to be unreliable and insecure. Even though it was found that the 

apps were beneficial for both types of users, it does not guarantee they will use 

the apps given that the main elements and functionality that support the intention 

to use the technology are not satisfying (Salisbury et al., 2001). Further, even 

though some suppliers similar content to their website, both the functionality and 

technical aspects associated with the website are distinctly different compared to 

the apps. Accordingly, the supplier needs to be mindful in designing their apps in 

order to attract consumers to use them.   
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 Key contributions 

The empirical findings in this study provide a new understanding of student 

lifestyle and the acceptance of takeaway food apps in the UK. Figure 9.3 shows 

the student lifestyle influences the purchase of takeaway food via different 

methods based on the results from the data collection. There are several 

contributions from Figure 9.3: 

• The study has confirmed the findings of Deliens et al (2014) which found 

that the university student eating habits were influenced by four factors 

and were moderated by university characteristics. The concept was 

validated and can be used to understand student eating habit on takeaway 

food. Students lifestyle such as eating habit influence them to purchase 

takeaway food via different methods of purchase. The students are 

attracted to technology that is convenient because it will save them some 

time and efforts.  

• This work contributes to the existing knowledge of TAM by supporting and 

extending the model. The model by Davis, et al. (1989) was valid to be 

used to understand consumer acceptance of takeaway apps and was 

extended by added variables such as perceived trust and perceived 

security.  

• This study has demonstrated, for the first time, that several factors may 

influence student switching behaviour from using online takeaway food 

ordering sites to takeaway food apps. Switch factors consist of consumer 

loyalty to the brand, individual experience and knowledge of a supplier, 

and the device availability and capability (see subsection 7.5.4). The 

switch factors have been derived from the actual usage of OFTO services. 
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Individual knowledge and experience are created when a consumer uses 

the services and when they trust the ability of the supplier to provide the 

service. 

In methodological terms, the study was the first study of its kind in the UK. 

Previous studies have mostly been undertaken in different places such as 

Malaysia and Brazil. By understanding the growth of OTFO sector in the UK 

and the international student acceptance of OTFO apps, this research is of 

benefit to practitioners and organisations involved in market research through 

provision of further insights relating to consumers and the use of OTFO apps.  

Furthermore, by using mixed method approaches combining case studies, 

questionnaire survey and in-depth interviews, this study provides a general 

understanding of online takeaway food ordering sector. The method employed 

enabled the exploration of the development of takeaway apps which gave a 

meaningful context of consumer acceptance on such apps. 

In practical terms, the findings from the current study may assist the supplier of 

takeaway food ordering services on constructing a better technology for the app’s 

development. Identifying the important features that influence consumer 

acceptance of takeaway apps will help to increase consumer usage of the apps. 

The finding also informs the supplier of online takeaway food services that they 

need to develop a different strategy for different customers. 
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Figure 9.3 Student lifestyle influence on the usage of takeaway apps 
 

 
Source: Author
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 Limitation of the study   

There are several limitations inherent in this study concerning the research 

process, and findings. Also due to the limitation of the qualitative and quantitative 

methods employed in this study, the study applied the mixed-methods approach 

to reducing the limitations. However, certain constraints still need to be 

considered.  

The first limitation concerns the use of a case study approach which may be 

challenged given its limited generalisability. A case study approach is complex 

as it depends on researcher’s ability to identify data, methods and types of 

analysis that able to support a case study (Crowe et al., 2011). In the current 

study, a single-case study approach was selected.  Thus, it was important to 

select a company that could represent the online takeaway food sector in this 

study. Furthermore, using single case-study meant that the study needed to 

ensure all the data whether secondary or primary could be interpreted into 

meaningful findings that could represent a significant element of the sector. In 

terms of methodological problems in this study, limited access to direct 

information from Just Eat was an issue as only one interview from the 

organisation was gained, which constrained data collection. To address this 

issue, further data collection was based on documentary sources and other 

materials, such as the video interview and Just Eat’s financial statements. The 

supporting material helped to overcome data constraints through obtaining 

information about the company that could be used to create the case study.  

The second limitation is the sampling for the questionnaire survey. As mentioned 

in Chapter 4, the study has a small sample size of students and used 

convenience sampling. Although the study has a small sample size, the 
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application of PLS-SEM designed for small samples helped to produce 

meaningful results. Furthermore, the study used convenience sampling where 

the data were collected from university students, particularly international 

students which means that the study was not able to generalise to a larger 

population. However, given this limitation, the study was able to evaluate other 

attributes associated with the sample, such as international students living in the 

UK and in particular, their reason of using OTFO apps to purchase home delivery 

food via the service. This is important given the large and growing population of 

international students, and market opportunities for app providers. 

Furthermore, students were used as a sample to understand the consumer usage 

of the takeaway app. As mentioned in the study, the takeaway app was 

introduced to the public in the year 2014, so the data collection in 2016 meant 

the apps were still considered to be in the early stage of development. It is 

believed that further data collection with the same market to test the consumer 

acceptance of the apps would be more beneficial to the study at a point when the 

apps have been fully developed.  

 

 Future research  

The study aimed to understand the growth and acceptance of OTFO apps from 

the perspective of both the supplier and consumer. Through an examination of 

the findings and assessing the limitations of this study, there remain many issues 

and ideas that could be used for future research. Among these suggestions is 

using different types of samples to recreate the study. In this study, the research 

of the case study was gathered from a single source (i.e. supplier). A future study 

could consider using data from several suppliers comprising of organisations that 
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used similar systems to operate an OTFO business. Using several case studies 

would allow understanding the common issues and present an overall 

perspective of the OTFO sector. 

Moreover, future studies could also utilise a different sample and settings to 

understand the consumer acceptance of takeaway apps. As discussed 

previously, it was already known that takeaway food purchasing is more popular 

in urban areas such as in London and Manchester. Using a sample that focuses 

on these areas may generate different results given the high probability of buying 

takeaway food with a greater variety of food choices. Also, using participants 

different from this study would add to the existing body of knowledge in this field. 

For example, understanding the acceptance of takeaway apps of an older 

generation of users and non-users, families or working adults. 

The study has attempted to understand consumer acceptance of takeaway apps 

and other associated aspects. Future research could also focus on certain 

aspects of these apps, for instance, the aesthetic design, functionality and other 

characteristics such the availability of graphics, audio, video or additional 

services such as real-time information tracking and the use of GPS to locate and 

detect the consumer’s location. 
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APPENDICES 

 VIDEO INTERVIEW’S TRANSCRIPT 

 Timespan 
 

Content 
 
 

1 0:49.3 - 
1:40.8 

Rik Moore: Just Eat launch in Denmark in 2001 and then they moved over here 
around 2006. As a country we just love takeaway, 25 million people every week. 
That a huge part of the culture, part of the British culture. The things are though, 
think about it there's always they little of tricky because we have to shout over the 
kitchen noise, we got to spell the first name out, we have to try give them direction 
to get across what you wanted. Never sure they heard you correctly. Menu is at 
your drawer are outdated and the offer are outdated. All sort of trouble. So, it's a 
bit stressful. So, the gaps in the market we saw is why not we do it all online and 
everything else is place online. Why don't order online. So, you go in and you see 
exactly what’s open, the latest offer, exactly what the menu is, you take it and you 
make sure you know what you getting, you pay by credit card. You don't have the 
horrible things oh the delivery guys coming down the back of the sofa looking for 
your wallet you avoid all of that and so it seems a really simple solution. So, that 
where the business model first started. 
 

2 1:39.8 - 
2:26.0 

Mat Braddy: So, Just Eat marketplace, we added aggregated 10 thousand of 
restaurants across Europe in the world into our app and our website. There's a lot 
of great choice. Hopefully the restaurant you like but also other restaurant you may 
not have heard of. We also unlike America, we don't tend to have many chains 
that deliver food. So, there's are real opportunities there to help those business out 
in building consumer brand in reaching more customer. 
 
We actually found the original business plan for Just Eat in a cupboard table Dave, 
it was written in 1999 in Denmark and it said on page one, we going to build 
coverage and then we going to build a brand. So, it’s kind of been there since the 
founder of the company wrote that original document that we would use branding 
to drive auditions to the supplier restaurant that we got. 

3 2:24.4 - 
3:11.5 

Rik Moore: So, we have three strong strategy: first things we thought about they 
are having a leadership though. We give something people a reason to come to us 
and let they jump to us and just at least listen to what we have to say. That was 
really important. 
Next one, invest more money. The idea being the restaurant see us big, consumer 
see us big. We will become big. So, it is bit to invest in the brand and all sort to 
speculate to immaculate approach if you will. 
 
And then for the third one point, is to be everywhere and people talk about seeing 
the scooter on the road and then we moved that out into doing taxis and doing 
buses. This is idea just surrounding you with our message but in the heart of that 
is the tv. The tv links all that together really drives fame and really drives the brand 
idea. And that’s why we saw that as a great opportunity to go from being a little 
brand to much bigger brand. We can harness the power that tv has making it 
famous. 
 

4 3:13.8 - 
3:38.0 

Mat Braddy: Hmm... First thing how we came up with the brand isn't in marketing. 
We came up with the brand across culture team, across the business. So, we'll get 
people from sales office, even finance people and we spend four or five days 
together to work out who we are as company these days. And that's become the 
brief for our campaign.  
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5 3:38.0 - 
4:05.1 

Rik Moore: For us, the key benchmark was always Dominos. If you look at the 
creators of being a challenge brand. One thing is being overcommitted and i think 
in our first bout creative we really did that. Hmm... Working with Hooper golden a 
creative agency we came up with a really lovely ads that call 'Belly and Brain'. We 
have things like arms getting off and eyeballs falling out. Things being incinerated, 
things being chopped. So, It was pretty violent   
 

6 4:05.1 - 
4:19.6 

Mat Braddy: They kind of more itchy and scratchy than they are Tom and Jerry. 
But that was deliberated so we were really appealing to kind of peep show days 
viewers really. Rather than trying to appeal to children. 
 

7 4:20.6 - 
4:40.0 

Rik Moore: Most takeaway restaurant would open 4.00, 4.30 in the afternoon. So, 
there's no point really advertising before then. So, that the start points from the 
evening all away through to midnight. It obviously when the restaurants are close, 
so that there's a window being open, lets push it during then. That's what our 
theory and also looking at all the volume at the side, it became very clear that’s 
Thursday through Sunday we were really important days. 
 

8 4:40.9 - 
5:10.1 

Mat Braddy: So yeah, we started on TV in 2009. Our first campaign, we did a test 
to prove to our board that TV could be a driver for our business. The first test we 
did, was we just bought the North the Granados region of the country and though 
we didn't buy TV in another region. We split test then, what we sort of in terms of 
order we saw the growth in North versus the growth in other places. We were able 
to extract place what would happen if we did TV nationwide.   
 

9 5:10.1 - 
5:44.9 

Rik Moore: So, then we moved through to right... If that works how can we roll out 
nationally. Now, the budget distressed nationally would be a bit strong. So, we did, 
we invest in multi channels. Its works really really well. Everything seen we learn in 
the regional test was translating nationally, with that growth that give us a lot of 
confident that TV was the right way to go. Take us to 2011, we could then start 
making a case of additional budget, start cherry picking a few key terrestrial spots 
over the top of that multi-channel works and that paved the way through to that 
2012 when we start. Right, it might be time to move away from Belly and brain, 
they done very well for us. 
 

10 5:44.9 - 
6:09.1 

Mat Braddy: Its very very fantastic for us. Really great advert, but there was a 
problem. Social media took off, Facebook arrived... all this Twitter arrived, all this 
channel where we need to talk as a brand to public more and more which we 
didn't have in the first couple of years. And the problem with Belly and Brain was 
they were mute! They didn't speak and there were very expensive because we 
have to render them expensive animation studio every time, we want to do 
anything.  
 

11 6:09.1 - 
6:20.2 

Rik Moore: So, the next challenge was how can we step this on and how can 
moved this on, and how can we create so is really about us that could only be ever 
us that we own. That's the next step of the journey as we try to define that. 
 

12 6:20.7 - 
6:59.5 

Mat Braddy: So, we really got serious about developing a challenger of brand 
strategy at this point. So, kept the spirit and we mischief and that let us think, we a 
bit rebellious as a brand. Well, if you gonna rebel and you for food being delivered. 
And then you must be against cooking, so that a bit naughty this a period when 
Jamie Oliver was all over the Tv, Gordon Ramsay all over the TV. All the 
supermarket is full of cookbook for establish chef at Christmas. Hmm... wow this is 
quite interesting. What if you really move on towards that, overcommitted towards 
that idea and we try to ban cooking. That what led us to don't cook just eat.   
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13 7:02.4 - 
8:09.1 

Rik Moore: So, things about having a big idea a big flexible idea of don't cook just 
eat where could we go with it. So, the first things were the TV ads, which we cast 
to do this idea of chefs, these ideas of renegade chefs unhappy that people were 
still cooking, so they go out and stop them cooking. Led by Mr. Mozzarella with the 
big moustache, big cooking hat. 
Very reservoir dodge, to breaking people house to stop them from cooking. And 
then there were a short one, where they in a forest having a rave with giant Fargo 
style woodchipper, chopping up celebrity cookbook and other things they were 
using trolley to make barricade, to stop people cooking. So, those are really fun 
ads. 

14 8:10.2 - 
9:56.9 

Mat Braddy: Then, that lets you to all sort of brilliant creative idea. SO, we have 
our great adverts with our chef in it who trying to stop people cooking. How we 
going to play with this great character, really burst through into the conscious of 
British public. So, we took a nighty second spot on Ant & Dec's Saturday Night 
Takeaway and we had one of those brand moments where we kidnap Antony 
Worrall Thompson as he was walking down on the street live on TV. And then we 
amplified that by holding him hostage in a warehouse in East London. And then 
everyday British public could teach him the era of his ways, by slapping him with 
fish, throwing food at him whatever. You seeing all in our online microsite. And 
then the following weekend, we took another big spot on the Ant & Dec show and 
he been miraculously converted to the course of ban of cooking as well, and that 
was kind of the end of story.   
 

15 9:55.8 - 
10:07.4 

Rik Moore: For us, being a challenger brand and have the powerful story allowed 
us to do things that go ways beyond TV. The others things we became famous for 
in that periods are because we actually ran for a government.  
 

16 10:07.5 - 
10:14.3 

Mat Braddy: We actually funded the political party, don’t cook party and then we 
stood in the core and we buy election which in November 2012.  
 

17 10:14.3 - 
10:52.0 

Rik Moore: So, the actor guy from our advert manfully change his name by 
deploy, so his first name is Mr and his surname is Mozzarella, which is the 
character in the advert. And he even had a jetpack, flew around Corby on it to over 
committing to running an election, how we gonna stand out in Corby.... That flying 
around Corby on a jetpack obviously. Tv was a really big part of it, by giving us so 
much more in term of talking to the public socialising with the public than social 
media. Our advert being kidnap connected with social media, we started to really 
become two screen brands. 
 

18 10:52.0 - 
12:38.6 

Mat Braddy: The best things, the best slash worst things 73 people use they 
actual vote to vote for us. That is terrifying that they would go out there and I can 
vote for somebody, I'm gonna vote for them. So, another idea we have flexible 
would been was how good is that producing is on the key time and kept people 
engaging with us, and thinking about what the brand stood for us to reverend and 
its almost cheekiness, we trying to think about media of properties that match that, 
media properties that fit that, and one that maybe was Dave. Dave remind us of 
home to witty hunter. Absolutely perfect fit and type of program they have was the 
kind of things that we think people would be sort veg out and watch while having 
takeaway and it was perfect. So, hangover content in some way plus there some 
really good banker show is in there, you got things like man vs food where again 
being takeaway brand around and that sort of content are nominal. So, the whole 
feel of that challenge is absolutely right. We took the weekend strength which 
meant we had bumpy ride and its running from afternoon, midday from Saturday to 
midnight, 1.00pm on Sunday to 11pm. Which is a phenomenal, if you get a 10 
second bumper, that’s a phenomenal amount of time every weekend. And we got 
that every weekend it lives around for 22 months by the end of this year. Which is 
a phenomenal amount of getting to people house, and getting them to talk about it. 
It’s a great way bringing the chef character to life. The things we see it 
phenomenal, so that works out really well. So, it’s a great way of underpinning the 
biggest thumping stuff food on Tv and all the stuff we were doing on the 
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restaurant. So, it’s another way of doing we always on present, to make sure we 
are always relevant and there in front of people. At this point is that it coming on 
the take me out on ITV it coming out as a sponsorship. 
 

19 12:38.6 - 
12:56.0 

Rik Moore: So, the opportunities to get involve in the perfect hour it was 
irresistible and then the show itself, the tone of the show, the reference of the 
show, the cheekiness to the show perfect brand fit again.   
 

20 12:56.8 - 
14:13.5 

Mat Braddy: It allow us to talk to women far more than we had before. BUt Belly 
and brain, chefs quite boisterous that gave us a chance to chat not woman 
excluding man, but certainly more balance. Because trust me, if you watch 'Take 
me Out’ amount of bloke watching were incredible. So, it’s definitely a way to 
speak to both gender in a nice and balance way without excusing anything that 
was really interesting. So, the phrase we came out with hashtag once I fancy it, 
which is all about people talk about what they fancy of food, and what I fancy in 
terms of romance and love. You can see that what we license to be cheeky, it’s we 
hired real customer and we sat them on a sofa put a lot of takeaway in front of 
them, and just got them prompt them with questions, get them talking about things 
around relationship and things around foods. We gave them the opportunities to 
own Saturday's night. So, we found those 22500 people were using the hashtag 
were amazing. Most staggering things was it actually grew on social media by over 
26% just by being on the show, be able to talk about all the stuff. Not only was it 
giving the territory of being on Saturday's night, it was getting into international 
discourse on Saturday's night on social media platform and by doing that it was 
making people warmer to us, and growing us on social media and it was really 
really important.  
 

21 14:13.6 - 
14:58.1 

Rik Moore: The area was fantastic, the key result, the key kpi for me is 
spontaneous brand awareness. Our is the first things that came out when we say 
takeaway delivery. and at the start of the campaign I believe Dominos were 100% 
ahead of us, they were miles ahead, we were like 20% and they were like 40%. By 
the end of the campaign that it almost reverse, we were the first thing that 45% the 
public were saying would come out from their mouth, and Dominos were back 
coming out at 30%. There are a chriscross between the old guard, let alone Just 
Eat and that was fantastic because in that same period we spend less than half 
what they spend on their money marketing budget.   
 

22 14:57.3 - 
15:12.6 

Mat Braddy: Great things about Just Eat, each day is been a test and learn and 
move on and evolve and start working with Brad Broddy and Reverend Rodd what 
we doing with them is we establish this idea that we really care about those little 
moment in life, those little rewards.   
 

23 15:11.7 - 
15:39.7 

Rik Moore: We realised was that the decision, all the decision to have a takeaway 
tonight is really a small decision in your life. It’s made you feel, stupidly happy. 
have you ever had takeaway tonight, like yes! We realised yeah, it’s like a small 
victory daily grind, that is really interesting playground and if you expand from 
there really there's a lot of victory that we have in our day to day life, some given 
to us, some would be prayer for our self.   
 

24 15:39.9 - 
16:22.4 

Mat Braddy: So, we came up with the with mini fist pump is about the three inch 
move of our hand, it’s a mini fist pump. Our strategy now is trying to make the mini 
fist pump famous as possible, we will take it out there, so that campaign alone. 
The last five year of being utterly transformational, TV allow us to set out what the 
brand what it wants us to do. and it allow us to give us a tonne of voice, opinion, 
allow us to educate about what the offering was and it also gave customer a brand 
they can believe in, and it gave restaurant a brand that they can believe in so there 
a lot of buying into it. As that a ball with don’t cook just eat is a big playful brand 
territory, really engage, really excited. 
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25 16:22.6 - 
16:45.6 

Rik Moore: It’s been a 10 years overnight success, to become multibillion.com 
that talks about all around the world. I think its nature of tv that everyone thinks it’s 
just arrived cause the tv budget was getting to a point where everyone noticing, 
but it’s taking a long of time and its very interesting tell along the ways.   
 

26 16:45.7 - 
17:20.5 

Mat Braddy: For every level, there has been a lovely test and learn, test and learn 
and take the best bit involve and move it on. That alliance to climb to up with our 
interest in doing work compare to not taking risk but looking to every option and do 
diligence, so I'll actually know this is interesting, let’s take this through, it is a true 
collaboration and I think that get miss too many times in this industry. I think if 
people all working together for the same goal, the result should get absolutely 
phenomenal, it this campaign a  
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 JUST EAT’S INCOME STATEMENT 

Income statement              

 
2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Revenue £546,300,000 £375,700,000 £247,600,000 £157,000,000 £96,800,000 £59,770,000 £33,765,000 £18,825,690 £9,616,068 

COGS -£96,000,000 -£35,200,000 -£24,200,000 -£16,100,000 -£10,000,000 -£5,062,000 -£3,156,000 -£2,257,302 -£1,164,274 

Gross profit £450,300,000 £340,500,000 £223,400,000 £140,900,000 £86,800,000 £54,708,000 £30,609,000 £16,568,388 £8,451,794 

         
 

Long-term employee incentive 
costs  -£6,600,000 -£3,100,000 

-£2,900,000 -£4,900,000 -£1,700,000 -£1,624,000 -£231,000 -£722,592  

Exceptional items  -£191,100,000 -£14,600,000 -£6,600,000 -£2,700,000 -£1,000,000 -£7,547,000 -£450,000 
 

 

Other administrative expenses -£324,500,000 -£250,200,000 -£176,200,000 -£113,500,000 -£77,300,000 -£54,679,000 -£31,428,000 -£17,396,367 -£9,517,278 

Total administative expense -£522,200,000 -£267,900,000 -£185,700,000 -£121,100,000 -£80,000,000 -£63,850,000 -£32,109,000 -£18,118,959 -£9,517,278 

Share of results of associates 
and JV 

-£600,000 -£100,000 -£2,200,000 -£800,000   -£521,000 -£257,000     

Operating loss/profit £72,500,000 £72,500,000 £35,500,000 £19,000,000 £6,800,000 -£9,663,000 -£1,757,000 -£1,550,571 -£1,065,484 

         
 

Gain on dispposal of Benelux - £18,700,000 - - - - - - - 

Other net (losses)/gains -£2,000,000 £100,000 -£700,000 £38,200,000 £3,400,000 £6,946,000 
 

£42,077 -£226,124 

Finance income  £700,000 £600,000 £400,000 £400,000 £200,000 £206,000 £99,000 £9,824 £7,346 

Finance costs -£2,200,000 -£600,000 -£600,000 -£200,000 -£200,000 -£117,000 -£74,000 -£82,176 -£145,807 

Loss/profit before taxes -£76,000,000 £91,300,000 £34,600,000 £57,400,000 £10,200,000 -£2,628,000 -£1,732,000 -£1,580,846 -£1,430,069 

Income taxes -£27,500,000 -£19,900,000 -£11,600,000 -£5,600,000 -£3,400,000 -£1,877,000 £497,000 -£52,403 -£642,310 

Profit/ Loss for the year -£103,500,000 £71,400,000 £23,000,000 £51,800,000 £6,800,000 -£4,505,000 -£1,235,000 -£1,633,249 -£2,072,379 
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 VERTICAL ANALYSIS - JUST EAT’S INCOME STATEMENT 

 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Revenue 100.0% 100.0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

COGS -17.6% -9.4% -9.8% -10.3% -10.3% -8.5% -9.3% -12.0% -12.1% 

Gross profit 82.4% 90.6% 90.2% 89.7% 89.7% 91.5% 90.7% 88.0% 87.9% 

          

Long-term employee incentive costs  -1.2% -0.8% -1.2% -3.1% -1.8% -2.7% -0.7% -3.8% 0.0% 

Exceptional items  -35.0% -3.9% -2.7% -1.7% -1.0% -12.6% -1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Other administrative expenses -59.4% -66.6% -71.2% -72.3% -79.9% -91.5% -93.1% -92.4% -99.0% 

Total administative expense -95.6% -71.3% -75.0% -77.1% -82.6% -106.8% -95.1% -96.2% -99.0% 

Share of results of associates and JV -0.1% 0.0% -0.9% -0.5% 0.0% -0.9% -0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

Operating loss/profit 13.3% 19.3% 14.3% 12.1% 7.0% -16.2% -5.2% -8.2% -11.1% 

          

Gain on dispposal of Benelux - 4.98% - - - - - - - 

Other net (losses)/gains -0.37% 0.03% -0.28% 24.33% 3.51% 11.62% 0.00% 0.22% -2.35% 

Finance income  0.13% 0.16% 0.16% 0.25% 0.21% 0.34% 0.29% 0.05% 0.08% 

Finance costs -0.40% -0.16% -0.24% -0.13% -0.21% -0.20% -0.22% -0.44% -1.52% 

Loss/profit before taxes -13.9% 24.3% 14.0% 36.6% 10.5% -4.4% -5.1% -8.4% -14.9% 

Income taxes -5.0% -5.3% -4.7% -3.6% -3.5% -3.1% 1.5% -0.3% -6.7% 

Profit/ Loss for the year -18.9% 19.0% 9.3% 33.0% 7.0% -7.5% -3.7% -8.7% -21.6% 
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 HORIZONTAL ANALYSIS - JUST EAT’S INCOME STATEMENT 

 2017-16 2016-15 2015-14 2014-13 2013-12 2012-11 2011-10 2010-09 

Revenue 45% 52% 58% 62% 62% 77% 79% 196% 

COGS 173% 45% 50% 61% 98% 60% 40% 194% 

Gross profit 32% 52% 59% 62% 59% 79% 85% 196% 

 
        

Long-term employee incentive costs  113% 7% -41% 188% 5% 603% -68%  

Exceptional items  1209% 121% 144% 170% -87% 1577%   

Other administrative expenses 30% 42% 55% 47% 41% 74% 81% 183% 

Total administative expense 95% 44% 53% 51% 25% 99% 77% 190% 

Share of results of associates and JV 500% -95% 175%  -100% 103%   

Operating loss/profit 0% 104% 87% 179% -170% 450% 13% 146% 

 
        

Gain on dispposal of Benelux 
        

Other net (losses)/gains -2100% -114% -102% 1024% -51%  -100% -19% 

Finance income  17% 50% 0% 100% -3% 108% 908% 134% 

Finance costs 267% 0% 200% 0% 71% 58% -10% 56% 

Loss/profit before taxes -183% 164% -40% 463% -488% 52% 10% 111% 

Income taxes 38% 72% 107% 65% 81% -478% -1048% 8% 

Profit/ Loss for the year -245% 210% -56% 662% -251% 265% -24% 79% 
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 JUST EAT’S BALANCE SHEET 

Balance sheet              

 2016 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Non-current asset £722,100,000 £889,200,000 £561,500,000 £86,800,000 £27,830,000 £23,251,000 £23,973,000 £4,655,238 £3,534,927 

Current assets £292,500,000 £159,200,000 £204,700,000 £176,800,000 £66,500,000 £54,953,000 £10,332,000 £7,551,947 £5,751,295 

Total assets £1,014,600,000 £1,048,400,000 £766,200,000 £263,600,000 £94,300,000 £78,204,000 £34,305,000 £12,207,185 £9,286,222 

          

Current liabilities -£248,500,000 -£151,900,000 -£109,400,000 -£65,600,000 -£38,500,000 -£29,744,000 -£13,378,000 £9,838,620 £5,851,977 

Net current asset £4,400,000 £7,300,000 £95,300,000 £111,200,000 £2,800,000 £25,209,000 -£3,046,000 -£2,286,673 -£100,682 

Non-current liabilities -£39,500,000 -£70,800,000 £30,900,000 £14,200,000 -£2,200,000 -£1,990,000 -£2,756,000 £778,023 £652,255 

Total liabilities -£288,000,000 -£222,700,000 -£140,300,000 -£79,800,000 -£40,700,000 -£31,734,000 -£16,134,000 £10,616,643 £6,504,232 

Net assets £726,600,000 £825,700,000 £625,900,000 £183,800,000 £53,600,000 £46,470,000 £18,171,000 £1,590,542 £2,781,990 

          

Share capital and share 
premium 

£56,950,000 £56,900,000 £562,300,000 £126,200,000 £55,800,000 £55,822,000 £19,499,000 £4,680,869 £4,680,827 

Other reserves £83,100,000 £88,300,000 -£17,400,000 -£6,300,000 £1,300,000 £1,477,000 £5,414,000 £2,103,611 £1,855,416 

Retained earning £65,900,000 £160,700,000 £80,600,000 £63,100,000 -£3,900,000 -£10,476,000 -£6,899,000 -£5,038,648 -£3,686,182 

Equity attributable to 
owners of the company 

£71,850,000 £81,800,000 £625,500,000 £183,000,000 £53,200,000 £46,823,000 £18,014,000 £1,745,832 £2,850,061 

          

Non-controlling interest £8,200,000 £7,700,000 £400,000 £800,000 £400,000 -£353,000 £157,000 -£155,290 -£68,071 

Total equity £726,700,000 £825,700,000 £625,900,000 £183,800,000 £53,600,000 £46,470,000 £18,171,000 £1,590,542 £2,781,990 
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 VERTICAL ANALYSIS - JUST EAT’S BALANCE SHEET 

Balance sheet 

 
 

     

 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 2009 

Total non-current 
liabilities 

-3.9% -6.8% -4.0% -5.4% -2.3% -2.5% -8.0% -6.4% -7.0% 

Total current liabilities -24.5% -14.5% -14.3% -24.9% -40.8% -38.0% -39.0% -80.6% -63.0% 

Total liabilities -28.4% -21.2% -18.3% -30.3% -43.2% -40.6% -47.0% -87.0% -70.0% 
Total equity 71.6% 78.8% 81.7% 69.7% 56.8% 59.4% 53.0% 13.0% 30.0% 

Total equity and 
liabilities 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

          

          

Total non-current 
assets 

71.2% 84.8% 73.3% 32.9% 29.5% 29.7% 69.9% 38.1% 38.1% 

Total current assets 28.8% 15.2% 26.7% 67.1% 70.5% 70.3% 30.1% 61.9% 61.9% 

Total assets 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

  



  

 
393 

 

 HORIZONTAL ANALYSIS - JUST EAT’S BALANCE SHEET 

 2017-16 2016-15 2015-14 2014-13 2013-2012 2012-11 2011-10 2010-09 

Non-current asset -19% 58% 547% 212% 20% -3% 415% 32% 

Current assets 84% -22% 16% 166% 21% 432% 37% 31% 

Total assets -3% 37% 191% 179% 21% 128% 181% 31% 
         

Current liabilities 64% 39% 67% 70% 29% 122% -236% 68% 

Net current asset 503% -92% -14% 297% -89% -928% 33% 2171% 

Non-current liabilities -44% -329% 118% 545% 11% -28% -454% 19% 

Total liabilities 29% 59% 76% 96% 28% 97% -252% 63% 

Net assets -12% 32% 241% 243% 15% 156% 1042% -43% 

         

Share capital and share premium 1% -90% 346% 116% 0% 186% 317% 0% 

Other reserves -19% -607% 176% -585% -12% -73% 157% 13% 

Retained earning -59% 99% 28% -1718% -63% 52% 37% 37% 

Equity attributable to owners of the 
company 

-12% -87% 242% 244% 14% 160% 932% -39% 

         

Non-controlling interest 6% 1825% -50% 100% -213% -325% -201% 128% 

Total equity -12% 32% 241% 243% 15% 156% 1042% -43% 
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 2017 (‘000) 2016 (‘000) 2015 (‘000) 2014 (‘000) 2013 (‘000) 2012 (‘000) 2011 (‘000) 

Net revenues 
       

United Kingdom  £ 304,100   £ 238,300    £ 171,200   £ 115,100   £ 69,920   £ 42,140   £ 21,797  

Inter-segment sales -£ 300  -£ 1,200  -£ 1,600  -£ 1,000  -£ 1,105  -£ 1,034  -£ 404  

 
 £ 303,800   £ 237,100   £ 169,600   £ 114,100   £ 68,815   £ 41,106   £ 21,393  

Denmark     £ 12,800   £ 11,541   £ 9,969   £ 8,832  

Other     £ 29,800   £ 16,257   £ 8,695   £ 3,540  

Australia & New Zealand (from 
15 June 2015) 

 £ 49,800   £ 36,800   £ 12,400      

Established Markets  £ 148,300   £ 75,500   £ 55,800      

Developing Markets  £ 44,400   £ 26,200   £ 9,500          

Total segment revenues  £ 546,300   £ 375,600   £ 247,300   £ 156,700   £ 96,613   £ 59,770   £ 33,765  

 
       

Head Office  £ 3,300   £ 2,800   £ 300   £ 300   £ 140    

less head office inter-segment 
sales 

-£ 3,300  -£ 2,700       

Total revenues  £546,300   £ 375,700   £ 247,600   £ 157,000   £ 96,753   £ 59,770   £ 33,765  
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 HORIZONTAL ANALYSIS - JUST EAT’S REVENUE BY MARKETS 

 
2017-16 2016-15 2015-14 2014-13 2013-12 2012-11 

Net revenues 
      

United Kingdom 28% 39% 49% 65% 66% 93% 

Inter-segment sales -75% -25% 60% -10% 7% 156% 

 
28% 40% 49% 66% 67% 92% 

Denmark    11% 16% 13% 

Other    83% 87% 146% 

Australia & New Zealand (from 15 June 2015) 35% 197%     

Established Markets 96% 35%     

Developing Markets 69% 176%     

Total segment revenues 45% 52% 58% 62% 62% 77% 

 
      

Head Office 18% 833% 0% 114%   

less head office inter-segment sales 22%      

Total revenues 45% 52% 58% 62% 62% 77% 
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 JUST EAT’S CASH FLOW STATEMENT 

 
 

Year ended 31 

December 2017 

Year ended 31 

December 2016 

Year ended 31 

December 2015 

Year ended 31 

December 2014 

Year ended 31 

December 2013 

Year ended 31 

December 2012 

Year ended 31 

December 2011 

Year ended 31 

December 2010 

Year ended 31 

December 2009 

£m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m £m 

Net cash inflow from operating activities 166.7 97 74.2 38.1 19.2 10.1 4.9 1 0.02 

Investing activities          

Interest received 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.01 0.009 0.007 

Cash outflow on acquisition of businesses -0.4 -154.7 -448.4 -8.8 -3.7 -5 -3.1 —  

Hungryhouse acquisition deposit - -6 — — — — — — — 

Cash inflow on disposal of Benelux businesses  14.6 — — — — — — — 

Cash inflow on disposal of Hellofood Brazil  2.1 — — — — — — — 

Cash inflow on sale of minority stake in Mexican 

business 1.2 
9.3 — — — — — — — 

Cash inflow on sale of OnlinePizza Norden AB  — — — — 6.4 — — — 

Cash inflow on disposal of investment in 

associates  
— 3.1 — — — — 0.02 — 

Cash outflow on investment of OnlinePizza Norden AB  — — — — — -1.6 — — 

Cash outflow on acquisition of interests in 

associates and joint venture 
-2.6 -7.2 -3.4 -4.4 — -0.3 -7.1 — — 

Disposal on subsidiaries 3.6 — — — — — — — -0.2 

Increase investment on OnlinePizza Norden AB  — — — — — — -0.05 — 

Funding provided by minority interests 1.4 0.5 — — — — — — — 

Funding provided to associates -0.8 -2.1 -2.5 -0.1 -0.2 -0.5 -0.6 — — 

Purchases of investments  -3.5 — — — — — — — 

Purchases of property, plant and equipment -14.6 -9.5 -5.8 -5.4 -3.3 -3.8 -2.1 -1.6 -1 

Purchases of intangible assets -24 -11.7 -4.8 -1 -0.7 — — — -0.07 

Cash outflow on financial instruments  — -3.9 — — — — — — 

Other cash outflows 0.2 0.1 -0.2 — — — — — — 

Net cash used in investing activities -37.5 -167.5 -465.5 -19.3 -7.7 -3.1 -14.6 -1.6 -1.4 

Financing activities          

Net IPO proceeds  — — 95.7 — — — — — 

Net proceeds from placing and open offer  — 435.6 — — — — — — 

JSOP subscription proceeds  — — 5.3 — — — — — 

Proceeds arising on exercise of options an award 3.1 2.4 0.5 — — — — — — 

Proceeds from sale of shares by the employee 

benefit trust  
— 0.6 1.1 — — — — — 

Cash outflow of the acquisition of minority 

interest  
-0.1 -11.3 — — — — — — 
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Dividend paid (net of dividends received by the employee 

benefit trust)  
— — -18.1 — — — — — 

Net proceeds on issue shares -0.4 — — — — 35.2 14.8 — 4.6 

Movement on borrowings  — -0.3 0.2 — -0.5 -1 1 — 

Movement on overdraft  — — — — -0.09 -1 0.5 -1.1 

Net cash from financing activities  2.3 425.1 84.2 — 35.2 12.6 1.6 3.4 

Net (decrease)/increase in cash and cash equivalents 2.7 -68.2 33.8 103 11.5 42.1 3 1 2 

Net cash and cash equivalents at beginning of year 133.7 192.7 164.1 61.6 50 7.9 4.9 4.2 2.2 

Effect of changes in foreign exchange rates 130.6 6.1 -5.2 -0.5 0.1 0.04 0.05 0.2 0.1 

Net cash and cash equivalents at end of year 0.8 130.6 192.7 164.6 61.6 50 7.9 5 4.3 
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 SUPPLIER’S INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE – ONLINE TAKEAWAY FOOD ORDERING: 
THE GROWTH AND ACCEPTANCE OF MOBILE APPS 

 

 
Script and interview schedule for interviews: 
 
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this project. I’m Nurul S. Hishamuddin, a doctoral student 
from University of Exeter, Department of Management. The aim of this interview is to explore 
the growth and operating characteristics of Just Eat as an organisation that operates a mobile 
app for the online takeaway food ordering sector in UK. The purpose of the interview is to gain 
some knowledge and information regarding Just Eat in relation to the business operation, 
technology innovation in Just Eat and the consumer technology acceptance. 
 
Your response is voluntary and all responses will be treated in strict confidence for research 
purposes only. It will not be used in a manner which would allow identification of your individual 
responses. You are free to withdraw your consent and to discontinue your participation in the 
project at any time without the need for explanation. 
 
If you have any questions about this research, you can ask me at any time during our interview. 
 

 
Introduction  

1. Could you please explain your role within this business? 
2. What was your career background before your current role? 

 
Information about Just Eat. 

3. To start off with, please give us some background on Just Eat and what the company has been 
up to recently. 

4. How has the growth in popularity of Just Eat impacted traditional retail models?  
5. How have you been able to penetrate the market in the UK? 
6. Do you think this business is distinctive from other types of business 
7. Do you think this business is distinctive from other types of food and beverage businesses?  
8. Let’s talk about your competitors, among them are Hungryhouse and Takeaway. Deliveroo is also 

the newcomer in the online takeaway food ordering. How Just Eat different from them?  
9. I understand that Just Eat is very active in the acquisition of small/micro online takeaway food 

ordering companies. Is that one of Just Eat objectives?  
10. How has the consumer demand for online takeaway food ordering changed in recent times?  
11. How about the demand from the participating restaurants? Are they responding well?  
12. Do you have any specific target markets? Consumer? Participating restaurant? 
13. Let’s talk about the mobile app. Why did Just Eat decide to develop a mobile app?  
14. In your opinion, how have consumers reacted/ responded to this new innovation?  
15. Could you please describe your main consumer demographic market segments?  
16. Are there any differences in the characteristics of consumers who order using the desktop/laptop 

and the apps? Why do you think is happen? (e.g types of users – male/female, age groups, etc.)  
17. Could you say when the busiest operation time for the Just Eat app is? E.g during special 

occasion, daily times of the day, particular days – any mapping to particular events (sport on TV) 
or weather?   

18. We’ve been talking about user of the Just Eat app. How about the non-users? How much do you 
know about them? How do you try to influence them to use Just Eat app?  

19. Is TV advertising a big part of that? Other forms of traditional advertising?  
20. Have online reviews impacted consumer use in any way? What are the main challenges for Just 

Eat to retain customers?  
21. Generally speaking, are consumer/ participating restaurants satisfied with the services provided 

by Just Eat?   
22. Lastly, how do you see the future business growth of Just Eat? And…Mobile food ordering apps?  

Information about Just Eat’s Innovation. 
23. First, let’s talk about the business operation/ model of Just Eat. How has the growth in popularity 

of Just Eat impacted traditional retail models?  
24. Do you think this business is distinctive from other types of business?  
25. Do you think this business is distinctive from other types of food and beverage businesses 
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26. Now let’s talk about innovation. How do you define innovation and why is it important to 
Just Eat? 

27. Does your business follow a particular model of innovation?  
28. Could you tell me some examples of innovation that have been introduced and utilised in your 

business, whether it is in the past or will be used in the future.  
29. What was the outcome of each of these innovations?  
30. Has mobile technology become a key part of driving greater productivity for Just Eat?  
31. Let’s talk about the mobile app. Why did Just Eat decide to develop a mobile app?  
32. In your opinion, how have consumers reacted/ responded to this new innovation?  
33. Could you provide the percentage of users that used internet browser and app for Just Eat.  
34. As far as you know, are there any differences in the characteristics of consumers who order using 

desktop/laptop and the mobile apps? Why do you think is the case? (E.g types of users – 
male/female, age groups, etc.)  

35. What are the processes Just Eat has been going through to ensure the innovation is being 
followed successfully? 

36. Do you think the innovations used in your business are different from your competitors or are they 
easily imitated? 

37. We’ve been talking about Just Eat Innovation. How about the non-user? How do you try to 
influence them to use Just Eat technology?  

38. Could you say when the busiest operation time for the Just Eat app is?  
39. What are the steps have been done to ensure the Just Eat app works effectively during the busy 

time? 
40. Have you got any thoughts about the future direction of technology in the Just Eat? And…mobile 

apps? 
 
Information about development of mobile app. 

41. The development of the Just Eat app, have played a huge part in this company. Where did the 
idea to create the Just Eat mobile app come from?  

42. How do you developed the Just Eat app? It is developed within Just Eat or do you use external 
developer to develop it?  

43. Why does this business choose to use that source to develop the mobile apps 
(internally/externally)?  

44. What are the advantages/ disadvantages of that approach (internal or outsource)? 
45. What are the characteristics/features needed for a good mobile app in general terms? …and for 

the online food ordering sector? 
46. Why do you think mobile apps are suitable in the takeaway food ordering sector? What are the 

advantages/ disadvantages for this business/ takeaway sector? 
47. Were any difficulties experienced after the mobile app was introduced to consumers and the 

takeaway sector?  
 
Information about acceptance of mobile app. 

48. How do you define technology acceptance and why it is important to Just Eat?  
49. How do you think technology is changing the takeaway food sector?  
50. How is the Just Eat app different from other online takeaway apps available on the market? 
51. How do you create an app that consumers will use?  
52. What standards are in place that help businesses and developers meet specific goals for 

mobile app quality?  
53. Do you study consumer criteria/ characteristics before you develop the app? Where do you get 

the information from? (e.g: language, skill, accessibility for disabled persons).  
54. How do you define convenience and how is it related to Just Eat?  
55. Does your website/ app demonstrate convenience (easiness to use or skillful) to your 

customers?   
56. What steps have been taken to ensure the Just Eat app works effectively during busy times?  
57. How does Just Eat deal with security threats? How do you ensure security to your consumer/ 

participant restaurant?  
58. How does Just Eat address privacy of information gathered by their devices?  
59. Trustworthy and reliability are also some important elements that consumers look for when using 

a product or service. How do you include those elements in your services/ products?  
60. Other than these issues/ problems, what other issues have affected Just Eat’s customers and the 

participating restaurants in relation to mobile technology use? 
61. What are the main challenges for Just Eat in retaining customers?  
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 QUESTIONNAIRE 

ONLINE TAKEAWAY FOOD ORDERING: THE GROWTH 
AND ACCEPTANCE OF MOBILE APPS WITHIN UK 
 
Online survey link: http://goo.gl/forms/5QIbxTMlcW 

 
Dear respondent, 

Thank you for agreeing to take part in this important questionnaire measuring consumer 

acceptance attitude to ordering takeaway food using mobile apps in the United Kingdom. I’m a 

doctoral student from University of Exeter, and I’m working on a thesis concerning the online 

takeaway food ordering: the growth and acceptance of mobile apps. The purpose of this 

questionnaire is to gain some thoughts and opinion in order to understand the consumer 

reaction and their pattern of usage toward the development of online takeaway food ordering 

mobile apps. 

It will probably take you about 15 minutes to complete this questionnaire. Your response is 

voluntary and all responses will be treated in strict confidence for research purpose only. It will 

not be used in a manner which would allow identification of your individual responses.  

If you have any questions about this research, you can contact me directly through my email 

(Nurul) nsbh201@exeter.ac.uk.  

 

Thank you. 

Nurul S. Hishamuddin 

PhD Candidate 

Management Studies 

University of Exeter 

 

 

What is an online takeaway site? 

 

Online takeaway sites are companies that process orders for takeaway food from 

customers to local restaurants. In the UK, companies such as Just Eat, HungryHouse, 

Deliveroo and Takeaway are among the most well-known. In this study, online takeaway 

sites are not companies such as Domino's Pizza or Pizza Hut. 

 

*Important for your reading. 
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The following questions are to find out about your usage of online takeaway sites and 
online takeaway apps. 

1. Have you ever used an online takeaway site (e.g: Just Eat/ Hungry House/Deliveroo)? 
Please choose only one answer. 

 Yes 

 No 
 

2. Based on question 1, 
If no, have you ever considered using an online takeaway site? Please proceed to question 
4. 

 Yes. Can you tell me why? 
……………………………………………………………….. 

 No. Can you tell me why? .................................................................... 

 

If yes, have you ever used any of the online takeaway site(s) below? You may tick as many 
as you like. 

 HungryHouse 

 Just Eat 

 Deliveroo 

 Takeaway 

 Others. Please specify……………………………….  
 
 

3. How do you access these online takeaway sites? Please choose only one answer. 

 Desktop pc 

 Laptop 

 Smartphone 

 Tablet 

 Other…………………………….. 
 

Based on question 3, if answer only using desktop pc/laptop. Would you use other 
device to access the online takeaway sites in the future?  Please choose only one answer 
and then continue to demographic question. 

 Yes. Can you tell me why? .......................................... 

 No. Can you tell me why? ......................................... 
 

4. Have you downloaded/used online takeaway apps in your smartphone/tablet? Please 
choose only one answer.  

 Yes 

 No 
 

Based on question 4, if yes proceed to question 5.  
If no, are you likely to download the online takeaway apps in the future? Please proceed to 
question 8. 

 Yes. Can you tell me why? 
……………………………………………………………….. 

 No. Can you tell me why? .................................................................... 
 

 
5. How often do you use online takeaway apps? Please choose only one answer. 

 Daily  

 Several days a week 

 Several days a month 

 Once a month 

 Less than once a month 

 Rarely 
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6. When are you most likely to order using an online takeaway app? Please tick (/) only one 
answer for each question. 

 Very likely Likely Neither likely 
nor unlikely 

Unlikely Very unlikely 

For special 
occasion / event 
– Christmas, 
New year 

     

For daily meal – 
breakfast, lunch, 
dinner, supper 

     

Friends’ 
gathering 

     

Family’ 
gathering 

     

On holiday      

When busy - no 
time to cook 

     

Weekend night      

 

7. How likely are you to order these types of foods from online takeaway apps? Please tick (/) 
only one answer for each questions. 

 Very likely Likely Neither likely 
nor unlikely 

Unlikely Very 
unlikely 

Chinese      

Indian. E.g: Curry      

Italian. E.g: Pizza, 
pasta 

     

American/British. 
E.g:Fish and 
chips, burgers 

     

Mexican      

Thai      

Japanese/ Korean. 
E.g: Sushi 

     

Lebanese. E.g: 
Kebab, shawarma 

     

 

8. Which of the factors below influence you to order from online takeaway apps? You can 
choose up to five answers. 

 Previous experience – you have used the online takeaway apps  

 Location. E.g: far from restaurant/takeaway. 

 Brand 

 Availability of the takeaway/ dish 

 Availability of the delivery – the restaurant offer takeaway service. 

 Promotion 

 Recommendations from friends/family 

 Online reviews 

 Online payment (Debit/credit card, digital payment: paypal). 

 Others…………………………….. 
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9. Can you please indicate the likely below factors that influence you to order from online 
takeaway apps? Please tick (/) only one answer for each question. 

 Very likely Likely Neither 
likely nor 
unlikely 

Unlikely Very 
unlikely 

Previous experience – 
you have used the 
online takeaway apps 

     

Location. E.g: far from 
restaurant/takeaway. 

     

Brand      

Availability of the 
takeaway/ dish 

     

Availability of the 
delivery – the 
restaurant offer 
takeaway service. 

     

Promotion      

Recommendations 
from friends/family 

     

Online reviews      

Online payment 
(Debit/credit card, 
digital payment: 
paypal) 

     

 

10. From where are you most likely to order using an online takeaway app? Please choose only 
one answer. 

 Home 

 Work 

 Friend’s house 

 Other. Please specify…………………………. 
 

11. How much would you spend on average per order using an online takeaway app? Please 
choose only one answer. 

 Below £5 

 £5 to £10 

 £11 to £20 

 £21 to £30 

 Above £30 

 Other. Please specify…………………………………………… 
 

12. Do you visit takeaways or do you just order using online takeaways apps? Please choose 
only one answer. 

 I visit takeaways and order using online takeaway apps 

 I don’t visit takeaways and order just using online takeaway apps 
 

13. When it comes to new technology, which ONE of the following statements best describes 
you? Please choose only one answer. 

 I love new technologies and am among the first to experiment with and use them 

 I like new technologies and use them before most people I know 

 I usually use new technologies when most people I know do 

 I am sceptical of new technologies and use them only when I have to 

 I am usually one of the last people I know to use new technologies 

 

 

The following statements are about your perception of using online takeaway apps.  
Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing one number for each statement. 



  

 
404 

 

Using online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways enables me to conduct transactions 
conveniently. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Using online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways saves my time. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find using online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways enable me to pay more quickly. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find using online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways is useful in my life. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find it is easy to learn to use mobile apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find it is easy to learn using online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find the instructions to use online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways are generally 

easy to understand 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find it is easy to use online takeaway apps to order and pay for takeaways 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

The following statements are about the influence of trust and security of using online 
takeaway apps. Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing one number for 
each statement. 
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The online takeaway apps are reliable app to order and pay for takeaways. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I’m confident to order and pay using online takeaway apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I’m confident with the security measurements offered by online takeaway apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

The information provided in online takeaway apps are trustworthy. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

 

Payment made through online takeaway apps will be processed securely. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Transactions via online takeaways apps are secured 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I find using online takeaway apps, my privacy is well protected. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I feel totally safe providing sensitive information about myself through the online takeaway apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

 

The following statements are about the social influence of using online takeaway apps. 

Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing one number for each statement. 

 

I only use online takeaway apps when I am on my own. 
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Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

I only use online takeaway apps when I am with a group of friend. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

 

I only use online takeaway apps when I am with my family. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Many of my friends/people I know use online takeaway apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Mass media (e.g. TV, Radio, newspapers) will influence my decision to online takeaway apps. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Ordering and pay using online takeaway apps is a fun social experience for me. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

 

The following statements are about the adoption intention of using online takeaway apps. 

Please indicate your level of agreement by choosing one number for each statement. 

I will continue to use online takeaway apps now and in the future. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

If I have chances to use online takeaway apps, I will use it. 

Strongly 

disagree (1) 

Disagree (2) 

 

Neither disagree 

nor agree (3) 

Agree (4) 

 

Strongly agree 

(5) 

 

     

 

Demographic questions. 

Finally, I’d like to ask some questions about you to help me analyse your responses. Please 
choose one answer for each questions. 
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14. What is your gender? 

 Female 

 Male 
 

15. What is your age? 

 18 – 24 

 25 – 34 

 35 – 44 

 45 or older 
 

16. Which part of the world are you from? 

 Europe 

 Asia 

 Africa 

 Middle East 

 Oceania  

 America 

 Other. Please specify…………… 
 

17. What is your nationality? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 
18. Are you: 

 Single 

 Married with children 

 Married without children 

 Divorced/widowed 

 Have a partner 
 

19. What are you studying now? 

 Foundation 

 Undergraduate 

 Post-graduate (Master and Doctoral) 

 Post- doctorate 
 

20. Years of study 

 Year 1 

 Year 2 

 Year 3 

 Other. Please specify…………………………….. 

 

21. Where is your accommodation? 

 University’s residential hall 

 Private residential hall 

 Off-campus private housing 

 Other. Please specify………………. 

 

That is all the questions. Thank you very much for taking part in this questionnaire. I’d like to 
assure you that the information you given will be kept confidential. If you have any inquiry or 
questions you can email me (Nurul) nsbh201@exeter.ac.uk.  

 

 

 

mailto:nsbh201@exeter.ac.uk
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 INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW’S QUESTIONS 

Introduction 

Aim: To introduce the research and set the context for the proceeding discussion.  
 

i. Introduce self  
ii. Introduce study – who is it for (PhD) and what is it about?  
iii. Consent and confidentiality and anonymity  
iv. Any questions before we begin?  
v. Gather background information from respondent 

• courses, year of study, country, status and current accommodation. 
 

1. Understanding student’s lifestyle 
Aim: to understand whether student lifestyle relate and engage with the online takeaway food 
ordering mobile application an if it does, what influence them to accept the mobile apps. 

Introduction 

* Each question will be prompt the respondent to provide some example and further 
explanation. 

i. Tell me a little bit about yourself. 

• With whom do you currently stay? 
▪ Friends/family/alone/neighbour? Please explain their demographic 

background. For example: marital status/ countries/ region/ types of 
study/age group. 

 
ii. Could you explain about your internet usage what do you use it for? 

• What do you use internet for? 

• What devices do you prefer when browsing the internet? 
o Study/ work- please explain why? Could you give some example? 
o Social purpose-please explain why? Could you give some example? 

• If you always use a smartphone, which platform do you use: apple or android or 
other and why? 

o Why is it important? 
o Other than the purpose, what do you use smartphone for? 

 
iii. Now, I would like to know about your daily routine. How is your timetable for this term and 

when do you usually go to classes? (Objective: To understand student daily routine that 
includes their daily eating routine) 

• Do you have time to eat breakfast? Why is that? Could you give me some 
example? 

• Do you have time to eat your main meals? 
o How do you manage to get your main meals? Why is that? Could you 

provide some example? 
 
 

iv. During the weekend sort of activities do you do? Could you give some example? 

• Do you eat your breakfast? Why is that? Could you give some example? 

• How about your main meals? Do you have time to eat? 
o How do you manage to get your main meals? Why is that? Could you 

provide some example? 
 

v. How do you feel about cooking your own food? 

• Why do you regards it as a chores/ pleasure/ other…? 

• If you do cook. 
o When are you likely to cook? 

▪ Why is that? 
o What sort of meals do you like to cook? Why is that? 



  

 
410 

 

o Do you cook for yourself and your housemate or you cook alone? 
Could you give me some example? Why is that? 

o Do you cook during for the day when you have classes? Why is that? 
Could you give me some example? 

o Do you cook during the weekend? Why is that? Could you give me some 
example? 

• If you don’t cook. 
o Do any of your current housemate cooked? 

▪ Do you any of your friends like to cook? 
▪ What sort of meals do they like to cook? Why is that? 
▪ Do they cook for you? 

o How do you manage to get your daily meals when you got classes? 
Could you give me some example? 

▪ Is your eating routine will be the same during the weekend? 
- Why is that? Could you give me some example? 

 
 

vi. Do you think financial constraints influence your daily meals consumption? Could you 
give some example? 

• Why is that? 
 

vii. Do you think level of stress influence your daily meals consumption? Why is that? Could 
you give some example? 
 

viii. What does eating out mean to you? Could you provide some example? 

• Why is that? 

• When are you likely to eat out? Why is that?  

• What sort of food do you prefer when eating out? 
o Why is it important to you? 

 
ix. What does takeaway food mean to you? When are you likely to purchase takeaway? Why 

is that? Could you provide some example? 

• What sort of food do you prefer when buying takeaway? 
x. How much consideration do you give to the food you eat in terms of its healthy nature? 

Why is that? 

• Is it influence on the ways you eating out or purchase takeaway? 
o Why is that? 

 
xi. How much consideration do you give to the food you eat in terms of value for money? 

Why is that important? Could you give some example? 

• Is it influence on the ways you eating out or purchase takeaway? 
o Why is that? 

 
xii. How much consideration do you give to the food you eat in terms of its convenience. 

For example, the easy to consume and you can get the food quickly? Why is that? 
Could you provide some example? 

• Is it influence on the ways you eat away from home or purchase takeaway? 
o Why is that? 

 
xiii. How much does your demographic background influence on the sort of food you eating 

out and purchase takeaway? Why is that? Could you give some example? 
 

xiv. What do ready prepared meals mean for you? 

• Are you likely to buy them? Why is that? Could you give some example? 

• What sort of food do you usually buy? Why is that? Could you give some 
example? 

 
xv. Have you ever used a home delivery takeaway services? 

• Why is that? 
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xvi. Do you have any mobile application related to food in your mobile phone? 

• Why is that? 

• How many apps related to foods do you have? Why is it important you? Could 
you provide some example? How does the mobile apps influence the ways you 
eating outside and purchasing takeaway? 

• If don’t have. Would you download application related to food in the future? 
Why is that? Could you provide some example? 

 

1. The following questions will be asked to depend on whether the respondent have used 

or not used the home delivery takeaway. 

If respondent have purchase home delivery takeaway service previously. 

i. From where do you usually do your purchase? Could you give me a specific name?  

• Why do you use their service?  

• Have you tried another type of home delivery takeaway service?  
i. Why is that? 

 
 

ii. What sort of food do you prefer when purchase through home delivery service? Why is 
that? Could you give some example?  

• Is it the same as when you eating outside? Why is that? Could you give some 
example? 

• What influence you to choose the sort of food for home delivery service? 
 
 

iii. When are you most likely to purchase from them? 

• How often do you purchase them? 

• Do you purchase by yourself or with your friends or family? 
i. Why is that? 

 
 

iv. Is your spending different on eating out compared to home delivery food?  

• why is that? 
 

v. When choosing a home delivery services, what are the criteria/features/characteristic 

that you look for? Can you tell me what are the key things that influence your choice? 

Could you provide some example? 

 

If the respondent use online home takeaway delivery services.  

vi. What are the features in the website/mobile apps that you like the most?  

• Can you tell me what are the key things that influence your choice? Could you 

provide some example? 

• Why is that? Why is it important to you? 

 

vii. Why do you prefer using online takeaway food ordering services instead of using 

restaurant direct website or ordering by phone? 

• Can you tell me what are the key things that influence your choice? Could you 

provide some example? 

 

viii. Have you ever used another platform to purchase home takeaway delivery service?  

• Which platform did you prefer: using ordering from internet browser or mobile 

application? 
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• If you don’t ever used other platform, why is it you choose to use mobile 

application to purchase from online home takeaway services. 

• Can you tell me what are the key things that influence your choice? Could you 

provide some example? 

 

ix. Do you think the website/ mobile apps needs more improvement for you to use it more 

in the future?  

• Why is that? Can you show me?  

If NOT have purchase home delivery takeaway services. 

i. Is there any other reasons why you don’t use online home delivery takeaway service 

(online takeaway food delivery service) beside what you mentioned previously? 

 

ii. In the future, would you prefer using restaurant direct website/ordering from phone/ go 

to the restaurant than using online food ordering website? 

• Why is it important? 

• What will influence you to use online food ordering service? 
i. Why is that important? 

 

iii. If you to use the online food ordering services in the future, which platform would you 
use: website or mobile application? Why is that? Could you give some example? 

• What influences your answer? 

• Why is it important?  
 

iv. If you decided to use a home delivery services in the future, what are the criteria/ 

features/ characteristic you would look for? 

• Why is it important? 

 

 
v. Do you think your spending will be different when eating out compared to using home 

delivery services? 

• Why is that? Could you give some example? 

• Can you tell me what are the key things that influence your choice? Could you 

provide some example? 

 

Conclude the interview. 

Was there anything else you would like to add that I did not ask? 

 


