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Potential of online food shopping

An opportunity to relieve mothers’ everyday life food routines?

Carina Schnellbdicher, Julia Behr, Ingrid-Ute Leonhduser, GielRen

Summary

The food retail industry is establishing an increasing number of online food shop-
ping services with delivery or collection at a drive-through supermarket. This
study aimed to find out whether both distribution channels are recognized and
competently used by private households. To this end, a regional case study sur-
veyed German-speaking mothers with at least one child of primary school age,
as they still see themselves as primarily responsible for the nutritional care of
their family. Results show significant correlations between the use of online food
shopping with home delivery and level of education, occupation and level of
household income. Non-users of both distribution channels believe they lack the
skills required to order food online. Recommended actions include communica-
ting the advantages of ordering food online and promoting the skills required.
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Introduction

Private households are nowadays
confronted with a variety of services
offering information on food and its
purchase. In this regard online food
shopping and purchasing options are
expanding. Customers first choose
between different providers and pro-
duct ranges on the internet, select
the food they want by clicking on
it and fill a virtual shopping basket
[1]. They can then choose to have the
products delivered to their home. If
they choose a drive-through super-
market (drive-through), they can
request that the desired products
are packed in the shop and left for
self-collection [2]. The question ari-
ses as to whether and to what extent
both distribution channels are used
for food provision. To answer this
question, nine questions from the
project on Erndhrungskompetenz in
Familien (EFA) — Eine empirische Unter-
suchung' (Nutritional Competence in
Families [EFA] — An Empirical Study)
have been evaluated, which related to
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the use of online food ordering with
home delivery and the hypotheti-
cal use of self-collection at a drive-
through. Asking this in the context
of nutritional competence? was rele-
vant, based on the assumption that
competent use of these distribution
channels as part of food planning
and purchasing could help to relieve
the everyday life food routines on the
responsible person.

Background

By 2013, 71 % of the population
aged 14 and over in Germany, i.e.
approx. 50 million people, had
purchased or booked a product or
service via internet [5]. Online tra-
ding turnover amounted to €34.3
billion in 2013 and accounted for
8 % of total retail trade. In 2014, re-
venue increased by a further 25 % to
€42.9 billion, the proportion of total
retail trade rising to 10 % [6].

Since 2011, the market for online
food order has been tested by several
start-up companies and established

! The study was carried out in the town and
district of GiefSen under the scientific super-
vision of Prof. Dr Ingrid-Ute LEONHAUSER,
Professorship of Nutrition Education and
Consumer Behaviour at Justus Liebig Univer-
sitdt Giessen. The project was funded by the
Stifterverband fiir die Deutsche Wissenschaft
e. V. from July 2012 to July 2014.

2 Nutritional Competence is “the ability to im-
plement theoretical knowledge and practical
skills in everyday nutrition appropriately —
e.g. in terms of healthy or sustainable nu-
trition.” [3]. In the above-mentioned study
it refers to all areas of food provision, i.e. the
acquisition of information on food, shop-
ping, organization and planning of meals,
preparation and storage [4].



food retailers [7]. The focus has been
on user groups who are physically
disabled, older or time-poor, such as
e.g. professionals and young fam-
ilies [8]. An empirical study showed
that among those questioned, the
proportion of those ordering food
online rose from 18 % to 27 % bet-
ween 2011 and 2013 [9]. Online
food sales revenues in the category
of “food/delicatessen/wine” also
rose from €400 million to €752 mil-
lion in the period from 2011 to 2013
[10, 11]. However, if online trade
in non-food and food categories is
compared, one can see that goods
such as “flowers and plants” (10 %)
and “food and drink” (9 %), for
which freshness is crucial, are much
more rarely purchased than the top
sellers of “books including eBooks”
(64 %) and “clothes, shoes and ac-
cessories” (60 %) [5]. It is therefore
unsurprising that the proportion
of online sales of food amounted to
only 0.3 % in Germany in 2013, i.e.
approx. €0.5 billion of the domestic
market in food (€175 billion) [12].
Abroad, particularly in England
(2013: 5.5 %) [13], France (2013:
approx. 3.5 %) [14] and Switzerland
(2013: 0.7 %) [9], purchasing food
via internet is on the contrary more
widespread.

This may be due to the fact that
these markets are no longer in their
infancy; the online food market has
already existed in England for 20
years [12], in Switzerland for 17
years [15] and drive-through points
have existed in France for 15 years
[16]. In addition, these countries
have less branch density and retail
space in comparison to Germany,
particularly England [17]. Absence
of haptic, an uncertain product
quality or to use products immedi-
ately, presents far fewer problems
for Swiss consumers than German
consumers [9]. Shorter opening
times (closure at 6:30 PM or 7:00
PM), depending on canton, may
be another reason [18]. Other cri-
teria impede online distribution in
Germany, such as e.g. high super-

market density in rural areas, lack
of willingness to pay more for this
sales channel [7], consumer satisfac-
tion with the “retailers around the
corner” [9, 19], complex delivery
conditions, lack of trust in sup-
pliers, poor product quality and less
familiarity with ordering food on-
line [12]. In addition to these mar-
ket complications, consumers also
require internet access as well as the
willingness and media competence
to purchase food online [20]. Howe-
ver, according to the study by EBERLE
et al. (2005), as the time required
for food provision is increasingly
restricted by other tasks, there is a
growing need for release [21].

Quantitative survey on use
of online ordering

Families in which both partners
work, have less time for food pro-
vision activities [22]. In this respect,
especially mothers with children
under 10 vyears of age see them-
selves as primarily responsible. They
are faced with the need to provide
food alongside their occupation [4].
The 8th Familienbericht der Bundesre-
gierung (Government Family Report)
concluded that 70 % of mothers
managed childcare and housework
largely alone [23]. As a result, mo-
thers ran into time conflicts which
affected meal preparation and food
shopping [4]. The EFA Research Pro-
ject therefore decided to question
German-speaking mothers with at
least one child of primary school
age on whether and to what extent
they were prepared to use the inter-
net for food shopping and whether
this could help to relieve the orga-
nizational and time burden. To the
authors’ knowledge, there was no
existing research into this area in the
German-speaking region.

A qualitative preliminary study was
carried out to develop research hy-
potheses and a questionnaire. Three
issue-based expert interviews took
place in October 2012, each with

a representative from the food in-
dustry, nutritional education and
research, who gave opinions on the
subject of nutritional competence
and food provision in the everyday
family routine. Two group discus-
sions took place in November to re-
cord genuine opinions and experien-
ces of individual mothers on the use
of electronic distribution channels.

Questionnaire and data
collection

The questionnaire was selected as
the quantitative survey instrument,
as it is particularly suitable for ho-
mogenous groups, can reach a large
number of dispersed persons, and
enables fast and cheap collection of
data [24].

A structured,
ized questionnaire was developed
based on the results of the quali-
tative preliminary study [25]; this
questionnaire comprised a total of
37 questions and was divided into
four subject areas. In addition to
socio-demographic information,
the first and second subject areas
comprised questions on food pro-
vision and nutritional competence.
The third dealt with new media;
this related to both the use of the
internet and smartphone apps [26,
27], and the use of online food
shopping with delivery or self-col-
lection. Results of the third subject
area are illustrated and discussed
in this article [28].

To enable the recruitment of Ger-
man-speaking mothers with at
least one child aged 6-10, the heads
of all 13 primary schools in the city
and district of Giefsen were contac-
ted by telephone (after permission
was given by the responsible state
education authorities). 11 school
heads were willing to allow teach-
ers to distribute questionnaires to
the students for their mothers in
their primary school classes. In
order for the study to be able to de-
termine statistically significant sta-
tements and trends, in spite of the

semi-standard-
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lack of representativeness, we
aimed for a return of N = 500
through a conscious selection
process [25].

Statistical evaluation

572 of the 1,734 distributed
questionnaires were returned,
corresponding to a return of
33 %. Participants who sub-
mitted questionnaires which
contained unclear responses
were contacted with their con-
sent.? Open questions were
categorized by the research
team. Statistical evaluation
was carried out with statistics
software PASW Statistics 19.0.
Validation and plausibility
checks were linked to the cap-
ture of raw data. Only ques-
tionnaires with many missing
values were excluded, resulting
in a total of 522 questionnaires
for data analysis (occasionally
missing individual values).
Different N-values therefore
appeared in the results.
Bivariate tests were carried
out in addition to descriptive
analyses; these have been lis-
ted in the respective tables
and results explanations. The
evaluations served to clarify
the question of whether and,
if so, which socio-demogra-
phic variables had an impact
on online food shopping, and
whether mothers who were online
users and had supplies delivered
differed from those who collected
the food themselves. Significant
test results* were subsequently ex-
amined for correlation by means of
paired comparisons [30].

Description of sample

The respondents were 40 vyears
old on average (min. 27, max. 61
years; standard deviation [SD] = 6
years) and were distributed relatively
evenly over the four age categories,
as shown in ¢ Table 1. The majority

age (N=517) <35 109 211
35-39 127 24.6
40-44 147 28.4
> 44 134 259
migrant background yes 166 32.1
(N=517) no 351 67.9
education (N =516) none 13 2.5
low (basic certificate of 60 11.6
secondary education) 135 26.2
medium (higher certificate of 308 59.7
secondary education)
high (technical or higher educa-
tion entrance qualification)
employment (N = 512) unemployed 106 20.7
hourly basis (1-14 hours) 54 10.5
part-time (15-34 hours) 246 48.0
full-time (= 35 hours) 106 20.7
single parent (N = 521) yes 89 17.1
no 432 82.9
number of people in < 4 people 146 28.4
household (N = 514) 4 people 242 471
> 4 people 126 24.5
number of children 1 child 109 21.2
(N =515) 2 children 262 50.9
> 2 children 144 28.0
monthly household net low (< 70 %) 167 42.8
equivalent income? medium (70 % — < 150 %) 181 46.4
(N =390) high (= 150 %) 42 10.8

Tab. 1: Socio-demographic attributes of sample [own analysis]

'n = subsample

2Calculations based on the OECD Scale. Division into the three categories was based on the
relative net equivalent income in Germany (2011) [31-33]. 96 respondents selected the
category of “unspecified” and were therefore not included.

of mothers had no migrant back-
ground, had a high level of education,
worked part time, and was not a
single parent. On average, there were
four people per household, most in-
cluding two children. The monthly
net equivalent income was low for
approx. four tenths and high for one
tenth of respondents.
A comparison with the total (fe-
population in Germany
that women of hig-
her ages (45-64 vyears), without
a migrant background, with-
out a technical or higher education

male)
reveals

entrance qualification, and unem-
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ployed women as well as households
with two or three people or with at
least an average household net equi-
valent income, were underrepresen-
ted [34, 35].

3 The question and its response options were
read out again and/or described in writing on
a one-to-one basis, and the participant was
asked for her response.

* Definition of level of significance: p > 0.05 =
not significant (n. s.); p < 0.05 = significant
(s) [29]. The following tests were applied:
Fishers Exact Test, Chi2-Test (x*), non-pa-
rametric Mann-Whitney U Test (MWU) and
Kruskal-Wallis H Test (KWH).



Results

General use by distribution
channel

Of the 522 mothers, 59 said they
had already ordered food via in-
ternet for delivery at least once.
¢ Table 2 shows that the variab-
les of education, employment and
household net equivalent income
have an influence on the use of on-
line shopping. Mothers with a high
level of education in particular state
that they have ordered food online.
In terms of employment, it appears
that employed mothers use this op-
tion more frequently than unem-
ployed mothers. There is no sig-
nificant correlation between the
employment categories. 16.7 % of
mothers in the hourly employment
group (N = 54) have already or-
dered food online once. This figure
was only 12.6 % among part-time
employees (N = 246) and 12.3 %
for full-time employees (N = 106).
There were only negligible diffe-
rences in the category of house-
hold net equivalent income. The
higher the income, the more likely
the respondents were to have or-
dered food online for delivery. At
the time of the survey, there was
still no supermarket with attached
drive-through in GieSen. In order
to determine whether the respon-
dents would accept this distribution
channel, a description of the concept
preceded the actual question: “Some
supermarkets in Germany offer ‘drive-
through’ services. This means that
you order food from the corresponding
supermarket via internet, a supermar-
ket employee packs your purchases in
the shop and you can collect this from
the supermarket at a requested time. If
this concept would be available in Gie-
Jfen in the future, would you use it?”
Approx. one fifth of all 522 respon-
dents responded positively. There
were no significant correlations
between socio-demographic attri-
butes and potential use of drive-
through services. In the income bra-

education’ 516
employment 512
household net 390

equivalent income

Fisher’s 0.000 s
Exact Test kil

X2 0.043 S

*

x? 0.022 S

*

@ =—0.159%*
r, = —0.084"
r,=—0.136*

Tab. 2: Correlation between delivery of food ordered online and socio-demographic attributes

[own analysis]

%2 = Chi%-Test; s = signifikant; ¢ = phi coefficient; r; = rank correlation coefficient according to Spearman;
* = significant (p < 0.05); *** = significant (p < 0.001); n. s. = not significant
"For all of the following significance tests, “high education” was tested against the other levels of education
combined together as “low education”.

cket, it appeared only that moth-
ers in a household with a high
household net equivalent income
would be most likely to use the
drive-through service.

The following question was asked
of those respondents who had or-
dered food via internet for deli-
very, in order to record the impact
of this distribution channel: “If
yes, how often do you order food on-
line?” The frequency of the poten-
tial use of a fictional drive-through
in Giefsen was also recorded by
means of the question “If yes, how
often would you use a supermarket
drive-through?” The three pre-defined
response options on frequency were
identical, and produced the follow-
ing results.

58 of the 59 users who had or-
dered food online for delivery ans-
wered the question. None of them
had ordered food “once a week or more
often”, however 27 respondents said
they used the service “at least once
a month” and the remaining 31 re-
spondents said they used it “less
than once a month” (N = 58). On the
other hand, the respondents envisa-
ged using a real drive-through ser-
vice more frequently: 47 of the 107
mothers who would use the concept
said that they would go to a drive-
through “at least once a week”. 47 moth-
ers would use this service “at least
once @ month” and 13 mothers “less
than once a month” (N = 107).

Type of food ordered

The half-open question on the type
of food groups delivered was addres-
sed solely to the 59 people who had
already used the concept of online
ordering for delivery. The following
categories were given: “fresh food”,
“basic packaged foods”, “diet foods”,
“exotic foods”, “canned goods”, “pre-
pared meals”, “frozen good”, “drinks”.
Multiple responses were possible.
The results showed that fresh food
was ordered most frequently, as sta-
ted by 18 of the 59 respondents. Diet
foods were mentioned by 10, exotic
foods by 8 and basic packaged foods
(flour, sugar, pasta) and drinks both
by 7 mothers. A secondary role was
played by canned goods, prepared
meals and frozen goods; these were
ordered by less than five mothers.

Reasons for use

The participants who stated they
had ordered food online for deliv-
ery as well as those who could
envisage using the drive-through
concept were asked about their
reasons why. Agreement with the
given items was recorded on a scale
of 1-5 (¢ Figure 1 and 2). Other
reasons for use could be mentioned
in an open category.’

The most important reason for
using the delivery of online or-
dered food was products not being
widely available, with which
82.5 % of participants comple-
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tely or somewhat agreed (¢ Figure
1). Product variety played a de-
cisive role for at least one half of
mothers. This was followed by “con-
venience” and “time savings”, which
were classified as almost equally
important with approx. 40 %.
As mothers’ low time budget for
food provision activities has been
identified in existing research, the
reason of “time savings” through
delivery of online food orders was
checked for correlations with so-
cio-demographic details. There were
no significances; mothers had food
delivered irrespective of their type of
employment and household size.

In the question about reasons for
using the drive-through concept,
the majority of the potential 104
users agreed with the response op-
tion “time-flexible collection”, closely
followed by the responses “time sa-
vings” and “better reconciliation of
shopping and profession” (¢ Figure
2). As with online food ordering
for delivery, there were no statisti-

cally significant correlations to the
socio-demographic variables in rela-
tion to potential time savings with
the drive-through concept.

Reasons against use

Non-users of these two distribution
channels gave their opinions on the
given obstacles from ¢ Figure 3 on a
scale of 1-5. As the bar chart shows,
the order of possible disadvantages of
both distribution channels was identi-
cal. Most mothers who did not use or
would not use these services considered
the obstacles primarily to be that they
could not touch fresh food and that
they would lose the relationship to the
goods during purchase. In the question
to non-users about whether the use of
both distribution channels would ease
food provision, approx. 60 % of res-
pondents envisaged no relief. Online
food ordering for delivery showed a
less significant correlation to employ-
ment (Kruskal-Wallis-H-test [KWH]
p = 0.043; N = 443). The more time

the mothers spent working, the more
they felt no relief. For self-collection
of food ordered online, only age had
a significant effect (KWH p = 0.049;
N = 394). Multiple follow-up tests in-
dicate that only mothers of the 40-44
age group found self-collection of food
provided some relief.

Moreover, ¢ Figure 3 shows that 20 %
of non-users of both distribution
channels believed they cannot handle
the service. For those who did not use
the online ordering and delivery ser-
vice, there were significant correlations
in relation to migrant background
and household net equivalent income
(¢ Table 3). Mothers with a migrant
background in particular stated they
cannot handle the service (28.5 %;
N = 144 vs. 13.6 %; N = 295). Self-as-
sessment of a lack of skills in online

° This category “other reasons, namely:” was
given as a response option in the questions
on the reasons for use as well as the reasons
for non-use of both distribution channels.

100 % -
90 % -
80 % -
70 % -
60 %

Why do you use online food ordering with delivery?

50 %

40 %

30 %
20 % -
10 % -

0% -

convenience
(N =55)

O completely agree O somewhatagree 0O undecided

time savings
(N =56)

variety (N = 54)

O somewhat disagree

delivery of products not
widely available (N = 57)

@ completely disagree

Fig. 1: Reasons for ordering food online for delivery [own analysis]
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100 % -

90 %

Why would you use the drive-through concept with self-collection of food?

E=

80 %

70 %
60 %

50 % -

40 % -

30 % -

20 % -
10 % -

0% -

(N=104)

better reconciliation of
shopping and profession

@ completely agree @ somewhatagree O undecided

time savings
(N=104)

O somewhat disagree

time-flexible collection
(N =104)

@ completely disagree

Fig. 2: Reasons for potential self-collection of food ordered online at a supermarket drive-through [own analysis]

ordering rose the lower the household
net income (low: 25.5 %; N = 149,/me-
dium: 12.8 %; N = 148/high: 0.0 %;
N = 32). Non-users of a potential
drive-in service also showed significant
correlations between perceived lack of
skills in this electronic sales channel
and migrant background and house-
hold net equivalent income on the one
hand and education and employment
on the other hand (¢ Table 4).

Non-users with a migrant back-
ground in particular (29.9 %; N =
127) said they cannot handle a drive-
through concept. This is significantly
different (p < 0.001) to German moth-
ers (13.3 %; N = 263). In addition,
non-users with a low level of educa-
tion were significantly more likely to
admit to a lack of skills than those
with a high level of education (25.3 %;
N = 127 vs. 14.2 %; N = 232).
Furthermore, the lower the level of
employment the more likely respon-
dents were to state they would not
know how to use the concept compe-
tently. Only 13.3 % of mothers in full
time employment (N = 75) agreed
that they had difficulties using this

sales channel, followed by 14.1 % of
respondents in part-time employment
(N = 185) and 22.2 % of those em-
ployed on an hourly basis (N = 45)
and 32.1 % of the unemployed (N =
81). Agreement with this option also
increases with falling household net
equivalent income (high: 0.0 %; N =
28/medium: 10.1 %; N = 139/low:
29.9 %; N = 124).

Discussion

The results of the regional case
study confirmed that only very few

of the mothers surveyed had already
ordered food online for delivery [5,
9]. They are characterized by a high
level of education, employment and
a high income, in line with the cha-
racteristics of those who order food
online in existing research [36, 37].
Based on the entire study popula-
tion (N = 522), 5.2 % of mothers
ordered food at least once a month
and 5.9 % less than once a month.
They therefore used this distribu-
tion channel somewhat more fre-
quently than the respondents in the
Online-Food-Retailing Study [9].

Users do not value delivery of food

migrant 439 MWU 0,000 s ro=0,184%**
background ok

household 329 KWH 0,001 S ry=0,211%**
net equiva- ok

lent income

Tab. 3: Test results between socio-demographic variables and reason for non-use of
delivery of online food orders due to inability to use the service [own analysis]
MWU = non-parametric Mann-Whitney U Test; KWH = Kruskal-Wallis H Test;
s = significant; r; = rank correlation coefficient according to Spearman;
*** = significant (p < 0.001)
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100 % -
90 %-
80 %+
70 %
60 %-

50 %-

0%

40 % +—

What reasons do non-users of online food shopping give against this ordering process

for delivery or self-collection?

30 % +—]

20 % +—

10 % +—

(N = 440)

T T T
(N=391) (N=449)
| cannot handle the
concept

for me
o Delivery: completely agree (1)

@ Delivery: somewhat agree (2)

0 Delivery: undecided (3)

o Delivery: somewhat disagree (4)

m Delivery: completely disagree (5)

(N=397) (N=449)
It does not offer a relief

I I I I
(N=395) (N =448)

I lack shopping expe-
rience

m Potential self-collection:
@ Potential self-collection:
0 Potential self-collection:
o Potential self-collection:
m Potential self-collection:

Relationship to food
is lost

undecided (3)

I I
(N=399) (N=448) (N=401)

Cannot choose/touch
fresh food oneself

completely agree (1)
somewhat agree (2)

somewhat disagree (4)
completely disagree (5)

migrant background

education
employment

household net

Fig. 3: Reasons against the (potential) use of online food shopping with delivery/drive-through collection with
percentage agreement [own analysis]

ordered online primarily due to con-
venience [9] or time savings, whereby
the food provision activities would be
relieved. A much more influential rea-
son for online delivery was products
not being widely available [8, 38].
Obstacles for non-users were the lack
of haptic and no relationship to foods.

390 MWU 0,000
386 MWU 0,004
386 KWH 0,002
291 KWH 0,001

equivalent income

This was corroborated by respondents
of other studies [2, 9, 39]. Market re-
search studies of 2010 [38] and 2013
[12] suggested that fresh food played
a minor role in online food ordering.
However, this study concluded that
users of this distribution channel were
open-minded about ordering fresh

s ro =-0,187***
*k%k

S re=0,146**
*%

S ro=0,188***
*%

s ro = 0,219%**
*%k%

Tab. 4: Test results between socio-demographic variables and reason for non-use of self-col-
lection of online food orders due to inability to use the service [own analysis]
MWU = non-parametric Mann-Whitney U Test; KWH = Kruskal-Wallis H Test; s = significant; r; = rank cor-
relation coefficient according to Spearman; ** = significant (p < 0.01); *** = significant (p < 0.001)
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food, and ordered this food type most
frequently. A representative study
showed that online ordering was too
complicated for one in nine people
[40]. In this study, almost one in five
mothers gave this reason, a fact which
should not be ignored. This self-as-
sessment was primarily expressed by
mothers with a migrant background
and lower household net equivalent
income. This response was given by an
above-average number of respondents,
in contrast to a study from 2013, in
which only 5 % of respondents saw
their lack of skills as an obstacle to on-
line ordering [9].

The Online-Food-Retailing Survey
in Germany came to the conclusion
that food ordered online for delivery
is more frequently used than the
drive-through self-collection. How-
ever, the preferred sales channel va-
ried depending on the type of pro-
ducts ordered. Home delivery was
preferred for non-perishable foods
and drinks, whereas the drive-



through was preferred for fresh pro-
ducts (45 % vs. 35 %) [9]. As this
survey was only able to question
respondents about their use of a
hypothetical drive-through, only a
limited comparison of both distri-
bution channels is possible. A fifth
of the mothers surveyed could envi-
sage using a nearby drive-through.
At 11.3 %, the number of fictional
users of the drive-through is almost
double the number of real users of
the delivery option. Supporters of
the service stated in particular that
food could be collected from the
drive-through at a flexible time;
this also proved to be an advantage
of delivery in the survey on retail
trends (2012) [41]. 90 % of the mo-
thers who could not envisage using
the drive-through mentioned that
they would not be able to select or
touch fresh food themselves. How-
ever, this aspect was given as an ad-
vantage of delivery by the respon-
dents of the Online-Food-Retailing
Study [9]. In the present study more
than 60 % were unable to envisage
any relief due to the drive-through
concept. This could be due to the fact
that the drive-through saves shop-
ping time, but not the journey to the
shopping location [39]. Overall this
study only revealed a few signifi-
cant results in the evaluations of the
drive-through concept. This may be
due to the relatively small sample or
to the fact that socio-demographic
variables play no role therein.

Conclusion and outlook

Online trade is already fil-
ling certain gaps in the mar-
ket, i.e. for products which are
not widely available. But studies
also show that many consum-
ers are satisfied with the existing
stationary outlets and online trade
hitherto represents an additional
service rather than competition [19,
42]. This gives multi-channel sup-
pliers in particular the opportunity

to expand their online market in

addition to their stationary outlets
[42]. There have been a number of
different assessments of the future
of the online food trade. According
to the study on Consumer Mar-
kets-Trends in Retail 2020 only 21 %
of both men and women in 2012
were able to imagine wanting to buy
food online in future [41]. In con-
trast, in a survey by ERNsT and Young
(2013) 36 % of respondents said they
would order food primarily via inter-
net within the next five years. 64 %
of the group of family shoppers
identified in this study agreed. The
survey also assumed that the cur-
rent proportion of people ordering
food online would increase from
0.3 % to 10 % by the year 2020 [12].
In this study, mothers are a re-
levant target group who still do
not use online food shopping, yet
who would experience relief as a
result of food delivery or self-col-
lection, or who are undecided.
However, developments in these
distribution channels only seem
possible if their value is commu-
nicated. This value could be seen
e.g. in the time saved through
home delivery or collection of a
pre-packed order or in the avail-
ability of special products which
are only available online. Custo-
mers’ quality standards should
also be addressed [39]. Trust plays
a central role in ordering fresh
products; this could be reached
by a helpful return system and
reliable customer evaluations [9].
Customers’ online ordering skills
should also be assured. Almost
20 % of all non-users stated that
they cannot handle the electronic
food ordering system for delivery
or self-collection, primarily moth-
ers with a migrant background,
lower education and low income.
This could be addressed with step-
by-step instructional videos on
service providers’ homepages.
On-site service points could also
be set up at the drive-through to
respond to questions. Online plat-
forms with product information

and easily visible and transparent
costs would also be helpful for
ease of use.

According to WarscHUN and RUHLE,
corresponding investment by the
retail trade is particularly impor-
tant in the start-up phase to help
build customer loyalty [39]. This
is also significant in terms of dif-
ferentiation between distribution
channels; customers have increa-
sing opportunities to obtain food
online depending on their needs.
“Lockbox”, “Paketkasten” and “Lo-
cumi” are examples of boxes in-
stalled on or in front of the home,
which can be filled and locked by
couriers without the recipient
being present. Some systems offer
refrigeration so that the user does
not have to be at home at a speci-
fic time [43-46]. “Emmasbox” is a
provider of collection points with
varied climate zones. Online pro-
viders can set up these boxes in
highly-frequented spaces such as
train stations, enabling 24-hour
collection [47]. In Switzerland,
customers are able to collect or-
dered food at the post office or
railway counter and to scan food
at virtual shopping walls in the
station with a smartphone and
QR code and have them delivered
to their home after work [48]. In
Germany, both distribution chan-
nels — delivery and self-collection
of food ordered online — present
currently a transparent service
overview due to regional limita-
tions or limited online ranges. It
remains to be seen how the on-
line food market in Germany will
continue to develop and whether a
concept will be established.
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