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Summary

Information technology innovation has given worldwide access to each other, to information, and to
entirely new digital platforms forming new markets over the last decade. All innovations build on IT
developments are becoming an integral part of everyday live (Alalwan, 2020; Dwivedi et al., 2016;
Nakayama et al., 2020). This includes the digital platforms that are transforming old business models,
organizational models and economies (de Reuver et al., 2018). Platforms are not an innovation of
information technology; however, the possibilities that IT has given the digital platform are enormous.

The most interesting digital platform that is currently nesting itself in our every day life is the multi-
sided platform as described by Hagiu and Wright (2015). These platforms mediate between different
groups of users, both buyers and sellers, and exploit the phenomenon known as network externalities
by which increased adoption of the platform increases its value to users, pulling more users to the
platform (Katz and Shapiro, 1985; Parker and Van Alstyne, 2005; Rochet and Tirole, 2003; Shaw et al.,
2000). However, the cultural differences between countries can make or break a successful entry into
another national market. Simply copying the monolithic algorithms has not been the answer, as recently
admitted by Amazon (Liao, 2019). The question rises about what effect does culture have on these
platforms’ use and acceptance?

In this thesis project the objective is to understand and determine the effect of Country-level culture
on the acceptance and use of Multi-sided Digital Platforms by consumers. To achieve this objective the
conducted research project is an empirical investigation of quantitative data, gathered from a survey.
With the case of online food delivery platforms that are prime examples of multi-sided platforms and two
neighbouring countries (the Netherlands and Germany) the cross-cultural effect was studied to answer
the following question:

What is the effect of cultural dimensions on the acceptance and use of multi-sided digital
platforms?

The context of two neighbouring countries allowed for a critical analysis that investigated the minor
differences that are expected to exist between the Netherlands and Germany.

In search of the answer on this question the academic literature is consulted to ground the concep-
tual model in scientific theory. Scholars have theorised and found indicators of cultural effects in the
adoption, acceptance and use of technology. The academic base on technology acceptance models
is extensive and broad, too broad to consult in its entirety which limited the project to the main stream
theory built from the original Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis Jr., 1985) With the Unified
Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2) the TAM model has been extended to in-
clude various social and behavioural constructs (Venkatesh et al., 2012), but was still lacking the extra
dimension of culture.

The most widely accepted and used theory on culture was found in the cultural dimensions devel-
oped by Hofstede (1980). Continuous research on the national culture, to capture these in cultural
dimensions on a country-level has provided six dimensions (Hofstede, 2011). With these six dimen-
sions, Power Distance, Uncertainty Avoidance, Individualism, Masculinity, Long-term orientation, and
Indulgence vs Restraint, and the UTAUT2 model a conceptual model is developed.

To answer the question on cross-cultural effect, the conceptual model is limited to examine the effect
of the six cultural dimensions on the behavioural intention and use behaviour in the context of online
food delivery platforms. Adapting the UTAUT2-survey to fit the online food delivery platform context and
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adding the value survey to gather data on the cultural dimensions, the questionnaire was distributed
among two research platforms and the personal network of the researcher. The total response to the
survey resulted in 383 valid participants that met the boundary conditions for data analysis.

With the limitation to the effect of the six cultural dimensions on the behavioural intent and use fre-
quency of the respondents, the corresponding hypotheses were tested with a linear regression analysis
using JASP 0.14.1. The analysis found no significant values to accept the six hypotheses, with no mea-
surable effect of the cultural dimensions on behavioural intention and use frequency of the respondents.
To validate the result of the data gathered concerning the cultural dimensions, the correlation matrix
for the UTAUT2-constructs did reveal significant results. In the correlation matrix of UTAUT2 was a
indication that minor difference are measurable on the individual level for the acceptance and use of
online food delivery platforms.

To summarise the answer for the research question; the effect of cultural dimensions on the ac-
ceptance and use of multi-sided digital platform has not been measured in this thesis project. The
differences measured between the Netherlands and Germany in cultural dimensions do not explain
the different acceptance and use of online food delivery platform technology. The UTAUT2-model did
show a significant acceptance and use of online food delivery platforms, which shows that the online
food delivery platform have successfully expanded cross-culturally in the case of the Netherlands and
Germany.
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1
Introduction

1.1. Cultural impact on digital platforms

Information technology innovation has given worldwide access to each other, to information, and to
entirely new digital platforms forming new markets over the last decade. Given this development of
information communication technology, smartphone, smart technologies, and mobile applications are
an integral part of everyday live (Alalwan, 2020; Dwivedi et al., 2016; Nakayama et al., 2020).

Online platforms are where we socialise, engage in business, and generate content to share with the
world. These online, Digital platforms are significantly changing our lives and transforming business,
organisational models, and economies (de Reuver, Sørensen, and Basole, 2018).

Platforms have been around ever since mass production aimed to serve multiple uses with similar
products with only minor modifications. However, research has presented different perspectives on
platforms, as innovation has led to platforms spanning entire supply chains or forming completely new
industry ecosystems. These platforms are defined as technology platforms based on their production
process (Gawer, 2014). An example is the current MBQ-platform of Volkswagen Group the is the
base for multiple models under different brands (Audi, VW, Skoda, Seat models all use the same base
platform) as a supply-chain platform. Examples for industry creating platforms are Google with Android
and Apple iPhone with the AppStore.

Digital platforms that are not producing physical products but are competing on new layers of digital
architecture use the service layers provided in digital products. These platforms are mediating different
groups of users, both buyers and sellers are referred to in the literature as intermediate or Multi-sided
Platform (MSP) (Hagiu and Wright, 2015). These platforms exploit the phenomenon known as network
externalities by which increased adoption of the platform increases its value to users, pulling more users
to the platform (Katz and Shapiro, 1985; Parker and Van Alstyne, 2005; Rochet and Tirole, 2003; Shaw
et al., 2000). Network effects play a significant role when the demand-side creates the economies of
scale, the more demand for a product leads to more value of the product. Platform markets have it in
their nature to exploit these effects and become monopolies and oligopolies. The higher the product’s
value attracts more demand which creates more value and creates a self-reinforcing loop.

Digital platforms are often mediators between users, so-called multi-sided platforms. To capitalise
on network externalities, Multi-sided Platforms (MSPs) cross national borders for an even bigger in-
stalled base. However, the cultural differences between countries can make or break a successful
entry into another national market. Simply copying the monolithic algorithms has not been the answer
recently admitted by Amazon (Liao, 2019). The question rises about what effect does culture have on
these platforms’ use and acceptance?

1



2 1. Introduction

The adoption and use research in Information Systems have an elaborate history (Ajzen, 1985;
Davis Jr., 1985; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1977). However, the cultural aspect of using and accepting digital
platforms is often not included in the analysis of consumer use behaviour. Comprehensive models like
UTAUT2 consider many variables; however, culture is not yet considered or included (Venkatesh et al.,
2012). Successful digital platforms like Facebook, Netflix or Alibaba have shown that cross-cultural
strategies are possible to increase adoption and along the way change existing business models, dis-
rupt ecosystems, and shape new industries (Parker et al., 2016; Watanabe et al., 2017). However, with
the departure of Amazon from China, it is not without its challenges.

Culture is relevant for that a nation will identify with certain preferences and qualities in different
manners. It cannot identify unique individuals and culture is an elusive concept with significant diffi-
culties for cross-cultural research. Having said that, research on culture has revealed that there is an
advantage in using cultural dimensions to operationalise culture in marketing studies (Soares et al.,
2007). Moving further to adoption models, research on mobile health investigated the culture effects
on citizens behaviour (Dwivedi et al., 2016). This support the argument that cultural differences can
act as a differentiating factor in the use of digital platforms across cultures (Bagchi et al., 2004).

1.2. Problem Statement

Digital platforms are transforming almost every industry today, as recognized by information systems
literature and bring new challenges to understand and classify the complex nature and its intertwine-
ment with institutions, markets and technologies (de Reuver et al., 2018). Using the classifications of
de Reuver et al. (2018) we set out to define digital platforms that mediate between the users as multi-
sided platforms. They support a multitude of interaction between the buyer and seller, but also with
businesses and advertisement. Many and

Culture forms the basis of our expression and forms the identity among groups of people and is
riddled with cultural impact. It will help in recognizing like-minded, an give a sense of belonging. Still,
the influence of culture on digital platforms play an unexpected role (Ojala et al., 2020). The use of
digital platforms depends on how the consumers perceive the platform and its benefits to them (e.g.
Know Your Customer).

Factors determining the use of Technology have been investigated over time, specifically starting
with Davis Jr. (1985). The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) has been the foundation for many
research projects, equally critiqued, but a foundation. TAM has been the precursor in the field of orga-
nizational adoption and use of technology, leading to the comprehensive Unified Theory of Acceptance
and Use of Technology (UTAUT) by Venkatesh et al. (2003). The latest adaptation of UTAUT applied
the adoption theory form the organizational field to the research field of consumer context (Venkatesh
et al., 2012).

As mentioned in the previous section of this introductory chapter, cultural dimensions that occur in
societies have not been considered variables that influence consumers’ behaviour. Specifically, the
cultural dimensions of Hofstede (2011), well-know for his work on culture and organizations. Hofstede
has managed to investigate the field of culture since 1980 and steadily build and expanded on the
dimensions that make up the national culture of countries (Hofstede, 1980). In other research projects,
culture’s importance is noted and investigated (Chik and Vásquez, 2017; Dwivedi et al., 2016; Lee
et al., 2007; Nakayama and Wan, 2019), showing a connection to the use of digital platforms, but not
yet quantified.

Using the cultural frameworks established by Hofstede (Hofstede, 1980, 2001, 2011; Hofstede et al.,
2020) and combining themwith UTAUT2 (Venkatesh et al., 2012), could prove the importance of cultural
aspects in digital platform use. Therefore, we argue that cultural dimensions differences are relevant
when investigating consumer usage behaviour of digital platforms. In this project, data is gathered
to corroborate the model that assesses culture’s relationship to the use of multi-sided platforms. The
importance of culture is known amongst scholars; however, the implications for the academic field have
not been quantified, showing a need for new knowledge in this field.
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1.3. Research Objective

This project aims to determine if culture is a differentiating factor in the acceptance and use of multi-
sided digital platforms. This study looks at online food delivery platforms to assess the impact of culture
on multi-sided platforms. Online food delivery platforms are typical multi-sided platforms, with a service
orientation on mediating between two user groups, both restaurants and consumers use the platform.
This project uses the innovation adoption theories, such as UTAUT2 and correlating that with cultural
dimensions, tested by Hofstede’s Value Survey Module (VSM). A combination of these theories will es-
tablish a model for the relationships that indicate how national culture on the individual level influences
the acceptance and use of online food delivery platforms.

This thesis uses online empirical data to assess the relationships between cultural dimensions,
UTAUT2, and behavioural intention culminating in the acceptance and use of multi-sided platforms.
This study recruited participants from two countries, namely: the Netherlands and Germany to test
these relationships.

The results of an online survey will be analysed for the relationships between culture and the use
of multi-sided platforms, in the context of online food delivery platforms. Future platforms can plan
strategies with an awareness of the cultural influence on the use of their platforms can have the ability
to plan for this impact. Possibly even lessening the influence of cultural differences on the use of
multi-sided platforms by personalising their platform service to a national level of culture or even the
individual cultural tendencies.

1.4. Research Questions

With the concepts and expected theoretical model, the proposed research sub-questions will answer
the following research question. As mentioned in the introduction, the main research question is:

• What is the effect of cultural dimensions on the use and acceptance of multi-sided dig-
ital platforms?

The research sub-questions limit the research project’s scope to answer this main research question
(MRQ). Previously introduced theoretical concepts form the academic boundaries, leading to the fol-
lowing research sub-questions. A literature review will align the theoretical concepts with answering to
the claim that culture affects the acceptance and use of multi-sided platforms:

1. What academic theories have been formulated on the effect of culture on the use of
multi-sided digital platforms?

Translating the literature review of platforms, behaviour intention and use factors, and cultural dimen-
sions to a conceptual model for analysis in this research project. The effect of culture in the acceptance
and use of MSPs is investigated by examining two different cultures: Germany and the Netherlands.
This limitation in the scope generates the second research question:

2. What is the effect of cultural dimensions on the use of MSPs in Germany and the
Netherlands?

This sub-question indicates if the effect of cultural dimensions on acceptance and use is determined,
how can this be interpreted? Asking for a third sub-question correlating the theory with the found effects,
possibly with a focused expert interview for validation.

3. What do the results from the effect of cultural dimensions on the use of MSPs in Ger-
many and the Netherlands indicate according to academic literature?
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Finally, to indicate the implications of cultural dimensions on MSP, the fourth research question pertains
to the impact of culture. To indicate recommendations towards the influence of cultural dimensions on
the development or strategies of MSP-owners.

4. How can the cultural dimensions influence on the adoption of multi-sided platforms
be integrated in platform competition strategy?

Answering the sub-questions will help formulate a conclusion and recommendation on the effect of
cultural dimensions on the acceptance and use of multi-sided digital platforms and provide a basis for
future research.

1.5. Research approach

An empirical study on cultural dimensions impacts on the acceptance and use of a multi-sided digital
platform cross-culture. The methods used for this research project will be desk research in the form of
a literature review. The impact of culture on MSPs is determined using a cross-culture cross-sectional
structured questionnaire a single point in time. The analysis of the structured questionnaire is grounded
in the theoretical framework. Further elaboration on the research approach, methodology, and analysis
will be in chapter 4.

1.6. Reading Guide

The following chapters will guide the reader through this thesis project. Starting with elaborating on
the research approach and methodology (Chapter 4). Continuing into the literature review (Chapter
2) for answering the first research question. The literature review provides the theoretical framework
that will ground this project, shown in chapter 3 Conceptual model. This conceptual model and theo-
retical framework support the questionnaire for gathering the empirical data, of which the results and
subsequent analysis is presented in chapter 5. Finally, the results’ analysis will provide a conclusion
and recommendation towards multi-sided platform development and strategies (Chapter 7). Which is
preceded by the discussion and recommendations for future research in Chapter 6.
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Literature Review

In this chapter, the theoretical basis is provided that forms the conceptual model for this project. Each
section elaborates on a part of the concept and explains their relevance towards the cultural impact
on acceptance and use of Multi-sided Platform (MSP). First the emergence and definition of digital
platforms are described, followed by the theories on innovation adoption. Thereafter, Culture will be
defined and a review will be presented on cultural relevance for innovation adoption, bringing the sec-
ond and third section together. Finally, the cultural aspects and relevant dimensions correlated with
the adoption of technologies will be the basis for the next chapter’s conceptual model.

2.1. Digital Platforms

In the current research, everything with the word platform is attracting interest, and every research field
is determining how digital platforms impact on-going developments. However, platforms itself are not
always a recent innovation and some have been around a long time.

Platforms have been around ever since mass production aimed to serve multiple uses with similar
products with only minor modifications. However, research has presented different perspectives on
platforms, as innovation has led to platforms spanning entire supply chains or are entirely new industry
ecosystems. These platforms are defined as technology platforms (Gawer, 2014). An example is the
current MBQ-platform of Volkswagen Group the is the base for multiple models under different brands
(Audi, VW, Skoda, Seat models all use the same base platform) as a supply-chain platform. Examples
for industry creating platforms are Facebook and Apple iPhone with the AppStore.

Key differences in these platformmodels are the platform’s architecture, how it is used by consumers
or within the firm, its innovative capabilities, and how the platform is coordinated. Concerning Internal
or Supply-chain platforms, the platform remains mostly private or exclusive for selected organisations
on a contractual basis. The most exciting form of platforms are the industry platforms that create
access and external capabilities. These innovations, primarily fuelled by digitalisation and Information
Technology (IT), give a new perspective on platforms’ capabilities. Digital platforms are transforming
almost every industry today, as recognised by Information System (IS) literature and put forth a range
of new challenges to understand and classify them. Characterised by their distribution and integration
with institutions, markets, and technologies (de Reuver et al., 2018).

Digital platforms have created new forms of online services for consumers, creating new businesses
and markets enabled through the internet, better known as E-commerce (Alt and Zimmermann, 2019).
They are allowing organisations to develop and design globally offered services and products. In e-
commerce, the primary trend is spotted in the development of online stores in which brands offer their
products (e.g. Nike, Adidas, and Apple). Counter to this trend are the organisations that started collect-

5
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ing different products and started offering them online under a single category (e.g. Zalando, Amazon,
Alibaba, eBay, and Bol.com). However, these organisations are still integrated actors in the supply
chain that deliver value to the customer. In the management research field, the platform is not cat-
egorised on its digital characteristics, only on an organisational level (Gawer, 2014; Thomas et al.,
2014).

The digital platforms that this research project is interested in are built from the following defini-
tions. Considering the platforms’ technology and digital aspects as essential, they are the foundation
for the ecosystems they create (Thomas et al., 2014). According to de Reuver et al. (2018) definitions
in the core concepts of digital platforms has multiple views, technical, sociotechnical, and organisa-
tional. The technical view: ”An extensible codebase to which complementary third-party modules can
be added.” Sociotechnological view defines digital platforms as: ”Technical elements (of software and
hardware) and associated organisational processes and standards.” There is also a dual perspective
on the ecosystem created with these digital platforms. It is essential to understand the differences
in definitions compared to digital platforms. From a technical perspective, the ecosystem is: ”A col-
lection of complements (applications) to the core technical platform, mostly supplied by a third-party.”
The ecosystem’s organisational view is defined as: ”Collection of firms interacting with a contribution
to the complements.” Finally, in a digital platform context, there is a type of platform defined with the
distinct function to mediate between different groups of users, i.e. buyers and sellers, under the con-
cept of MSP. These platforms operate in a multi-sided market where value is created to bring distinct
groups together and leverage the network effects when the number of participants from either group
increases. This research project focuses on the market between distinct user groups, where a platform
can leverage its network effects for profit, called Multi-sided Digital Platforms.

2.1.1. Multi-sided Digital Platforms

As platforms are not an innovation, digital platforms enabled through IT have shaken up the standard
organisational forms in pipeline and manufacturing businesses. The digital MSP business models
have become a significant disrupter to these business models and are organised around new forms
of value creation and capture. Zhao et al. (2019) studied the state of the phenomenon MSP business
model and found that it has been relatively under-theorised. Bringing together the prior literature on
the phenomenon, Zhao et al. (2019), conceptualises MSP with different characterisations.

To start, MSPs’ perspective as intermediaries for value exchanges between two markets of users
and producers (Gawer, 2014; Hagiu and Wright, 2015; Parker and Van Alstyne, 2005; Rochet and
Tirole, 2003). Definitions that characterised MSP as: ”networks that bring together two or more dis-
tinct types of users and facilitate transactions among them” (Cennamo and Santaló, 2015, p.12) or as
McIntyre and Srinivasan (2017, p.143) proposed: ”interfaces that can serve to mediate transactions
between two or more sides”. Firms that restructure boundaries of organisations form selling products
towards facilitation of economic exchanges between related user groups. Mediating user interactions
and not control the linear activities like manufacturing platforms that build a family of related products
(Gawer and Cusumano, 2014; Thomas et al., 2014). MSPs do not take ownership of products but
rather depend on resources (e.g. skills, ideas, physical assets) and activities controlled and provided
by agents on different sides of a market (Adner and Kapoor, 2010; Boudreau and Jeppesen, 2015;
Thomas et al., 2014).

With the role of connecting different sides of the market, it differentiates frommanufacturing or prod-
uct platforms that optimise a product or a family of related products with a network of suppliers (Gawer,
2014). Here is the difference with Volkswagen (VW) Group that operates a manufacturing platform
with multiple suppliers worldwide. Using its platform VW Group leverages exchange relationships to
access external competencies, share products and services across different car models, and stimulate
product development with and among its supplier base. VW Group has a central orchestrating role
but is a product-centric business focused on ownership and sale of products. The interaction of VW
Groups’ suppliers with its customers is not required; therefore, the contrast with MSPs is that interaction
between different sides is not a condition for the value creation in manufacturing.
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2.1.2. Online Food Delivery Platforms

Online Food Delivery Platforms (OFDPs) are an internet-based service through which consumers can
order food and get it delivered to their homes. With the emergence of the internet and the ability to
connect to more and more users, restaurants could hand in a part of their business that was not a
core functionality to a new service platform. This service is accessible on any device with a link to the
internet and especially in the current pandemic (COVID-19) a popular service.

OFDPs are a typical example of a provider that does not provide any products or services and only
acts as a go-between for consumers and sellers to meet (Pigatto et al., 2017). An OFDP creates value
for the customer in a process that includes several actors, i.e. service provider, client, and others, no
need for marketing, handling the phone for orders, payment services, or drivers to manage. All services
that could be handled by a service provider that would supply these restaurants with demand. For the
demand part, the aggregation of restaurants and standardisation of ordering meant that the consumers
could reduce their search costs, transaction costs, and get more transparency. Small businesses could
benefit from greater demand and more consumption without spending vast amounts on marketing (Yeo
et al., 2017). To offer services and goods, creative use of delivery methods has become a source of
differentiation and innovation for companies that seek to offer services and products.

Hence the emergence of different OFDP like Thuisbezorgd.nl, JustEat, UberEATS, Deliveroo, Food-
panda, GrubHub, Foodora and more. These OFDPs have been competing in different markets since
the early 2000s. However, as they rely on network effects to gain enough margin for profits, the battle
for these platforms’ users pushes the expansion of their service areas. Challenges arise during these
expansions that the new markets do not adopt and use these platforms as fast as expected or needed
for profitability, as shown in the introduction with Amazon (Liao, 2019).

2.2. Innovation Adoption

Figure 2.1: Theory of Reasoned Action

Adoption and use of technology innovation is examined,
studied, and modelled over decades. The conception of
models on behaviour are proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen
(1977) with Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA). This theory
has been the basis for extension into Theory of Planned
Behaviour (TPB) by Ajzen (1985) and TAM created by
Davis Jr. (1985). The most recent explanatory model that
has been developed is Unified Theory on Acceptance and
Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2) by Venkatesh et al. (2012).
This section provides the background on innovation adop-
tion theories and provide the concepts that will be relevant
for connecting adoption of technology to Culture.

2.2.1. Adoption Theories

Figure 2.2: Theory of Planned Behaviour

The basis of adoption theories lies in concepts from psy-
chology on behaviour where the assumption is that inten-
tions cause behaviour. TRA starts with that behavioural in-
tention, which is directly related to behaviour, results from
information or a belief that a particular behaviour will lead
to a specific outcome (figure 2.1). According to Fishbein
and Ajzen (1977), the behavioural intention is preceded by
beliefs divided into two conceptually distinct sets: Attitude
and subjective norm. The variables outside of the model
are believed to influence only intentions through attitude or
subjective norms, and not directly behavioural intentions.
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In extension to this theory, after testing, a variable on the notion of perceived control over the be-
havioural outcome is added to the theory, resulting in the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1985).
This extended the theory on reasoned action to include the beliefs that the possession of resources
and opportunities influence behavioural intention and behaviour (Madden et al., 1992) (figure 2.2).

Figure 2.3: Technology Acceptance Model

TAM, as shown in figure 2.3, relates theories on behaviour to the information systems domain
(Davis Jr., 1985). It improves the understanding of the user acceptance of ISs and provides insights
into successful designs and implementation of ISs. During the development of TAM, the theoretical
model of user acceptance on information systems was tested experimentally and extra values for as-
sessment were added: Perceived Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEoU). These factors
influence the technology adoption to use; perceived usefulness is defined by Davis Jr. (1985, p.26) as:
”The degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job
performance.” To clarify, meaning the perception that technology will be useful for the intended goal of
the user. The factor perceived ease of use is defined as ”the degree to which an individual believes
that using a particular system would be free of effort.” (Davis Jr., 1985, p.26) The barriers that adoption
of a new technology system would create could be lowered if the technology is ease to use.

Figure 2.4: Technology Acceptance Model 3 (Venkatesh and
Bala, 2008)

Since the development of the TAM, it
has been continuously researched and ex-
panded. Notable improvements have been TAM
2 (Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh and Davis, 2000)
in which the model is extended to include cog-
nitive settings, such as the job relevance, output
quality, and demonstrability, in an attempted to
counter the critique received (Venkatesh, 2000;
Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). This contributed to
the development of UTAUT by Venkatesh et al.
(2003). UTAUT is a complementary theory on the
different and extended TAMs, by integrating the
theories the model is found to perform better than
the individual models (Venkatesh et al., 2003).

Still, iterations and extensions are proposed
to the TAM, with the latest integrating experience
as a moderating variable (Venkatesh and Bala,
2008). Here the model starts with computer anx-
iety relation to PEoU moderated by experience
and also moderating the relation on the relation-
ship of PEoU with PU and Behavioural Intention
(BI). In figure 2.4 the integrated relationships are
represented with thick lines.

From the perspective of an organization, IT implementation is highly dependent on when the in-
tervention of such IT systems is planned. In this extension of TAM, the researchers explore how the
pre-and-post implementations interventions influence IT acceptance. As the interventions can impact
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individuals’ experience in the organisation, the acceptance of new IT systems can be managed. If inno-
vative IT systems threaten individuals’ routines and habits, the experience will resist IT implementation.
Interventions can change individuals’ perceptions towards new IT systems, suggesting that hand-on
experience such as training in these new systems has a positive influence on PU and PEoU.

2.2.2. UTAUT2

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the theoretical extension to TAM3 is to extent perceived
usefulness and intended use in a social context and the perceived ease of use in cognitive settings.
The social context is to determine the influence of subjective norms, voluntariness, and image. This
means intervening to embed experience with the IT systems to ensure that its moderating effect on
PEoU is positive.

Figure 2.5: Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (Venkatesh et al., 2012)

However, in all of the adoption theories most of the interest is on the adoption of technology in
an organizational setting, business cases. In the development of a TAM extension for e-commerce,
researchers found that the current form of TAM cannot fully explain consumer behaviour (Fayad and
Paper, 2015). Therefore, the most recent update and extension of UTAUT, UTAUT2, is an attempt
to formulate a theory on the consumer adoption perspective. UTAUT2 iterates how the constructs in
an organisational setting can be transformed or translated into consumer adoption theory (Venkatesh
et al., 2012). UTAUT2 adds threemore constructs to UTAUT; hedonic motivation, price value, and habit.
These individual differences are added to extend the UTAUT to the consumer use context, whereas
the earlier theories on adoption primarily focused on the organisational context. Prior research on
the general adoption and use of technologies is added, and some existing relationships in the original
UTAUT are modified. Introducing new connections from research on consumer behaviour and IS that
various constructs on hedonic motivations (joy) was important in consumer technology use (Brown
et al., 2006; Nysveen et al., 2005; van der Heijden, 2004). This is correlated with consumers responsible
for the cost of technology adoption, and this construct with relation to cost/price is a vital adoption
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decision for consumers (Brown et al., 2006). Also, recent research challenged TAM on the notion that
behavioural intention predicted technology use with the theoretical construct of habit (Limayem et al.,
2007). Habit is reflected in the result of prior experiences, now including the aspect found in TAM3 that
moderates PEoU, PU, and BI. The experience will provide feedback for individuals on which beliefs and
behaviour are established. Prior use leads to experience and over an extended period of interaction
forms a habit. Previous research on experience and prior use is a strong predictor of future technology
use (Kim and Malhotra, 2005; Limayem et al., 2007).

2.3. National Culture

Recalling the first research question from the previous chapter, ”What academic theories are formulated
on the effect of Culture on the acceptance and use of multi-sided digital platforms?” the importance of
defining and operationalising the cultural construct is vital in finding the answer. Culture is known to
significantly influence the adoption, use, and continuance of IT. Technology features are designed to fit
with a particular set of cultural characteristics, which do not have to correspond to other sets of cultural
tendencies. The importance of cultural characteristics is apparent; however, designing technology to be
compatible with every characteristic is nearly impossible. This aspect of Culture-technology fit has been
investigated over the past decades (Lee et al., 2007). Innovations that users adopt and use have been
followed in research by Gallivan and Srite (2005) and by Hillier (2003), where some equated Culture
with country (Honold, 1999), which in current globalisation trends is a crude under-representation of
the many Cultures that exist within. Diversity of people across the globe and their cultural backgrounds
is reflected in their behaviour towards technologies. This influence of culture results in a complex form
of interaction with users and challenges for current platforms competition strategies on the data that
makes a platform valuable (Alt and Zimmermann, 2019).

2.3.1. Defining Culture

The definition of Culture is a popular point of discussion amongst scholars in social, anthropological,
and management studies. Cultural anthropologist Kroeber defines Culture as: ”The historical differen-
tiated and variable mass of customary ways of functioning of human societies” (1952, p.157). Iterating
on this Kroeber and Parsons applied this definition to clarify it in a cross-disciplinary definition as: ”trans-
mitted and created content and patterns of value, idea’s, and other symbolic-meaningful systems as
factors in the shaping of human behaviour and the artifacts produced through behaviour” (1958, p.583).
More recently, Hofstede defined Culture in organisational research as: ”the collective programming of
the mind that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another” (Hofstede,
2001). Collecting individuals’ cultural characteristics made up of psychological traits, attributes, and
characteristics show that Culture manifests on an individual level. Putting Culture in a perspective that
it can vary on an individual scale, offered room for arguments that Culture cannot be generalised to a
single country (Baskerville, 2003). However, when measuring cultural characteristics on an individual
level as a variable, cultural dimensions can be integrated with IS research (McCoy et al., 2005b). To
what extent the findings are used is dependent on the design of the research method. This argument
stresses how the results from surveying with the cultural value model from Hofstede are interpreted.
However, Ford, Kotzè, and Marcus (2005) find that Hofstede’s cultural dimensions model is an appro-
priate theory for research into the effects of Culture on cross-cultural usability.

2.3.2. Cultural Dimensions

The interesting part of Culture is how it influences decision-making, adoption and diffusion of innovation,
and product ownership. The implications of Culture on the behaviour regarding branding, marketing
and other components that are part of business strategies are frequently researched (de Mooij and
Hofstede, 2011). Most well-known researcher on Culture is Hofstede, actively researching the effects
of Culture in organisations and consumer behaviour since 1970. The first construction of the cultural
dimensions resulted in only four dimensions (Hofstede, 1980), Power Distance, Individualism, Uncer-
tainty Avoidance, and Masculinity. Continuous research has updated and extended the model to form
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a dimensional national Culture model. A nation’s Culture is scored across six dimensions that explain
differences in product use or consumer behaviour (Hofstede et al., 2010). The second edition of Hof-
stede’s Culture’s Consequences, on the market since 2001, is updated with more data adding to the
significant correlations, proves the dimensions are still relevant. Subsequent research appears to cor-
roborate the findings and support the dimensions defined by Hofstede (de Mooij, 2003, 2019; Hofstede,
2001, 2011). The final cultural dimensions defined by Hofstede are as follows (Hofstede et al., 2010,
2020; Suzuki and Sui Pheng, 2019);

1. Power Distance Index (PDI) - The distance that is accepted by less powerful people/members
of society on the distribution of power. Larger distances represent more acceptance with greater
inequality in the distribution of power.

2. Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) - societies tolerance for ambiguity, how comfortable are the
members of society in situations that do not follow clear, structured rules. Control is something
that is determined by others.

3. Individualism Index (IDV) - the extend to which a person feels part of a larger group and how
much that group is expected to ask of the individual. Opposite to individualism is collectivism,
focusing on the we-mentality.

4. Masculinity Index (MAS) - The comfort that the society has with the gender roles being performed
by the other gender. Femininity in Culture represents caring and sympathy for weaker members
of society. For a more masculine society, the roles are more traditionally defined, men do not cry
and admiration for the strong. Women care and deal with feelings, and fathers deal with facts.

5. Long-Term Orientation Index (LTO) - With long term orientation, the focus is on improvement,
saving and investing. Success is the product of effort, adapting to the circumstances and resilient
to a setback. The opposite is the short term orientation, found in areas like the U.S.A., African,
and Muslim countries. The tendency is to spend and consume, to stay constant and similar.
Members of these societies are nationalistic and attribute success more to luck.

6. Indulgence Versus Restraint Index (IVR) - Indulgence versus Restraint is complementary to the
Long Term Orientation dimension. This dimension stems from happiness research, where indul-
gence represents the gratification of basic human desires, enjoying life and having fun. Restraint
controls this gratification element by strict social norms.

This research project compares the countries, The Netherlands and Germany. At the time of writing this
report, the following differences are published by Hofstede in table 2.1. As can be seen in table 2.1, the

Country PDI UAI IDV MAS LTO IVR

Netherlands 38 53 80 14 67 68
Germany 35 65 67 66 83 40

Table 2.1: Hofstede’s cultural dimensions Country Comparison (Hofstede et al., 2020)

difference on some of the dimensions are not significantly large, but others differ significantly (e.g. IDV,
MAS, LTO). This similarity and the geographical location of the countries is base for the comparison.
Examining if the remaining differences in Culture have significant impact on the acceptance and use
of technology remains unexplored.

2.4. Culture and Technology Acceptance

In the explanation of acceptance and use of technology, the theories rely heavily on behavioural aspects
in human psychology (Shareef et al., 2013). Specifically, behaviour is one of the main streams of
research in IS fields to explain the adoption and use of technology as outlined by Straub et al. (1997),
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Zakour (2004), and Myers and Tan (2002). Prime example of this the TAM developed by Davis Jr.
(1985) as mentioned in section 2.2.1.

The influence of Culture on the acceptance and use of technology has been investigated by several
scholars, adding a Culture as a moderating component to TAM (Alshare et al., 2011; Nistor et al.,
2014; Srite, 1999; Zakour, 2004). However, several scholars call for papers that investigate the direct
influences of Culture on technology acceptance (McCoy et al., 2005a,b) They argue that because of
the increasing globalisation, the business environment is in need to understand the influence of Culture
on the acceptance and use of IT. When testing the TAM model to account for Culture, the model did
not explain differences across Culture (Straub et al., 1997).

Therefore, Srite (1999) and Srite and Karahanna (2006) started to examine the original TAM study
and how cultural dimensions can moderate acceptance of IT. Their findings support that National Cul-
ture affects the acceptance and use of IT, with larger cultural differences (i.e. between China and the
USA). Hwang (2005) continued to investigating some of the aspects in the acceptance and use of En-
terprise systems but with limited contribution to the field. However, even in the period (1999-2006) in
which Srite and Karahanna (2006) studied the topic of national Culture and acceptance of technology,
little work had been done to integrate the two (Veiga et al., 2001).

Putit and Arnott (2007) have investigated the moderating effect of Culture has been adjusting for the
differences within a national Culture. They assume that Culture is not monolithic, but the cross-cultural
impact is present. Furthermore, for a more precise influence new variables have to be formulated
for measuring these micro-Cultures (Putit and Arnott, 2007). In the comparison on a macro-level, the
national Culture is perceived to affect the acceptance and use of IT (Schepers and Wetzels, 2007).
The continued interest of the impact of Culture on technology acceptance is aggregated for a single
cultural dimension (Uncertainty Avoidance) (Cardon and Marshall, 2008).

In their study, Cardon and Marshall (2008, p.107), provided support for the argument that Uncer-
tainty Avoidance significantly impacts technology acceptance. The effect of Culture in countries that
have large cultural differences received more attention (i.e. Peru and the USA or Japan and Switzer-
land) (Cardon and Marshall, 2008; Hasan and Ditsa, 1999; Straub, 1994; Tan et al., 1998a; Veiga et al.,
2001). However, little is known about the impact of Culture on acceptance with minor differences in
national Culture. In a study that examined countries characteristics in adoption timing, Sundqvist et al.
(2005) argued that if there is cultural similarity, the adoption behaviour is similar. In the results, the dif-
fusion patterns seem to be similar but no arguments are provided, whether Culture could be influential
when these patterns differentiate.
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Conceptual Model

3.1. Culture, Use & Hypothesis Development

Culture is something that binds individuals together and influences our behaviour, whether we acknowl-
edge it or not. The definition of culture is difficult, but it is well known that something connects and
disseminates between groups that we belong to. Culture is a challenging variable to research because
of the multiple divergent definitions and measures of culture. Furthermore, the theory is built from a
well established but not free of critique notion that the national culture is index-able in six dimensions
(Hofstede et al., 2020; Suzuki and Sui Pheng, 2019). This is not meant as an individual measurement
and focuses on connecting a group of people who share certain values. As these values vary because
of the circles that we interact with, one can imagine that the behavioural intentions vary as well.

With digitalisation in organisations, culture is developing international established values. However,
it also shows how different cultural values can be cross-country. Capturing the cultural dimensions
developed for the national culture framework by Hofstede (2001) allows organisations to plan for the
differences. In any sense, culture has been recognised to have a crucial role in the behaviour intentions
of consumers (Posey et al., 2010; Shareef et al., 2013). This is supported by the extended cross-cultural
effect found in the behaviour intention on m-health, which expanded on the previous notion (Dwivedi
et al., 2016). Also, in the service industry to which the OFDPs belong, the consumers’ behaviour was
found to be culture-bound (Espinoza, 1999).

As the specific indexes, such as Individualism Index (IDV), Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI) con-
tribute to the overarching notion of culture, cultural dimensions can be established as the concept that
influences behavioural intention. Cultural dimensions can explain the differences in behavioural inten-
tions to the degree that cross-country comparison on the intention to use OFDPs will be influenced.

However, not all dimensions are yet proven to influence behavioural intent or use of technology
systems (Lee et al., 2007). The following dimensions, IDV, UAI are ranked high in studies on the
relative importance of cultural traits in technology user-interface design (Marcus and Baumgartner,
2004). This interpretation of user-interface design has led to control studies in innovation adoption,
and there were similar results found.

The other dimensions that got attention by scholars are Masculinity Index (MAS) and Power Dis-
tance Index (PDI). In 1993 the hypothesis is drawn that IS management should consider many variables
when organizations transcend national borders (Burn et al., 1993). This study reviewed the recent
findings from studies in globalised organizations and found evidence for significant impact of cultural
dimensions with implications for IS management. This is supported by a study on the impact of culture
on the adoption of IT in the context of Africa and the Middle-East (Hasan and Ditsa, 1999). The cultural
dimensions PDI and UAI were found to have significant implications for the IT industry, based on fear
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and risk aspects in behaviour.

The final dimensions, Long-Term Orientation Index (LTO) and Indulgence Versus Restraint Index
(IVR), are the most recent additions to the cultural dimensions model defined by Hofstede and there-
fore have not yet been included in academic works on culture’s impact on IT acceptance. In this study,
all the dimensions are covered in relation to the behavioural intention and use to explore the complete
conceptual influence of cultural dimensions on OFDPs. All the dimensions are explained and have cor-
relating hypotheses; some will be based on a logical deduction of the definition of cultural dimensions.
Some include references that prove in different contexts the influence of culture.

3.1.1. Power Distance Index (PDI)

Following the dimensions of Hofstede, we start with the power distance index. The definition of Power
Distance is based on the perceived distance that a less powerful group accepts towards power, au-
thority, and distribution (Hofstede, 2011). Its inequality is defined from below as more or less equal to
the power distribution. In this definition, all societies are unequal, however, some more than others.

Smaller power distance relies on power that is legitimately given, and it is subjected to norms of
good and evil. It allows for power distance through hierarchy which means inequality in roles but only
because of convenience. More considerable accepted power distance is more matter of fact; power
is not derived from legitimate reasons. The general sense for a larger power distance is that the less
powerful group is told what to do and how to behave.

Powerful members in a society with a larger power distance are fearful of the open nature and em-
powerment of IT (Hasan and Ditsa, 1999). With this reasoning and based on smaller and larger power
distance examples, the expectation in this project is that smaller power distance will accept and adopt
technology faster than groups that accept a larger power distance. Giving the consumers and users
more power, reducing inequality, is expected to be more readily accepted in groups of individuals that
perceive smaller power distances (Tan et al., 1998b). Therefore, this deduction leads to the following
hypothesis:

H 1. 𝑃𝐷𝐼 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Power Distance Index, the implication speaks that the Be-
havioural Intention and Use of OFDPs have a negative relation.

3.1.2. Uncertainty Avoidance Index (UAI)

The definition of uncertainty avoidance is not the same as risk avoidance; it is an index on a groups
tolerance for ambiguity (Hofstede, 2011). In other words, what can be experienced from unknown,
uncertain situations and how members feel comfortable or uncomfortable in unstructured situations.
People that feel strongly to uncertainty avoidance concentrate on avoiding situations that have them
feeling uncomfortable.

The tendency is that these groups have a low tolerance for risk and will belief in more fixed truths
and expertise, look for stability, create formal rules, and reject ideas and behaviour that threaten these
aspects. The other end of this spectrum is for so-called risk-takers and can be positively related to
age but not gender or occupation (Hofstede, 2001). The characteristic found corresponding with high
uncertainty avoidance is resistance to innovations, high formalisation, and constraining innovation with
rules (Keil et al., 1994).

Risk-averse attitude implies an unwillingness to adopt innovations and only do so if their value
has been proven in the market (Png et al., 2001). Studies have shown that the impact of risk-averse
orientation tremendously influences the adoption and consequently the acceptance of technology by
the accelerated pace that accompanies innovation (Hasan and Ditsa, 1999). Acceptance of technology
will only happen for older and ”safer” technology that has a proven track-record, frustrating the decision-
process (Keil et al., 1994). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:
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H 2. 𝑈𝐴𝐼 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Uncertainty Avoidance Index, the implication speaks that the
Behavioural Intention and Use of OFDPs has a negative relation.

3.1.3. Individualism Index (IDV)

Previous work of scholars has identified the individualism/collectivism dimension as an important cul-
tural trait. It represents a choice for a social framework in which people look after themselves and their
interests. In contrast, collectivism leans towards a more cohesive social framework where people look
after one another, and the groups’ goals are prioritised above personal ones (Hofstede, 2001).

The characterisation of collectivism is that a group will use collective decision-making, leading to a
delayed adoption process. This will hamper the progress of acceptance of technology but also influ-
enced the quality of decisions (Mejias et al., 1996). Studies have shown in the acceptance of technol-
ogy to support decisions that individualist societies thrive better with technology in the mix (Tan et al.,
1998a). With a higher individualism index, the individual has more freedom to develop or try innova-
tions. The individual society can experiment more and has a greater belief in their quality of decision
making.

Studies have shown a positive relationship between a higher individualism index and a nations
innovativeness (As cited in Van Everdingen and Waarts, 2003). With higher innovativeness, people
are more ready to accept risks in using technology. The corroborating connection between individuals
innovativeness and the direct effect this has on an innovation adoption is found to be significant (Lim
and Park, 2013).

Therefore, logic follows that a higher individualism index score for a group of individuals will lead to
a higher behavioural intent and use of OFDPs, as shown in the following hypothesis:

H 3. 𝐼𝐷𝐼 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Individualism Index, the implication speaks that the Be-
havioural Intention and Use of OFDPs are positively related.

3.1.4. Masculinity vs Femininity (MAS)

Referencing to the distribution of values between gender in a societal characteristic. When ranging
from assertive to caring, it is revealed in studies that assertiveness is perceived as masculine ver-
sus modesty and caring as feminine (Hofstede, 2011). Reasoning as follows, the competitive and as-
sertiveness of masculinity would lead to more risk, which can be argued to lead to more innovativeness
(Van Everdingen and Waarts, 2003).

However, if the innovations improve the quality of life and the user orientation of the technology is
increased, a feminine society will accept the technology faster (Bagchi et al., 2004). This acceptance
of technology relate it to higher intent and use of technology (Hasan and Ditsa, 1999; Myers and Tan,
2002). This is dependent on the design of the technology as well, the notion found in research is
that the more user oriented the technology is, the more feminine societies feel comfortable using the
technology. Multi-sided platforms and as such online food delivery platforms are more user-oriented,
this increases its use in feminine societies.

Therefore, the acceptance and use of OFDPs is lower in masculine societies, resulting in the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

H 4. 𝑀𝐴𝑆 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Masculinity Index, the implication speaks that the Behavioural
Intention and Use of OFDPs are negatively related.
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3.1.5. Long Term Orientation (LTO)

A survey identified this new dimension in a study by Chinese scholars; it was then known as Confu-
cianism and associated with hard work. Later this was added to the model of Hofstede’s dimensions
to include economic growth in the cultural dimensions and renamed it: Long Term vs Short Term Ori-
entation (Hofstede, 2011; Hofstede et al., 2010). It revolves about the notion of thrifting and endures in
service to others.

Long term orientation has not yet been included in scholarly work toward explaining the behavioural
intention or use of technology. To work hard and put effort will mean that success is earned, versus the
belief that luck influences the outcome. The aspect attributed to Long- over the short-term that is most
relatable to using OFDPs is the notion of saving and investing in the future. Short-term orientation is in
this aspect more on the scale of social spending and consumption (Van Everdingen and Waarts, 2003).

With the notion of time, a study has found that if there is a need for long term planning, the use
of Multi-sided platform is more for the rapid changing environments (Hasan and Ditsa, 1999). If the
context gives the ability to plan ahead, organise for unexpected events, found with long term orientation,
the use of multi-sided platforms could be lower. With this difference, logically, the expectation for the
behavioural intention and use of OFDPs is higher if the Long-term orientation index is lower and higher
with a more short-term orientation. The OFDPs are a clear example of spending that could very well be
avoided to save money. The index is proposed as a negative relation towards OFDPs in the following
hypothesis:

H 5. 𝐿𝑇𝑂 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Long Term Orientation Index, the implication speaks that the
Behavioural Intention and Use of OFDPs has a negative relation.

3.1.6. Indulgence versus Restraint (IVR)

One of the latest additions to the dimensions of Hofstede, using the World Value Survey items and as a
complementary index to Long Term Orientation. The focus for this index is in the aspect of happiness
(Hofstede, 2011; Hofstede et al., 2010). ”The way in which society allows for relatively free gratifica-
tion and dopamine addiction for basic human desires. Restraint is shown in cultures that control this
gratification and regulates it using strict social norms” (Hofstede, 2011).

Differences between restrained and indulgent cultures are seen as how many people think of them-
selves as happy or how important leisure or sport is. The food aspect is also essential here, as the
notion is that obesity is more present in indulgent cultures if there is enough food available. In the
present time, with the Corona-virus restricting many leisure activities, the expectation is that more
people have enjoyed themselves. This higher indulgence factor is expected to result in higher use of
OFDPs, hence the following hypothesis:

H 6. 𝐼𝑉𝑅 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Indulgence versus Restraint Index, the implication speaks
that the Behavioural Intention and Use of OFDPs are positively related.
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3.2. Conceptual Model

Derived from the hypothesis the conceptual model is represented in the following abstract model. It
shows the adapted theoretical models that are used in this research project but the model is derived
from the previously stated hypothesis.

𝐶𝑢𝑙𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑎𝑙 𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠
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Figure 3.1: Research Model Cultural Dimension Relationship with Behaviour (Intent and Use)





4
Research Design

The following chapter describes the investigated case, research method, and measurement scales
used in this project. First, it describes the MSP case and explains why online food delivery platforms
were chosen for this project. Thereafter, the process of this project is explained, elaborating on the
presented literature review and conceptual model development. It will also contain the procedures in
administering the questionnaire, describing the sample’s characteristics and presenting the results of
the scales used. Finally, the cultural dimensions that the literature provided are compared with the
results of the survey’s values to assess the validity of the results.

4.1. Case Description

The growth and potential of multi-sided platforms depend significantly on the acceptance and use of
mobile internet communication (i.e. smartphones and tablets). MSP have allowed the B2C-industry to
adopt Online-2-Offline (O2O) commerce, integrating platforms that mediate between the offline busi-
nesses and the online ordering and delivery services for consumers. The prime example of these
MSPs are Online Food Delivery Platforms (OFDPs). The value provided by OFDPs is recognized as
alternative strategies to increase sales and revenue while increasing convenience for consumers (Cho
et al., 2019). Figure 4.1 is a simplified model of the online food delivery platform industry. The main

Figure 4.1: Online Food Delivery Model - Simplified

19



20 4. Research Design

goal for the platform is to acquire as many users, both consumers and restaurants in this industry, for
three main goals: reduce search costs, transaction costs and aggregate audiences (Gunden et al.,
2020). The platform can then leverage these network effects as value to its customers for profit.

First, the reduction of costs is achieved in search costs for the consumers in the aggregation of
the restaurants in one convenient search-able platform. For the restaurants, the search costs are
reduced by aggregating the consumers, no need to market directly to the consumers, advertise on the
platform and use their reach to generate revenue. Secondly, transaction cost can be bundled for the
restaurants, only paying one-time for all transactions on the platform. In the meantime, the ease of use
for the consumer is not diminished but perhaps even increased when it concerns payment methods (i.e.
Cash, Apple Pay, Google Pay, and iDeal). Finally, platforms create an aggregated result of the food
delivery options, allowing for new opportunities in delivery options and services, targeted advertisement
and in-platform advertisement, sales-software, and other complementary services.

4.1.1. Country Selection

For this project, the objective is to assess how cultural dimensions influence the use of OFDP. This
objective limits the broad industry of MSP but still focuses on the characteristics of MSPs positive
network effects. The platforms’ criteria are primarily market share in the compared countries. The
compared countries are chosen through limitations on the authors behalf and other criteria.

First, the gathering of the respondents was limited to nearby countries due to the current pandemic
(COVID-19). Second, to reduce the impact of differences in concepts when translating the question-
naire, languages were chosen that the author was reasonably proficient in. Initially, the author had
planned to do personal interviews in both countries, which was also cancelled due to Covid-19.

Furthermore, the acceptance and use of OFDP in the Netherlands and Germany has been signifi-
cantly different over the past 20 years since the emergence of OFDP, i.e. Thuisbezorgd.nl (Founded
in 2000) and Delivery Hero (Founded in 2011). This difference in the start-up of the industry’s biggest
players is interesting from an acceptance and use perspective of digital technology, leading to one of
the reasons to select the Netherlands and Germany. Although Germany and the Netherlands seem
to be quite similar at first sight, there are differences in the acceptance and use of digital technology.
Certain values in the cultural dimensions are different comparing the Netherlands and Germany, as
shown by research on cultural dimensions by Hofstede et al. (2020) in section 2.3.2, table 2.1.

Moreover, the author is aware that cultures are not static over time, but to account for this the
country comparison is part of the research project. This will ensure that at the time of comparison the
cultural dimensions of both countries are measured at the same time. The comparison between the
Netherlands and Germany will be presented in the Results and Analysis chapter 5.

4.2. Method

In this section, the justification of the research method in this project will be explained. The research
project is set up as a quantitative exploratory research project following deductive reasoning from the
literature review in chapter 2. The literature shows that the interest in the cultural effects on the use and
acceptance of technology is relevant. However, the connection from the UTAUT2 is not investigated
by scholars before. To test the hypothesis that culture affects the use and acceptance of technology
a quantitative method is required. This will allow the examination of the connection between cultural
dimensions and the use and acceptance of technology by consumers.

By selecting popular OFDPs that are both competing for network effects the sample size remains
large for generalized results. If the sample size can be big enough the contribution of this research
project can be a valid foundation for future research.

With the selection of the different countries and the authors limitations, the chosen quantitative
method is a survey that allows to gather a large sample size in a short amount of time. With a survey
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and a sufficient sample size the results can be generalized and add to the current knowledge on the
influence of culture on multi-sided platforms.

In the following sections the survey procedure will be described as well on how the author gathers
the participants consent with a section on the letter of informed consent. Furthermore, in this chapter
the data collection through the different survey-channels will be discussed and the boundary conditions
that have been set as the limits for this survey will be included. Finally, the number of participants that
were valid for analysis and the measurements that have been used conducting the survey.

4.2.1. Survey Procedure
An online survey strategy was used in this research
study. A survey is the complete system for ques-
tionnaires, delivery of the questionnaires and anal-
ysis of the responses. The system for collecting in-
formation from or about people to describe, com-
pare, or explain their knowledge, attitudes, and be-
haviour (Fink, 2003, p.1). In this project, the on-
line survey was administered cross-sectional. The
questionnaire was self-administered, that the re-
spondent completed on their own time via an inter-
net device. The survey consisted of several elec-
tronic questionnaires that are hosted on Qualtrics,
a survey design service that facilitates the de-
sign, preparation and administration of the ques-
tionnaires.
4.2.2. Target Audience
This study targets the population of both the Nether-
lands and Germany to ensure a sufficient difference
between the cultural dimensions, meanwhile being
a user of internet technology. This study is con-
ducted to assess the impact of culture on the adop-
tion of multi-sided platforms. As introduced in the
previous section the case of online food delivery
platforms use is measured and correlated to the cul-
tural dimensions of Hofstede.

• Check for country significance

For control purposes an adaptation of the UTAUT2
model is included in the questionnaire. The con-
text of this study is the influence of cultural dimen-
sion differences on the consumer adoption of online
food delivery platforms. Demographic statistics are
represented by gender, age, degree, job, and na-
tionality. Measured with the following labels in table
4.1.

Measurement Scale Label

Gender 1-3
Male
Female
Other

Age 1-8

<20
20 - 24
25 - 29
30 - 34
35 - 39
40 - 49
50 - 59
60 <

Degree 1-7

>GED
GED
No Degree
Associate Degree
BSc
MSc
PhD

Job 1-8

Working
Self Employed
Laid-off
Looking for work
Retired
Disabled
Other
Prefer not to say

Nationality 1-3
Dutch
German
Other

Table 4.1: Demographic statistics

4.2.3. Letter of Informed Consent

To ensure ethical gathering of data on the use of OFDPs the following message was presented at the
beginning of the questionnaire, starting with an explanation of the project.

Welcome to the questionnaire on the impact of culture on the use of online food delivery
platforms. This project is examining the relationship between national cultural values and
the use of multi-sided platforms in the context of online food delivery platforms. You will
be presented with information in the study and asked about your perspective and use. The
cultural values are assessed on a country level and not individual. Please be assured that
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your responses will be kept confidential and anonymous.

After this paragraph an introduction is made of the researcher that is conducting the study and the
participant is warned about the data collection and how that data is handled during the project and after
completion.

This questionnaire is part of the master thesis project by Jasper Kuijpers, an MSc student
from Delft University of Technology, the Netherlands. During the project, the data will
be stored on a ProjectDrive at Delft University of Technology. The data will be published in
Jasper Kuijpers’ master’s thesis for the assessment of the quality of the research. After com-
pletion of this project, the gathered data, analysis, and final results will be publicly available
in the repository of Delft University of Technology.

Finally, the prospective respondent is told about the duration of the questionnaire, how to get in contact
with the researcher and asked to consent to the use of the data.

The questionnaire has 4 parts and should take you around 10-15minutes to complete. In ad-
vance, I thank you kindly for your participation. Your participation in this research project
is voluntary.

You have the right to withdraw at any point during the study, for any reason, and with-
out any prejudice. If you would like to contact the researcher in this project please e-mail
j.j.kuijpers@student.tudelft.nl.

By selecting the option below, you acknowledge that your participation in the study is vol-
untary, you are over the age of 18 and aware that you may choose to terminate your partic-
ipation in the study at any time and for any reason.

When the participants selected the option of consent they were entered into the questionnaire, other-
wise they are thanked for their time and shown the end of the questionnaire.

4.2.4. Data Collection and Management

The survey has been distributed in three channels. First, utilizing the network of the researcher the
questionnaire has been distributed online, through email and social media. Second, a publication
has been posted on SurveyCircle, a platform for researchers to distribute their projects and collect re-
sponses on the basis of mutual support. This exchange supports researchers in gathering responses
and allows the researcher to participate in other studies. Lastly, to gather a sufficient amount of respon-
dents the questionnaire has been offered on Prolific in exchange for a small financial compensation
(£1.25 per questionnaire). The final platform distribution is shown in table 4.2.

Platform Frequency (N) Percentage
Prolific.co 307 62.2 %
SurveyCircle 75 15.2 %
Personal Network 111 22.6 %
Total 493 100 %

Table 4.2: Platform Distribution

All data will be gathered keeping in mind GDPR-regulations of the European Union and stored with
the servers of TU Delft. A back-up of the all data is made every week to the WebDrive (ProjectDrive:
\staff-umbrella\Culture and MSP) of TU Delft.

This study, protocol and data management have been approved by the Human Research and Ethics
Committee (HREC) of the TU Delft.
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4.2.5. Boundary conditions

Before the results can be analyzed, the following boundary conditions, in table 4.3, had to be satisfied
for use in the research project. The time limit is based on a trusted sample (n=64), estimating an

Boundary Condition Definition
Consent Participants have provided their consent to the questionnaire in the pre-

screening question to the respondents
Completion Participants have a 100% completion rate of the questionnaire
No missing values Participants have no missing values in mandatory questions
Use of OFDPs Participants that have answered to not use OFDPs
Time limit Participants have a completion time within 2*standard deviation of the

mean.

Table 4.3: Boundary Conditions for participant selection

average response time to fill out the questionnaire. The mean time to fully complete the questionnaire
was 543 seconds (9 minutes and 3 seconds). The standard deviation in this sample was 162 seconds
(2 minutes and 42 seconds).

With some of the participants receiving an financial incentive to fill out as many questionnaires as
possible or credits for their own research, the time limit serves to remove the hurried or otherwise
biased responses from the data-set Teitcher et al. (2015). However, some participants that need extra
time or have a break during the questionnaire (answering a call or grabbing some coffee). Therefore,
the time limit is set to 2 times the standard deviation of the mean of the trusted sample. This resulted
in a time-frame for validation of the respondents data ranging from 219 seconds (3 minutes and 39
seconds) to 867 seconds (14 minutes and 27 seconds).

Boundary Condition Definition Removed
Consent Participants have provided their consent to the questionnaire

in the pre-screening of the respondents
6

Completion Participants have a 100% completion rate of the questionnaire 23
No missing values Participants have no missing values in mandatory questions 0
Use of OFDPs Participants that do NOT use OFDPs 37
Time limit Participants have a completion time within 2*standard devia-

tion of the mean.
44

Total 110

Table 4.4: Respondents removal summary

Table 4.4 shows the summary of the participants that were excluded from the data-set that did not
meet the boundary conditions. In total, 110 respondents did not meet the boundary conditions. Their
data is hereafter excluded from the analysis in the results chapter of this research.

4.2.6. Participants

After removing the participants that did not meet the boundary conditions, a sample of𝑁 = 383 (𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒 =
223, 𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 = 158, 𝑋 = 2) was left for analysis in this project. Table 4.5-4.6 show the nationality,
degree, and age distribution for the collected sample.

4.3. Measurement

The scales for the different constructs are adapted from prior research. The scales for measuring
cultural dimensions are drawn from the value survey module published by Hofstede et al. (2010). The
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Nationality Frequency Percent
Dutch 194 50.65 %
German 189 49.35 %
Total 383 100.00 %

Table 4.5: Demographics Nationality

Age (Years) Frequency Percent
< 20 17 4.44 %
20 - 24 118 30.81 %
25 - 29 117 30.55 %
30 - 34 64 16.71 %
35 - 39 24 6.27 %
40 - 49 31 8.09 %
50 - 59 9 2.35 %
60 < 3 0.78 %
Total 383 100.00 %

Table 4.6: Demographics Age

Degree Frequency Percent
< High School 17 4.44 %
High School / GED 84 21.93 %
No Degree 47 12.27 %
Associate Degree 59 15.40 %
Bachelor’s Degree 78 20.37 %
Master’s Degree 89 23.24 %
PhD 9 2.35 %
Total 383 100.00 %

Table 4.7: Demographics Degree

relevant scales from UTAUT2 (i.e. expectations, social influence, behavioural intention, habit, price
value, hedonic motivation) are adapted from (Venkatesh et al., 2012).

The questionnaire is created in Dutch, English, and German and is reviewed by a group of aca-
demics. The questionnaire is pilot tested among a group of 10 consumers, which are not included in
the main survey to assess the structure and flow of the questionnaire. Finally, the some data is reverse
coded for analysis, such that agreeableness scores high (> 3), and disagreeing has a lower score(<
3). Resulting in more naturally explainable data, which supports the understanding of the analysis and
results.

4.3.1. Cultural Dimensions

All survey items for the cultural dimensions are measured using a five-points likert scale, ranging from
”high importance” and ”no importance”. Table 4.8 provides the descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s 𝛼
for the present research. However, as can be noticed in table 4.8 the Cronbach’s 𝛼 shows a very low
internal reliability, the scale is not measured as consistent. The Cronbach’s 𝛼 described the correlation
between the questions as poor but in the case of Cultural Dimensions this is explained by the fact that
only two countries were investigated in this study.

Cultural Dimension Cronbach’s 𝛼 mean SD

Power Distance (PDI) 0.25 2.83 0.49
Uncertainty Avoidance (UAI) 0.30 2.56 0.47
Individualism (IDV) 0.33 3.43 0.73
Masculinity (MAS) 0.47 3.64 0.33
Long Term Orientation (LTO) 0.32 3.17 0.43
Indulgence vs Restraint (IVR) 0.63 2.85 0.32

Note. All dimensions are calculated after recoding the items for positive cor-
relations

Table 4.8: Scale Reliability Statistics Cultural Dimensions

The value survey module (VSM) that this project has used for measuring the cultural dimensions
of the countries is developed for comparing multiple countries. In the manual that accompanies this
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survey module, there is a notation on the reliability of the VSM. ”Country-level correlations differ from
individual-level correlations, answers on questions used to measure a country-level dimension do not
necessarily correlate across individuals” (Geert Hofstede and Minkov, 2013, p.9). The reliability test
can, therefore, not be used to measure the individual scores, but should be measured on a country-
level mean scores. In this case the collected data should comprise of a sufficient number of countries,
in the manual the advice is at least ten.

However, in this research project we examined only 2 countries - The Netherlands and Germany -
which forces the project to take the reliability for granted on a country-level. This adds to the argument
why the Cronbach’s 𝛼 is inconsistent for the cultural dimensions and what make the cultural dimensions
interesting. The internal validity of this project cannot be proven using the Cronbach’s 𝛼, this study
relies on the validity of the standardized items across the IBM database of Hofstede (Geert Hofstede
and Minkov, 2013; Hofstede, 2001). The Cronbach’s 𝛼 values of the standardized items of the VSM
are presented in table 4.9:

Cultural Dimension Cronbach’s 𝛼
Power Distance 0.84
Uncertainty Avoidance 0.77
Individualism 0.76
Masculinity 0.72

Table 4.9: Reliability Statistics VSM (Geert Hofstede and Minkov, 2013)

The added dimensions after 1980 have been reliable in other studies and have proven their worth
in other similar studies as they are adapted from the World Value Survey (Inglehart et al., 2014), which
is explained in chapter 2.

4.3.2. UTAUT

The section on UTAUT items in the questionnaire is measured using a seven-point likert scale, ranging
from ”Strongly Agree” to ”Strongly Disagree”. Table 4.10 provides descriptive statistics and Cronbach’s
𝛼 for the present research in the for the UTAUT constructs.

UTAUT Construct Cronbach’s 𝛼 mean SD

Performance Expectations (PE) 0.58 4.65 1.54
Effort Expectations (EE) 0.91 6.35 0.10
Social Influence (SI) 0.83 3.52 0.46
Facilitating Conditions (FC) 0.73 6.28 0.42
Hedonic Motivation (HM) 0.84 4.90 0.52
Price Value (PV) 0.87 4.38 0.10
Habit (HT) 0.79 2.78 1.12

Table 4.10: Scale Reliability Statistics UTAUT

With the UTAUT model included in the survey the research project could control for the acceptance
and use of technology aspects. The Cronbach’s 𝛼 of the constructs of the UTAUT model shows a high
internal consistency.

4.3.3. Behavioural Intention & Use

The final construct of UTAUT and Use are measured in the questionnaire using a seven-point likert
scale, consistent with the UTAUT model, ranging from ”Strongly Agree” to ”Strongly Disagree”. Ta-
ble 4.11 shows the descriptive statistics and Cronbach 𝛼 for the present research for the Behavioural
Intention construct.
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UTAUT Construct Cronbach’s 𝛼 mean SD

Behavioural Intention (BI) 0.75 4.30 1.19

Table 4.11: Scale Reliability Statistics Behavioural Intention

Use of OFDP is measured in variety and frequency, providing popular OFDPs and indicating their
usage frequency for each ranging from ”2-3 per year” to ”every day”. In the questionnaire, the flow of
the questions asked first for the different online food delivery platform that the respondent uses followed
by the question to indicate their frequency of use of those platforms.

To measure the use frequency of the respondents, the flow is assumed to count each of the different
platforms use frequency towards the total use frequency. In short, if the respondent only uses one
OFDP and the frequency is 2-3 times per year, that totals the use frequency for this respondent. If the
respondent selects multiple OFDPs, each of the frequencies that is selected for each OFDP is counted
towards the total use frequency.
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Analysis & Results

A total of 383 participants with complete data met the boundary conditions are included in the analysis.
The following analysis are reported using JASP 0.14.1 and R-studio software packages. Microsoft
Office Excel 365 was used for data management.

5.1. Descriptive Statistics Cultural Dimensions

Table 5.1 below presents the descriptive statistics used in the Cultural Dimensions section of the study.
The empirical minimum and maximum are useful in determining the discriminativeness of a scale.
Furthermore, the participants should be spread out sufficiently across the scale. A concentration in the
middle of the scale indicates poor discriminativeness. The measures of central tendency (mean) and
dispersion (standard deviation) can contribute in this process according to Field (2013).

Skewness and kurtosis provide information about the shape of the distribution (Field, 2013). The
skewness represents the deviation from the normal distribution on the horizontal axis, positive or neg-
ative, means the number of responses is concentrated on a higher or lower number of measurement
(everyone scoring high or low). Kurtosis represents the deviation from the normal distribution on the
vertical axis, with a concentration on a single number on the scale or distributed to evenly across the
respondents.

Larger samples such as in this study, can be considered normally distributed if both skewness
and kurtosis stay within the limit of ± 2.58. If the skewness falls outside this range, the distribution
of the values is considered asymmetrical around the mean. Kurtosis outside the interval indicates
a distribution deviating from the normal on the vertical axis (i.e. too few or too many values on the
minimum/maximum of the scales) (Ghasemi and Zahediasl, 2012).

In the results provided below, it is clear that most of the scales that are used are sufficiently dis-
criminative. The distribution on the scales is symmetrical, with a slight negative skewness across the
most of the dimensions, only the Indulgence dimension is positively skewed. The kurtosis is mostly
positive, in combination with the negative skewness the participants have a tendency to accumulate
on the right side of the distribution (i.e. scoring high values on the scales) as can be seen in figure 5.1.
The opposite is true for the Indulgence dimension for the Dutch nationality, here the kurtosis is positive
as well as the skewness, resulting in a accumulation on the left side of the distribution shown in figure
5.2.

With the Shapiro-Wilk test is determined if the the skewness and kurtosis is significantly deviat-
ing from the normal distribution. With the test-score on the Shapiro-Wilk test, (> 0.95), the results
are insignificant, only on the Indulgence dimension is this lower. However, table 5.1 also shows the

27
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Figure 5.1: Dutch Masculinity Scale Distribution Figure 5.2: Dutch Indulgence Scale Distribution

significance of the Shapiro-Wilk test significance, (p < 0.05), as this is the case in for the Indulgence
dimension the scale is assumed to be normally distributed.

Skewness Kurtosis Shapiro-Wilk Theoretical Empirical

Mean Mode SD Value S.E. Value S.E. Value P-value Min Max Min Max

mPDI Dutch 12.44 12.00 1.79 -0.12 0.19 0.15 0.37 0.97 < .002 4.00 20.00 7.00 17.00
German 12.84 13.00 1.66 -0.44 0.18 0.41 0.36 0.95 < .001 4.00 20.00 8.00 16.00

mUAI Dutch 9.86 10.00 1.92 -0.03 0.19 -0.08 0.37 0.97 < .004 4.00 20.00 4.00 15.00
German 10.61 11.00 1.99 0.04 0.18 -0.19 0.36 0.98 < .004 4.00 20.00 5.00 16.00

mIDV Dutch 10.60 11.00 1.61 -0.32 0.19 0.42 0.37 0.96 < .001 4.00 20.00 5.00 15.00
German 11.04 11.00 1.50 -0.08 0.18 -0.22 0.36 0.95 < .001 4.00 20.00 8.00 15.00

mMAS Dutch 12.53 12.00 1.74 -0.22 0.19 1.01 0.37 0.96 < .001 4.00 20.00 6.00 18.00
German 11.42 11.00 1.57 -0.12 0.18 0.08 0.36 0.96 < .001 4.00 20.00 7.00 16.00

mLTO Dutch 11.57 11.00 1.89 -0.02 0.19 0.09 0.37 0.97 < .004 4.00 20.00 6.00 17.00
German 12.97 13.00 1.79 0.17 0.18 0.07 0.36 0.97 < .001 4.00 20.00 9.00 18.00

mIVR Dutch 10.75 11.00 1.39 0.61 0.19 1.61 0.37 0.93 < .001 4.00 20.00 8.00 17.00
German 11.77 12.00 1.45 0.36 0.18 -0.11 0.36 0.94 < .001 4.00 20.00 8.00 15.00

Table 5.1: Descriptive Statistics for the Cultural Dimensions

5.2. Descriptive Statistics Behaviour and Use

Table 5.2 presents the descriptive statistics for the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology
model extended to the consumer perspective. The results show that the scales are sufficiently discrim-
inative on most dependent constructs, however, the use frequency for online food delivery platform is
on the lower end of the distribution.

Skewness Kurtosis Shapiro-Wilk Theoretical Empirical

Mean Mode SD Value S.E. Value S.E. Value P-value Min Max Min Max

mBI Dutch 12.71 13.00 3.56 -0.42 0.19 0.20 0.37 0.98 < .009 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00
German 13.10 11.00 3.73 -0.07 0.18 -0.41 0.36 0.98 < .04 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00

Use Dutch 3.37 2.00 1.90 1.15 0.19 1.81 0.37 0.90 < .001 1.00 25.00 1.00 11.00
German 2.87 2.00 1.98 1.94 0.18 4.82 0.36 0.79 < .001 1.00 25.00 1.00 12.00

Table 5.2: Descriptive Statistics Behavioural Intention and Use Frequency

In the figures 5.3 - 5.6 are the distribution of the dependent variables presented.
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Figure 5.3: Dutch Behavioural Intent Distribution Figure 5.4: German Behavioural Intent Distribution

Figure 5.5: Dutch Use Frequency Distribution Figure 5.6: German Use Frequency Distribution

5.3. Indexing Cultural Dimensions

A country-level analysis is done using the descriptive statistics of the cultural dimensions. Using the
mean of each of the questions of the dimensions a formula can be applied to calculate the index of
the cultural dimension for comparison (Geert Hofstede and Minkov, 2013). Table 5.3 shows the mean
of each question the respondents answers split across their nationality. The county-level analysis
requires the nationality groups to have a sample size of at least 50 respondents. With more than 150
respondents across each nationality, the analysis is considered valid for analysis.

With the mean across the different nationalities the indexes can be calculated using the following
formula’s;

𝑃𝐷𝐼 = 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑃𝐷𝐼1 − 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑃𝐷𝐼2) + 25 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑃𝐷𝐼3 − 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑃𝐷𝐼4) + 𝑐
𝑈𝐴𝐼 = 40 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑈𝐴𝐼2 − 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑈𝐴𝐼1) + 25 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑈𝐴𝐼3 − 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑈𝐴𝐼4) + 𝑐
𝐼𝐷𝑉 = 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝐷𝑉1 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝐷𝑉2) + 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝐷𝑉4 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝐷𝑉3) + 𝑐
𝑀𝐴𝑆 = 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑀𝐴𝑆1 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑀𝐴𝑆2) + 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑀𝐴𝑆4 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝑀𝐴𝑆3) + 𝑐
𝐿𝑇𝑂 = 40 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐿𝑇𝑂2 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐿𝑇𝑂1) + 25 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐿𝑇𝑂3 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐿𝑇𝑂4) + 𝑐
𝐼𝑉𝑅 = 35 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝑉𝑅2 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝑉𝑅1) + 40 ∗ (𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝑉𝑅3 −𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛𝐼𝑉𝑅4) + 𝑐

If the following formulas gives a negative number, an constant equal for each country is added for
comparison on a positive scale. These formula’s give the following results for the Dutch nationality on
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Cultural Dimension # Questions Nationality Mean SD Cultural Dimension # Questions Nationality Mean SD

Power Distance Index PDI1 Dutch 3.55 1.02 Masculinity Index MAS1 Dutch 3.79 0.78
German 3.77 0.85 German 3.85 0.80

PDI2 Dutch 2.49 0.84 MAS2 Dutch 2.01 0.81
German 2.56 0.91 German 1.97 0.79

PDI3 Dutch 3.27 0.82 MAS3 Dutch 3.39 1.10
German 3.55 0.74 German 2.08 0.86

PDI4 Dutch 3.12 0.99 MAS4 Dutch 3.34 0.97
German 2.97 0.95 German 3.51 0.97

Uncertainty
Avoidance Index

UAI1 Dutch 2.95 0.70 Long Term
Orientation Index

LTO1 Dutch 2.66 0.95
German 3.02 0.80 German 3.74 1.12

UAI2 Dutch 2.15 0.77 LTO2 Dutch 2.95 0.91
German 2.07 0.75 German 2.69 0.98

UAI3 Dutch 1.91 0.92 LTO3 Dutch 2.39 0.76
German 2.49 0.99 German 2.82 0.86

UAI4 Dutch 2.85 1.02 LTO4 Dutch 3.58 0.91
German 3.04 0.90 German 3.72 0.83

Individualism Index IDV1 Dutch 4.04 0.84 Indulgence vs
Restraint Index

IVR1 Dutch 2.14 1.00
German 4.26 0.69 German 3.92 1.13

IDV2 Dutch 2.10 0.88 IVR2 Dutch 3.63 0.84
German 2.04 0.91 German 2.31 1.03

IDV3 Dutch 1.96 0.80 IVR3 Dutch 2.17 0.62
German 1.99 0.77 German 2.57 0.74

IDV4 Dutch 2.49 1.08 IVR4 Dutch 2.80 0.74
German 2.74 1.05 German 2.97 0.76

Table 5.3: Country-level Mean and Standard Deviation per Cultural Dimension for Indexing

the different indexes:

𝑃𝐷𝐼 ፮፭፡ = 35 ∗ (3.55 − 2.49) + 25 ∗ (3.27 − 3.12) = 40.9
𝑈𝐴𝐼 ፮፭፡ = 40 ∗ (2.15 − 2.95) + 25 ∗ (1.91 − 2.85) + 100 = 44.5

𝐼𝐷𝑉 ፮፭፡ = 35 ∗ (4.04 − 2.10) + 35 ∗ (2.49 − 1.96) = 86.5
𝑀𝐴𝑆፝፮፭፡ = 35 ∗ (3.79 − 2.01) + 35 ∗ (3.34 − 3.39) = 60.6

𝐿𝑇𝑂፝፮፭፡ = 40 ∗ (2.95 − 2.66) + 25 ∗ (2.39 − 3.58) + 100 = 81.9
𝐼𝑉𝑅፝፮፭፡ = 35 ∗ (3.63 − 2.14) + 40 ∗ (2.17 − 2.80) + 100 = 126.7

And the following for the German nationality on each cultural dimensions:

𝑃𝐷𝐼፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 35 ∗ (3.77 − 2.56) + 25 ∗ (3.55 − 2.97) = 56.9
𝑈𝐴𝐼፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 40 ∗ (2.07 − 3.02) + 25 ∗ (2.49 − 3.04) + 100 = 48.3

𝐼𝐷𝑉፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 35 ∗ (4.26 − 2.04) + 35 ∗ (2.74 − 1.99) = 104
𝑀𝐴𝑆፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 35 ∗ (3.85 − 1.97) + 35 ∗ (3.51 − 2.08) = 115.9

𝐿𝑇𝑂፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 40 ∗ (2.69 − 3.74) + 25 ∗ (2.82 − 3.72) + 100 = 35.5
𝐼𝑉𝑅፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 35 ∗ (2.31 − 3.92) + 40 ∗ (2.57 − 2.97) + 100 = 27.7

The indexes are shown in figure 5.7, with a clear difference between the cultures. Only on the first
three cultural dimensions varies the index minimally between the Dutch and German culture. How-
ever, looking at Masculinity, Long Term Orientation, and Indulgence versus restrained are clear differ-
ences indicated. In the following section the correlations of the cultural dimensions in relation to the
behavioural intention and use of Online Food Delivery Platforms is presented.



5.4. Correlation Matrix Cultural Dimensions 31

PDI UAI IDV MAS LTO IVR
20

40

60

80

100

120

40.9 44.5

86.5

60.6

81.9

126.7

56.9
48.3

104

115.9

35.5
27.7

In
de
x
va
lu
e

Dutch German

Figure 5.7: Index Cultural Dimensions per Country

5.4. Correlation Matrix Cultural Dimensions

In table 5.4 the cultural dimensions are related to the mean of the Behavioural Intention and Use scales.
The correlations of the different nationalities cultural dimensions are split in the table, the dutch dimen-
sions are on the bottom of the table. No significant results can be reported as a relationship between
the cultural dimensions and behavioural intention or use for the dutch cultural dimensions. For the
German cultural dimensions only 1 dimension (Uncertainty Avoidance) correlates with a positive effect
(𝛽 = 0.14) within the probability of this occurring by chance (p < 0.05). All other correlations with
significant relations between variables are between the cultural dimensions.

Variable mPDI mUAI mIDV mMAS mLTO mIVR mBI
German

USE_avg
German

mPDI Pearson’s r – 0.28*** -0.009 -0.09 0.0004 0.21** 0.05 0.03

mUAI Pearson’s r 0.02 – -0.003 0.04 -0.14 0.34*** 0.14* 0.08

mIDV Pearson’s r 0.08 -0.23** – -0.04 0.06 -0.09 0.11 0.006
mMAS Pearson’s r 0.12 0.03 -0.10 – -0.005 -0.07 0.03 0.03
mLTO Pearson’s r 0.10 0.03 -0.04 -0.04 – 0.01 0.07 0.04
mIVR Pearson’s r -0.02 0.35*** 0.01 0.07 0.12 – -0.001 -0.03

mBI
Dutch Pearson’s r 0.11 -0.02 0.004 0.09 0.009 -0.08

USE_avg
Dutch Pearson’s r 0.07 -0.02 -0.10 0.04 -0.03 0.04

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 5.4: Correlations Cultural Dimensions
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5.5. Hypothesis Testing

With the current results on the correlations between the cultural dimensions and the construct of be-
havioural intent and average use frequency, the expectation is that the dimensions do not have a
significant effect on the constructs. In this section a linear regression analysis to test the hypotheses
formulated in chapter 3 is expected to confirm the current expectations.

5.5.1. Hypotheses Conceptual Model

Recall from chapter 3 the hypotheses for the 6 cultural dimensions and conceptual model in figure 5.8.

1. 𝑃𝐷𝐼 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on
the Power Distance Index, the implica-
tion speaks that the Behavioural Inten-
tion and Use of OFDPs is positively re-
lated.

2. 𝑈𝐴𝐼 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the
Uncertainty Avoidance Index, the impli-
cation speaks that the Behavioural Inten-
tion and Use of OFDPs has a negative
relation.

3. 𝐼𝐷𝐼 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on
the Individualism Index, the implication
speaks that the Behavioural Intention
and Use of OFDPs is positively related.

4. 𝑀𝐴𝑆 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on
the Masculinity Index, the implication
speaks that the Behavioural Intention
and Use of OFDPs is positively related.
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Figure 5.8: Research Model Cultural Dimension relationship with
Behavioural Intent and Use

5. 𝐿𝑇𝑂 ↓ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Long Term Orientation Index, the implication speaks
that the Behavioural Intention and Use of OFDPs has a negative relation.

6. 𝐼𝑉𝑅 ↑ ⟹ 𝐵𝐼 ↑ ∧ 𝑈𝑆𝐸 ↑
If a group of individuals score high on the Indulgence versus Restraint Index, the implication
speaks that the Behavioural Intention and Use of OFDPs is positively related.

5.5.2. Linear Regression Behavioural Intention

The results of analysing the linear regression of the Dutch cultural dimensions effect on the first depen-
dent variable, behavioural intention is presented in table 5.5.

The linear regression calculated to predict the behavioural intention based on the Dutch cultural
dimensions. No significant regression equation was found (𝐹(6, 187) = 0.44, 𝑝 < 0.85), with an 𝑅ኼ of
0.01. The R of 0.12, would be the only correlating value between the independent variable (the cultural
dimension) and the dependent, behavioural intention. With 𝑅ኼ (0.01) the independent variables (cultural
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Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hኻ 0.12 0.01 -0.02 3.68 0.01 0.44 6 187 0.85

Table 5.5: Linear Regression Model - Dutch Behavioural Intention

dimensions) only account for 1 % of the variation in behavioural intention. None of the variance in
cultural dimensions would be explained if a different sample of the population would have participated.

Table 5.6 presents the control for the influence of age and gender. Age and gender do not show
significant values and do not explain the influence of cultural dimensions in the Dutch population on
behavioural intention.

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hፆ፞፧፝፞፫ 0.12 0.01 -0.02 4.49 0.01 0.43 6 187 0.86
Hፀ፠፞ 0.12 0.02 -0.02 6.35 0.02 0.49 6 187 0.81

Table 5.6: Linear Regression Model - Dutch Behavioural Intention - Control for Age and Gender

The results of analysing the linear regression of the German cultural dimensions effect on the first
dependent variable, behavioural intention is presented in table 5.7.

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hኻ 0.21 0.04 0.01 3.61 0.04 1.35 6 182 0.24

Table 5.7: Linear Regression Model - German Behavioural Intention

The linear regression calculated to predict the behavioural intention based on the German cultural
dimensions. No significant regression equation was found (𝐹(6, 182) = 1.35, 𝑝 < 0.24), with an 𝑅ኼ of
0.04. The R of 0.21, would be the only correlating value between the independent variable (the cultural
dimension) and the dependent, behavioural intention. With 𝑅ኼ (0.04) the independent variables (cultural
dimensions) only account for 4 % of the variation in behavioural intention. None of the variance in
cultural dimensions would be explained if a different sample of the population would have participated.

Table 5.8 presents the control for the influence of age and gender. Age and gender do not show
significant values and do not explain the influence of cultural dimensions in the German population on
behavioural intention.

The participants’ predicted behavioural intention is equal to:

𝐷𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡(𝑦) = 𝛽ኺ + 𝛽ኻ ∗ 𝐼𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡(𝑋)
𝐵𝐼፠፞፫፦ፚ፧ = 10.06 + 0.29 ∗ 𝑈𝐴𝐼፠፞፫፦ፚ፧

5.5.3. Linear Regression Use frequency

The results of analysing the linear regression of the Dutch cultural dimensions effect on the second
dependent variable, average use frequency is presented in table 5.12.

The linear regression calculated to predict the average use frequency of online food delivery plat-
forms based on theDutch cultural dimensions. No significant regression equation was found (𝐹(6, 187) =
0.67, 𝑝 < 0.67), with an 𝑅ኼ of 0.02. The R of 0.15, would be the only correlating value between the inde-
pendent variable (the cultural dimension) and the dependent, average use frequency. With 𝑅ኼ (0.02)
the independent variables (cultural dimensions) only account for 2 % of the variation in average use
frequency. None of the variance in cultural dimensions would be explained if a different sample of the
population would have participated.
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Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hፆ፞፧፝፞፫ 0.23 0.05 0.02 4.26 0.05 1.68 6 182 0.13
Hፀ፠፞ 0.27 0.07 0.04 6.76 0.07 2.31 6 182 0.04

Table 5.8: Linear Regression Model - German Behavioural Intention - Control for Age and Gender

In the correlation results of the previous section
on cultural dimensions showed a correlation of
the German Uncertainty Avoidance Dimension in
relation to the German Behavioural Intention. Ta-
ble 5.9 shows the coefficients for the German
Linear Regression. Presenting the linear regres-
sion calculated to predict the behavioural inten-
tion based on the German Uncertainty Avoidance
in table 5.10.
A significant regression equation was found
(𝐹(1, 181) = 3.82, 𝑝 < 0.05), there is less than
5 % chance that 𝐹 = 3.82 will happen if 𝐻ኺ were
true. The R of 0.14, would be the only correlating
value between the independent variable (the cul-
tural dimension) and the dependent, behavioural
intention, as found in the correlation matrix. With
𝑅ኼ (0.04) the independent variables (cultural di-
mensions) accounts for 4 % of the variation in
behavioural intention. Table 5.11 presents the co-
efficients of the linear regression analysis of the
German Uncertainty Avoidance on Behaviour In-
tention.

Figure 5.9: Scatterplot Linear Regression German Uncertainty
Avoidance - Behavioural Intention

Model Unstandardized Standard Error Standardized t p

Hኺ (Intercept) 13.11 0.26 49.63 < .001
Hኻ (Intercept) 5.26 4.50 1.17 0.24

mPDI 0.01 0.17 0.006 0.08 0.93
mUAI 0.32 0.15 0.18 2.23 0.03
mIDV 0.23 0.18 0.09 1.29 0.20
mMAS 0.12 0.17 0.05 0.71 0.48
mLTO 0.13 0.15 0.06 0.84 0.40
mIVR -0.11 0.20 -0.04 -0.55 0.58

Table 5.9: Coefficients German Cultural Dimensions on Behavioural Intention

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hፔፀፈ 0.16 0.02 0.02 3.59 0.02 4.76 1 187 0.03

Table 5.10: Linear Regression Model - Uncertainty Avoidance on German Behavioural Intention

Model Unstandardized (𝛽) Standard Error Standardized t p

Hፔፀፈ (Intercept) 10.06 1.42 7.09 < .001
mUAI 0.29 0.13 0.16 2.18 0.03

Table 5.11: Linear Regression German Uncertainty Avoidance Coefficients

Table 5.13 presents the control for the influence of age and gender. Age and gender do not show
significant values and do not explain the influence of cultural dimensions in the Dutch population on
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Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hኻ 0.15 0.02 -0.01 1.92 0.02 0.67 6 187 0.67

Table 5.12: Linear Regression Model - Dutch Average Use Frequency

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hፆ፞፧፝፞፫ 0.13 0.02 -0.01 2.25 0.02 0.56 6 187 0.76
Hፀ፠፞ 0.19 0.04 0.01 3.36 0.04 1.20 6 187 0.31

Table 5.13: Linear Regression Model - Dutch Use Frequency - Control for Age and Gender

use frequency.

The results of analysing the linear regression of theGerman cultural dimensions effect on the second
dependent variable, average use frequency is presented in table 5.14.

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hኻ 0.21 0.04 0.01 1.96 0.04 1.35 6 182 0.24

Table 5.14: Linear Regression Model - German Average Use Frequency

The linear regression calculated to predict the average use frequency of online food delivery plat-
forms based on theGerman cultural dimensions. No significant regression equation was found (𝐹(6, 182) =
1.35, 𝑝 < 0.24), with an 𝑅ኼ of 0.04. The R of 0.21, would be the only correlating value between the inde-
pendent variable (the cultural dimension) and the dependent, average use frequency. With 𝑅ኼ (0.04)
the independent variables (cultural dimensions) only account for 4 % of the variation in average use
frequency. None of the variance in cultural dimensions would be explained if a different sample of the
population would have participated.

Table 5.15 presents the control for the influence of age and gender. Age and gender do not show
significant values and do not explain the influence of cultural dimensions in the German population on
use frequency.

Model R Rኼ Adjusted Rኼ RMSE Rኼ Change F Change df1 df2 p

Hፆ፞፧፝፞፫ 0.19 0.04 0.01 2.22 0.04 1.19 6 182 0.31
Hፀ፠፞ 0.25 0.06 0.03 3.52 0.06 2.00 6 182 0.07

Table 5.15: Linear Regression Model - German Use Frequency - Control for Age and Gender

5.5.4. Summary Hypotheses

The Dutch correlation matrix and linear regression analysis show no measurable effect of cultural di-
mensions on both constructs, behavioural intention and Average Use Frequency. The German part of
the correlation matrix and linear regression analysis show only 1 significant effect of a single cultural
dimension (uncertainty avoidance) on dependent variable, behavioural intention. The model for Un-
certainty avoidance predicts well, however, in our hypothesis 2 posed a negative effect. The results of
the correlations and linear regression analysis show that the proposed hypotheses have been rejected.
Both for the Dutch and German group on all proposed effects.
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5.6. Descriptive Statistics UTAUT2

Table 5.16 presents the descriptive statistics for the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Tech-
nology model extended to the consumer perspective. The results show that the scales are sufficiently
discriminative on most UTAUT constructs, however, the Effort expectation and Facilitating conditions
seem to deviate. The skewness and Kurtosis of those constructs are outside the limit of ± 2.58, as
can be seen in figure 5.10-5.13. The kurtosis of the scale for the Dutch Facilitating is not outside the
limits but nonetheless discriminative in distribution. The scales favour the higher values more and are
not distributed evenly in the tails. The effect of the accumulation of the participants scores in these
constructs on the right side of the distribution is remarkable (i.e. very high scores on the scales).

The high scores of the respondents to the effort expectation and facilitating conditions, might be the
result of the participation of a large group of respondents born after 1987 (see table 4.6 in chapter 4).
This group has grown up in a digital age and is already familiar with many of the digital platforms that
exist, resulting in expecting a certain ease of use of Online Food Delivery Platforms.

Skewness Kurtosis Shapiro-Wilk Theoretical Empirical

Mean Mode SD Value S.E. Value S.E. Value P-value Min Max Min Max

mPE Dutch 13.44 14.00 3.02 -0.97 0.19 1.60 0.37 0.94 < .001 3.00 21.00 3.00 20.00
German 14.42 14.00 2.72 -0.50 0.18 1.34 0.36 0.96 < .001 3.00 21.00 5.00 21.00

mEE Dutch 25.27 28.00 2.67 -1.18 0.19 2.64 0.37 0.85 < .001 4.00 28.00 13.00 28.00
German 25.50 28.00 2.75 -1.58 0.18 4.44 0.36 0.81 < .001 4.00 28.00 11.00 28.00

mSI Dutch 10.39 12.00 3.63 -0.20 0.19 -0.44 0.37 0.97 < .002 3.00 21.00 3.00 19.00
German 10.70 12.00 3.95 -0.26 0.18 -0.47 0.36 0.96 < .001 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00

mFC Dutch 24.75 28.00 2.93 -1.08 0.19 1.15 0.37 0.89 < .001 4.00 28.00 14.00 28.00
German 25.45 28.00 2.79 -1.82 0.18 5.52 0.36 0.82 < .001 4.00 28.00 10.00 28.00

mHM Dutch 14.76 18.00 3.35 -0.50 0.19 0.36 0.37 0.97 < .001 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00
German 14.64 18.00 3.55 -0.42 0.18 -0.30 0.36 0.97 < .001 3.00 21.00 6.00 21.00

mPV Dutch 13.44 15.00 3.40 -0.40 0.19 -0.41 0.37 0.97 < .001 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00
German 12.89 15.00 3.75 -0.31 0.18 -0.35 0.36 0.98 < .007 3.00 21.00 3.00 21.00

mHT Dutch 11.49 8.00 4.55 0.45 0.19 -0.35 0.37 0.97 < .001 4.00 28.00 4.00 24.00
German 10.76 7.00 4.88 0.99 0.18 1.06 0.36 0.93 < .001 4.00 28.00 4.00 28.00

Table 5.16: Descriptive Statistics UTAUT2

Figure 5.10: Dutch Effort Expectation Distribution Figure 5.11: German Effort Expectation Distribution

5.7. Correlation Matrix UTAUT2

With UTAUT2 approach the technology acceptance and use from the consumer perspective is exam-
ined. This part of the questionnaire and subsequent data analysis is to control for the acceptance and
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Figure 5.12: Dutch Facilitating Conditions Distribution Figure 5.13: German Facilitating Conditions Distribution

use of technology aspect that the research project examines. With the UTAUT2 correlation matrix the
data from the respondents can be corroborated with the validity of the UTAUT2 constructs that are
meaningful on an individual measurement scale.

Variable mPE mEE mSI mFC mHM mPV mHT mBI
German

USE_avg
German

mPE Pearson’s r – 0.36*** 0.34*** 0.21** 0.52*** 0.19** 0.38*** 0.51*** 0.31***
mEE Pearson’s r 0.22** – 0.07 0.61*** 0.28*** 0.07 7.69e-4 0.25*** 0.05
mSI Pearson’s r 0.32*** 0.12 – -0.02 0.41*** 0.16* 0.48*** 0.48*** 0.17*
mFC Pearson’s r 0.07 0.59*** -0.03 – 0.19** 0.18* -0.16* 0.14 -0.15*
mHM Pearson’s r 0.35*** 0.31*** 0.31*** 0.16* – 0.35*** 0.33*** 0.48*** 0.22**
mPV Pearson’s r 0.25*** 0.19* 0.31*** 0.10 0.41*** – 0.23** 0.27*** 0.11
mHT Pearson’s r 0.48*** 0.03 0.41*** -0.14 0.38*** 0.42*** – 0.65*** 0.52***

8. mBI
Dutch Pearson’s r 0.49*** 0.19* 0.34*** 0.07 0.37*** 0.38*** 0.66*** – 0.39***

9. USE_avg
Dutch Pearson’s r 0.23** 0.05 0.27*** -0.14 0.19* 0.25** 0.52*** 0.38*** –

* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

Table 5.17: Correlations UTAUT2
Both groups of nationality are presented in table 5.17. The resulting correlation matrix shows a clear

significant correlation between the constructs for acceptance and use of technology on behavioural
intention and use. Confirming the literature on the acceptance and use of online food delivery platforms
in both The Netherlands and Germany.
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Discussion

The following sections discuss the contributions to the academic fields and business/managerial impli-
cations. After these contributions the limitations and reflection on the research project are discussed
by the author, followed by the corroborating link between this master thesis and the Management of
Technology program. Finally, the chapter analyses future research recommendations with this data
set and tries to clarify and disentangle the mechanisms that drive Culture and the acceptance and use
of technology. This section concludes with recommendations for future research in the research fields
addressed in this project.

6.1. Academic Relevance

The different fields of innovation studies that examine Technology Acceptance Models (TAM), with
scholars from different fields that focus on Culture, and scientists investigating Platform Competition,
are growing more complex every day (Rietveld and Schilling, 2020). In the meantime there is an
increasing demand for measurable quantification of the different aspects that influence the acceptance
and use of technology cross-cultural barriers. Culture has many facets that can be examined, and the
cultural dimensions give a clear country-level perspective on values measured on a larger scale. Add
in-depth measuring of individual tendencies towards acceptance and use of technology and questions
on aspects that influence behavioural intent and use to better understand consumers.

In previous studies, the cultural dimensions are recognised as relevant; however, only some of
the dimensions are considered (Individualism and Uncertainty Avoidance) (Marcus and Baumgartner,
2004; Posey et al., 2010). With the unified theory of acceptance and use, the main focus over the
last few years have been with E-health, Banking, Hotels, NFC, and Social Platforms (Herrero et al.,
2017; Morosan and DeFranco, 2016; Owusu Kwateng et al., 2019; Rahman et al., 2020; Tavares et al.,
2018; Yuan et al., 2015). Extending UTAUT with cultural dimensions on multi-sided digital platforms
will improve TAM’s understanding of a complete generalised theory.

In this research project, the effects of Culture on the use and acceptance of Multi-sided Digital
Platforms have been studied. Using the unified theory of acceptance and use of technology (adapted
to consumers, UTAUT2) (Venkatesh et al., 2012), the research project explores the effect of Culture
as captured in the cultural dimensions of Hofstede (Hofstede, 2011). The current study attempts to
extend UTAUT2 with cultural effects in the field of digital platform competition. This overarching study
addresses multiple areas of interest to different academic fields, combining the overlap between the
fields to contribute to the current theories on Social andManagement sciences, technology acceptance,
and platform competition.

39
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6.1.1. Social and Management Sciences

First, to the field of social and management sciences for the contribution of Cultural influences, the lit-
erature review has shown the cultural aspects to be relevant. Some cross-cultural studies have shown
that Culture affects social and management theories (UTAUT2 relies heavily on measuring individual
characteristics) (Cardon and Marshall, 2008; Hasan and Ditsa, 1999). However, the level of mea-
surement is shown to be highly critical in assessing the effects. For a county-level measurement, the
number of counties in which the study is conducted needs a significant amount (> 10 countries) and
not just a minimal response rate of individuals (> 50 valid participants per country). If the cross-cultural
examination is attempted between only two countries, this study proves that the level of measurement
needs to be on the individual’s level.

Because of their geographical location (neighbouring countries) the expectation was that the cul-
tural differences could be of minor significance. This allowed this project to focus on the differentiating
factors that could benefit growing multi-sided platforms tremendously. The benefit could predominantly
visible to smaller platforms that test their products first in neighbouring countries. By selecting these
neighbouring countries is this research able to validate the differentiating factors of the cultural di-
mensions. However, when focusing on these differences in cultural dimensions, it was found that the
influence was non-existent.

6.1.2. Technology Acceptance

Second, the field of technology acceptance gains a controlled study on the acceptance and use of a
technology acceptance model. The significant results on the UTAUT2-model relations between the
independent constructs and the behavioural intention and use support the use of UTAUT2 to measure
the acceptance and use of technology from a consumer perspective.

The correlation matrix on UTAUT2-constructs, presented in table 5.17, are noteworthy. This matrix
shows that the constructs used in UTAUT2 have high predictive value in the online food delivery platform
market. But not only in the OFDP markets, multi-sided digital platforms in general as well because of
the multi-homing nature of these MSPs. In the systematic review by Rietveld and Schilling (2020)
the authors express the importance of multi-homing in value creation for digital platforms. To be used
cross-platforms is essential because it will allow the platforms to reach more users and maximise the
acceptance of MSPs.

6.1.3. Platform Competition

Finally, the third field of platform competition gains added value in this study’s findings on the influence
of Culture on the country-level perspective. Platform competition is increasingly relevant to understand.
One might argue that the current results of this project do not prove the effect of Culture but it clarifies
part of the current knowledge base.

As mentioned in the systematic review by Rietveld and Schilling (2020), the interest in platform com-
petition and the reorganization of businesses around these digital platforms is immense. The different
aspects in this study, such as the geographical location of the examined cultures and the multiple multi-
sided platforms investigated in this project, show that Culture’s theorised effects are not of significant
importance on a country-level measurement. The ecosystems that the multi-sided platforms operate
in, create larger effects than measurable in the cultural dimensions. Contributing to all fields that are
influenced by interest in platform competition.

To create value in platform competition and the wholesome ecosystems that these platforms attempt
to create is of great interest but remains under-investigated (Adner and Kapoor, 2010; Hannah and
Eisenhardt, 2018). This project shows the importance of culture in theses ecosystems when expanding
to countries with minor differences in cultural dimensions.
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6.2. Practical Relevance

With the extension into the field of platform competition can this research project contribute to an insight
in the development of digital platforms. The specific focus on multi-sided digital platforms is especially
relevant as they moved into the global arena with platforms such as Facebook and Google. Cross-
cultural aspects and differences between cultures can have more and more impact on the acceptance
and use of technologies. In the present study the cultural aspects might seem irrelevant, however,
because of closeness of the countries and cultures present in this project then relevance increases. If
cultural differences are having effect in these circumstances, how will these fair in more differentiating
cultures?

The strength in this study is the fact that it combines two very well researched models, UTAUT2
and the Cultural Dimensions of Hofstede. One can disagree with the insights that the studies create,
but they have both created a deeper understanding of the factors that influence behaviour. With the
UTAUT2-model the acceptance and use of OFDP is corroborated and the data clearly supports these
findings in great detail, shown in table 5.17. The Hofstede model is clear on its use in individual cases,
however, as extension to UTAUT2 the individual aspect is less relevant. The acceptance and use has
been tested with the UTAUT2-model and the cultural dimensions have been measured on a country-
level.

The demographics from the respondents (table 4.6) show that > 80 % of the participants is under
35 years old, also known as the millennial generation (Moore, 2012). This generation is known for
actively using and accepting the role of technology in every day life. As shown in this research project,
this generation also has a high acceptance and use of technology of multi-sided platforms such as
OFDPs (table 5.17).

Because the aim of this study was to measure the cultural dimensions on the country-level, it shows
a clear picture that the current constructs that make up the dimensions are ineffective to determine
the behavioural intention and use. This results calls for papers of more individual-levels of cultural
measurements (McCoy et al., 2005b). The current study clearly contributes in the level of measurement
that is used for cultural dimensions and its relevance in cross-cultural investigations.

With culture widely acknowledged to have an effect on the acceptance and use of technology (Al-
saleh et al., 2019; Kao, 2009; Leidner and Kayworth, 2006; Png et al., 2001; Sundqvist et al., 2005),
the measurement of cultural dimensions that could influence acceptance behaviour needs a more in-
dividual approach. The found differences on cultural dimensions (figure 5.7, Masculinity vs Femininity,
Long-term Orientation, and Indulgence vs Restraint) show no effect on a macro-level, but there is still
a difference of more than 10 year between the countries acceptance of OFDPs.

6.3. Limitations & Reflection

In this section the clear limitations of the study are presented, that could affect this research project.

6.3.1. Scope

In the initial literature review, the information on overlapping studies between culture and the effect
on acceptance and use of technology was minimal. The literature on technology acceptance models
is extremely abundant and literature on culture from one field of study is contested by another, i.e.
Baskerville (2003) attack on Hofstede static interpretation of Culture or the critique summarized by
Myers and Tan (2002, p.7). Both aspects resulted in a fragmented literature search so that the definition
of the objective and proposal were delayed considerably.

Within the time-frame of a thesis project, the ability to investigate and thoroughly perform a system-
atic review was lacking. This had a negative impact on the project on the level of clarity of contribution,
the field of study is not singularly defined for academic research. With this in mind, a control inter-
view with relevant experts on the effect of culture and acceptance and use of technology could not be
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performed and currently the project relies on the available academic literature.

6.3.2. Model and Survey

The conceptual model is constructed from academic theory and focuses on extending the accepted
scientific constructs. In the construction of the model the different modules that supported the devel-
opment of the survey are adapted to fit the research project. However, with the application of cultural
dimensions in the field of technology acceptance models, limitations are present how far the questions
can be adapted. Reflecting on the development of the questionnaire, the research project could benefit
from a more adapted version to measure the cultural dimensions.

One of the challenges in the development of the survey, was the proper adaptation of the constructs
not to lose their meaning of the concept during translation. By specifically selecting the home country
of the researcher and languages in which the author could converse in, the construct bias and inter-
pretation of the questions were prevented. Also, by selecting countries that have close geographical
proximity, the measurement scales for demographics (e.g. degree) and administration of the question-
naire could be sufficiently controlled for method bias (Straub et al., 2002).

Without addressing the context in which this study was conducted, the relevant data could be
missed. In the present time when this research project was gathering its quantitative data, the world
was in the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic. The regulations that were applied to curb the spread of
the virus, could have significantly impacted the research data. Some of the news-outlets and platforms
have reported during this study, that the growth of online food delivery platforms has been in the double
digits (e.g. growth report Takeaway.com (Groen et al., 2021)). The consumers were locked out of en-
joying dining in restaurants, increased their search for a replacement of similar experiences provided
by online food delivery platforms. Furthermore, many restaurants suddenly registered on the platforms
due to the inability to receive guest at their locations.

6.3.3. Data Analysis

With a sample size of more than 350 valid respondents the data is rich enough for relevant data analysis.
In the current setting of linear regression analysis the cultural dimensions have not taken advantage
of the benefits that new statistical techniques can offer. In the literature review, several new tech-
niques were applied to investigate the relations in the UTAUT2-model, which if included in the current
research could have provided more insight. However, the current course program of ”Management of
Technology” is lacking the training in these newer statistical techniques which limited the use to linear
regression analysis.

Strength of the current analysis is in grouping the participants from each country together showing
that the differences in culture are present, even with neighbouring countries. Further strengths of this
study are the large group of respondents and diversity in the collected participants. Removal of all
participants that did not meet the boundary conditions increases the validity of the results, allowing for
a reliable and generalizable conclusion. However, with the limitation of the scope to two countries the
internal validity of the scales for cultural dimensions is unknown, because the minimal required number
of countries (> 10) was not met.

6.3.4. Author’s Reflection

This project was performed a a requirement to graduate in the course of the master program of Delft
University of Technology. Because the author was personally very interested in the subject, it turned
out be difficult to limit the scope and narrow the focus to a manageable time-frame. Furthermore, the
COVID-19 pandemic which made it necessary to work in isolation limited the possibilities of interaction
with the supervisors and hampered an expedient progress of the research project.

It shows that during the different phases, literature review, model and questionnaire development,
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and data analysis, different strengths and weaknesses of the author are present. In the creative first
phase, proposal and literature review, the broad scope of the project hindered the process. As an
ambitious and innovation driven person, the pressure of performing on an excellent level can severely
limit output without proper feedback loops. During the pandemic, the feedback loops that were normally
used (e.g. other students and quick discussions with peers), were suddenly unavailable. However,
these aspects gave more insight in the requirements that are necessary in professional situations and
dealing with them is a learning experience too. It made me realise the importance of researching a
personal interest, combining it with other traits and knowing when to set a limit.

The development of the questionnaire and especially during the period of data analysis were mo-
ments that not only learning was important, but also flourishing traits that were already developed.
Programming and analysing data-sets, working for a more effective and efficient process always peak
my interest.

6.3.5. ”Management of Technology”

Over the course of 18 months, the program of ”Management of Technology” teaches its graduates the
different aspects of technology managers. It focuses to learn the graduates the aspects of personali-
ties, assessments of technology, analytical reasoning, organization, and how to manage the interface
between human resources and technology. With technological developments and continuous devel-
opment in all fields the prime traits that the program instills are formulated as follows (SPA TBM, 2019,
p.3):

• Understanding technology as a corporate resource or understood from a corporate perspective

• Report on scientific studies in technological context

• Using scientific methods and techniques to analyze a problem as put forward in the Management
of Technology curriculum

In this research project, the study conducted an investigation into recent technical developments of
multi-sided digital platforms such as online food delivery platforms. This perspective views the technol-
ogy for multi-sided digital platforms as a corporate resource and is understood from a consumer and
corporate perspective.

This perspective is reported through reviewing academic literature to understand the innovative as-
pects of multi-sided platforms and how they are affected by acceptance and use of technology theories.
Contributing to the understanding of the effects is the result of an extensive scientific study, develop-
ment of conceptual models, and quantitative data-analysis. The curriculum of Management of Technol-
ogy contributed in teaching these scientific skills, outstandingly so by courses such as ”MOT2312 - Re-
search Methods”, ”MOT1435 - Technology, Strategy and Entrepreneurship”, and ”MOT2421 - Emerg-
ing and Breakthrough Technologies”. But also with personally chosen electives like ”SEN1611 - I&C
Service Design” and ”ID5311-19 - Design Innovation 4.0”.

The aforementioned courses helped build an understanding of strategy, technological innovation,
platform design, and research methods extremely useful in conducting the thesis project. Especially
the introduction to teachers, that were a significant source of inspiration during the period of this project,
and always at the ready for feedback and support.

6.4. Research Recommendations

In this section the recommendations for future research projects are discussed that grew during this
project. Based on limitations and reflection in the previous section, the possibilities of the current data
set are considered and extending avenues for academic work.
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6.4.1. Future Analysis

With the present data-set, a structural equationmodel (SEM) could providemore insight on an individual
level of analysis. The current country-level measurement of culture is restricting the analysis of the
effect of nationality on the acceptance and use of technology. A more comprehensive SEM analysis
could compare the nationality grouping and determine if the effect of nationality might not be measured
in the Cultural Dimension approach. With a SEM analysis the research project data could create an
extension to the UTAUT2-model for the purpose of exploring the nationality effects on acceptance and
use of OFDPs.

In this research project the scope limited the analysis of the data-set to the cultural dimensions with
a linear regression relation testing on behavioral intention and use. Within the data more interesting
aspects are available, however, this would require a more inductive approach on an exploratory basis.
Currently the project worked from a deductive approach in theorizing the perceived effects and testing
these hypotheses. From a exploratory perspective, the data-set is believed to reveal more significant
analysis, but also require in that case more explanatory control interviews.

Possible avenues for analysis is the reverse search for certain dimensions and grouping the par-
ticipants more on the compatibility in cultural values. Constructing groups of 50 + respondents with a
similar tendency in dimensions, looking for distinct cultural overlap in their values and investigate the
effects between these different groups.

6.4.2. Future Research

A clear limitation to this study was the country-level measurement of cultural dimensions, which influ-
ences the results found in this project. For a better understanding of the effect of culture on an individual
level, a comparable study should be conducted in both countries but with the focus on measuring cul-
tural indications on the individual-level. In a different manner than McCoy et al. (2007), the argument
here is that cultural dimensions are not found to have an effect on a country-level. This research
project can neither confirm or deny their suspicion on the failure of TAM in relation to cultural dimen-
sion. Therefore, the recommendation is to examine this relation further with multiple countries for a
better country-level perspective for higher internal validity and in another project with culture measured
on the individual-level.

In addition to measuring the aspects of online food delivery in the form that this research project
investigated. During the project, several new forms of food delivery were also brought up as potential
interference on the data-set. In the current project, this interference was minimal, however, the aspect
of other forms of home delivered food (e.g. Frozen meals or Fresh food boxes) is cause for discussion
and certainly recommendation for future research. The reasoning behind the use of online food delivery
has not been part of the current research project’s scope, but an examination of these reasons could
very well highlight aspects relevant to the field of platform competition (Ray et al., 2019).

Finally, the interesting part about culture is that it is theorized and proven to have influence on the
acceptance and use of technology (Leidner and Kayworth, 2006). Researching the cultural aspect
does pose more questions than answers because of the complexity of culture as a variable. One could
question the results that cultures that have greater differences would yield, when compared to studies
with minor differences in culture which still have significant acceptance and use variation (Sundqvist
et al., 2005).

When reviewing the literature on the platform competition and how value is added by providing
services for both kind of users, the realisation grew that the network effects could have unintended
consequences, such as monopoly markets, platform dependence and. Currently, the academic lit-
erature is starting to realise and examine these effects, however, it can benefit from more interest.
Karamshetty et al. (2020), investigates the demand forecasting and food-waste aspects of the platform
dependence, but the network effects that in a monopoly market operate can be destructive to the users
as well. Research into the aspect of regulation in the field of platform competition is something that the
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author greatly recommends as future projects.





7
Conclusion

The following chapter presents the main findings of the research project and concludes whether the
objective of the project is achieved.

Main Findings

In this section are the main findings presented by answering the research questions from chapter 1.4.
The objective of this research project is to try and ascertain the following:

Understand and determine the effect of Country-level culture on the acceptance and use of
Multi-sided Digital Platforms by consumers.

Considering the many forms of multi-sided digital platform, the focus in this research was on the online
food delivery platforms (OFDPs), which are a prime example of multi-sided platforms. With the scope
limited to OFDPs, the critical factor of this objective was to determine a clear understanding of culture
and acceptance of technology. Furthermore, which level of measurement would support the objective
to determine the effect of culture on the use and acceptance.

This project will achieving this result through research questions that are formulated to help build
an understanding of the current scientific knowledge base across different fields and ultimately support
a scientific contribution in their perspective fields. The project will develop a more narrow framework of
theory for both business practical and scientific knowledge with recommendations to extend scholars
and managers capabilities. The main research question is formulated as:

What is the effect of culture on the acceptance and use of multi-sided digital platforms?

Starting with the first part of this path was to construct a review of literature assessing the current state
of knowledge with the first research sub-question:

1. What academic theories have been formulated on the effect of culture on the acceptance and
use of multi-sided digital platforms?

Multi-sided digital platforms are becoming vital parts of the service infrastructure for consumers. The
benefits of aggregate platforms that collect, index, and construct a service database is most beneficial
for consumers and small-medium businesses (SMEs). The multi-sided platform can facilitate between
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two user groups, allowing for a reduction in costs on both sides in search costs and transaction costs,
and for SMEs also reduce marketing costs.

The acceptance and use of technology theories start in behavioural sciences, with the theory of
reasoned action on behavioural intention and behaviour (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1977). This theory is
quickly extended towards adoption theories to examine external variables (Perceived Use, Perceived
Ease of Use) that influence the Attitude and Behavioural Intention, called Technology AcceptanceModel
(Davis Jr., 1985). TAM is believed to be the start of many models that attempt to extend or complement
this theory, to include many different facets. The most recent (to the authors knowledge) and complete
model is the Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology 2 (UTAUT2) specifically developed
for the consumer perspective (Venkatesh et al., 2012). UTAUT2 includes many constructs that assess
the individuals attitude while examining their final behavioural intention and use behaviour.

In these theories there is overlap with the social fields of individuals attitude that can be argued to
support a indication of culture. In different studies, (Gallivan and Srite, 2005; Hillier, 2003; Lee et al.,
2007), the effect is theorized and tested, however, only on a few cultural dimensions. These dimensions
are constructed by Hofstede (1980), when examining the cultural consequences in business context. In
development and under continued scrutinising the cultural dimensions have been extended to include
six dimensions by Hofstede (2011). National culture is dimensionalized in Power Distance, Uncer-
tainty Avoidance, Individualism/Collectivism, Masculinity/Femininity, Long/Short Term Orientation, and
Indulgence/Restraint.

The current scientific body of knowledge, acknowledges the effects of the dimensions Individualism
and Uncertainty Avoidance on acceptance and use of technology. The cross-cultural acceptance and
use of technology has been applied to different digital industries, however, the combination with all the
cultural dimensions has not been found. This concludes the answer to the first research sub-question,
the current scientific knowledge on the effect of culture on the acceptance and use of technology.

With the knowledge from the first answer, current conceptual model with hypotheses in chapter
3 is developed. The conceptual model extends UTAUT2-constructs, behavioural intention and use
behaviour, in relation to the six cultural dimensions. The hypotheses in the conceptual model propose
that each of the dimensions have a correlating and predicting relation to the dependent variables from
UTAUT2, behavioural intention and use behaviour.

With the conceptual model and literature review the second and third research sub-question are
formulated:

2. What is the effect of culture on the use of MSPs in Germany and the Netherlands?

3. What do the results from the effect of culture on the use of MSPs in Germany and the Netherlands
indicate according to academic literature?

The second sub-question is answered with the results from a questionnaire conducted on participants
recruited on online research platforms. As the hypothesis model shows in chapter 3, figure 3.1, the
influence of cultural dimensions is expected to have positive and negative relations with behavioural
intent and use behaviour.

This direct relation with behaviour is different from using culture as a moderating variable and could
provide direct insight in the relation that culture has on the acceptance and use behaviour. The analysis
of the collected quantitative data from the respondents accepted the null-hypotheses for all cultural
dimensions. There was no significant effect of the cultural dimensions on the behavioural intention
and use behaviour. When adjusting the linear regression analysis for age and gender, the results did
not provide significant effects from the cultural dimensions. Therefore, the relation between cultural
dimensions and acceptance and use behaviour is not significant.

Controlling the analysis of the cultural dimensions with the analysis of the UTAUT2 constructs,
show that the constructs were significant in measuring the behavioural intention and use behaviour.
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With no significant effects found in the data but with significant relations found in the UTAUT2 model,
the literature acknowledged that the online food delivery platforms are accepted and used in both The
Netherlands and Germany.

To the knowledge of the author, there are now only two research projects (including this project)
that have examined the relation between culture and technology acceptance in geographical nearby
cultures (Sundqvist et al., 2005). This indicates that there is no definitive evidence that similarities in
culture explain the acceptance and use in these countries. As the author mentions in the discussion
chapter, the level of measurement is on amacro-level, showing differences between the different values
on the cultural dimensions. However, these relations with the acceptance and use behaviour is not
explained by the differences in cultural dimensions in these nearby countries.

The current analysis of the quantitative data and the correlating answer from the academic literature
allows for an answer to the final sub-question. The forth research question is formulated to activate the
results from the research project for application into practice.

4. How can the cultural influence on the acceptance and use of multi-sided platforms be integrated
in platform competition strategy?

As no significant effects of cultural dimensions on the acceptance and use of multi-sided platforms are
found, platform competition strategy can, based on the data in this research project, chose to reduce
the weight that might be given to cultural aspects of the technology. In short, the aspects of multi-sided
platforms that are developed with culture as leading design mantra can be minimized.

However, in the independent variables from the constructs of UTAUT2 and their effect on the be-
havioural intent and use behaviour the nationality aspect does seem to differ. This would indicate that
design that considers the independent variables from UTAUT2 could influence the behavioural intent
and use behaviour, possibly down to the level of nationality.

To answer on the effect of cultural dimensions on the acceptance and use of multi-sided platforms,
the main research question, is to deny the that the effect exists based on the current results from this
quantitative study. Present study measured the cultural dimensions on the country-level, a high level
of measurement. The result that in this study no significant relation is found on the individualism and
uncertainty avoidance dimensions does suggest that the cultural dimensions have results in previous
studies that need a re-examination.
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A
Questionnaire

Demographics

1. What is your sex?

2. How old are you?

3. What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree you have received?

4. Which statement best describes your current employment status?

5. What is your nationality?

6. If different, what was your nationality at birth?

Cultural Values

• Please think of an ideal job, disregarding your present job, if you have one. In choosing an ideal
job, how important would it be to you to ...

1. have sufficient time for your personal or home life? (IDV-1)
2. have a boss (direct superior) you can respect? (PDI-1)
3. get recognition for good performance? (MAS-1)
4. have security of employment? (IDV-2)
5. have pleasant people to work with? (MAS-2)
6. do work that is interesting? (IDV-3)
7. be consulted by your boss in decisions involving your work? (PDI-2)
8. live in a desirable area? (MAS-3)
9. have a job respected by your family and friends? (IDV-4)
10. have chances for promotion? (MAS-4)

• In your private life, how important would it be to you to ...

1. keep time free for fun? (IVR-1)
2. satisfy your desires? (IVR-2)
3. make time for a friend? (LTO-1)
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4. thrift? (not spending more than needed) (LTO-2)

• How often do you feel nervous or tense? (UAI-1)

• Are you a happy person? (IVR-3)

• Do other people or circumstances ever prevent you from doing what you really want to? (IVR-4)

• All in all, how would you describe your state of health these days? (UAI-2)

• How proud are you to be a citizen of your country? (LTO-3)

• How often, in your experience, are subordinates afraid to contradict their boss (or students their
teacher)? (PDI-3)

• To what extent do you agree or disagree with each of the following statements?

1. One can be a good manager without having a precise answer to every question that a sub-
ordinate may raise about his or her work. (UAI-3)

2. Persistent efforts are the surest way to results. (LTO-4)

3. An organization structure in which certain subordinates have two bosses should be avoided
at all cost. (PDI-4)

4. A company’s or organization’s rules should not be broken - not even when the employee
thinks breaking the rule would be. (UAI-4)

UTAUT2

Performance Expectancy

1. I find online food delivery platforms useful in my life.

2. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms helps me order in more quickly.

3. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms helps me eat better.

Effort Expectancy

1. Learning how to use Online Food Delivery Platforms is easy for me.

2. My interaction with Online Food Delivery Platforms is clear and understandable.

3. I find Online Food Delivery Platforms easy to use.

4. It is easy for me to become proficient in using Online Food Delivery Platforms.

Social Influence

1. People who are important to me think that I should use Online Food Delivery Platforms.

2. People who influence my behaviour think that is should use Online Food Delivery Platforms.

3. People whose opinions I value prefer that I use Online Food Delivery Platforms.
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Facilitating Conditions

1. I have the resources necessary to use Online Food Delivery Platforms.

2. I have the knowledge necessary to use Online Food Delivery Platforms.

3. Online Food Delivery Platforms are compatible with the technologies that I use to access the
internet.

4. I can get help from others when I have difficulties using Online Food Delivery Platforms.

Motivation

1. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms is fun.

2. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms is enjoyable.

3. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms gives me pleasure.

Price Value

1. Online Food Delivery Platforms have reasonably priced offers.

2. Online Food Delivery Platforms have good value for the money.

3. At the current prices, Online Food Delivery Platforms provide good value.

Habit

1. The use of Online Food Delivery Platforms has become a habit for me.

2. I am addicted to the use of Online Food Delivery Platforms.

3. I must use Online Food Delivery Platforms.

4. Using Online Food Delivery Platforms comes natural to me.

Intent and Use

Behavioural Intent

1. I intend to continue using Online Food Delivery Platforms in the future.

2. I will always try to use Online Food Delivery Platforms in my daily life.

3. I plan to continue to use Online Food Delivery Platforms frequently.

Use Behaviour

Indicate for the following Online food delivery Platforms your usage frequency:

• Thuisbezorgd/Lieferando

• Deliveroo

• UberEATS

• Delivery Hero
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• Foodora

• Foodpanda

• Other
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