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Abstract. In order to cope with competition and sustain business performance
within a digital environment, grocery providers need to identify and establish
suitable fulfillment models. During the last two decades, a huge amount of
fulfillment concepts has emerged, emphasizing different focus points. With this
contribution, we aim to structure the field of e-grocery fulfillment and support
retailers in choosing or refining profitable fulfillment models. Based on a
systematic literature review and several fulfillment instances, we developed a
taxonomy with 20 dimensions and 61 characteristics. Subsequently, a cluster
analysis was employed to identify six concept archetypes, serving as useful
basis for digital grocery business. Ultimately, our results provide a foundation
for both academia and retail to advance the knowledge of e-service fulfillment
models.
Keywords: Digital Transformation, Taxonomy, Home Delivery, E-Grocery,
Cluster Analysis

1

Introduction

Innovative business models are at the core of a company’s success. Consequently,
organizations across all industries have recently conducted a variety of initiatives to
explore, implement and utilize digital technologies [1]. Especially the retail industry
is highly affected by the digital transformation, as new information technologies
feature additional channels for consumers to conveniently purchase goods of all kinds
[2]. However, while general e-commerce in Germany is rapidly evolving, compared
to other nations like France, the UK or the USA, home delivery of food items (egrocery) is still highly underrepresented [3]. Despite of having the opportunity to
capitalize on existing infrastructure, many retail organizations still lack a
comprehensive digitalization strategy and logistics concept for adapting their business
models or sales channels [3]. As a result, German consumers rarely engage in egrocery [4].
Neither mayor brick-and-mortar retail chains like REWE and EDEKA, nor webonly players like AllyouneedFresh.de or myTime.de have yet been able to find an
integrated solution for the logistical challenges linked to grocery deliveries, while at
the same time fulfilling the needs of their customers [5]. E-grocery leads to new
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distribution channels and business models, which result in different logistics
requirements, mainly caused by the necessity to prepackage groceries and deliver
them from door to door [3].
Although the importance and development of e-grocery in Germany is growing,
related logistics concepts are very heterogeneous – especially within an international
scope. Consequently, it is difficult to maintain a sound overview about their
characteristics and provide transformation recommendations for retailers in different
contexts. Existing studies investigate the potential impact of e-grocery on traffic and
emissions [2], synopsize general market characteristics [3 - 5] or aim at developing
new solutions for optimizing the operational performance by means of different
information systems [6]. Nevertheless, as no consolidated overview about grocery
fulfillment concepts exists [7], there is a need for a taxonomy to structure existing
models and determine ideal channel structures to foster e-grocery market growth and
utilization.
The taxonomy is intended to serve both as academic framework for future
systematic investigation and theory development as well as practical guide for
organizations when selecting, developing or adapting e-grocery channels. The
taxonomic approach aids in identifying relationships between individual fulfillment
elements, providing a framework for e-retailers to meet different requirements based
on their distinct business environment, while at the same time exploiting business
opportunities of digital grocery sales. Correspondingly, this study seeks to answer the
following research question:
Which fulfillment concepts exist in the field of e-grocery and how can the
characteristics provided by these concepts be structured and clustered?
To address this question, we opt to derive a taxonomy for grocery home delivery
fulfillment. A taxonomy facilitates the classification and examination of a certain
topic, provides a foundation for organizations to select an appropriate strategy and
offers valuable insights into potential implications of different concepts that can be
addressed in future research and used to identify new policies for e-grocery [8].
In this paper, we first outline a synopsis on the research background of grocery
home delivery (Section 2). Subsequently, we conduct a systematic literature review in
line with the recommendations of Webster and Watson [9] to identify the entire scope
of e-grocery concepts within a national and international context (Section 3).
Consistent with our research design, we follow Nickerson et al.’s [10] guidelines to
develop a comprehensive taxonomy on the given subject (Section 4) and perform a
cluster analysis to identify specific archetypes (Section 5). Finally, we provide a
discussion on limitations as well as future research and conclude with our findings
(Section 6).
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2

Research Background

Since this study deals with developing a taxonomy of e-grocery fulfillment concepts,
we first provide an overview about grocery home delivery research and review
existing structuring and classification approaches to motivate and position our study.
2.1

Grocery Home Delivery

In contrast to stationary grocery shopping, e-grocery purchases are solely made online
and delivered or collected within a specified time frame [3]. Within this context, a
fulfillment concept describes a set of logistical functions, including back-end
activities like picking and packing as well as last mile distribution activities like
shipping and product reception, initiated after an order has arrived and required to
supply customers with their orders [11]. In line with this definition, e-grocery
concepts are occasionally also referred to as strategy, scenario or model in scientific
literature [e.g., 21, 35] and employed synonymously in this publication. In contrast,
business model and supply chain adaptations exceed dedicated logistics functions and
thus are not reviewed.
Overall, most of the recent publications regarding e-grocery deal with assessing,
quantifying and benchmarking potential impacts of an increasing e-grocery utilization
[12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 25, 27, 30, 31], analyzing the consumer behavior [3, 14, 15, 24],
providing a status quo [7, 18, 22, 23, 29] or evaluating the ecologic impact of diverse
fulfillment concepts [2, 28]. Concerning logistics, several studies propose,
conceptualize or examine different models, whereby manifold publications are
directly related to assessing or comparing the individual practical impact [6, 11, 20,
21].
2.2

Structuring and Classifying Grocery Delivery Concepts

Since the beginning of the 21st century, the relevance of e-grocery has significantly
increased in scientific literature [7]. Nevertheless, during our initial literature review
in July 2019, where we scanned e-grocery literature in Google Scholar and AISel with
the search phrases (“e-grocery” OR “grocery home delivery” OR “online grocery”)
AND (“Classification” OR “Taxonomy” OR “Structure”), we only found a few
articles attempting to classify fulfillment concepts within this context.
Kämäräinen et al. [32] have developed a basic overview about the characteristics
of existing e-grocers including product range and reception type, while Marchet et al.
[33] derived a framework to classify important logistics variables in omni-channel
retailing including e-grocery. Additionally, Lim et al. [34] have proposed a
classification structure for last-mile logistics models in general, including distribution
characteristics related to grocery home deliveries, while Hübner et al. [21] outline a
strategic planning framework for last mile order fulfilment and delivery. These
contributions are the most comprehensive ones in terms of classification, framework
design and references. However, they solely focus on last-mile distribution attributes
and therefore lack additional fulfillment elements (e.g., shipping mode), crucial for
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establishing e-grocery business channels [4]. Overall, we were not able to identify a
publication that provides a consolidated structure for e-grocery fulfillment concepts.
Hence, to provide a uniform overview and aid in the digitalization of the grocery
sector, we aim to close existing research gaps by developing a granular taxonomy in
the field of grocery business.

3

Research Design

To answer our research question, we utilized a three-stage research design. First, we
conducted a literature review in order to identify relevant e-grocery logistics concepts
and their characteristics (Phase 1). Secondly, we employed the rigorous guidelines
from Nickerson et al. [10] to iteratively develop a taxonomy on these concepts (Phase
2). Ultimately, we performed a cluster-analysis to identify certain archetypes (Phase
3).

Figure 1. Research Design

3.1

Phase 1: Systematic Literature Review

The literature review was conducted in line with the recommendations of Webster and
Watson [9]. In order to identify relevant scientific literature, we performed search
queries in major library catalogues (Table 1).
Table 1. Systematic literature search

Database
Google Scholar
AISeL
BASE

Search Term
(“e-grocery” OR “home
delivery” OR “online food
retailing”) AND “fulfillment”
AND (“strategy” OR
“scenario” OR “option” OR
“model”)

Search Fields
Title,
Abstract and
Keywords

Hits
778

Relevant
24

193

9

22
Sum
Backward search
Forward search
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2
35
6
4

Research background
Total

11
56

For selecting relevant sources, we employed the following inclusion criterion: In line
with our main objective to identify sources supplying potential dimensions or
characteristics on different e-grocery concepts, we only included papers that explicitly
focus on grocery deliveries as well as fulfillment and therefore excluded articles
related to general e-commerce or internet business. Moreover, we analyzed citations
from the identified literature to determine less recent publications (backward search),
assessed citation indices to find articles quoting the key publications identified in
earlier stages of the review (forward search) and integrated literature considered for
the research background in the review process. Eventually, we considered 56
scientific sources (three books, 12 book chapters, 11 conference proceedings and 30
journal publications).
3.2

Phase 2: Taxonomy Development Approach

For developing the taxonomy, we applied the approach suggested by Nickerson et al.
[10], which is frequently used in Information Systems (IS) research (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Taxonomy development approach

To assist retail organizations to digitally transform their business models by providing
a comprehensive classification of available e-fulfillment concepts, the meta
characteristic for the taxonomy was selected. We adopted the objective and
subjective ending conditions from Nickerson et al. [10] and started the taxonomy
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development by following an empirical-to-conceptual approach in order to
inductively gather relevant knowledge in the given research topic. A convenience
sample yielded 42 case-related instances of e-grocery fulfillment studied in 56 papers,
which we subsequently grouped into characteristics and dimensions. Both the
individual set of fulfillment elements as well as the respective providers were added
to a research database. To allow for a clear distinction, all provider instances were
marked with a country shortcut and, in case of instance duplicates, a time stamp.
Moreover, a conceptual-to-empirical approach was followed to deductively derive
more relevant characteristics and dimensions.
In accordance with the iterative development approach suggested by Nickerson et
al. [10], we have conducted ten iteration runs. The first iteration cycle (empirical-toconceptual) dealt with randomly analyzing ten of 42 instances and resulted in an
initial set of nine dimensions from 26 characteristics [11, 20, 27, 28, 29, 30, 34, 35].
In the second iteration, leading to seven additional dimensions and 23 characteristics
[21, 31, 32, 36], and the third iteration, resulting in two dimensions and six
characteristics [6, 37, 38], again ten instances each were analyzed. Finally, in the
fourth cycle, the remaining 12 instances yielded one new dimension and four
characteristics [39].

Figure 3. Iterative development process of taxonomy dimensions and characteristics

For the fifth iteration cycle, we adopted a conceptual-to-empirical approach to derive
dimensions and characteristics based on knowledge acquired in the course of the
review phases. Here, we deduced three mutually exclusive dimensions based on nine
characteristics. Due to a lack of appropriateness concerning the specified metacharacteristic, hereupon, two dimensions and seven characteristics (business model:
drop shipping, delivery only, third party, integrated, multi-channel; pricing model:
dynamic, fixed) were eliminated. Subsequently, the entire research team consolidated
the results of the iteration phases and structured the taxonomy (iteration 6).
Furthermore, two members of the team independently investigated and classified all
e-grocery fulfillment concepts to contribute to the robustness. After the sixth iteration,
all fulfillment instances from the database were successfully classified. Table 2
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displays the grocery providers that have been identified during the literature review,
added to the database and analyzed to derive concept instances for the taxonomy.
Table 2. Grocery provider instances

Country
AUS
FI
OTHER

UK
US

Grocery provider
Coles, Greengrocers, Woolworths
Eurospar, Ruok@net, Ruokamarkkinat Oy, S-Kanava, Ykköshalli
Albert Heijn (NL), Auchan (FR), BİM A.Ş (TU), Carrefour (FR), Disco (ARG),
ICA (SE), LeShop (CH), Migros (CH), MyWays (SE), REWE Digital (DE),
Shopwings (DE), Wellcome (TW)
ASDA (2000), ASDA (2010), Ocado, Safeway, Sainsbury (2000), Sainsbury
(2010), Tesco (2000), Tesco (2010), Waitrose
Amazon Fresh, Borders, FreshDirect, GreatFood, Instacart, Kroger, NetGrocer,
Peapod, Shoplink, Streamline, Walmart, Webvan, Whole Foods Market

In order to retain mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive characteristics, in the
case of reception type, we invariably selected the main instance by the given
utilization rate of the characteristic (e.g., home delivery instead of click and collect).
3.3

Phase 3: Cluster Analysis

To empirically identify e-grocery archetypes, we followed a two-step clustering
process. Clustering is a commonly applied practice in IS research for grouping certain
objects and investigate correlations in samples [40]. In line with the recommendations
of Punj and Stewart [41], we started to define the number of required clusters with
Ward’s hierarchical clustering method [42], before we applied an iterative portioning
approach (k-means). Correspondingly, the reviewed fulfillment providers act as
objects and the set of characteristics from the taxonomy as clustering variables.
Step 1: Ward’s method takes into account the heterogeneity in the groups to which
all objects of a group contribute evenly according to their distance from the group's
center of gravity and hence, is an idle process for cluster identification. Moreover, it
forms convex groups and favors a uniform occupation of groups [63]. With this
method, we clustered the e-grocery providers and followed the sequence in which the
subsets have been united in relation to the distances by plotting a dendrogram 1.
Ultimately, it indicated that six clusters would be most suitable within the context of
our research.
Step 2: We employed a k-means algorithm with the identified number of clusters
[43]. In order to improve accuracy and avoid poor clustering results, we chose the
initial clusters applying k-means++ and implemented 20 different centroid seeds2. In
total, the algorithm iterated four times until no significant enhancements were
achieved.

1
2

Ward’s hierarchical clustering was implemented with “SPSS” (Version 26)
K-means and K-means++ was implemented with “R Studio” (Version 1.2.1335)
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4

Taxonomy of E-Grocery Concepts

The taxonomy resulting from the research process outlined in section 3 contains 20
dimensions with a total of 61 characteristics. Subsequently, we provide detailed
insights into the individual dimensions and outline the corresponding characteristics.
Delivery area. While local delivery areas feature a limited customer base,
companies can benefit from reduced fulfillment complexity and lower investment
requirements. In contrast, a regional, national or an international delivery scope
offers increased business opportunities, while bearing additional risk factors such as
IT-management, process integration and market adaptation [21].
Fulfillment model. Grocery firms can decide to use a regional distribution center
(Regional DC) responsible for supplying goods to several delivery areas or a
dedicated distribution center (Dedicated DC) assigned to a particular zone. When no
DC is to be employed, store fulfillment offers the opportunity to pick, pack and ship
goods directly from given retail branches. With an urban consolidation center (Urban
CC), a large amount of products is pre-delivered from another storage location or the
manufacturer/ wholesaler to a consolidation center in close proximity to the urban
area to be served. In the case of drop shipping, orders are directly forwarded to
manufacturers or wholesalers, which then take care of the fulfillment. Additionally,
many companies also decide for a hybrid model (e.g., store fulfillment for highdemand items like groceries and drop shipping for low-demand items like electronics)
[11, 20, 35].

Figure 4. Taxonomy on e-grocery fulfillment concepts
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Reception type. In the case of attended reception, deliveries are directly handed
over to the customer. Delivery boxes are transport cases that can be inter-stored at the
reception point for several hours. Moreover, grocery retailers can decide to provide
the installation of a dedicated or shared reception box at the respective household or a
shared pick-up point, where e-grocery orders can be collected. Disregarding home
deliveries, several retailers solely offer customer pick-up. Within this concept, orders
are not delivered but provided at an integrated (e.g., a designated area of the retail
store) or separated (e.g., gas station, office complex) location for customer pick-up
[32].
Operational model. E-grocery organizations can engage in uniform fulfillment
operations, exclusively offering items from the company’s supply and production
chain. Alternatively, a collaborative approach includes the collaboration with external
vendors in order to extend the own inventory range [27].
Stock point. Depending on the fulfillment model, product inventory can be kept in
stock at the premises of the retailer, wholesaler or manufacturer.
Delivery lead time. While same-day and next-day deliveries require huge
administrative and logistical efforts, lead times with more than two days are easier to
manage, even though also negatively affecting the customer satisfaction [35].
Delivery charges. Home-delivery services can either be assigned with no
additional delivery fees or with additional fees for deliveries.
Reattempted delivery. When selecting attended reception fulfillment, retailers
need to establish routines for re-attempting deliveries when the initial delivery attempt
was not successful. They may choose between offering no reattempted delivery,
reattempted delivery without extra charges or reattempted delivery with extra
charges.
Delivery provider. For the order delivery, providers can use third-party service
providers or an own vehicle fleet. Moreover, with a crowd logistics model, private
individuals are responsible for deliveries within a sharing economy framework [31].
Delivery timing. Timing specifications for deliveries have a huge impact on
customer satisfaction. Narrow time windows with two or less hours are generally
preferred over wide time windows with more than two hours and no time windows,
however, entail additional logistics requirements as well as operational risks [29].
Return procedure. A retailer can choose to refuse returns and provide a refund
(No return but money back), check products at arrival and return them when
necessary (Check return at reception), utilize return procedures with a courier,
express or parcel service provider (CEP return) or handle complaints and refunds at
designated retail outlets (Accept and refund in retail outlets) [21].
Fleet. The delivery fleet may consist of gasoline vehicles, electric vehicles or
others (e.g., Drones). The individual composition depends on the delivery provider
[39].
Product selection. An integrated selection features less fulfillment requirements
and risks, as the online product portfolio is directly related to the offline portfolio and
existing network structures can be leveraged. In contrast, a separated selection offers
more business opportunities, while requiring new handling and supply routines [38].
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Order threshold. Implementing no order threshold can result in increased
proportionate fulfillment costs, especially for low average basket values. Homedeliveries result in significant logistics costs, which is why retailers might establish a
specific order threshold to ensure profitability of the fulfillment model [32].
Picking automation. Picking in a DC or store can be manual, without employing
software or electronic equipment to automate the process, semi-automated, with
software and equipment partially automating the picking process, or fully automated,
with robotic technologies being implemented to enhance human picking [21].
Picking integration. Retailers can choose integrated picking to combine online
orders with offline orders to utilize existing assets. Moreover, picking can be
separated from offline channels or capacity optimized, where integrated and
separated picking are combined based on order capacities to pool risks and reduce
lead-times [21].
Picking method. Concerning split-case picking, individual items are picked from
storage boxes such as bins and consolidated according to customer orders. In terms of
piece-picking, the responsible staff picks all items required for a particular order [20].
Routing procedure. Delivery routes can be adjusted to customer orders and
evaluated flexibly to provide dynamic routing procedures. Alternatively, routes can be
pre-calculated and static. Here, a master route acts as predefined routing condition.
[6].
Routing software. The routing software deployed to generate static or dynamic
routes can be commercial or home-grown. Additionally, many retailers buy
commercial software and adjust it to fit with their individual business situation
(customized) [35].

5

E-Grocery Concept Archetypes

By clustering the given fulfillment concepts from our database, we identified six
archetypes. The focal center points of each cluster depend on the dimensions and
characteristics of our taxonomy and are both mutually exclusive as well as
collectively exhaustive. Hence, we used a cross-tabulator analysis to outline the
frequency of a given characteristic within a dimension in terms of percentages (Figure
5). For instance, 67 % of all providers in cluster 1 support store fulfillment, while 33
% rely on integrated fulfillment employing a regional DC. The cells in Figure 5 are
highlighted in line with the respective share of companies supporting a specific
characteristic.
Archetype 1 – Local heroes (local, uniform fulfillment from stores with
customer pick-up). This cluster contains platforms focusing on e-grocery within a
small regional area with store fulfillment. The main reception form is customer pickup and the fulfillment model is operated uniformly with stockpiling. Accordingly, the
main stock point is the retailer and orders can be fulfilled at the next day. As delivery
services are absent, no additional order fees are passed on to the customer and no
order threshold exists. Retailers in this cluster are ICA SE, Safeway UK, and Webvan
US.
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Archetype 2 – Regional champions (regional, uniform fulfillment from
distribution centers with attended reception). Organizations in this cluster focus on
a regional and national delivery scope. For the order fulfillment, integrated or
dedicated DCs are utilized and deliveries are only made when customers attend the
product reception. Stocks are kept at retailer sites and demands are forecasted. For the
attended delivery services with an own vehicle fleet, most companies have set up an
order threshold and charge an additional fee. In return, a narrow delivery time
window, return services at reception and an integrated product selection are offered.
The picking automation is fully-automated, while both integrated as well as separated
picking integration exist. Firms representing this archetype are Auchan FR, Carrefour
FR, Coles AUS, Kroger US, Migros CH, Peapod US, REWE Digital DE, Sainsbury
UK (2010), Tesco UK (2000), Tesco UK (2010), Wellcome TWN and Whole Foods
Market US.
Archetype 3 – Collaboration experts (large delivery area, collaborative
fulfillment with hybrid structures and delivery boxes). These platforms focus on a
large delivery area. To cope with the demand, hybrid structures, collaborative
operations and delivery boxes are used. Accordingly, deliveries are performed by
third-party providers or the crowd and returns are primarily handled by CEP
providers. This enables providers to offer same-day deliveries with narrow time
windows. Demand is matched in terms of flexible supplies and, depending on the
nature of the orders (e.g., perishables), reattempted deliveries are offered with or
without extra charges. In line with the collaborative approach, the picking is
separated, using different methods and automation degrees. Organizations in this
cluster are Amazon Fresh US, Instacart US, MyWays SE, NetGrocer US, Shopwings
DE and Walmart US.
Archetype 4 – National players (national and international fulfillment with
attended reception and separated product selection). In this cluster, e-grocers like
Albert Heijn NL, ASDA UK (2000), ASDA UK (2010), FreshDirect US, GreatFood
US, Greengrocers AUS, Ocado UK and Ruok@net FI mainly provide national
fulfillment with attended reception. To cover the delivery scope, different fulfillment
models with collaborative operations, accurate forecasting and supply flexibility are
utilized. Lead-times are generally one day and stock points are shared between
retailers and manufacturers. Accordingly, return services are often absent, while
customers still get their money back and product selection as well as picking
integration are separated.
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Dimension
Characteristic
Cluster and total amount of instances (i)
Local
Regional
Delivery area
National
International
Integrated DC
Dedicated DC
Store fulfilment
Fulfillment model
Hybrid model
Urban CC
Drop shipping
Delivery box
Pick-Up
Product reception Shared reception box
Dedicated reception box
Attended reception
Uniform
Delivery operation
Collaborative
Accurate forecasting
Demand matching Supply flexibility
Inventory stockpiling
Retailer
Stock point
Wholesaler
Manufacturer
Same-day
Delivery lead time Next-day
More than two days
Additional fees for delivery
Delivery charge
No additional delivery fees
Max. one
Delivery attempts Reatt. deliveries without extra charges
Reatt. deliveries with extra charges
Third party
Delivery provider Crowd
Own fleet
No
Delivery timing
Wide time windows
Narrow time windows
No return but money back
Check return at reception
Returns
CEP Return
Accept and refund in retail outlets
Gasoline vehicles
Fleet
Electronic vehicles
Others
Integrated selection
Product selection
Separated selection
No order threshold
Order threshold
Specific order threshold
Manual
Picking automation Semi-Automated
Fully Automated
Separated
Picking integration Integrated
Capacity Optimized
Split-case picking
Picking methods
Piece-picking
Dynamic
Routing
Static
Commercial
Routing software
Home-grown
Customized

1 (3)
67%
33%
0%
0%
33%
0%
67%
0%
0%
0%
0%
67%
0%
0%
33%
100%
0%
0%
33%
67%
100%
0%
0%
0%
100%
0%
0%
100%
67%
33%
0%
67%
0%
33%
67%
0%
33%
0%
33%
0%
67%
100%
0%
0%
67%
33%
0%
100%
67%
0%
33%
33%
67%
0%
33%
67%
100%
0%
0%
100%
0%

2 (12)
0%
58%
42%
0%
33%
50%
8%
8%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
83%
17%
50%
33%
17%
100%
0%
0%
0%
100%
0%
100%
0%
50%
25%
25%
25%
0%
75%
0%
0%
100%
0%
67%
25%
8%
100%
0%
0%
92%
8%
92%
8%
0%
17%
83%
33%
42%
25%
58%
42%
100%
0%
25%
50%
25%

Archetype
3 (6) 4 (8)
0%
13%
33% 13%
33% 63%
33% 13%
0%
13%
0%
38%
33% 0%
67% 25%
0%
0%
0%
25%
67% 0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
33% 100%
17% 38%
83% 63%
0%
50%
83% 50%
17% 0%
100% 0%
0%
63%
0%
38%
100% 0%
0%
88%
0%
13%
100% 100%
0%
0%
0%
25%
50% 38%
50% 38%
50% 13%
50% 0%
0%
88%
0%
0%
0%
13%
100% 88%
0%
50%
0%
50%
83% 0%
17% 0%
100% 100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
17% 13%
83% 88%
50% 88%
50% 13%
0%
13%
50% 38%
50% 50%
83% 63%
17% 25%
0%
13%
50% 50%
50% 50%
100% 75%
0%
25%
33% 13%
50% 50%
17% 38%

Figure 5. Cross-tabulator analysis on clustering results
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5 (4)
0%
50%
50%
0%
0%
100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
25%
0%
0%
75%
0%
100%
0%
75%
25%
0%
100%
0%
0%
0%
25%
75%
100%
0%
100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
75%
25%
0%
75%
0%
25%
0%
100%
0%
0%
0%
100%
25%
75%
0%
0%
100%
75%
0%
25%
25%
75%
25%
75%
0%
75%
25%

6 (9)
11%
56%
33%
0%
0%
11%
56%
33%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
100%
0%
11%
11%
78%
100%
0%
0%
0%
67%
33%
100%
0%
89%
11%
0%
33%
0%
67%
0%
78%
22%
33%
67%
0%
0%
100%
0%
0%
89%
11%
100%
0%
33%
67%
0%
11%
89%
0%
44%
56%
33%
67%
56%
11%
33%

Archetype 5 – Automation enthusiasts (regional and national fulfillment with
automated distribution centers and unattended reception). Within this group,
which includes LeShop CH, Shoplink US, S-Kanava FI and Streamline US, a large
delivery area is served by using regional DCs with fully-automated picking facilities
and uniform operations. Companies deploy unattended reception, either by making
use of delivery boxes or dedicated reception boxes. While demands are mainly
forecasted, stocks are kept at retailer sites. Because of the fulfillment and reception
set-up, delivery lead-times are comparably long with no time-window specification. In
return, reattempted deliveries are not required, no order thresholds are given and
returns mostly handled by offering money-back services. Orders are picked by piece
and the product selection is separated.
Archetype 6 – Store proponents (regional fulfillment from stores with
attended reception and semi-automated picking). Here, orders are fulfilled from
stores or by using hybrid structures and reception is exclusively attended. In
accordance, demand is often matched by stockpiling inventory at retailer sites and
offering an integrated product selection. Delivery lead times exceed one day and
generally only one delivery attempt is made. Orders are picked integrated and
manually or semi-automated from an integrated product selection and different
routing software is occupied. Providers in this cluster are BİM A.Ş TU, Borders US,
Disco ARG, Eurospar FI, Ruokamarkkinat Oy FI, Sainsbury UK (2000), Waitrose
UK, Woolworths AUS and Ykköshalli FI.

6

Discussion and conclusion

In this contribution, we analyzed available grocery fulfillment models and derived a
comprehensive taxonomy as well as several archetypes, offering many applications
for academia and practice. The scope of this study is limited to fulfillment concepts
and items in the e-grocery business. To provide a detailed overview, selected
providers and concept instances deployed for the development of our taxonomy are
not limited to a certain geographical region. Moreover, both recent data on existing
provider platforms as well as historic data on e-grocery companies not actively
pursuing grocery business anymore was used in our study. While this approach
ensures a broad set of relevant information, it also requires grocery companies to
thoroughly investigate their individual business environment when employing the
taxonomy to digitally transform their activities in terms of e-grocery. Additional
influencing factors like costs, available infrastructure and regulative standards need to
be assessed before specifying or choosing a fulfillment concept (archetype) [35].
Therefore, our taxonomy does not aim at providing general guidelines or best
practices, but serves as important first step when it comes to investigating in how far
the digitalization changes logistics practices in the grocery industry and offers a
valuable starting point for organizations planning to expand their service and business
proposition [21]. Consequently, by defining the desired characteristics along the 20
dimensions and selecting an appropriate set-up, the taxonomy can be occupied to
select a fulfillment concept for a specific use case.
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Our e-grocery taxonomy has been designed to understand and delineate fulfillment
concepts and thus does not explain platforms and individual characteristics in great
detail. Nevertheless, it is a useful tool to understand the nature of the objects from our
study, which is, according to Nickerson et al. [10], one of the main characteristics of a
taxonomy. In contrast to existing literature [e.g., 3, 20, 39], we introduced a
standardized terminology as well as distinctive characteristics, dimensions and
archetypes, practically aiding in the selection of suitable logistics concepts. Moreover,
our taxonomy contributes to mitigate the diversity in e-grocery fulfilment and serves
as theoretical framework to guide and organize e-grocery provision in the future. By
establishing clearer definitions of fulfillment elements, characteristics, dimensions
and concepts, the taxonomy takes into account relevant aspects of digital platform
research [44]. However, even though we initially demonstrated its usefulness, it can
still benefit from an additional validation and expansion in future research. As we did
not systematically assess interdependencies in this research, it might be possible that
some dimension mutually exclude each other, which should be investigated in the
future.
Ultimately, we created a taxonomy of e-grocery fulfillment concepts with a total of
20 dimensions and 61 characteristics. Based on literature and fulfillment instances, a
comprehensive database was created to develop a useful taxonomy for transforming
business activities of grocery providers. While a taxonomy with a low number of
dimensions and characteristics ensures simplicity and clarity [10], it also lacks
descriptive power by neglecting relevant design elements, consequently decreasing its
value as evaluation tool for decision makers [45]. Hence, in line with our motivation
to support the digital transformation of logistics activities in the grocery sector, we
decided to retain the given number of dimensions and characteristics to foster the
descriptive value of our taxonomy. Additionally, we applied a cluster analysis to
identify six archetypes of grocery fulfillment, which in turn provide insights into the
strategies and design decisions of different retailers. As a result, our research provides
a valuable contribution to the state-of-the-art for the digitalization in the grocery
sector.

References
1. Oswald, G., Krcmar, H.: Digitale Transformation. Fallbeispiele und Branchenanalysen.
Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden (2018)
2. Hardi, L., Wagner, U.: Grocery Delivery or Customer Pickup - Influences on Energy
Consumption and CO2 Emissions in Munich. Sustainability 11, 641 (2019)
3. Seitz, C., Pokrivčák, J., Tóth, M., Plevný, M.: Online Grocery Retailing In Germany: An
Explorative Analysis. Journal of Business Economics and Management 18, 1243–1263
(2017)
4. Heinemann, G., Gehrckens, H.M., Wolters, U.J.: Digitale Transformation oder digitale
Disruption im Handel. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden (2016)
5. Stüber, E., Hudetz, K., Becker, G.: Veränderung der Geschäftsmodelle im Handel durch
die Digitalisierung. In: Gläß, R., Leukert, B. (eds.) Handel 4.0, pp. 213–233. Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg (2017)

https://doi.org/10.30844/wi_2020_j2-viebahn

6. Waitz, M., Mild, A., Fikar, C.: A Decision Support System for Efficient Last-Mile
Distribution of Fresh Fruits and Vegetables as Part of E-Grocery Operations. In: Bui, T.
(ed.) Proceedings of the 51st Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences. Hawaii
International Conference on System Sciences (2018)
7. Martín, J., Pagliara, F., Román, C.: The Research Topics on E-Grocery: Trends and
Existing Gaps. Sustainability 11, 321 (2019)
8. Hawes, J.M., Crittenden, W.F.: A taxonomy of competitive retailing strategies. Strategic
Management Journal. 5, 275–287 (1984)
9. Webster, J., Watson, R.T.: Analyzing the Past to Prepare for the Future: Writing a
Literature Review. MIS Quarterly, 8–23 (2002)
10. Nickerson, R.C., Varshney, U., Muntermann, J.: A Method for Taxonomy Development
and Its Application in IS. European Journal of Information Systems 22, 336-359 (2013)
11. Durand, B., Gonzalez-Feliu, J.: Urban Logistics and E-Grocery: Have Proximity Delivery
Services a Positive Impact on Shopping Trips? Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences
39, 510–520 (2012)
12. Auf der Landwehr, M., Trott, M., von Viebahn, C.: E-Grocery in Terms of Sustainability Simulating the Environmental Impact of Grocery Shopping for an Urban Area in Hanover.
In: Putz, M., Schlegel, A. (eds.) Simulation in Produktion und Logistik, pp. 87–96. Verlag
Wissenschaftliche Scripten, Auerbach (2019)
13. Eriksson, E., Norrman, A., Kembro, J.: Contextual adaptation of omni-channel grocery
retailers’ online fulfillment centres. International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management 26, 328 (2019)
14. Driediger, F., Bhatiasevi, V.: Online grocery shopping in Thailand: Consumer acceptance
and usage behavior. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services 48, 224–237 (2019)
15. Jordan, Y., Viebahn, C. von, Haller, S.: Konzeptionierung von Use Cases für die urbane
Logistik in einer Schweizer Smart City mittels Design Thinking. In: Tokarski, K.O.,
Schellinger, J., Berchtold, P. (eds.) Nachhaltige Unternehmensführung, 32, pp. 391–420.
Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden (2019)
16. Davies, A., Dolega, L., Arribas-Bel, D.: Buy online collect in-store: exploring grocery
click&collect using a national case study. International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management 47, 278–291 (2019)
17. Cebollada, J., Chu, Y., Jiang, Z.: Online Category Pricing at a Multichannel Grocery
Retailer. Journal of Interactive Marketing 46, 52–69 (2019)
18. Kureshi, S., Thomas, S.: Online grocery retailing – exploring local grocers beliefs.
International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management 47, 157–185 (2019)
19. Fikar, C.: A decision support system to investigate food losses in e-grocery deliveries.
Computers & Industrial Engineering 117, 282–290 (2018)
20. Melacini, M., Perotti, S., Rasini, M., Tappia, E.: E-fulfilment and distribution in omnichannel retailing: a systematic literature review. International Journal of Physical
Distribution & Logistic Management 48, 391–414 (2018)
21. Hübner, A., Kuhn, H., Wollenburg, J.: Last mile fulfilment and distribution in omnichannel grocery retailing. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management 44,
228–247 (2016)
22. Wollenburg, J., Hübner, A., Kuhn, H., Trautrims, A.: From bricks-and-mortar to bricksand-clicks. Int Jnl Phys Dist & Log Manage 48, 415–438 (2018)
23. Mkansi, M., Eresia-Eke, C., Emmanuel-Ebikake, O.: E-grocery challenges and remedies:
Global market leaders perspective. Cogent Business & Management 5, 147 (2018)

https://doi.org/10.30844/wi_2020_j2-viebahn

24. Saleem, M., Mateen Khan, M., Ekhlaque Ahmed, M., Ali Neha Shah, S., Rafiq Surti, S.:
Online Grocery Shopping and Consumer Perception: A Case of Karachi Market in
Pakistan. JIEBS 2018, 1–13 (2018)
25. Evers, J. M., Tavasszy, L., van Duin, R., Schott, D., Gorte, F.: Demand forecast models for
online supermarkets. In E-groceries, digitalization and sustainability: Which governance,
planning and regulation mix do our cities need? Molde University (2018)
26. Koutsomitis, S., Lochmahr, A.: Lebensmittellogistik im Zuge der Digitalisierung ökonomische und ökologische Aspekte der letzten Meile. In: Lochmahr (ed.) Digitalen
Wandel gestalten, pp. 151–163. Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden, Wiesbaden (2019)
27. Emeç, U., Çatay, B., Bozkaya, B.: An Adaptive Large Neighborhood Search for an Egrocery Delivery Routing Problem. Computers & Operations Research 69, 109–125
(2016)
28. Siikavirta, H., Punakivi, M., Kärkkäinen, M., Linnanen, L.: Effects of E-Commerce on
Greenhouse Gas Emissions: A Case Study of Grocery Home Delivery in Finland. Journal
of Industrial Ecology 6, 83–97 (2002)
29. Yousept, I., Li, F.: Building an Online Grocery Business. International Journal of Cases on
Electronic Commerce 1, 57–78 (2005)
30. Palmer, J., Kallio, J., Saarinen, T., Tinnila, M., Tuunainen, V.K., van Heck, E.: Online
Grocery Shopping Around the World: Examples of Key Business Models. CAIS 4 (2000)
31. Pan, S., Giannikas, V., Han, Y., Grover-Silva, E., Qiao, B.: Using customer-related data to
enhance e-grocery home delivery. Industrial Management & Data Systems 117, 1917–
1933 (2017)
32. Kämäräinen, V., Saranen, J., Holmström, J.: The reception box impact on home delivery
efficiency in the e‐grocery business. International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management 31, 414–426 (2001)
33. Marchet, G., Melacini, M., Perotti, S., Rasini, M., Tappia, E.: Business logistics models in
omni-channel: a classification framework and empirical analysis. International Journal of
Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 48, 439–464 (2018)
34. Lim, S.F.W.T., Jin, X., Srai, J.S.: Consumer-driven e-commerce.: A literature review,
design framework, and research agenda on last-mile logistics models. International Journal
of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 48, 308–332 (2018)
35. Hays, T., Keskinocak, P., López, V.M. de: Strategies and Challenges of Internet Grocery
Retailing Logistics. In: Pardalos, P.M., Hearn, D.W., Geunes, J., Akçali, E., Romeijn,
H.E., Shen, Z.-J.M. (eds.) Applications of Supply Chain Management and E-Commerce
Research, 92, pp. 217–252. Springer US, Boston, MA (2005)
36. Punakivi, M., Saranen, J.: Identifying the success factors in e‐grocery home delivery. Intl J
of Retail & Distribution Management 29, 156–163 (2001)
37. Ogawara, S., Chen, J.C.H., Zhang, Q.: Internet grocery business in Japan: current business
models and future trends. Industrial Management & Data Systems 103, 727–735 (2003)
38. Fernie, J., Sparks, L.: Logistics and retail management. Emerging issues and new
challenges in the retail supply chain. Kogan Page, London (2014)
39. Wang, X., Zhan, L., Ruan, J., Zhang, J.: How to Choose “Last Mile” Delivery Modes for
E-Fulfillment. Mathematical Problems in Engineering 2014, 1–11 (2014)
40. Kaufman, L., Rousseeuw, P.J.: Finding Groups in Data. John Wiley & Sons, Inc,
Hoboken, NJ, USA (1990)
41. Punj, G., Stewart, D.W.: Cluster Analysis in Marketing Research: Review and Suggestions
for Application. Journal of Marketing Research 20, 134–148 (1983)
42. Ward, J.H.: Hierarchical Grouping to Optimize an Objective Function. Journal of the
American Statistical Association 58, 236–244 (1963)

https://doi.org/10.30844/wi_2020_j2-viebahn

43. Hartigan, J.A., Wong, M.A.: Algorithm AS 136: A K-Means Clustering Algorithm.
Applied Statistics 28, 100 (1979)
44. Thomas, L.D.W., Autio, E., Gann, D.M.: Architectural Leverage: Putting Platforms in
Context. Academy of Management Perspectives 28, 198-219 (2014)
45. Fishkin, K.: A taxonomy for and analysis of tangible interfaces. Pers Ubiquit Comput 8
(2004)

https://doi.org/10.30844/wi_2020_j2-viebahn

