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Abstract: This study investigates the relationship between convenience and consumer behaviour in India's platform economy. Primary
data were collected from 102 respondents through a structured online survey examining the influence of delivery speed, price, decision
time, on-screen product placement, estimated delivery time and interface design on purchasing choices. The findings show that
convenience operates as more than an operational efficiency: 67.6 per cent of respondents use delivery applications at least two to three
times a week, 64.7 per cent select the first-displayed option at least sometimes, and 53.0 per cent report increasing reliance on such
platforms over time. At the same time, 57.8 per cent still spend more than ten minutes before ordering and only 36.3 per cent treat faster
delivery as the single decisive factor, indicating that deliberation is compressed rather than eliminated and that price remains a live
consideration. The paper introduces the Convenience Dividend as a framework describing how platforms create value by reducing search
cost and redirecting consumer attention, and argues that this dividend is shared unevenly between platform and consumer. Findings are
interpreted through bounded rationality, heuristics and choice architecture. As the study uses convenience sampling and self-reported
cross-sectional data, results describe association and are not claimed to be causal or nationally representative.
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The rise of digital platforms has made these ideas newly
consequential. Unlike traditional retail, platforms organise
and personalise information through search rankings,
recommendation algorithms, estimated delivery times,

1. Introduction

A wealth of information creates a poverty of attention.
Herbert A. Simon’s observation, published in 1971, remains

strikingly relevant to the digital economy. Simon argued that
as information becomes abundant, human attention becomes
the scarce resource. Nowhere is this clearer than in digital
marketplaces, where a consumer encounters thousands of
products, recommendations, reviews, advertisements and
promotional offers within seconds. The challenge is no longer
accessing information but processing it efficiently.
Behavioural economics further challenged the assumption
that consumers consistently make perfectly rational decisions.
Kahneman and Tversky demonstrated that individuals rely on
heuristics- mental shortcuts- under uncertainty, information
overload and time pressure [2]. In Thinking, Fast and Slow,
Kahneman distinguishes fast, intuitive processing from
slower, deliberate reasoning [3]. Building on these ideas,
Thaler and Sunstein introduced choice architecture in Nudge,
showing that the way options are presented can influence
decisions while preserving freedom of choice [4]. Together
these theories establish that consumer behaviour is shaped not
only by prices and incentives but by cognitive limits and by
the design of the decision environment itself.
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promotional offers and interface design. By reducing search
costs and cognitive effort, convenience has evolved from an
additional service into a strategic economic resource capable
of shaping behaviour.

India provides a particularly relevant setting. Rapid
smartphone adoption, affordable data, digital payments and
expanding logistics have accelerated e-commerce and quick
commerce. Platforms such as Blinkit, Zepto and Swiggy
Instamart have reset consumer expectations by offering
delivery within minutes. While these services reduce
transaction costs and improve efficiency, they raise a question
that this paper takes as its starting point: does greater
convenience simply save time, or does it change how
consumers evaluate alternatives?

2. Research gap

Despite the rapid expansion of India’s platform economy,
existing research has largely concentrated on technological
innovation, logistics, market growth and business strategy.
Comparatively few studies examine how convenience,
delivery speed, pricing cues, product presentation and
interface design collectively influence consumer behaviour in
India’s quick-commerce ecosystem using primary survey
evidence. The gap matters because digital purchasing
decisions arise from the interaction of economic incentives,
behavioural influences and platform design rather than from
any single factor.

Figure 1.1. Theoretical lineage from bounded rationality to
the Convenience Dividend.
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3. Objectives of the study

1) To measure how frequently Indian consumers use quick-
commerce delivery applications.

2) To examine how consumers trade off delivery speed
against price.

3) To assess how much deliberation time precedes a
purchase decision.

4) To test whether on-screen position influences product
selection.

5) To evaluate the influence of estimated delivery time on
choice.

6) To examine changes in reliance on delivery applications
over time.

7) To develop the Convenience Dividend as an explanatory
framework.

Against this backdrop, the study introduces the Convenience
Dividend as a framework for understanding how convenience
creates value beyond operational efficiency. It argues that the
dividend extends beyond saving time: it reshapes decision-
making by influencing how individuals allocate attention,
compare alternatives and balance convenience, price and
informed choice within India’s digital marketplace.

4. Literature Review

Behavioural economics emerged by questioning the
assumptions of rational choice theory, which holds that agents
decide rationally with full knowledge of available
alternatives. Researchers demonstrated that this does not hold
in practice, because knowledge, information and time are all
limited. This section reviews the core concepts- bounded
rationality, heuristics and biases, and choice architecture- and
their application to e-commerce.

Bounded rationality

Simon was the first to challenge rational choice theory,
arguing that people are frequently not rational when deciding
[1]. This produced the concept of bounded rationality: people
cannot make perfectly rational choices because time,
information and cognitive capacity are limited. Simon further
observed that the sheer volume of information is not itself
decisive, since attention is finite. These insights carry
substantial weight in e-commerce, where products are
abundant and consumers, heavily exposed to marketing,
frequently fall back on heuristics.

Heuristics and biases

Among the most influential contributions to behavioural
economics is the work of Kahneman and Tversky on
heuristics and biases [2]. Their results suggest that intuitive
processing and systematic bias can produce decisions that
depart from the rational model, and prospect theory
incorporates bounded rationality directly [3]. In practice,
people frequently operate in System 1 mode rather than
engaging deliberate reasoning. In e-commerce this matters
greatly, because choices are commonly made intuitively: sites
present a large number of options and structure prices in ways
that ease- and steer- everyday decisions.

Choice architecture

The concept of choice architecture was developed by Thaler
and Sunstein [4]. It refers to the context in which decisions
are made: the way options are offered can influence what
people choose. Nudging people towards a particular option
without restricting freedom of choice can, on this account, be
legitimate. E-commerce platforms employ a wide range of
such techniques- dynamic pricing, product recommendations,
displayed customer reviews, delivery-time information and
one-click purchasing. The interplay between decision
context, defaults and consumer bias therefore helps explain
choice in digital retail.

Convenience in online retail

A substantial body of research examines the impact of
convenience on consumer decision-making, mostly in online
retail and in relation to how customers perceive convenience.
This literature indicates that offering convenience benefits
firms by raising satisfaction, building loyalty and driving
sales. However, most studies take the effect of convenience
on purchasing decisions for granted rather than analysing it in
detail. Many papers concentrate on operational, strategic and
marketing dimensions of e-commerce while saying little
about how convenience actually shapes decision-making, and
a large share rely on secondary data. There is therefore a need
for primary research identifying the mechanisms that link
convenience to purchasing decisions in India.

Positioning the present study

This paper reviews convenience and bounded rationality in e-
commerce and establishes their importance for consumer
decision-making in India. It examines how people decide
intuitively when choosing products online, how businesses
use nudging to build customer relationships, and what role
convenient delivery, pricing strategies, comparison options
and interface design play in purchase decisions. The
contribution is a perspective on quick commerce in India that
treats convenience as an economic resource, formalised here
as the Convenience Dividend.

THE CONVENIENCE DIVIDEND: CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
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Figure 2.1: The Convenience Dividend: platform inputs,
cognitive mechanisms and behavioural outcomes.
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Defining the Convenience Dividend

The Convenience Dividend is the value generated when a
platform lowers the search and cognitive cost of a purchase.
It is a dividend because it is shared: the consumer receives
saved time and effort, while the platform receives a larger
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share of attention, a shorter comparison window and a higher
probability of conversion on its own terms.

5. Research Methodology

Research design

This study employs a quantitative descriptive research design
to determine the role of convenience-based digital platforms
in the decision-making of Indian consumers. The design was
chosen for its reliance on numerical data capable of capturing
the attitudes and behaviours of the target population. Unlike
experimental research, which seeks causal relationships,
descriptive research investigates behaviour and preferences
as they occur; the study is therefore concerned with analysing
the decision-making of users who shop on delivery platforms.

Quantitative descriptive design

L 4

Structured online questionnaire
(Google Forms)

4

1
J

Convenience sampling
n = 102 respondents

¥
seven behavioural dimensions measured
[usage, price-speed, time, position,
ETA, reliance, perceived impact)
; . s ’
Descriptive statistics
frequencies and percentages

Interpretation against behavioural-
economics theory

Figure 3.1: Research design and analysis workflow.

Data Collection

The research uses primary data collected through a survey
administered on Google Forms. The electronic survey
remained open until 102 responses were received.
Participation was voluntary and anonymous, in order to
gather honest and unbiased data. The instrument combined
multiple-choice questions with statements scored from 1 to 5
according to respondent inclination, covering: frequency of
use of delivery applications; preference for quicker delivery
over cheaper options; time spent before ordering; tendency to
choose products by on-screen position; importance of
estimated delivery time; change in dependence on delivery
applications over time; and agreement with statements on
convenience and impulsive buying. The survey focused on
Blinkit and Zepto, the most widely used quick-commerce
applications in the Indian subcontinent and the most relevant
test case for consumer behaviour in convenience-based retail.

Table 3.1: Survey Instrument at a Glance

Dimension measured Response format Repi(l)qrted
Frequency of app usage S-point categorical Ta!ale 4.1,
Fig. 4.1
. . . Table 4.2,
Speed versus price 4-option categorical Fig, 4.2
S . Table 4.3,
Pre-purchase decision time | 4-band categorical Fig, 4.3
. . . . . . Table 4.4,
First-displayed option choice S-point Likert Fig, 4.4
Influence of e§t1mated delivery 5-point Likert Ta!ole 4.5,
time Fig. 4.5

Change in reliance over time |4-option categorical Table 4.6,
Fig. 4.6
Convenience and deliberation | 5-point agreement T;})gle:.;,

Sampling Technique

Convenience sampling was used to collect primary data, with
respondents selected on the basis of accessibility and
willingness to participate. This produced a sample of 102
respondents and a range of views on platform usage and
consumer decision-making. The method was chosen because
of the exploratory nature of the research and the practicality
of reaching respondents within the study period.

Data Analysis

Responses were organised and analysed using descriptive
statistical procedures. Frequencies, percentages and
distributions were computed to establish the behavioural
patterns captured in the responses, and charts were used to
represent results. Rather than applying elaborate inferential
procedures, the analysis reports trends that can be interpreted
from the perspective of consumer behaviour, in order to
understand how convenience factors on digital platforms
influence decision-making. Percentages are reported to one
decimal place and may not sum to exactly 100 because of
rounding.

6. Ethical Considerations

The study followed ethical principles including voluntary
participation, anonymity of responses and the absence of
coercion. Respondent identities were protected, and
participants were informed that results would be used for
academic purposes only.

7. Limitations of the Study

Several limitations apply. First, the sample is relatively small
for drawing reliable conclusions about the wider population.
Second, convenience sampling creates the possibility of
selection bias. Third, the study relies on self-reported data,
which may introduce recall error or misinterpretation. Fourth,
the design is cross-sectional and therefore cannot capture
change across time intervals. Although the results do not
represent broader populations, the study is useful in
establishing associations between convenience factors and
consumer decision-making.

8. Results

This chapter reports the analysis of the collected responses in
order to identify how convenience factors on digital platforms
influence consumer decision-making in India’s platform
economy. All results are presented descriptively using tables
and figures, and are interpreted to establish patterns related to
the research objectives rather than reported as percentages
alone.

Frequency of delivery application usage
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Table 4.1: Frequency of Delivery APP Usage (N = 102)

Frequency of use % Approx. n
Daily 45.1 46
2-3 times a week 22.5 23
Once a week 9.8 10
Rarely 9.8 10
Never 12.7 13
Total 99.9 102
Frequency of Delivery App Usage
Daily _
Once a week ‘
Rarew ‘
15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
Percentage of Respondents (%)
Figure 4.1 Frequency of Delivery App Usage (n=102)
Source: Primary data collected by Naazia Gupta (2026)

Figure 4.1: Frequency of delivery app usage (n = 102).

Findings. Usage is heavily concentrated at the high-frequency
end. Almost half the sample (45.1 per cent) uses delivery
applications daily and a further 22.5 per cent uses them two
to three times a week, giving a combined regular-user share
of 67.6 per cent. Light users account for 19.6 per cent (once a
week or rarely), while 12.7 per cent report never using such
applications.

Interpretation. Quick-commerce applications are not an
occasional convenience for this sample but a routine part of
purchasing behaviour, which is precisely the condition under
which habit and default effects become significant. The 12.7
per cent of non-users nevertheless provides a useful contrast
group and shows that adoption, while high, is not universal.

Price versus speed

Table 4.2: Primary Purchase Consideration (N = 102)

Decision factor % Approx. n
Faster delivery 36.3 37
Depends on the situation 30.4 31
Both equally important 20.6 21
Lower price 12.7 13
Total 100 102

Factors Influencing Purchase Decisions
40

Percentage of Respondents(%)

0
Faster Delivery Lower Price

Depends Equal Importance
Decision Factors

Figure 4.2 Factors Influencing Purchase Decisions
Source: Primary data collected by Naazia Gupta (2026)

Figure 4.2: Factors influencing purchase decisions (n =
102).

Findings. The largest single group, 36.3 per cent, identifies
faster delivery as the primary consideration. However, a
combined 51.0 per cent occupies a middle position- 30.4 per
cent say the decisive factor depends on the situation and 20.6
per cent treat speed and price as equally important- while only
12.7 per cent name lower price outright.

Interpretation. Convenience is not the sole consideration but
it is the strongest single one. The majority position is
conditional rather than absolute: respondents weigh economic
and convenience factors against each other and make trade-
offs depending on the purchase. The low share choosing price
alone is notable, since it suggests that in a quick-commerce
context speed has already absorbed part of the role that price
traditionally played.

Decision-making time

Table 4.3: Time Spent Before Placing an Order (N = 102)

Time band % Cumulative %
2—5 minutes 22.5 22.5
5—10 minutes 19.6 42.1
10—15 minutes 294 71.5
More than 15 minutes | 28.4 99.9
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Time spent before placing an order
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?5 | |

2-5 minutes 5-10 minutes 10-15 minutes more than 15 minutes

Percentage of Respondents{)

Figure 4.3 Time spent before placing an order
Source: Primary data collected by Naazia Gupta (2026)

Figure 4.3. Time spent before placing an order (n = 102).

Findings. A clear majority- 57.8 per cent- spends more than
ten minutes before ordering, and 28.4 per cent spends over
fifteen minutes. Only 22.5 per cent decides within five
minutes.

Interpretation. This is one of the most theoretically interesting
results in the study. Although quick commerce is designed to
compress the purchase cycle, consumers still invest
substantial time comparing options. Convenience appears to
make the process easier without eliminating deliberation. In
behavioural terms, the platform lowers the cost of searching
but does not remove the perceived need to search; the saved
effort is partly reinvested in comparison rather than banked as
time saved.

Key Finding

Convenience compresses deliberation rather than replacing it.
High-frequency use (67.6%) coexists with extended
comparison time (57.8% over ten minutes)- the Convenience
Dividend changes where attention is spent more than how
much is spent.

Selection of first-displayed options

Table 4.4: Selection of First-Displayed Options (N = 102)

Likert rating % Approx. n
Never 17.6 18
Rarely 17.6 18
Sometimes 22.5 23
Often 14.7 15
Always 27.5 28
Sometimes to Always 64.7 66

Selection of First-Displayed Options on Delivery Applications
30
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Figure 4 4. Selection of First-Displayed Options on Delivery
Applications

Source: Primary survey conducted by Naazia Gupta (20286).

Figure 4.4. Selection of first-displayed options on delivery
applications (n = 102).

Findings. The largest single response is “always” at 27.5 per
cent, with a further 14.7 per cent choosing “often” and 22.5
per cent “sometimes”. Taken together, 64.7 per cent of
respondents select the first-displayed option at least
sometimes, while 35.2 per cent report doing so rarely or
never.

Interpretation. On-screen placement measurably shapes
choice for roughly two-thirds of the sample. This is choice
architecture operating in its clearest form: the first result
functions as a de facto default, and defaults are known to
attract disproportionate selection even when no option is
removed. The finding also provides an important qualification
to Section 4.3- consumers spend time comparing, but a large
share of them begin, and often end, at the position the
platform has chosen for them.

Importance of estimated delivery time

Table 4.5: Influence of Estimated Delivery Time (N = 102)

Degree of influence % Approx. n
Main deciding factor 18.6 19
Strong influence 14.7 15
Some influence 17.6 18
Little influence 294 30
No influence 19.6 20
Some influence or more 50.9 52
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Influence of Estimated Delivery Time on Consumer Choice
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Figure 4.5 Influence of estimaled delivery time on consumer choice
Source: Primary survay conducted by Naazia Gupta (2026).

Figure 4.5: Influence of estimated delivery time on
consumer choice (n = 102).

Findings. Just over half of respondents (50.9 per cent) report
that the estimated delivery time carries at least some influence
on their choice, and 18.6 per cent describe it as the main
deciding factor. Against this, 29.4 per cent say it has little
influence and 19.6 per cent none at all.

Interpretation. The estimated delivery time is a meaningful
but not universal cue. Its influence appears situational,
moderated by price, product category and urgency. The split
distribution also indicates that displayed delivery time
functions as one signal among several rather than as a
dominant anchor for the whole market- a useful corrective to
the assumption that speed advertising works uniformly.

Changes in reliance over time

Table 4.6: Change in Reliance on Delivery Applications

(N=102)
Reported change % Approx. n
Significantly increased 26.5 27
Slightly increased 26.5 27
No change 21.6 22
Decreased 25.5 26
Net increase 27.5 —

Changes in Reliance on Delivery Applications Over Time
3o

]
Significantly Increased Slightly Increased No change Decreased

Percentage of Respondents(%)

Change in Relance

Figure 4.6 Changes in Reliance on Delivery Applications Over Time (n = 102)
Source: Primary survey conducted by Naazia Gupta (2026).

Figure 4.6: Changes in reliance on delivery applications
over time (n = 102).

Findings. Reliance has increased for 53.0 per cent of
respondents, split evenly between significant and slight
increases. A further 21.6 per cent report no change, while 25.5
per cent say their reliance has decreased — giving a net
increase of 27.5 percentage points.

Interpretation. Convenience is becoming embedded in routine
consumption for about half the sample, which is consistent
with habit formation: repeated low-effort transactions
strengthen the behavioural pathway and reduce the likelihood
of switching. The substantial decreasing group is equally
informative, however, suggesting either deliberate self-
regulation, dissatisfaction with pricing, or a natural correction
after early adoption. The Convenience Dividend is therefore
accumulating unevenly across consumers.

Perceived impact of convenience on decision-making

Table 4.7: Perceived Impact of Convenience (N = 102)

Level of agreement % Approx. n
Strongly disagree 17.6 18
Disagree 12.7 13
Neutral 24.5 25
Agree 19.6 20
Strongly agree 25.5 26
Agree or strongly agree 45.1 46
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Perceived Impact of Convenience on Decision-Making
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Figure 4.7 Perceived Impact of Convenience on Decision-Making (n = 102)
Source: Primary survey conducted by Naazia Gupta (2026).

Figure 4.7: Perceived impact of convenience on decision-
making (n = 102).

Findings. Asked whether convenience leads them to make
quick and less considered purchases, 45.1 per cent agree or
strongly agree, 30.3 per cent disagree or strongly disagree,
and 24.5 per cent remain neutral. Strong agreement (25.5 per
cent) is the single largest response.

Interpretation. A plurality of consumers is explicitly aware
that convenience nudges them towards less deliberate buying.
This self-awareness is significant: choice architecture is
generally assumed to operate below conscious attention, yet
here a substantial share of respondents can name the effect
while still experiencing it. Awareness, in other words, does
not appear to neutralise the mechanism.

9. Summary of Results

% of respondents (n = 1021

Figure 4.8: Summary of convenience sensitivity across the
six behavioural dimensions measured (n = 102). The dashed
line marks the 50 per cent threshold.
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Figure 4.9: Distribution of low, neutral and high responses
across four Likert-based dimensions (n = 102).

Taken together, five of the six summary indicators exceed the
fifty per cent mark. Convenience-driven behaviour is
therefore the majority pattern in this sample, but never an
overwhelming one: in each dimension a minority of between
a quarter and a half of respondents behaves otherwise.

10. Discussion

The results suggest that convenience shapes consumer
decision-making well beyond the time it saves. Ease of use,
delivery speed, availability and interface design all reduce the
effort a consumer must expend on selection, and the survey
shows this operating through at least three distinct channels.

EVIDENCE FROM THE SURVEY

Position on streen
shapes choice
(64.7% at least sometimes)

Cotwenience is

consulted, not obeyed ] ’ Reliance rising for

about half the sample

(price still matters)

Habit formation
effects operate at reallocates attention

the interface

eliminated

Deliberation is Default and anchoring
compressed, not
to the platform

CONVENIENCE DIVIDEND
Platforms capture value by lowering search cost and directing attention:
ofsumers gain time but trade away part of the comparison they would otherwise perfoym
\ J

Figure 5.1: From survey evidence to the Convenience
Dividend: mechanisms and implications.

Convenience is consulted, not obeyed

Faster delivery is the single largest consideration (36.3 per
cent), yet a majority of respondents adopts a conditional
position in which speed and price are weighed against each
other. This is consistent with bounded rationality rather than
with either pure rational calculation or pure impulse:
consumers apply a simplified but genuine trade-off rule
instead of optimising over the full option set.

Position at the interface does real work

That 64.7 per cent select the first-displayed option at least
sometimes is the clearest evidence in the study for Thaler and
Sunstein’s argument about choice architecture [4]. The first
slot on a screen operates as a default, and defaults attract
selection disproportionately. Because ranking is determined
by the platform rather than by the consumer, part of the
decision has effectively been made before the consumer
engages with it.
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Deliberation is compressed, not eliminated

The finding that 57.8 per cent still spend more than ten
minutes before ordering complicates any simple account of
quick commerce as frictionless buying. Kahneman’s
distinction between fast and slow thinking is useful here [3]:
the platform makes System 1| processing easy and reliable, but
consumers continue to engage System 2 for parts of the
decision- typically price comparison and product verification.
The dividend, then, is not the abolition of thought but the
redirection of it.

The dividend is shared unequally

Combining these strands produces the central argument of the
paper. Platforms lower search cost; consumers receive
convenience; but the platform simultaneously captures a
larger share of consumer attention, a shorter effective
comparison window and a higher probability that the
transaction concludes on terms it has structured. The
consumer’s share of the dividend is real but partial, and the
portion surrendered- the comparison that would otherwise
have occurred- is largely invisible to the consumer at the
moment of purchase. The 45.1 per cent who recognise that
convenience makes their buying less considered are, in effect,
describing this surrendered share.

The Convenience Dividend is best understood as a transfer
of attention rather than a saving of time. Consumers receive
lower effort; platforms receive the discretion that effort
previously exercised.

11. Implications

e For platforms: Sustained reliance depends on trust as
much as speed; the quarter of respondents reporting
reduced reliance indicates that the dividend can be
withdrawn.

e For consumers: Awareness of default effects is
widespread but not protective, which argues for simple
personal rules- scrolling past the first screen, or comparing
before opening the application.

e For policy: Transparency about how ranking is
determined, and clear labelling of sponsored placement,
would leave choice free while restoring information to the
decision.

e Forresearch: The gap between reported deliberation time
and actual comparison behaviour is a natural target for
observational or experimental follow-up.

Table 5.1: Theory Mapped to Survey Evidence

Theoretical construct Expected behaviour

Evidence in this study

Bounded rationality [1], [6] optimisation

Simplified trade-off rules instead of full

51.0% adopt a conditional speed-versus-price position
(Table 4.2)

Heuristic processing [2], [3]

Reliance on the most available cue

50.9% report at least some ETA influence (Table 4.5)

Default effects [4], [8]

Disproportionate selection of the pre-set option

64.7% choose the first-shown item at least sometimes (Table
4.4)

Attention scarcity [1]

Search cost falls but effort is reallocated

57.8% still deliberate for over ten minutes (Table 4.3)

Habit formation

Repeated low-effort use entrenches the channel

53.0% report rising reliance over time (Table 4.6)

Metacognitive awareness

Consumers can name the effect they experience

45.1% agree convenience reduces deliberation (Table 4.7)

Why the framework matters

Framing convenience as a dividend rather than as a service
has two analytical advantages. First, it makes the
distributional question explicit: a dividend is something
divided, so the natural next question is who receives which
share, and on what terms. Second, it separates the measurable
saving- minutes, taps, trips- from the less visible transfer of
discretion at the interface. Existing convenience research in
online retail tends to measure only the first. The survey
evidence here suggests the second is where the more
consequential behavioural change occurs.

12. Conclusion

This study set out to investigate the role of convenience in the
decision-making of Indian consumers within the platform
economy. Survey evidence from 102 participants indicates
that speed, price and interface design all shape consumer
choice and perception, and that these influences operate
together rather than in isolation.

The findings contribute to the understanding of the
Convenience Dividend: the value digital platforms create by
redirecting and capturing consumer attention rather than
merely saving time. Regular use is high, on-screen position
measurably affects selection, reliance is rising for roughly
half of respondents, and a plurality is consciously aware that
convenience reduces the care taken over purchases. At the

same time, extended deliberation persists and price retains a
role, so convenience should be read as reshaping decision-
making rather than overriding it.

Subject to the limitations of sample size, sampling method
and cross-sectional design, the Convenience Dividend
appears to be a useful concept for understanding the dynamics
of India’s platform economy. Future work should test it with
larger and more representative samples, longitudinal data on
habit formation, and behavioural measures of actual
comparison rather than self-report.
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Appendix A- Survey Instrument

The questionnaire was administered on Google Forms and
remained open until 102 valid responses were received. Items
1 to 3 and 6 used categorical response options; items 4, 5 and
7 used five-point scales. No identifying information was
collected.

Table A.1: Questionnaire Items as Administered
No. Item Response options
How often do you use
1 | delivery applications such as
Blinkit or Zepto?

Daily / 2-3 times a week /
Once a week / Rarely / Never

When ordering, what matters Faster delivery / Lower price /|

2 most to you? Both equally / D.epends on the|
situation
How long do you usually | 5 5 /5 10 min/10-15
3 spend before placing an

order? min / More than 15 min

How often do you select the
4 | first product shown on the
screen?

How much does the estimateq
5 | delivery time influence your
choice?

Has your reliance on delivery|
6 | applications changed over |Slightly increased / No change

time? / Decreased
Convenience makes me buy | Strongly disagree — Strongly
quickly and with less thought agree (5-point)

Never — Always (5-point)

No influence — Main deciding
factor (5-point)

Significantly increased /

Respondents were informed of the academic purpose of the
study before beginning, and could exit at any point.
Percentages reported in Chapter 4 are calculated on the full
sample of 102 responses.

Note on data: all percentages reported in Sections 4.1 to 4.8
are computed from the primary survey conducted by the
author in 2026 (n = 102). Figures 4.1 to 4.7 reproduce the
author’s original survey charts; Figures 1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.8, 4.9
and 5.1 are analytical figures prepared for this paper from the

same dataset and from the conceptual framework developed
in Section 2. Totals may not sum to 100 owing to rounding.
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