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A B S T R A C T

The purpose of this article is to identify which dimensions of online convenience affect consumers’ intention of
using online shopping and explore a conceptual model to measuring consumer perceptions of online shopping
convenience in order to surpass the shortcomings of previous studies that did not examine the consequences of
convenience shopping experience. A sample of 250 Portuguese young individuals participate in the empirical
study. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and a covariance-based Structural Equation Model (CB-SEM) were
used to validate the measurement model and to test the relationships in the model. The results reveal that
Possession, Transaction, and Evaluation are the dimensions with more influence in online shopping convenience.
The outcomes of this study extend previous works on online convenience and help to understand which factors
drive online satisfaction and enhance behavioral intentions and e-WOM. Contributions to the body of knowledge
and the implications for e-commerce retailers are presented. In face of the findings, retailers should be conscious
that customer expectations of online convenience have increased as a natural response to the service innovations
introduced by website managers and marketers. Therefore, frequent monitoring of consumers’ perceptions and
expectations about online convenience is a prerequisite for achieving continuous improvement in rendering
highly convenient online service.

1. Introduction

Consumer decision making is significantly influenced by both the
speed and ease with which consumers can contact retail outlets. Many
consumers turn to the Internet to reduce the effort associated with
making a decision (Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010). While shopping
consumers spend time and effort to complete multiple tasks and since
today's customer is more time-starved than ever, it is appropriate to
consider the benefits of providing online shopping convenience. Online
convenience has been one of the principal promoters of customer's
predisposition to adopt online purchasing (Jiang et al., 2013). Seiders
et al. (2000) argue that the importance that customers put on con-
venience prompts retailers to redesign store operating systems and
emphasize the efficiency of the service provided. At another level, re-
tailers should focus on the increase of mobile apps and how they helped

fuel and define how consumers value time and energy. The present
study argues that consumers favor retailers that save them time and
energy. Online retailers are certainly able to supply more convenience
as store location becomes irrelevant and consumers may now shop from
any location, 24 h a day, seven days a week (Beauchamp and Ponder,
2010). Therefore, companies must develop a more precise under-
standing of the impacts of online convenience. The main goal of the
present study is to explore how consumers evaluate the dimension of
convenience in the context of online retail, by focusing on the consumer
experience with global retailers’ websites. The research gap emerges
from the need to validate the research by (Jiang et al., 2013) and from
questions which were not answered by later studies by Mpinganjira
(2015), Mehmood and Najmi (2017), Haridasan and Fernando (2018)
and Pham et al. (2018) namely the meaning of attentiveness con-
venience and the relationship with behavioral outcomes.
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Exploring the literature on convenience it is evident that con-
venience encompasses several dimensions. However, there has been no
agreement on what these dimensions are (Seiders et al., 2007). Given
the above reasoning, this paper seeks to deepen the understanding
concerning the importance of online convenience and its dimensions.
Based on (Jiang et al., 2013) proposed model the current investigation
provides a theoretical contribution by expanding the capacity of the
original model via the addition of attentiveness convenience construct
to the original formulation. Furthermore, the current study provides an
assessment of which dimensions of convenience are most important to
consumers when shopping online. Lastly, since the majority of studies
addressing online convenience have mainly focused on the relationship
with purchase intentions (e.g. Pham et al., 2018), the current study
supplements the study by Roy et al. (2016) and closes the gap by in-
vestigating the relationship between online convenience, behavioral
intentions, satisfaction, e-WOM.

In a practical sense, the identification of the dimensions that posi-
tively influence purchase behavior intentions and satisfaction can help
managers to overcome obstacles to the delivery of an excellent and
convenient service to customers, which represent a key driving force in
enhancing companies’ online competitiveness.

2. Online convenience

As consumers allocate less time to shopping and more to other en-
deavors, their wish for convenience has grown, and consequently, their
attention has turned to online shopping (Kumar and Kashyap, 2018).
The shortage of consumer's available time fosters the will to save time
and effort when purchasing (Berry and Cooper, 1990). The concept of
convenience was first used by Copeland (1923) to denote a measure of
time and effort expended in purchasing a consumer product. Thus, re-
tail convenience can be defined as consumers’ time and effort costs
associated with shopping in a retail environment.

These consumer resources of time and effort are defined in mar-
keting literature as non-monetary costs that influence purchasing be-
havior (Bender, 1964; Herrmann and Beik, 1968). Retailers, aware of
this need, have been focusing on providing services which are able to
maximize the speed and ease of consumer's buying process (Shaheed,
2004).

The time-saving aspect of convenience has been extensively studied
in consumer waiting experience, particularly with respect to the con-
sequences of long waiting times (Gehrt and Yale, 1993). Objectively,
time spent waiting frequently translates into an opportunity cost (Berry
et al., 2002) which may represent a valuable asset in daily life. The
concept of effort-saving relates to the decrement of cognitive, physical,
and emotional activities that consumers must support to purchase
goods and services such as searching for product information, locating
the product they wish to buy (Emrich et al., 2015) or completing the
checkout process (Berry et al., 2002). The latter authors established that
the greater the time costs associated with a service, the lower the de-
gree of consumers’ perceived service convenience. Hui et al. (1998)
claim the more the effort made by a customer, the more customer’ re-
sources are committed, and the higher is the potential for frustration.

By saving customers time and energy through convenience im-
provement, retailers increase the value of their market offer (Seiders
et al., 2000). The Internet is currently an appropriate option for con-
sumers wanting to save time and effort. People find online stores more
attractive because their lives are typically more time constrained due to
increased professional demands, which in turn reduces the available
time to daily tasks, forcing them to choose retail formats where they
have to spend the least time possible (Bhatnagar et al., 2000). Their
focus is on efficiently completing the shopping experience and ob-
taining the product with minimum effort (Kaltcheva and Weitz, 2006).

Existing empirical findings focusing on convenience indicate that
this concept plays a decisive role in the relationship between customers
and service providers, since the lack of convenience has been shown to

be a reason why customers churn (Keaveney, 1995; Pan and Zinkhan,
2006), whereas convenience has been shown to be a major reason for
strengthening the relationship (Seiders et al., 2007).

Despite its importance, there is no general consensus on the com-
ponents of online convenience. For some authors (Farquhar and
Rowley, 2009) online convenience is not an inherent characteristic of a
service being offered, but a proxy of the resources being used by cus-
tomers. For others, (Berry, 2000; Berry et al., 2002; Yale and Venkatesh,
1986), convenience is a multidimensional construct, or as a second-
order construct comprising different types of time and effort costs. Al-
though it has been conceded that convenience encompasses several
dimensions, there has been no agreement on what these dimensions are
(Reimers and Chao, 2014; Seiders et al., 2007). Berry et al. (2002)
suggest that service convenience is a multidimensional construct en-
tailing five components, namely: decision convenience, access con-
venience, transaction convenience, benefit convenience, and post-ben-
efit convenience. Berry et al. (2002) conceptual proposal was further
developed into a five-dimension instrument - the SERVCON scale pro-
posed by Seiders et al. (2007). However, the SERVCON scale, developed
in the context of traditional offline shopping does not comprehend the
unique facets of online shopping convenience. Beauchamp and Ponder
(2010), conscious of this gap in the research, have developed a set of
convenience dimensions, common to both online and offline shopping
(access, search, transaction, possession) and examine the relative im-
portance of each dimension from the perspective of online and offline
shoppers. Lastly, based on the consumer buying stages, Jiang et al.
(2013) develop five categories of convenience: access, search, evalua-
tion, transaction, and possession/post-purchase convenience.

3. Online convenience dimensions and relationships analysis

Based on the literature, the proposed model depicts the relations
among the dimensions of convenience that are crucial for improving
customer's perceptions about online convenience. For that, seven di-
mensions of online convenience are analyzed, and the relations hy-
pothesized.

3.1. Access convenience

According to (Seiders et al., 2000, 89) this dimension is “char-
acterized as the speed and ease with which consumers can reach a re-
tailer”. Access convenience is a deeply important dimension of retail
convenience, considering that if the consumer cannot access the re-
tailer, then he/she will never have the opportunity to experience the
service. Contrary to traditional retail where access convenience could
be upgraded by moving the store location (Seiders et al., 2000) in the
online environment store location becomes irrelevant (Rohm and
Swaminathan, 2004) as consumers may shop online from any location.
Even so, the accessibility of websites is considered as the most im-
portant factor in determining consumer perceived online shopping
convenience according to King and Liou (2004). This can be accom-
plished using more user-friendly and easy to remember URL's, having
tools for automatic bookmarking and placing ads strategically on social
media websites. Based on this it is proposed that:

H1:. The greater the perceived access convenience, the greater the perceived
online convenience.

3.2. Search convenience

Beauchamp and Ponder (2010, 52) define search convenience as the
“speed and ease with which consumers identify and select products they
wish to buy”. Internet has supplied numerous tools that allowed re-
tailers to improve the communication with potential clients by re-
inforcing the capability to provide tailored information, either by pla-
cing it in their website and using paid advertising to redirect traffic, or
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by disseminating information and generating buzz in social media, thus
aiding them identifying and selecting the right business relations
(Kollmann et al., 2012). These improved tools provide psychological
benefits to consumers as it prevents them from wasting time by
avoiding crowds, reducing waiting time, and expending effort traveling
to physical stores (Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010).

Assuming that the more the effective retailer's efforts in facilitating
customer's product searches, the quicker and easier the customer's
journey through the shopping experience (Kollmann et al., 2012;
Seiders et al., 2000) the following hypothesis is proposed:

H2:. The greater the perceived search convenience, the greater the perceived
online convenience.

3.3. Evaluation convenience

Evaluation convenience is associated with the availability of de-
tailed yet easy-to-understand product descriptions by using various
presentation features, such as text, graphics, and video, on the website
of the company (Jiang et al., 2013). Through these instruments, con-
sumers are able to get a clear image of products, zoom and rotate them,
change colors and assert how the products may fit their needs. They can
also engage in online discussions with other consumers about the pro-
ducts and services they seek and compare prices easily. This type of
product exposure allows the consumer to get to know the product and
compare it with others as well as to make the purchase process faster.
However, in recent years, the overwhelming assortment of products and
detailed information that is accessible tend to make online shoppers
more sensitive than ever to the efforts associated to evaluation con-
venience (Jiang et al., 2013) thus the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3:. The greater the perceived evaluation convenience, the greater the
perceived online convenience.

3.4. Attentiveness convenience

As Luedi (1997) and Madu and Madu (2002) argued that due to the
strong competition recorded in online marketplaces the simply ex-
position to product or service catalogs on the Web is not enough to
guarantee the online retailer survival. The attentiveness dimension re-
fers to the extent to which online retailers provide personalized services
and attention to their customers (Jun et al., 2004) was a way to enhance
time and effort reduction. To retain customers modern online retailers
employ a variety of personalization features to differentiate its products
and services from the competition based on the customization and
personalization of the service (Jun et al., 2004) improving customer
experience and perceived overall convenience. Online customers expect
customized attention, personalized services better tailored to their
needs which helps them to reduce the efforts and time needed to search
for information and reach a purchase decision (Pappas et al., 2016).
Online personalization features allow customers to perceive the in-
formation in a more easy and fluent way, leading to greater shopping
enjoyment (Mosteller et al., 2014). Aware of this, online retailers are
offering decision aids (i.e., recommendation agents or shopping bots)
and even human assistants in order simplify the purchase decisions
process and to enrich customer's experience through a customized
service (Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010). Therefore, the following hy-
pothesis is provided:

H4:. The greater the perceived attentiveness convenience, the greater the
perceived online convenience.

3.5. Transaction convenience

Transaction convenience is defined as the “speed and ease with
which consumers can affect or amend transactions” (Beauchamp and

Ponder, 2010, p. 53). Stores with quick checkouts (e.g. 1-Click or-
dering) and easy return policies rank high in transaction convenience
(Seiders et al., 2000). One of the main benefits of shopping online is
that customers never have to wait in line (Wolfinbarger and Gilly,
2001). Online shoppers are in “virtual check-out lines” where they can
complete the transaction simultaneously. Privacy concerns and fear of
insecure transactions have been argued to be the biggest inhibitors to
shopping online and this is the reason why easy, safe and convenient
online payment methods are crucial for customers (de Kerviler et al.,
2016). According to Javadi et al. (2012), the risk of losing money and
financial details have a negative effect on attitude toward online
shopping, thus we would like to propose the following hypothesis:

H5:. The greater the perceived transaction convenience, the greater the
perceived online convenience.

3.6. Possession convenience

Possession convenience represents the efforts in terms of time and
money that consumers have to spend in order to possess what they wish
(Jiang et al., 2013). Seiders et al., (2000, p. 85) define possession
convenience “as the speed and ease with which consumers can obtain
desired products”, which includes factors related to production plan-
ning, stoking policy and shipping and delivery times. In online stores,
buyers must wait for their orders to be handled, shipped and delivered
before actually being in possession of the product. This is one particular
advantage of choosing traditional over online stores, i.e., the ability to
leave the store with the intended product (Alba et al., 1997; Rohm and
Swaminathan, 2004). The time required to complete all the steps in the
online purchase process and for delivery can be considered a non-
monetary cost associated with e-commerce (Beauchamp and Ponder,
2010). Besides that, according to Javadi et al. (2012) concerns about
the risk of the order not being delivered have a negative impact on the
online experience. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H6:. The greater the perceived possession convenience, the greater the
perceived online convenience.

3.7. Post-possession convenience

Post-possession convenience becomes important after the service
exchange and relates “to the consumer's perceived time and effort ex-
penditures when reinitiating contact with a company after purchasing
the intended product” (Berry et al., 2002, p. 8). The importance of post-
possession convenience has been emphasized in recent years because of
difficulties encountered by consumers in returning products purchased
over the Internet (Berry et al., 2002). Factors that normally determine
post-possession convenience often report to the consumer need for
product repair, maintenance, or exchange (Berry et al., 2002). How-
ever, other reasons may be identified, such as transaction problems,
customer complaints, honoring of a guarantee, defective products or
services, which can make a customer to change its evaluation of online
convenience (Seiders et al., 2007). In general, the less time and effort
required from consumers to effectively deal with a failed service, the
greater the perceived online convenience. Therefore, the following
hypothesis is proposed:

H7:. The greater the perceived post-possession convenience, the greater be
perceived online convenience.

3.8. Online satisfaction

Customer satisfaction is frequently defined as the customers’ post-
purchase comparison between pre-purchase expectation and actual
performance (Jun et al., 2004). Jun et al. (2004) suggest that there is a
significantly positive relationship between the overall service quality
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perception (i.e. overall online convenience) and satisfaction. Accord-
ingly, customer satisfaction is positively affected by the improved
convenience of the online retailer (Koo et al., 2006). This means a
higher convenient service would increase the perceived value, there-
fore, more convenience would lead to higher satisfaction (Thuy, 2011).
Hsu et al. (2010) advocated that when customers can conveniently and
easily experience the benefits of the services, they are more likely to be
satisfied and reuse them. If online service providers increase the con-
venience they will be increasing customer satisfaction (Jih, 2009),
which lead us to propose the following hypothesis:

H8:. The perceived of online convenience has a positive impact on online
customer satisfaction.

3.9. Behavioral intentions

According to the model presented by Zeithaml et al. (1996), beha-
vioral intentions can be perceived by measures as repurchase inten-
tions, word of mouth, loyalty, complaining behavior, and price sensi-
tivity. High service convenience (as perceived by the customer)
normally leads to favorable behavioral intentions (Madlberger, 2009).
A consumer's online shopping experience will have a significant effect
on his/her future purchase intention for online shopping
(Jayawardhena et al., 2007). Thus, we can say that the more positive
the customer's experience, the more likely he or she is of reusing the
service (Udo et al., 2010). This idea follows the one by Zeithaml et al.
(1996) who emphasize that behavioral intentions are relevant to a
customer's decision to remain with or leave the company. Kollmann
et al. (2012) suggest that a higher convenience orientation will lead to a
higher propensity to seek information through the online channel and
will also increase the propensity to purchase online. In fact, recent
studies showed that convenience has a direct effect on purchasing
trends (Jiang et al., 2013; Mpinganjira, 2015). From the above, it can be
construed that more convenience may affect purchase behavior.
Therefore, we would like to propose the following hypothesis:

H9:. Online customer satisfaction has a positive impact on behavioral
intentions.

3.10. Electronic Word-of-mouth (e-WOM)

Hennig-Thurau et al. (2004) refer to e-WOM as any positive or ne-
gative statement made by potential, actual, or former customers about a
product or company, which is made available to a multitude of people
and institutions via the Internet. The substantial growth in online social
networks has vastly expanded the potential impact of (e-WOM) on
consumer purchasing decisions. The e-WOM has found a new way to
assert its value to product marketing in new forms of communication,
such as weblogs, discussion forums, social network websites or review
websites (Gruen et al., 2006).

Online shoppers always undertake a review of other shoppers’
comments and experiences before they buy products online. Millions of
people have access to a single online review, and this is where the
power of e-WOM lies (Park et al., 2011). Customers who have good
experiences with a retailer are more likely to engage in positive word of
mouth (Narayandas, 1998) and as a result, receivers are most likely
influenced in their decision-making because consumers place more
trust in user-generated content than they do in other forms of com-
munication (MacKinnon, 2012; Park et al., 2011). Therefore, the fol-
lowing hypothesis is proposed:

H10:. Online customer satisfaction has a positive impact on e-WOM.

Based on the above reasoning Fig. 1 presents a visual representation
of convenience dimensions and relationships under analysis.

4. Method

4.1. Data collection instrument and scales

To analyze the relationships hypothesized, an online survey was
developed and made available in May 2016. Since the respondents were
Portuguese and the original scales were in English, the survey was
translated from English to Portuguese and back-translated to ensure
consistency and understanding of the questions. The objectives of
translating the questions to Portuguese were to raise the response rate,
to facilitate the understanding and to avoid misunderstandings or
doubts that could happen when responding a survey written in a foreign
language. The survey was pre-tested to identify errors and problems, to
analyze if the scales’ items were well understood by the respondents
and to guarantee the quality of the translation. The pre-test did not
reveal any major concern and minor adjustments were made.

The final questionnaire was composed of two sections. The first
devoted to characterizing the respondent and to guarantee its elig-
ibility. After, a second section was expected to evaluate the different
dimensions of convenience proposed in the model, using validated 5-
point Likert scales. Participants were asked to indicate their degree of
agreement/disagreement with statements regarding the constructs in
the model. The items used to operationalize each construct were de-
veloped on the basis of existing literature as can be seen in Table 1. The
scales used were all reflective since it considers that the items reflect the
construct (online convenience).

4.2. Sample

The survey was distributed using the snowball technique, with the
help of individuals that shared the survey with their contacts. A filter
question regarding online shopping habits was included at the begin-
ning of the questionnaire to dismiss individuals who did not shop on-
line. A final sample of 250 responses from active online shoppers was
attained.

The sample consisted of 167 women and 83 men, with the majority
being under 26 (87.2%) years old. Half of the respondents had con-
cluded high school. Professionally, 64.4% were students and 26.8%
were employed on behalf of others. Almost two-thirds of the sample
said to buy online up to 5 times per year and about 20% between 5 and
10 times.

4.3. Data analysis procedures

The data obtained was then analyzed using the statistical software
SPSS and AMOS version 23.0. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with
the maximum likelihood discrepancy estimation method was used to
assess the measurement model and AMOS covariance-based structural
equation modeling (CB-SEM) used to test the hypothesized relations in
the model.

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive analysis

The dimensions of purchase convenience were assessed using the
mean value and standard deviation. As can be observed in Table 2, the
highest average was observed in the access dimension (M = 4.60) and
the lowest in attention dimension (M = 3.25). There was a greater
dispersion of agreement on Post-possession (SD = 1.028) and lower
dispersion in access (SD = 0.620).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was then used to analyze the
data and to assess construct validity and convergent validity. Sample
size adequacy, missing data, normality and linearity, outliers and sin-
gularity and factorability were verified to conclude if data was appro-
priate. From the 250 responses obtained only 246 observations were
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used for the analysis since four of them were considered outliers by the
Mahalanobis d-squared test. All the outliers were eliminated, and the
non-respondents were not analyzed.

5.2. Confirmatory factor analysis

CFA is useful for scale validation (Hair et al., 2010) as well as to
confirm the multidimensionality of a theoretical construct (Byrne,
2001). Using that technique, some of the scale items were removed due
to low factor loadings in the standardized regression and respondents’
perceived similarity between items. Comrey (1973) states that values
for loadings higher than 0.63 are acceptable. Some of the retained items
presented lower values than this benchmark, yet they presented values
higher than 0.5 which is the minimum threshold to be accepted. Since
these scales were previously used and validated, to preserve the model
integrity we have decided to keep these items in the model for further
analysis. Since some construct showed validation problems, the mod-
ification indices were analyzed resulting in the drop of three items on
the construct related to search convenience.

The CFA revealed some minor problems in convergent and di-
vergent validity, thus leading to the use of modification indices so to
improve the model fit adjustment. The modification indices with higher
absolute value were chosen. The analysis of the indices showed that
some modifications in the model specification could be made to im-
prove the global fit indices. After several interactions, Q9_3 and Q13_3
and the entire search convenience construct were deleted to improve
the measurement model fit. Finally, the internal consistency was mea-
sured using the Cronbach's α value, using the minimal threshold of 0.7
suggested by Hair et al. (2006). The results of this phase are presented
in Tables 3, 4.

After having made the necessary adjustments the model presented
satisfactory results in terms of reliability (Cronbach's α), convergent
validity (AVE) and discriminant validity since the AVE of each construct
is greater than the variance shared between each construct and other
constructs in the model.

5.3. Structural model analysis

The conceptual model proposed in Fig. 1 has several relationships
between constructs that should be tested simultaneously. Consequently,
structural equations modeling (SEM) was used in order to validate the
model as a whole. As previously stated, the model using AMOS 23.0,
with the maximum likelihood discrepancy estimation method. The re-
liability of Satisfaction (α=0.770), Behavioral Intentions (α=0.924)
and e-WOM (α=0.772) were measured using the Cronbach's α. Validity
was assessed through AVE. All values are above the 0.5 minimum
threshold.

The null model (χ2=855.395, df = 513), defined as a single-factor
model without measurement errors (Hair et al., 1998), has a statistical
significance level of 0.000. The normed chi-square (χ2 /df) was of
1.667, which falls within the recommended range. The incremental fit
index (IFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and comparative fit index (CFI),
all reveal acceptable results as they present values above 0.9 (Hair
et al., 1998). Regarding the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), acceptable models typically have values below 0.10 (Browne
and Cudeck, 1992). According to Thompson (2004), values below 0.08
are desirable and those below 0.05 are considered outstanding. The
current model revealed an RMSEA of 0.052, which represents a good
result.

The model path coefficients from SEM analysis are presented in
Table 5

As it can be seen, all the hypotheses present statistically significant
values. The paths analysis indicates that Possession (H6), Transaction
(H5) and Evaluation (H3) are the most important dimensions of online
shopping convenience and Post-possession (H7) and Attentiveness (H4)
are the dimensions that influence online convenience the least. More-
over, the greater the perceived access convenience, the greater the
perceived overall online convenience (H1). As expected, the online
convenience has a significant positive effect on satisfaction (H8), which
also have a positive impact on customer's likelihood to repurchase in
the same website (H9) and on the customers’ willingness to share with

Fig. 1. Proposed Model for the assessment of online customer satisfaction.
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others their experience (H10).
The graphical results are presented in Fig. 2, with the standardized

parameter estimate above and t-value below the arrow. The tests per-
formed reveal that the model proposed fits the data well

6. Conclusions and implications

With the strong development of the internet, web, and mobile ap-
plications, customers have gained unconstrained access to information
concerning products and companies, providing them with a wide range
of choices from where to choose products and services at highly com-
petitive prices. Therefore, in addition to offering competitive prices

sustaining a high level of online shopping convenience has become a
strategic driving force for online retailers to promote and preserve
customer loyalty (Haridasan and Fernando, 2018). The main goal of
this investigation was to examine what convenience dimensions more
heavily influence consumers’ satisfaction and intention to engage and
recommend online shopping. Previous studies that investigated con-
venience have mainly focused on the relationship with purchase in-
tentions (Pham et al., 2018) disregarding other outcomes of the online
convenience. The current study has addressed some of those factors,
namely: satisfaction, e-WOM, and behavioral intentions, highlighting
the deep connection between satisfied consumers and their willingness
to reuse and recommend the online service. This inclusion was im-
portant because e-WOM and behavioral intentions proved to be re-
levant indicators of system success and customer loyalty. In what
concerns satisfaction, the findings show a positive relationship between
the perceived online convenience and customer satisfaction. This as-
sessment is important because satisfaction is a major factor in main-
taining and improving competitive advantage. Besides that, the study
points out that online convenience is actually a multidimensional
construct composed of several dimensions. Consumers’ service con-
venience perception is influenced not only by the characteristics of the
service and individual consumer differences but also by firm-related
factors. Marketers can do much to improve consumers’ convenience
perceptions. They can lower consumers’ actual time and effort costs in
many cases and improve consumers’ satisfaction.

The analysis of paths coefficients revealed that possession is the
dimension that most influences the perception of online convenience.

Table 1
Constructs and indicators.

Construct Authors Indicators

Access convenience (Jiang et al., 2013) Could shop anytime I wanted.
Could order products wherever I am.
The website is always accessible.

(Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010) The website was easy to find.
Search convenience (Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010) It was easy to navigate the website.

I could find what I wanted without having to look elsewhere.
The website provided useful information.
It was easy to get the information I needed to make my purchase decision.

Evaluation convenience (Jiang et al., 2013) Provides detailed product specifications.
Uses both text and graphics in product information.
Sufficient information to identify different products.

Attentiveness convenience (Jun et al., 2004) The online retailer gave me personalized attention.
The website had a message area for customer questions and comments.
I received a personal “thank you” note via e-mail or other media after I placed an order.

Transaction convenience (Jiang et al., 2013) Flexible payment methods.
(Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010) The check-out process was fast.

My purchase was completed easily.
It did not take a long time to complete de purchase process.

New I felt safe to provide my personal and private data.
Possession convenience (Jiang et al., 2013) I got exactly what I wanted.

My order was delivered in a timely fashion.
Undamaged delivered goods.
Received all items I ordered.

(Beauchamp and Ponder, 2010) I was properly notified of my order status.
It took a minimal amount of effort on my part to get what I wanted.

Post-possession convenience (Seiders et al., 2007) It was easy to take care of returns and exchanges with the retailer
X takes care of product exchanges and returns promptly.
Any after-purchase problems I experience are quickly resolved by the retailer

Online customer satisfaction (Udo et al., 2010) Online shopping is a pleasant experience.
I am satisfied with my previous online shopping experience.

Behavioral Intentions (Jiang et al., 2013) I will continue to shop online at this retailer.
I encourage others to shop online at this retailer.
I will use this retailer website more often for online purchases.

e-WOM (Park et al., 2011) I always share my knowledge and information.
I always read online consumer reviews when I was shopping.

(Goyette et al., 2010) I recommended this company.
I speak of this company's good sides.
I am proud to say to others that I am this company's customer.
I strongly recommend people buy products online from this company.
I have spoken favorably of this company to others.

Table 2
Mean and Standard Deviation for constructs.

Constructs M SD.

Access (4 items) 4.60 0.620
Search (4 items) 4.23 0.674

Evaluation (3 items) 3.96 0.737
Attentiveness (4 items) 3.25 0.921
Transaction (5 items) 4.26 0.764
Possession (6 items) 4.26 0.734
Post-possession (3 items) 3.28 1.028
Online Satisfaction Conv. (2 items) 4.05 0.780
Behavioral intention (3 items) 4.27 0.799
E-Wom (6 items) 3.66 0.687
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Possession convenience (β=0.86; p= 0.001) has turned out to be the
foremost driver of online shopping convenience and it is the main
reason why consumers engage in online shopping – to get the intended
product without investing resources such as time and effort. Thus,

achieving the intended product with a minimal amount of effort, un-
damaged and delivered in a timely fashion are some of the main mo-
tives that lead consumers to engage in online shopping. Although
Beauchamp and Ponder (2010) stated that one of the main motives for
selecting traditional stores over online stores is the ability to leave the
store with the desired product, the present findings suggest that online
customers are not obsessed with the delivery. They value more the
convenience experience that saves them time and effort.

The transaction also presents a strong impact on the perceived on-
line convenience and the current findings suggest that the convenience
associated with finalizing or amending a purchase surely makes the
difference. Seiders et al. (2000) argument that transaction convenience
demonstrates an evident impact in online shopping because the waiting
for paying is especially ungrateful for consumers. Online shopping fa-
cilitates the check-out process since this task is performed by the con-
sumer itself and doesn't take much time to complete. The entire process
can be done in less than one minute, enabling customers to save time
and effort, as intended. In fact, Kin and Farida (2016) and Mehmood
and Najmi (2017) established a relation between transaction con-
venience and consumer's satisfaction.

With respect to evaluation, this dimension also revealed some no-
toriety in the online consumer perspective. Looking for an appropriate
product on a website is often time-consuming even when customers
know specifically what they want. In online platforms, customers can
search for and compare products and costs without physically visiting
different locations to find the better offers. Thus, is extremely important
for customers to have detailed descriptions and images of the product
since intangibility presented in a clear and clean way to save time.
Extensive and clear descriptions will clarify consumers about the pro-
duct composition and appearance will increase convenience and it will
make them feel more confident about the purchase. It seems important
for online consumers to have the advantage of shopping at any time,
wherever they are, without any kind of effort (access convenience). As
stated by Jiang et al. (2013), consumers enjoy the benefits of the ex-
tended accessibility to products and stores that are not available or
close to the location where they live or work through a simple and
always available website.

Post-possession revealed itself as one of the dimensions with less
importance. Nevertheless, consumers must be properly secured of the
company's exchange policies in order to feel secure and do not be afraid
to engage in an online purchase. Regarding attentiveness, this factor
presents the lower value (β=0,33) when compared with other di-
mensions. Customizing the service is least important online con-
venience dimension according to customers’ perceptions. Luedi (1997)
and Madu and Madu (2002) argued that the mere presence in the online
marketplace is not enough to assure consumer loyalty. As Hsu et al.
(2010) stated, when customers can conveniently and easily experience
the benefits of the services, they are more likely to be satisfied, repeat
the process and recommend the company to others. Thus, customers
who have good experiences with a retailer are more likely to engage in
positive word of mouth, reuse the service and strongly recommend

Table 3
Results of the CFA: Reliability, average variance extracted and factor loadings.

Items Factor
loadings

AVE Cronbach's alpha

Access (M = 4.6, SD = 0.620)
Q8_1 0.553
Q8_2 0.706
Q8_3 0.745
Q8_4 0.859 0.524 0.800
Evaluation (M = 3.96, SD =

0.737)
Q10_1 0.821
Q10_2 0.789 0.532 0.727
Q10_3 0.548
Attentiveness (M = 3.25, SD =

0.921)
Q11_1 0.719
Q11_2 0.841 0.593 0.812
Q11_3 0.745
Transaction (M = 4.26, SD =

0.764)
Q12_1 0.767 0.644 0.901
Q12_2 0.882
Q12_3 0.822
Q12_4 0.842
Q12_5 0.684
Possession (M = 4.26, SD =

0.734)
Q13_1 0.788
Q13_2 0.776
Q13_4 0.687 0.548 0.851
Q13_5 0.756
Q13_6 0.688
Post-possession (M = 3.28, SD =

1.028)
0.862

Q14_1 0.935 0.795 0.920
Q14_2 0.877
Q14_3

Table 4
Fit measures for CFA.

Fit Indices Value

CMIN / DF 1.706
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) 0.884
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 0.849
Normed fit index (NFI) 0.894
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) 0.953
Non-normed fit index (NNFI) or (TLI) 0.944
Comparative fit index (CFI) 0.953
Root mean square residual (RMR) 0.053
Root mean square residual of Approximation (RMRA) 0.054

Table 5
Regression weights and statistical significance.

Model path Estimate Regression Weight Estimate Standardized Regression Weight S.E. t-value P Result

Online convenience → Satisfaction 0.589 0.884 0.052 11.350 * ** S
Satisfaction → Behavioral intentions 1.060 0.891 0.083 12.714 * ** S
Satisfaction → e-WOM 0.271 0.839 0.099 2.738 0.006 S
Evaluation → Online convenience 0.412 0.685 0.059 6.948 * ** S
Attentiveness → Online convenience 0.269 0.327 0.063 4.277 * ** S
Transaction → Online convenience 0.569 0.836 0.056 10.087 * ** S
Access → Online convenience 0.346 0.654 0.041 8.490 * ** S
Possession → Online convenience 0.530 0.864 0.051 10.330 * ** S
Post-Possession → Online convenience 0.441 0.462 0.066 6.727 * ** S

* ** p < 0.001.
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people to buy products online from the company.
From a theoretical perspective, this study adds to the field in two

additional ways. First, the study retests the framework proposed by
Jiang et al. (2013) to understand online shopping convenience, re-
vealing that some items may present problems across samples. Second,
the findings extend the existent knowledge on the relationships of
convenience by evidencing the significant effect of online shopping
convenience on online satisfaction, which for its turn has an impact on
the behavioral intention and on e-WOM behavior, stressing the im-
portance of convenience in the online environment.

In a managerial perspective, the findings provide managers with
deeper insights into what dimensions of convenience they should focus
to enhance the overall level of online convenience and thereby en-
hancing the level of customer satisfaction and e-WOM. The online
shopping convenience model investigated can be regarded as a diag-
nostic tool for online retailers to understand what convenience di-
mensions and related features their customers value most. The findings
also provide an important starting point to conduct effective online
shopping convenience management. Retailers should be aware that
possession, transaction, and evaluation are the three most essential
dimensions that lead customers to engage with online shopping, as
previously suggested in the study by Mehmood and Najmi (2017). The
decision to engage in online shopping depends on the easiness with
which consumers gain access to products, pointing to the need to im-
prove shipping methods and times. Complementary actions should then
be taken into account as Portuguese online shoppers are concerned with
the difficulties in returning an item or having their money back. In-
vesting on innovative ways to ensure online customers trust and com-
pensate them for a deal that did not go well may play a keystone role
increasing online convenience and satisfaction and, therefore the will-
ingness to reuse and recommend the online service. These can be at-
tained by giving extra attention to the packing of goods to avoid da-
mage during transportation, as well as to the place and time of delivery,
warranty and return policy.

The current findings direct companies to the need to assure con-
sistency between expectations and the actual delivery. Providing de-
tailed information about the product and providing efficient customer
assistance during and after the online purchase are other re-
commendations that stand for Portuguese online shopping companies.

Specifically, detailed and accurate product information, complemented
with a variety of flexible, convenient, and simple payment methods,
must be provided. As customer expectations of convenience have in-
creased as a natural response to the service innovations introduced by
website managers and marketers, some online retailers may have to
reorganize the assortment of products and revise the information in the
websites. Hence, frequent monitoring of consumers’ perceptions and
expectations about online convenience is a prerequisite for achieving
continuous improvement in rendering highly convenient online service.

7. Limitations and future research

One of the major limitations of this study is that there is a significant
lack of prior research concerning online shopping convenience and its
dimensions, in general, and in the Portuguese market. Second, despite
the efforts of the authors to attain a large sample, the number of re-
spondents was disappointing and unsatisfactorily diversified since a
significant part are students, which may have influenced the findings.
Thus, a more large and diversified sample could produce different
conclusions. The findings also indicate that the results would benefit
from improved measures for several constructs, namely: search, pos-
session and transaction convenience. In future studies, a better dis-
crimination between possession and transaction convenience is also
encouraged.

It is also recommended that future research investigate the how the
customer perception of online shopping convenience change over time
by employing a longitudinal research method and maybe add addi-
tional dimensions to refine online convenience conceptualization.
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