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Abstract:

On-demand digital services provide convenient and fast fulfilment of consumption.
From their emergence in media, on-demand digital services have expanded in ride-
hailing, food delivery, and retail, bringing considerable environmental implications.
While there is abundant research on digitalisation in various consumption sectors, few
have identified the interrelations between digital services across multiple consumption
sectors and their implications for consumption behaviours. Using domestication theory,
this paper explores the interconnections between households’ cognitive, practical, and
symbolic learning of various on-demand digital services to understand how they shape
households’ consumption. Findings from qualitative interviews in the United Kingdom
show linkages between how households learn about, use, and develop meanings around
online media, food delivery, ride-hailing, and retail services. The popularity of on-
demand media services, the horizontal expansion of digital ecosystems, and the
personalised algorithmic recommendations influence the adoption of digital services in
retail, food delivery, and ride-hailing. The cognitive, practical, and symbolic learning
across the services have engendered shared expectations of convenience, speed, and
abundance. Finally, the learning processes determine households’ domestication of
digital services, their use, and the resulting consumption behaviours as households
reconfigure and readapt the various services to fit the moral economy of the household.
Recognising the similarities and interdependencies in how households engage with
various digital services in media, retail, food, and ride-hailing helps us understand
digitalisation as an overarching transformation of consumption.

Key messages:
1. Households’ learning of various on-demand digital services are interrelated.
2. On-demand digital services increase households’ expectations of
conveniences, speed, and abundance.
3. Cognitive, practical, and symbolic learning influence households’
understandings of and responses to convenience.
4. The learning processes determine households’ domestication of digital
services, their use, and the resulting consumption behaviours.

Keywords/short phrases: domestication; online food delivery; e-retail; ride-hailing;
convenience



Introduction

Digitalisation has reshaped consumption norms (Cochoy et al, 2020; Dulsrud and Bygstad,
2022), including speeding up consumption processes and intensifying expectations of
convenience and immediacy (Tomlinson, 2007; Ritzer and Miles, 2019). This is explicit in
digital services that market themselves as on-demand services that provide fast fulfilment of
consumption (Taylor, 2018). Dablanc et al. (2017) defined on-demand as deliveries within two
hours after order. However, the arbitrary time limit excludes many services organised on the
same logic of delivery speed. We adopt a broader definition of on-demand digital services as
various services able to quickly supply customers with products and services ordered through
digital devices (Taylor, 2018; Van Der Burg et al, 2019; Lim et al, 2023).

The most prominent examples are on-demand or streaming services for digital media—
movies, music, games, audiobooks, e-books, or other digital content—that facilitate an “on-
demand culture” or the shared expectation of being able to instantaneously access a large
selection of digital content at any time (Tyron, 2013). The business model has spread to digital
companies offering products and services at a faster speed, for example, ride-hailing, online
food delivery, or retail platforms with same-day or next-day delivery (Colby and Bell, 2016;
Smith, 2016; Das, 2021).

The global expansion of these on-demand digital services across the consumption sectors
has important environmental implications. Despite techno-optimist claims that digital services
provide a more efficient means of consumption (Jiang et al, 2024), research shows the opposite,
often-overlooked negative impacts (Lehner et al, 2023). Such impacts may include rebound
and induced demand (Coroama and Mattern, 2019; Court and Sorrell, 2020; Lange et al, 2023),
additional energy consumption and carbon footprint from data centres, logistics, or last-mile
delivery fleets (Allen et al, 2018; Tirachini, 2020; Kang et al, 2021), and increase in packaging
and waste (Escursell et al, 2021; Xie et al, 2021). Whilst these are longstanding issues in e-
commerce, food, or transport services, the acceleration of provision in the on-demand model
exacerbates them further (Munoz-Villamizar et al, 2021; Lord et al, 2023).

Whilst there have been increased attention to the intersection of digitalisation,
consumption, and sustainability, the body of research has not reflected the interrelation and
interdependencies between consumption domains. Samson (2024) showed how grocery
shopping is integrated with commuting which itself adapts to home location. These complex
bundles of practices in food, mobility, and housing can create pathways towards more resource-
intensive consumption (Juvik and Halkier, 2023). Yet, most research on digitalisation in
consumption have been focused on a single consumption domain, for example, in media
(Widdicks et al, 2019; Beuscart et al, 2022), food (Fuentes and Samsioe, 2021; Stehrenberger
et al, 2024), and retail (Chandra and Chen, 2019). As digital technologies are now multi-
purpose devices (Blank and Groselj, 2014; Groselj, 2021) and digital ecosystems are networked
(Dulsrud and Bygstad, 2022), digitalisation can bring new forms of interrelation and
interdependencies to consumption practices with a transformative impact that transcends
multiple consumption domains.

Responding to the research gap, we explore households’ engagements with various on-
demand digital services in and across several consumption sectors (food, retail, and mobility)
and how they shape consumption behaviours, particularly in response to the promise of
convenience. Our objective is to identify key interrelations between households’ understanding



of and responses to the conveniences of on-demand services that could explain broader changes
in consumption patterns associated with digitalisation. Understanding the habituation of these
on-demand services and how they shape everyday consumption are important first steps
towards tracing their environmental implications.

We will first review existing research on digitalisation and conveniences in consumption.
We then anchor the research using domestication theory (Silverstone et al, 1992) before
presenting our empirical work on households’ domestication of on-demand digital services and
its impact on their consumption. This discussion is a timely contribution as on-demand digital
services continue to expand across various commercial sectors and race to expedite their
delivery even more.

Literature Review

Consumption in the Digital Era
The digital ecosystem plays a greater role in everyday consumption, taking a larger share

of overall purchases than offline channels (Office for National Statistics, 2025). The adoption
of digital services as means of consumption are not merely functional and utilitarian processes,
but embedded in people’s sense of identity, aspirations, and meaning-making (Cochoy et al,
2020) while being influenced by economic, social, and structural factors, such as income levels
(Groselj, 2021), relationships (Correa, 2014), or geographical availability and urban
environment (Newing et al, 2022). As such, consumers are critical actors who determine how
digital technologies become integrated into shopping practices (Dulsrud and Bygstad, 2022).

As people adapt digital services to fit their values and circumstances, the services
simultaneously shape people’s consumption patterns by framing what is available and
accessible. For example, people adapt their orientation and use of online food delivery
depending on their life circumstances, while the application simultaneously changes people’s
everyday food habits (Bissell, 2020). Meal boxes have also emerged as a convenient way for
people to explore new food items or cooking routines which transform their food practices,
while the meal box market itself is being reconfigured by consumers’ actions and feedback
(Hertz and Halkier, 2017; Fuentes and Samsioe, 2021). Similarly, on-demand media services
have transformed how people access content and reconfigured their media consumption habits,
while people use the services differently than intended by the platform designer (Beuscart et
al, 2022) or even use additional tools like a virtual private network (VPN) to circumvent the
services altogether and access overseas libraries (Meese, 2017).

The impacts of digitalisation on consumption are multi-faceted and nondeterministic,
hinging on how consumers perform, accept, and integrate the service into their everyday lives
(Dulsrud and Bygstad, 2022). The different trajectories of digitalisation’s impact on
consumption can be seen, for example, in the digital food environment. Digital food platforms
can reinforce existing food practices as people use them as more convenient tools to pursue
their pre-existing aspirations rather than shift to more sustainable diets (Stehrenberger et al,
2024), but they can also enable people to access greater food variation and pursue multiple
aspirations, including healthy and sustainable diets (Fuentes and Samsioe, 2021).

Beyond readjusting consumption practices within its domain, digital services also
reconfigure other practices that intersect with it. Tomlinson (2007, p.133) argued that the



habituation of on-demand media services can shape assumptions of instant delivery and
abundance in other aspects of life. Empirial studies have also linked e-commerce or online
grocery shopping to vehicle ownership and offline mobility practices (Berg and Henriksson,
2020; Blumenberg et al, 2021). Digital services themselves are increasingly interconnected,
given digital platforms’ horizontal cross-sectoral expansion to offer multiple products and
services within a networked ecosystem (e.g., Uber offers ride-hailing and food delivery, or
Amazon offers retail, media, and food delivery), which transforms the consumption experience
(Dijck, 2021). This particular interconnection has been subject to great scrutiny from the
perspective of market analysis (Dulsrud and Bygstad, 2022), such as in Platform Capitalism
(Srnicek, 2017) and Platform Society (van Dijck et al, 2018), but rarely analysed regarding to
how people respond in their everyday consumption.

Conveniences in Consumption

Convenience has long been identified as a driving factor of consumer choice (Shove,
2003), yet its definition is still contested as it takes many forms depending on the social and
cultural contexts (Jackson et al, 2018). Thus, convenience is rife with moral ambiguity, for
example, ‘convenience food’ being associated with neglecting one’s care duty or unhealthy
eating. In response to the ongoing debate on definition and morality, Hertz and Halkier (2017)
argued for conceptual clarity by focusing on ‘convenient’ as a process-term, using meal box
schemes as a case study. This shift from classifying the product to analysing the provisioning
process of the product makes way for understanding ‘conveniencization’ or how certain
practices become regarded as convenient (Jackson et al, 2018:50). It also highlights
convenience as an elusive goal that constantly changes in relation to the products or devices
intended for it (Strengers and Nicholls, 2017).

Based on the ‘process’ understanding of convenience, technological innovations provide
conveniences in consumption processes by reducing time (e.g., convenience food), shifting
time to provide greater control and flexibility (e.g., laundry machine), or removing mental
effort (Shove, 2003) which then re-orders the time-space relations of everyday life (Warde,
1999). Therefore, convenience in one aspect of consumption intersects with how people
organise other activities and consumption practices, for example, convenience in food
provisioning relates to working, travelling, or parenting (Jackson et al, 2018).

Convenience is central to the value proposition of digital services. Digital services enable
consumption anytime, anywhere, which Roberts (2015) argues results in a culture of instant
gratification. Beyond removing temporal and spatial boundaries, digitalisation also introduced
new conveniences that transform the consumption experience. Jiang et al. (2013) convened a
focus group with consumers and identified six dimensions of convenience in online shopping,
including access, search, evaluation, transaction, possession, and post-purchase. Such
affordances made possible new consumption practices, for example increased shopping return
rates, with adverse resource implications (Roichman et al, 2024).

Domestication Theory

Domestication theory explores how innovations are adopted, adapted, and integrated into
everyday life (Serensen, 1996). Innovations are “domesticated”—alluding to the domestication
of wild animals—as households shape the form and meaning of the innovation to fit their



identity, values, and moral evaluations while the innovation changes households’ routines and
practices (Silverstone et al, 1992). For example, Siles et al. (2019) traced how Netflix users
personalise or adapt Netflix into their routines, while they are subject to Netflix’s algorithmic
recommendations. This mutually-constitutive dynamic happens within the surrounding social,
economic, and cultural arrangements that households are constantly exchanging commodities
and meanings with (Silverstone, 2006; Ward, 2006).

The interpretive flexibility (i.e., users develop their own meanings of a technology)
interacts with the rigidity of technology script (i.e., technology scripting the proper use and
limiting what can be done) through learning processes (Parrish, 2025). Serensen identified
three learning processes: 1) cognitive learning about the technology and its capabilities, 2)
symbolic learning to develop meanings around the technology, and 3) practical work to change
routines and habits to incorporate the technology (Serensen, 1996, 2006). Failures or
misalignment in the learning process can challenge the domestication of an innovation, as seen
in the empirical study of smart home technology adoption in the UK (Hargreaves et al, 2018).

Domestication studies have also recognised digital innovations’ networked and
interconnected characteristics. People use multiple devices to access a service (e.g., connecting
a laptop to a TV to watch a show) and use one device to access multiple services (e.g., using a
laptop to watch Netflix while online shopping in between); it is these interactions that shape
the domestication process of media technology (Klocke, 2023). This prevalent way of doing
technology, across various digital practices, invites domestication research to move beyond a
single object to a multi-device, multi-service analysis that accounts for its network
characteristics (Dutton and Blank, 2014; Brause and Blank, 2020).

The networked and interconnected digital innovations add complexity to the learning
process. Juntunen’s (2017) study on households’ adoption of small-scale smart renewable
energy technologies in Finland showed how the learning processes in the domestication of
different devices are linked. The case highlighted how modularity, product multi-purposing,
and convenient interoperability between systems are key to the domestication of renewable
energy technologies as a group, as they ease the learning process. Similarly, Seraa et al. (2021)
argued that the domestication of networked welfare technology for the elderly in Norway,
composed of a care robot, sensor, and mobile app, entailed learning processes with each
component separately and collectively as a system and required work with and from the
assemblage of devices, users, and the social surroundings of formal and informal caregivers.

Leong’s (2023) study of Internet technologies and services in Cuba (i.e., wi-fi parks,
intranet, and physical distribution network) further advances the idea of “networked
domestication” to understand the establishment of symbolic meaning and the consequences of
network components. With “networked domestication,” Leong showed how the different
components of the Cuban Internet introduce volatility and uncertainty around the functional
and symbolic understanding of each component as well as the larger network ensemble as a
product and value. In a different study, Groselj (2021) highlighted how the domestication of
various devices to develop and maintain Internet access and the relationships between those
devices explain the central role of the Internet in activities like communication, play, finding
information, or orientation.

To summarise, the intricate interconnections of digitalisation in various consumption



sectors warrant further research, especially as they promise new conveniences that transform
the consumption experience and carry resource implications. Domestication theory’s concept
of learning is relevant for this analysis as it can examine how users learn about, respond to, and
develop meanings around the conveniences of various networked services.

Methodology

This research used a field study of on-demand digital services. We recruited households in
Oxfordshire, United Kingdom to a panel for a broader research project into digitalised daily
life using online advertisements, flyers, and posters on community boards. Forty-seven
households were recruited for the panel. We then conducted a baseline survey and home
interview to capture the participants’ demographic profiles and digital behaviours. Based on
their profiles, we used purposive sampling to select twenty households with varying levels of
prior engagement with digital services to participate in this study. Twenty individuals from
fourteen diverse households agreed to participate. Individuals ranged from 32 to 87 years old,

with 11 females and 9 males (Table 1).

Table 1. Research participants

Household composition
(age)

Occupation

On-demand digital
services used

Adam (49) and Susan (53)

Heather (34) and Michael
(37)

Stephanie (37) and three
children (8, 6, 2)

Elena (32) and a baby
Harriet (76) and Joseph
(87)

Alex (74) and wife
Matthew (60) and wife

Austin (35), Jessica (33),
and a toddler (2)

Sophia (46), Andrei (54),
and two kids (17 and 9)
Samantha (34) and
husband (34)

Winnie (52) and David
(55)

Patrick (57)

Caroline (45), partner
(51), and one daughter (14)
Natalie (62)

IT business partner for council

and environmental planning
specialist
Administrator and researcher

Part-time community
development coordinator
Clinician

Both retired

Retired
Unemployed

Consultant and administrator

Nutritionist and heavy goods
vehicle driver

Administrator and children’s
book author

Freelance dog walker and
retail manager

Retired

Teaching assistant and
consultant

Researcher

Music, retail

Media, music, games, retail

Media, music, retail, food
delivery

Media, retail

Media

Media, retail,

Only use Amazon with their
neighbour’s help

Media, music, ride-hailing,
retail, food delivery

Media, music, retail

Media, music, ride-hailing,
retail, food delivery

Music, retail

Media, retail, food delivery
Music, retail, food delivery

Media, music, retail

Names in bold participated in the interviews. All names are pseudonyms. Age of



participants were during interview.

The data collection was conducted between June 2023 and January 2024 comprising of two
rounds of interview. The first interview, conducted at the participants’ homes, focused on
households’ prior usage, experience, and expectations of on-demand digital services. We used
visual tools to enable communication and represent data (Bravington and King, 2019), The
visual tools helped identify examples of on-demand digital services that the households were
currently using, had tried, or had heard of before to prompt households’ reflection on their
habits, routines, and consumption of on-demand digital services. (Figure 1).
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F1gure 1. Example of visual elicitation tools from a household

The households were then given three-month subscriptions to on-demand digital services
of their choosing which acted as participation incentive and as priming tool before the second
interview. Six households opted for Netflix, six households opted for Amazon Prime, and one
household opted for Audible. One household already subscribed to various on-demand digital
services and was given a grocery voucher instead. After three months, we conducted the second
round of interviews via a video call platform to explore their experience, reflections, and any
changes from the first interview. As many households already had prior familiarity with the
services, the introduction of the services cannot be considered a pure intervention between the
two interviews. Despite the limitation, the (re)introduction of on-demand digital services after
the first interview helped stimulate households’ reflections on how they engage with the
services in their everyday life and make visible the consequences that might be otherwise taken
for granted.

Both interviews were transcribed, coded, and analysed thematically using NVivo.
Progressive focusing (Sinkovics and Alfoldi, 2012) was used to formulate and refine themes
that expand on concepts from domestication theory. We started coding key themes from
domestication (e.g., practical learning, cognitive learning, and symbolic learning) which then
evolved to include additional themes or sub-themes from what emerged from the interview
data (e.g., interrelation between services, convenience).

To manage the unreliability of self-reporting, households were also asked to share their
platform-generated usage data, such as Amazon transaction records or Netflix viewing history.
However, many households were reluctant so only three households submitted Amazon
transaction data and four households submitted Netflix data. These data were analysed as
background information to support their qualitative interviews. In addition, as part of the



longitudinal research project, we conducted annual surveys about their digital service usage
from 2022 to 2025 which were used to analyse general consistencies or changes in households
described their digital habits. These complementary methods aided in validating and verifying
households’ self-reporting.

Findings

Cognitive learning

An essential part of domestication is learning about the technology and what it can do.
Households learned about on-demand digital services through a range of sources, particularly
through word-of-mouth and other social influences. For online shopping or food delivery, the
social influence included a ‘neighbourhood effect’ of seeing increasing number of food
delivery scooters, parcel delivery vans, or packaging in recycling bins in the neighbourhood.
To households, these visuals signal the popularity of on-demand digital services in their
surroundings, as this quote suggests:

Caroline: “I think [Amazon Prime] are delivering to quite a few places quite often, so you
might see them on the same street almost every day. And they're not just going to one house
on that street, they're going to three or four houses on that street.”

In addition to social influence, households are influenced by their experiences with other
digital services, either directly or indirectly. Directly, many digital ecosystems span multiple
consumption domains which encouraged users to stay within their network (Srnicek, 2017).
Amazon is a prominent example observed among households; Austin and Jessica used
Deliveroo Plus for food delivery because it was included in their Prime membership, while
Heather and Michael started using Prime Music.

Beyond the immediate ecosystem offering, households were exposed to other digital
services via social media or digital media platforms. Some participants recognised that the
contents are a function of the algorithm based on their personal data shared across the services,
highlighting the interconnectivity among digital services.

Patrick: “I'm saying friends and family, but I reckon a degree of it is the algorithm chucking
stuff at me. Instagram seems to be more focused on who I am and what I'm interested in, so
that's probably where a lot of my awareness comes from.”

Michael: “I'd say stuff’s interconnected too, though, like I watch video game stuff on
YouTube that makes me then want to play stuff on Steam. So, it's not like it's all so siloed
either.”

Indirectly, experiences of using on-demand digital media facilitated acceptance of the
business model in other sectors. Participants recalled using on-demand digital media services
earlier than retail, ride-hailing, and food delivery, corresponding to the market development of



the respective services.! Their early use of on-demand media services primed them to try other
digital services in retail, food, and ride-hailing, as they expect the services to be as “easy.” For
example, Harriet was hesitant about digital services but recalled her positive experience with
the BBC’s on-demand service, which encouraged her to try other digital services like eBay and
then Amazon. The initial adoption and learning of digital media created favourable conditions
to support the adoption of other digital services, including alleviating uncertainty and building
up digital skills and confidence.

Apart from ease, households associated the various services with speed and abundance to
varying degrees. For media, the instantaneous nature of on-demand or streaming services was
considered a given, though households still recalled the difference with the slow experience of
watching broadcast TV or renting or purchasing DVDs. For food delivery, households
acknowledged the physical limitation influencing the speed of delivery.

Jessica: “When I was growing up, you'd watch a show on TV and a new episode would
come out once a week and you would wait all the time. Now that everything's on
demand, you have a whole season there so you can watch them with smaller intervals.
So yeah, I would say maybe I have higher expectations... maybe slightly less so for
meal food delivery services, because obviously that's constrained a bit more by where
you're located and what's available in the place, but, yeah, definitely, I have
expectations of being able to get stuff quickly and having a big selection.”

Meanwhile, the speed of delivery was still seen as a novelty for retail. Almost all
households excitedly recounted their experience of having their orders delivered the next day,
indicating an ongoing learning process of the new affordances in on-demand retail.

David: “Most recently I've been buying bits for this [motorhome] and then previously
for an old MG sports car. You don't tend to have shops around that you can just walk
into and inquire. Actually, it could be Monday night I could place an order [online], it
could be here Tuesday. Ridiculously now.”

The references on speed and abundance reflect a recalibration of people’s experiences of
digitally-mediated consumption relative to the previous way of doing things that were slower
and limited. Despite acknowledged differences attributed to the physicality of food delivery, a
common expectation emerged of digital services being a faster and easier option reflecting the
on-demand’s script that explicitly promotes speed and abundance. This expectation has
stabilised around media and has spread across food and retail.

While learning about the benefits of digital services, households also absorbed information
about the negative aspects of on-demand services. Their concerns include the logistics and
infrastructures behind fast delivery, pollution, waste, data centres’ energy use, labour
conditions of delivery drivers, or market competition with local businesses. Households also
confronted the business practices of “big tech” companies, particularly Amazon and Uber,
questioning their tax evasion or treatment of workers.

! On-demand media services including BBC’s on-demand function and Youtube were founded in 2003, before
Amazon Prime launched in the UK in 2007, Uber in 2012, Netflix in 2012, and Deliveroo in 2013.



Caroline: “I'm not so keen on the sort of [food] deliveries by motorbike because I think
they drive quite badly and it's actually quite dangerous. If you're getting somebody
driving or coming over on a petrol bike, it's quite a lot of pollution for what it is. [My
partner] says he's quite environmentally friendly, but at the same time he's quite into
buying things and having things delivered, which is a bit of a conflict in those two ideas.
For me, I don't think it's that great... These people don't really have a base, they just
kind of hang around in different shops and it's probably not a very fair way of being
treated.”

The previous quote captures the multiple unresolved tensions that often occur in
households’ use of on-demand services, underlining cognitive learning as a dynamic and
contested process in which households always recalibrate what they know about the service,
what it can do, and what its impacts are. The contestation often left households feeling
conflicted about their usage of on-demand digital services. As Patrick reflected on his concerns
about Amazon and Deliveroo, “absolutely conflicted, but I love these things.”

Practical learning

Households learn to incorporate digital services into their daily lives by adapting their
routines, habits, and practices. Participants listened to Spotify during morning walks or
watched Netflix in the evening. Routines were also developed around particular events, for
example, ordering online food delivery whenever a family member visited, using ride-hailing
when travelling, or subscribing to Amazon Prime only during the holiday season.

While routines were developed around each service individually, households also referred
to the range of services they use as constitutive of their overall digital lifestyle that they manage
in response to changing life circumstances and priorities. For example, when Heather and
Michael moved to a new city, they readapted by finding a ride-hailing service and grocery
service that operate in the area to rebuild their digital apps portfolio, while having to readjust
to Amazon’s limited delivery service. Elena reassessed and cancelled Prime and Netflix
subscriptions after graduating from university and then again after having a baby, to budget
her expenses. Major changes in life circumstances can disrupt households’ routine use of on-
demand digital services, while the reconfiguration of on-demand digital services can support
moments of change (cf. Bissell, 2020; Nash et al, 2020 for similar analysis of life circumstances
and food behaviour).

These usage patterns also reflect the intangible and fluid nature of on-demand digital
services that make them temporary and yet relatively persistent in the long term, allowing them
to come and go as people actively manage and modify the extent of their use in response to life
circumstances. The practical work of managing the various digital services helps households
find “best-fit” solutions to common situations (e.g., when travelling, when facing high cost of
living) to achieve some degree of regularity and stability amidst uncertain circumstances
(Jastran et al, 2009). The practical work also reflects the temporary stabilisation of digital
consumption routines as digital practices replace, complement, or reconfigure other existing
routines (Samsioe and Fuentes, 2022).

During periods of use, households’ consumption habits shift in response to the innovations’
scripts. For example, as product returns became easier, many households adopted a strategy of
ordering multiple versions of the same to return some. Heather and Michael showed two smart



kitchen scales they purchased, citing their intention to compare and return one of them. Alex
described his wife ordering multiple clothing items to try on before returning most of them. In
response to a minimum spend for free delivery, many households recounted adding to their
shopping basket to avoid paying the delivery fee. Sometimes, they ended up throwing the extra
items. The ease of purchasing in itself induced additional consumption. These anecdotes
highlighted the influence of digital services’ scripts designed to facilitate more consumption.

Caroline: “I would often end up buying the stuff that Amazon was delivering trying to
make it up to the free delivery threshold because I didn't wanna pay for delivery. I would
buy things like a big pack of nuts, but actually I threw them away ‘cause they didn't taste
very good. When [my partner] got Prime, it just meant that I didn't have to do that and I'd
just ask him to get stuff and it would arrive the next day. I got some school uniforms for
my daughter, so we got lots of different ones that we tried on... We just sent it back.”

Michael: “For the convenience factor, it does allow me to just browse and say, oh, ‘I
might be interested in trying that’ a lot easier and it's more likely that I would do that
than going to a physical store.”

Another shift is in their time management. Households see the affordance of immediate
delivery as a saviour during emergency, allowing them to be more unplanned. Half of the
households in the sample recalled using on-demand digital services for something urgent, from
late-night food, a ride to a hospital, or an emergency luggage replacement.

Stephanie: “There are phases when I'm just not that organised, that's just a reality. But
[food delivery] makes that a little bit easier... I put the kids to bed or, like, put them in
the bath and I need something to eat. And then I can just order it there while they're in

the bath.”

At the same time, households took on practical work to tailor their use of on-demand digital
services according to their values, needs, priorities. Often, this was in response to the tension
in their cognitive learning around the benefits compared to the social and environmental costs
of on-demand digital services. Many households strategically arranged their purchases to bulk-
buy orders to reduce shipping and packaging to minimise the environmental impact.

Jessica: “Amazon Prime, we are consciously trying to like group together more of our
deliveries. So instead of just buying individual items and getting them next day, we sort of
add stuff to the basket every day when we think of it and then just click buy every so often”

Some households with greater mobility options and time tried to avoid using these services
to “boycott” the companies, actively choosing to pick up at the restaurant or order in the
physical shops. Yet, other households felt they had limited options given their physical,
geographical, or financial circumstances. Households cited limitations of not having a car,
having mobility issues, or the local shops have closed down as reasons why they needed to
continue using on-demand digital services.



Michael: “It's very much a situation where we do not like [Amazon], but sometimes the
convenience and the price win out over that. Or the ability to get it at all.”

While households still have a choice of mode of consumption, non-use of digital services
may be a lot more effortful, as Sorensen (2006) contended with the normalisation of many
technologies. Consumers may be “locked in” by circumstances (Sanne, 2002), rather than
completely willing participants in the new consumption model that is increasingly reliant on
digitalisation. Households’ perception reflects trends of increased exits of young and small
brick-and-mortar stores and decreased new store entries that limits their ability to shop offline
(Allen et al, 2018; Chava et al, 2022), which contrasts with the perception of convenience and
abundance in on-demand digital services.

Symbolic learning

Throughout the domestication process, households develop meaning around the services
that represent their identity through the public presentation of their use of such services. The
most dominant one is on-demand as the epitome of convenience. The meaning and value of
convenience is shaped by households’ social identity, financial condition, digital capacity and
skills, and feelings of social responsibility that coalesce into a complex tapestry of households’
moral economy. Convenience was associated with not having to carry items by households
without access to cars, but it also means not having to physically go to the shops or restaurants
for households who identified as introverts or with mobility issues. Elena reflected on not being
able to shop easily with her baby: “For people who are housebound or who cannot do things,
the convenience of [on-demand services]| makes their life easier.” Samantha, whose husband
has a disability, also appreciated the convenience of getting everything delivered and being
able to stay home. The combination of services delivering media, food, grocery, and any other
products to the home were seen as allowing people to do everything from home.

For many time-pressed households with intensive work and domestic demands,
convenience comes from time-saving and time-management in response to their busyness.
Jessica praised the services, “I think it's amazing to have everything at your fingertips... it
really improves our quality of life to have all these things and it really comes down to the time-
saving.” In this interpretation, on-demand digital services are the latest iteration of the long
line of convenient innovation associated with changes in the pace of life that is emblematic of
hypermodernity (Tomlinson, 2007; Wajcman, 2008; Rosa, 2013; Urry, 2016). Senior and
retired households did not feel the need for speed which they associated with the busy and fast-
paced lives of the younger generation. Alex mused, “Time comes relative from me, so I don't
need a fast service.” The symbolic meaning that are associated with services can also justify
disuse if it misaligns with a household’s identity.

For other households, convenience come from offloading effortful physical tasks to digital
tools. This is exemplified by several young households who identified as digitally engaged and
saw their use of on-demand digital services as part of their identity. As Michael put it, “I think
just because we're such techie people, that's just how we always do things.” To them,
digitalisation in itself represented convenience. This symbolic understanding can also validate
non-use among households without the digital confidence. Natalie commented, “It's
convenience again if you're used to doing it online. For younger people, they do everything



online. I just don't really like it.”

The breadth of affordances households associated with convenience echoes the argument
that there is no single definition to the term; rather, convenience is dependent on socio-cultural
contexts (Jackson et al, 2018). Convenience of on-demand digital services can come to signify
many different things, which may reinforce or challenge the domestication process itself
depending on the identity that the households want to project. Households’ use of on-demand
digital services exemplifies domestication as a process of active consumption where people
engage with the services not just as functional tools but as symbolic objects of values and
desires (Silverstone, 2006:232).

Samantha: “Well, if I can't get something tomorrow or for free delivery or free returns,
then I'm not going to use it. That's where I am now because it's just kind of become
expected... Well, why would I spend on something that's more complicated or get
something slower or have to go physically to a place where it could just come to me, or
be cheaper or faster? It just feels there is always an easier option.”

Households’ engagement with on-demand digital services as symbolic objects of values is
not without moral judgment. On-demand digital services can symbolise a culture of immediate
gratification that households disapprove or feel ashamed about even if they still use it. Austin,
whose household was a heavy user of on-demand digital services, described themselves as
“embarrassingly dependent,” indicating shame as if the high use of digitalisation is socially
frowned upon. Some households evaluated on-demand digital services against their moral
virtue of patience, financial prudence, and planning ahead. The convenience of digital services
is thus morally contested.

Heather: “There's almost something about like, I don't want to go so far as to say
morally about waiting, but about, you know, admitting you don't need anything that
fast to make somebody else's poor soul, their job to rush this to you.”

More broadly, households conveyed a collective meaning-making around the proliferation
of on-demand digital services. Households reflected on the noticeable change from when on-
demand digital services were considered an “added nice things to have” to becoming “so much
part of our everyday life.” The following quotes represent common sentiments from multiple

households:

Susan: “YouTube and [BBC] iPlayer are almost like part of the fabric of society now
so it's like I don't see them as anything.”

Austin: “A lot of the stuff, the apps that we have here, are just sort of the fabric of
daily life now and not really worthy of note.”

For Austin, the perception of the macro-level role of digital services in society reinforces
his own role as a user in the system. He thought of his household as being part of a network
that makes the on-demand digital service ecosystem work. It echoes findings from Frid et al.
(2024) about the role of using digital platforms as a symbol of social inclusion.



Austin: “I think these are going to be used more and more. A lot of these services,
their usefulness is based on some kind of network effect. Like grocery delivery
doesn't really make sense if one family is doing it, but the whole neighbourhood is
then it makes sense. As they develop more and get used more, I kind of assume they'll
just be more and more commonplace.”

Meanwhile, elderly or low-income households with limited digital access or skills talked
about not being able to follow the rapid change and participate in the new norm of using digital
services for everything, resulting in feelings of digital exclusion. Matthew admitted, “I'm
actually looking at getting a phone because otherwise I'm going to get behind with all these
apps... that's all it is now, isn't it? Well, I haven’t got a clue!”

Conclusion

We have examined how households respond to and engage with on-demand digital services
across consumption sectors, from media services to food delivery, ride-hailing and retail. The
expansion and normalisation of such business model have engendered expectations of speed,
abundance, and convenience from digitalisation that transforms households’ consumption
habits and societal consumption norms. We analysed this domestication process through the
perspective of households’ cognitive, practical, and symbolic learning.

Our findings suggest linkages between how households learn about, use, and develop
meanings around media and other digital services in the domestication process. The adoption
of on-demand media services predates and influences the usage of digital services in retail,
food delivery, and ride-hailing. Further, the ease of media services, the horizontal expansion
of digital ecosystem across services, and the personalised algorithmic recommendations in the
digital space in many cases encourage adoption of other digital services. Through exposure of
similar affordances across the consumption sectors, the expectations of convenience, speed,
and abundance that were initially prominent in on-demand media services have emerged for
retail, food delivery, and mobility. These findings contribute to literature on domestication to
highlight the networked characteristic of the domestication process of digital innovations.
Learning processes transcend a particular innovation and impact the domestication of other
innovations through influencing how households are made aware of certain services, develop
skills to use the services, work to fit the services within their routines, and construct meanings
around digitalisation’s role in everyday life that reinforces the normalisation of digitalisation.
(Berker, 2023)

The learning processes also shed light on how the services’ scripts intersect with
households, shaping the domestication of the services, their usage, and people’s consumption
patterns. The intangibility and fluidity of these services allow them to be constantly
reconfigured as parts of households’ overall digital practices, becoming temporary yet
persistent throughout household’s changing life circumstances. In each use, households are
influenced by the intentional design choices of the on-demand digital services such as
minimum delivery which impacts their consumption patterns. Simultaneously households do
practical work such as bulk buying or actively managing their subscription to ‘tame’ the
services to better fit their priorities.

Lastly, the learning processes shape people’s understanding and interpretation of



convenience which frames their domestication of the on-demand services. This is evident in
the multiple competing framings of and responses to convenience. Households were still
reformulating their understanding of this convenience based on their identity and morality,
which may result in increased dependencies or rejection of conveniences as much as possible
within their structures. Yet, the interpretive flexibility of convenience allows on-demand digital
services to be seen as the “fabric of society” as each household relate to it in their own way
while participating in what is perceived to be normal as a way of social inclusion, or conversely,
rejecting it due to digital exclusion. We contribute to the literature on convenience a
domestication perspective on how learning processes contribute to setting the meaning of
convenience in digital space and how it influences households’ use or non-use of digital
services.

Recognising the similarities and interdependencies in how households engage with various
digital services in media, retail, food, and ride-hailing helps us understand digitalisation as an
overarching transformation of consumption. These interconnections matter in shaping broader
consumption norms related to digitalisation, normalising digital consumption, and ratcheting
up consumption expectations. These dynamics will be crucial in tracing digital consumption’s
environmental implications as digital services continue to reconfigure households’
consumption patterns.
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