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Abstract

The Consumer buying criterion has reformed massively in this present digitized marketing environment. 
The growing importance & popularity of online buying is very much substantial and quite evident in 
India these days. This study attempts to investigate the relationships between brand trust, social 
linkages, brand awareness, online retail brand engagement and final brand selection & purchase 
intention. The current research also examined the linkages among brand trust, social linkages, brand 
awareness and online retail brand engagement and in creating the final brand selection & purchase 
intention relating to Indian online retail market. Data from 252 observations were  analyzed using 
the structural equation modeling method. The outcome of this research paper shows how an effective 
online retail brand engagement environment can be created to boost the final brand selection & 
purchase intention in  the Indian online market place. 

Keywords: Online shopping behaviour, online buying experience, online trust, social linkages, online 
retail brand engagement

Introduction

 The present digitized world is creating good 
opportunities to the seller to reach  customers  
much faster, easier and in economic ways (Kim, 
2012).Digital marketing has proved to be a 
blessing for e-retailing companies as business 
has become more user friendly & very innovative 
as well as interactive at the same time.  The 
changing scenario of marketing as a whole has 
made online buying more acceptable these days 
for new age customers. According to UCLA 
Centre for Communication Policy (2001) online 
shopping is the third most popular activity over 
the  Internet, immediately after e-mail using/
instant messaging activity and web browsing. 
If we consider the case of Amazon then it can 
be observed that it has sold 36.8 million items 
in 2013 which is significantly 38.9% higher 

than the previous year, with a record braking 
achievement of about 426 products sold per 
second during Christmas 2013. As per the study 
of McKinsey & Company (December 2012) 
named “Online and Upcoming: The Internet’s 
Impact on India” it can be observed that the 
internet users in India has crossed 120 million in 
the year 2012 which is presently the third-largest 
in the world. The study has also forecasted 
that India is likely to have the second-biggest 
consumer base in the world, and the largest in 
terms of achieving incremental growth, with 
330 million to 370 million Internet users in year 
2015. According to statista.com (The Statistics 
Portal) it can be observed that the worldwide 
B2C e-commerce sales was 1.058 trillion in 
2012 and the organisation has also forecasted 
that in 2016 global B2C e-commerce sales is 
likely to reach 1.92 trillion U.S. dollars. As per 
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Google India Study reports (January, 2013), 
approximately 8 million Indians have shopped 
online in 2012. The report has also indicated the 
growth of 128% in between year 2011 to 2012 
which is significantly higher in comparison to 
the 40% growth in 2010 to 2011. According to 
the research report  by Mckinsey & company 
(2013) named iConsumers:Life online (A Report 
on Telecommunication Media and Technology) 
has revealed that the youth segment is one of 
the growing & potential segment for online 
buying and their preference is buying books, 
electronic items, computer accessories and 
apparels.  Another latest study  by the leading 
global research agency Forrester (May1,2015) , 
indicate that e-commerce market in India is set 
to grow at an alarming rate  within the Asia-
Pacific Region at a compound annual growth 
rate of more than 51% over the next five years as 
more Indian consumers have  started purchasing 
online, especially via mobile devices. The report 
has also revealed that there is a huge potential 
of increasing the number of online buyers and 
the per capita online spending in the days to 
come. This market is gaining more popularity in 
modern times; the global brands are also looking 
at this market’s growth and also trying to be 
benefitted from the long-term potential of online 
retailing. The study has also indicated that India 
will be the fastest growing E-Commerce Market 
in Asia-Pacific region with an expected growth 
of US$ 8.8 Billion by 2016. 

In the Indian context online buying is the latest 
trend. The growing importance & popularity of 
online buying is very much substantial & quite 
evident in India these days. This research article 
seeks to contribute in the domain of online 
marketing and consumer behaviour analysis 
relation to online retail brand engagement. The 
present research propounds an original and 
innovative framework of exploring the process 
to create higher consumer brand engagement 
at Indian online marketplace by triggering the 
socio-emotional linkages to gain competitive 
advantage to motivate the potential online buyers 
for final brand selection. The constructs or the 
factors that are being taken in to account in this 
present research article are namely: Brand Trust, 
Social Linkages, Brand-awareness, Online 

Retail Brand Engagement and Final Brand 
Selection and Purchase Intention. 

The paper is organized as follows. First an 
overview of online buying pattern of the 
consumer, how online buying is influenced by 
multiple factors and driving forces are  discussed. 
Then the study of the existing literature with 
regards to online consumer behaviour and 
branding aspect, followed by objective of the 
study are presented There after the research 
methods and data analysis are described 
Finally the outcomes, discussions, managerial 
implications & scope for  future research are 
discussed.

Literature Review and Conceptualization

Online shopping is a remote based transaction 
or exchange (Comegys, Hannula & Väisänen, 
2009; Poddar, Mosteller & Ellen, 2009). 
Consumers who are buying online are unable 
to use or consume the product instantly as 
they have to wait for product delivery (Ryan 
& Valverde, 2005), but positive consumer 
experiences in online marketplace motivates the 
online buyers (Verhagen & Van Dolen, 2011; 
Kim, 2012). Online consumer experiences 
(OCEs) is connected with the psychological and 
emotional framework of any consumers when 
interacting with online products and brands (Li, 
Daugherty & Biocca, 2001).  Earlier studies have 
recommended that OCEs may have positive 
persuasion effects (Rose, Hair & Clark, 2011). 
Online buying is relatively new as compared to 
home shopping; the positive home purchasing 
experience (shopping via catalogue, telephone, 
or television, for example) have a significant & 
encouraging effect on online buying (Swinyard 
& Smith, 2003; Forsythe & Shi, 2003). Several 
empirical studies have illustrated, that now a 
days, many individuals have an inclination to start 
their shopping process with a proper information 
search on the Internet before they move to the 
retail store (Ward & Margonasky, 2002).The 
Internet offers easy and rapid assessment of 
different types of products. Internet has brought 
enormous changes in the shopping and buying 
environment (Varadarajan & Yadav, 2002). It 
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has opened up the platform for accessing the 
data and information on the basis of consumers’ 
choice. The purchase decision of the consumers 
has become more effective and on the other hand 
marketers are also benefited in the gathering of 
consumer data from the internet (Bhatnagar 
& Ghose, 2004). People who are connected to 
e-shopping may have to face the financial risk 
because of credit card misuse (Forsythe & Shi, 
2003) but this is proven as a perceptual risk. To 
counter this specific financial risk COD (Cash 
on Delivery) option in payment has escalated 
the popularity of e-shopping or online shopping. 
Other researchers have talked about two  types  
of  uncertainty  in  an  online  buying  context that 
are  system-dependent  and  transaction-specific  
(McCole, Ramsey & Williams, 2009). Security 
concerns  are  mostly  related  with  the  former  
while confidentiality  concerns  are  associated  
with  the  latter. In online buying both types of 
uncertainty has to be reduced. A different study 
has described that in the buying process there are 
some degrees of interminable risk (Kim, 2000). 
In the Indian market the online buying is a new 
trend (Sahney, Ghosh & Shrivastava, 2013; 
Mckinsey & company, 2013). This online buying 
is increasing day-by-day with the growing use of 
internet & smart phone users (BCG, 2015). The 
numbers of online retails are also growing and 
that is creating high competitive environment in 
online marketing. 

Tangible Economic benefits and intangible 
components and online shoppers’ motivation 

Several researchers have illustrated that 
customer online purchase intention is 
significantly dominated by shopping orientations 
(Vijayasarathy & Jones, 2000; Park, 2002; 
Gehrt, Onzo, Fujita & Rajan, 2007). Shopping 
orientations is understood as a multi-dimensional 
construct. As per Gehrt, Onzo, Fujita & Rajan, 
(2007), there is 7 major types of shopping 
orientations which consists of recreation, 
novelty, impulse purchase, quality, brand, price, 
and convenience. At online platform price 
related information along with the products 
description help the consumer in minimising 
investigation and purchasing costs (Kung, 
Monroe & Cox, 2002; Phau & Poon, 2000). 

Price sensitivity works at online retail domain, 
price benefit also stimulates the potential buyer 
(Kung, Monroe & Cox, 2002; Xinxin & Lorin, 
2010). In addition, price competition and offers/ 
promotions are having of significant role at 
online marketing and retailing area (Kung, 
Monroe & Cox, 2002). Along with the price 
there are some other factors too, which may 
influence the consumer at online retail platform 
those are product variety surrounding security, 
promise fulfilment, confidence (Park, 2002; 
McCole, 2002; Gehrt Onzo, Fujita & Rajan, 
2007) Dependability (Swan, Trawick, Rink & 
Roberts, 1988). Transactional safety (Tsiakis, 
2012; Ray, Ow & Kim, 2011) creates the 
trust feeling within the potential online buyer.  
Convenience is also equally important like 
aforesaid factors that motivates the online buyer 
to select the online transaction (Constantinides, 
2004). Convenience includes saving time, site 
instructiveness, product navigation, updated 
information, site speed, simplicity in ordering 
and payment process, and accessibility 
(Constantinides, 2004; Wolfinbarger & Gilly, 
2001; Szymanski & Hise, 2000). Along with the 
tangible benefits several intangible components 
also helps the online buyer in selection of an 
online brand.  The tangible functionality & 
intangible benefits jointly have the impact on 
consumer satisfaction in the realm of online 
marketing. 

Brand awareness and brand identity in online 
buying

Brand awareness means the ability of a consumer 
can recognize and recall a brand in different 
situations (Aaker, 1996).  Brand awareness 
consists of brand recall and brand recognition.  
Moreover, Hoeffler and Keller (2002) indicate 
that brand awareness can be distinguished from 
depth and width. Brand  name  is  the  most  
important  element  in  brand  awareness  (Davis, 
Golicic & Marquardt, 2008). A brand name offers 
a symbol that can assist consumers to identify 
service providers and to predict service results 
(Janiszewski & Van Osselaer, 2000). Brand 
awareness plays an important role on purchase 
intention because consumers tend to buy a 
familiar and well known product (Keller, 1993; 
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Macdonald & Sharp, 2000). Brand awareness 
can help consumers to recognize a brand from 
a product category and make purchase decision 
(Percy & Rossiter, 1992). Brand awareness 
has a great influence on selections and can be 
a prior consideration basein a product category 
(Hoyer & Brown, 1990). Brand awareness also 
acts as a critical factor in the consumer purchase 
intention, and certain brands will accumulate 
in consumers’ mind to influence consumer 
purchase decision. A product with a high 
level of brand awareness will receive higher 
consumer preferences because it has higher 
market share and quality evaluation (Grewal, 
Krishnan, Baker & Borin, 1998). In this present 
era of online retailing this brand awareness 
plays a vital role, Cuthbertson and Bridson 
(2006) stated that online brand communities 
are having significant contributions in brand 
building at online platform. Numerous studies 
validated that consumer’ purchase intentions 
and behaviours are directly influenced by online 
recommendations (Malhotra, Kubowicz & See, 
2013; Zhang et al.,2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & 
Brodie, 2014) and digital WOM (e.g., Chang & 
Chin, 2010; Lin, Tzeng, Ching & Chang, 2009; 
Vimaladevi & Dhanabkaym, 2012; Yali & 
Bayram, 2012). According to David C. Edelman 
(2010) digital touch points are becoming very 
powerful in modern business environment 
which is complimented with offline promotion 
(Arce-Urriza & Cebollada, 2012; Loureiro & 
Roschk, 2014) to highlight  the image of the 
online store  . Brand Attachment and brand 
connection or association are very important 
elements in creation of enhanced consumer 
brand relationship (Keller, 1998; Park & Stoel, 
2010). Numerous studies have illustrated that 
human behaviour is significantly influenced by 
peers, in both network space and in time (e.g., 
Christakis & Fowler, 2007; Crandall, Cosley, 
Huttenlocher, Kleinberg & Suri, 2008; Aral, & 
Van Alstyne,  2009). Blackwell et al. (2001) 
opinion leaders are the “individuals who lead in 
influencing others’ options”. According to Burt 
(1999) opinion leaders are the “people whose 
conversations make innovations contagious 
for the people with whom they speak”. Social 
network has become a powerful platform (Duan 
et al. 2008, Kiss & Bichler, 2008) which is 

acting as opinion leader in stimulating and 
motivating the thought process of the people in 
social network community.   

Brand image is a powerful element in 
the contemporary competitive marketing 
environment which in turn influences consumer 
preferences (Keller 1993; Martínez & De 
Chernatony, 2004). Aaker and Keller (1996), 
Aaker, Keller, and Joachimstaler (2000), and 
Keller (1993, 2003) have illustrated two main 
sources from where the consumer preferences 
relating to purchase intentions are generated 
for a particular brand viz: brand identity and 
brand image. Diverse marketing literature 
have discussed the concept of brand equity 
and its impacts on consumer (Farquhar, 1989 
; Keller, 2003), this thought  is also becoming 
significantly important in online retailing 
domain (Yin-Chieh, Shu-Tzu & Wei-Po, 
2012) . Online store brand identity influence 
consumer’s perception towards an online 
store’s appeal. Several Studies have focused 
on the brand attributes that influences customer 
satisfaction and purchase intentions (Ou et al., 
2010), therefore creation of brand equity is the 
key marketing objective for all the online retail 
stores (Yin-Chieh, Shu-Tzu & Wei-Po, 2012) 
. Online retail brand has to connect itself with 
the consumer in better manner in generating the 
competitive advantage where the consumers 
will be happily expecting the online brands by 
triggering the different emotional components 
associated with online buying. Previous studies 
have demonstrated that brand equity of an 
online businesses  are constructed upon five 
major elements namely emotional connection, 
online experience, customer service, trust, and 
fulfilment of Promises (Rios et al.2010).

Trust matters in online buying 

Building trust with consumers (Festinger 1975; 
Hoffman, Novak & Perlta, 1999) is an essential 
mission for e-retailers, because purchasing 
decisions represent trust-related behaviours 
(Jarvenpaa, Tractinsky & Vitale, 2000; Urban, 
Sultan & Qualls ,2000).Considerable research 
has focused on the critical role of trust, which 
plays a fundamental role in the success of 
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online transactions and retailing (Chiu 2009; 
Gefen, Karahanna & Straub, 2003; Wang, 
2010; Kim, 2012; Svatošová, 2013). Trust 
and trustworthiness (Wang, 2010; Kim, 2012; 
Svatošová, 2013) plays a vital role in promoting 
a online retail brand. The trust factor in online 
marketing has been interpreted differently 
but some points are common those are online 
reviews (Liu, 2006). Similarly the distrust can 
be harmful for online retailing activity (Gefen 
2003). Commitments and Consumer support are 
considered as very use full tools to enhance the 
trust level and positive feeling of the consumer 
(Srinivasan & Moorman, 2005). Fulfilling the 
Promise (Jung et al., 2009; Grönroos 2009) is 
considered one of the most vital elements to 
create trust at online marketplace.    

Consumer experiences matters at online 
market place

Online consumer experiences (OCEs) is 
connected with the psychological and emotional 
framework of any consumers when interacting 
with online products and brands (Li, 2001).  
Earlier studies have recommended that OCEs 
may have positive persuasion effects (Keng & 
Liu, 2013; Keng, Liao &Yang, 2012; Keng, Ting 
& Cheng, 2011; Li et al., 1999; Li, Daugherty & 
Biocca, 2001; Li, Daugherty & Biocca 2003). 
Poor customer experiences, such as delivery 
delay, may cause customer dissatisfaction if there 
are no appropriate arrangements of recovery 
strategy (Ahmad, 2002) have negative impact. 
Perceived comfort of usage and usefulness 
of online websites have exhibited significant 
influence on shopper intention to shop online 
(Honarbakhsh, Hooi, Kavianpour & Shadkam, 
2013), in this entire process online buyers 
experience and feel good factors contributes 
a lot. It is true that online retail websites 
performance and usefulness of online retail store 
can create an improved consumer attitude and 
purchase experience (Renny & Siringoringo, 
2013) which in, turn lead to repurchase. 

Social linkages in online buying

Online buying is highly influenced by social 
networking communities & internet social group 

that has been established by literature in online 
marketing arena (Liu, Tian, Wang & Cui, 2011; 
Sridhar & Srinivasan, 2012). The linking and 
support of online brand community has an intense 
impact on consumer buying decision making 
process (Lee, Lee, Taylor & Lee, 2011; Brodie, 
Ilic, Juric & Hollebeek, 2013; Brogi, 2014). 
The trust of the consumer at online platform 
is supported with online reviews & experience 
sharing by the existing supports which acts as 
a brand advocacy too(Duan et al., 2008; Lee, 
Park & Han, 2008; Lian & Yen, 2013). Word 
of mouth communication is considered to be 
one of the powerful marketing mix to share 
information (Cheung, 2010), the effect of word 
of mouth communication is also becoming so 
powerful at digitised environment. That is also 
true for online buying platform. On one hand 
positive Digital word of mouth creates the better 
image of the online retail brands(Cheung, 2010; 
Feng & Papatla, 2011; Cheung, 2014), on the 
other hand negative word of mouth demotivates 
the online buyers relating to a specific brand 
choice  (Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2011; 
Verhagen, Nauta & Felberg, 2013 ). The age of 
social networking has created a platform where 
the people of the same mentality, can come up 
together. The open discussion within the group 
and recommendations (Malhotra, Kubowicz 
& See, 2013; Zhang et al.,2013; Hollebeek, 
Glynn & Brodie, 2014) have a strong influence 
on online brand liking and selection .  Group 
thinking & peer pressure has a brilliant  impact 
on consumption habit which is phenomenal 
relating to online buying among the youngsters 
(Hui & Buchegger, 2009; Lim, Chan, Vedrevu 
& Basnyat, 2013).

Online retail brand engagement, brand 
connotation and Purchase intention

Brand engagement is a process to create strong 
bonding in between the consumer and the brand 
by proper emotional and rational linkages 
(Goldsmith et al., 2012). At online market place 
engaging the consumers is very challenging 
task (Mollen & Wilson, 2010; Wirtz Ambtman, 
Bloemer, Horváth, Ramaseshan, Klundert & 
Canli, 2013). The different online marketers are 
using several ways in engaging the consumer 
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by strategic use of social networking (Liu, 
Tian, Wang & Cui, 2011; Sridhar & Srinivasan, 
2012), virtual brand community.  This strategic 
use of social networking may help in achieving 
a better consumer-brand association (Verhagen 
& Dolen, 2011; Romaniuk & Nencyz, 2013) at 
online marketplace, which may also support in 
brand likeability (Brown, Zablah, Bellenger & 
Donthu, 2012; Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 
2013; Nepomuceno, Laroche & Richard, 
2014) of the online consumers. Online brand 
loyalty (Hur, Ahn & Kim, 2011; Romaniuk 
& Nencyz, 2013) and positive attitude (Yu & 
Wang, 2011; Lee & Kang, 2013; Romaniuk & 
Nencyz, 2013)  towards the brand is also highly 
connected with online retail brand engagement 
(Mollen & Wilson, 2010; Brodie, Ilic, Juric & 
Hollebeek, 2013; Wirtz, Ambtman, Bloemer, 
Horváth, Ramaseshan, Klundert & Canli, 2013). 
Purchase intention is being discussed in various 
researches (Yoon, 2002; Gurviez & Korchia, 
2002), which is guided by many forces, but this 
actually leads to sales (Jiang, Chan, Tan & Chua, 
2010 ; Morwitz, Steckel & Gupta, 2007; Choon 
& Corresponding, 2010) . At on line platform 
purchase intention (Choon  & Corresponding, 
2010; Hong & Cha, 2013) is a most important 
because all the online brands want be picked up 
by the online buyers.  Enhancing the dependable 
brand-customer relation (Wang, 2010; 
Kim,2012; Svatošová,2013) ,brand familiarity 
(Park & Stoel, 2005; Benedicktus, Brady, Darke 
& Voorhees, 2010) and by consumer expectation 
& attitude management ( Kim,2012; Lee & 
Kang, 2013; Romaniuk, & Nencyz, 2013) .
From the literature review it can be argued that 
online marketing is becoming very interesting 
area of research because it is having a lot to 
do with the analysis of consumer psychology 
& buying behaviour. Although it is a growing 
phenomenon in Indian market, even though 
less research has been undertaken in analysing 
the behaviour of the Indian consumer relating 
to online retail brand engagement, final brand 
selection and purchase intention in an integrated 
manner. The researches undertaken so far have 
been able to bring out the different components 
associated with online buying behaviour in an 
unintegrated manner. Few of the recent studies 
(Sahney, Ghosh & Shrivastava, 2013) have tried 

to explore the various dimensions relating to 
buying behaviour of the Indian online shopper 
but they have restricted their study within the 
economic value and functional advantages. 

 Objectives of the Study

Although the aforesaid studies have tried 
to investigate the different aspect of online 
buying & consumer behaviour, yet majority of 
the researchers have focussed on the different 
dimensions of the functional, behavioural, 
psychological and social aspects of online 
buying unconnectedly. There are less evidences 
of research which focuses on online retail brand 
engagement in a collective manner. This gap 
has inspired us to develop the objectives of the 
research:
•	 To identify the major  factors that directly 

or indirectly effect online retail brand 
engagement,

•	 To examine the framework of  online 
retail brand engagement in a collective 
manner for understanding the consumer 
buying behaviour in the Indian online 
marketplace, and 

•	 To study the impact of online retail brand 
engagement on final brand selection 
and purchases in the  Indian online 
marketplace. 

In this research paper  a framework to understand 
& explore the linkages among Brand Trust (Liu, 
2006; Wang,2010; Kim,2012; Svatošová,2013 ), 
Social Linkages(Liu, Tian, Wang & Cui, 2011; 
Sridhar & Srinivasan, 2012; Lian & Yen, 2013; 
Malhotra, Kubowicz & See, 2013; Hollebeek, 
Glyn & Brodie, 2014), Brand Awareness (Keller, 
1993;  Aaker, 1996; Janiszewski & Van Osselaer, 
2000; Macdonald & Sharp, 2000; Moreover et 
al.,2002; Davis, Golicic & Marquardt, 2008) 
and  snowballing of   Online Retail Brand 
Engagement (Mollen & Wilson, 2010; Brodie, 
Ilic, Juric & Hollebeek, 2013; Wirtz, Ambtman, 
Bloemer, Horváth, Ramaseshan, Klundert & 
Canli,  2013) in  the Indian online buyer context 
is developed and tested.  The hypothesized 
model also focussed on how the Online Retail 
Brand Engagement impacts the  Final Brand 
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Selection and Purchase Intention (Park & Stoel, 
2005; Benedicktus, Brady, Darke & Voorhees , 
2010; Choon & Corresponding, 2010; Hong & 
Cha, 2013 )

Research Hypotheses

H1 :  Online Brand Trust of the potential 
buyers and the consumers’ Social 
Linkages are    interrelated.

H2 :  Online Brand Trust of the potential 
consumers and online Brand Awareness 
are positively associated to each other.

H3 :  Brand Trust will have a positive impact 
on Online Retail Brand Engagement.

H4 :  Social Linkages will have a positive 
impact on Online Retail Brand 
Engagement.

H5 :  Brand awareness will have a positive 
impact on Online Retail Brand 
Engagement.

H6 :  Online Retail Brand Engagement will 
have a positive impact on Final Brand 
Selection and Purchase Intention.

Figure1. Hypotheses-based Model

9 

 

 

Figure1. Hypotheses-based Model 

 

Methodology 

The  research is based on an exhaustive literature review of  the components directly and 
indirectly related to the proposed hypothetical model. The population is composed of all 
Indian buyers of age more than 22 years and who shop from online stores. Sample responses 
were collected from the internet survey using a list-based sampling frame (Couper, 2000; 
Dominelli, 2003), which is very common and popular method in online retailing research 
(Couper, 2000). The sample frame consists of residents from the 3 metropolitan cities of 
India- Bangalore, Kolkata & Delhi. In this study we have gathered the basic consumer 
contacts related data from  two major (name is not disclosed for confidentiality  purposes) 
online retailers in India, which has helped us to create a sizeable database of 2,685 Indian 
online buyers. Then 600 potential online buyers were randomly selected from our harvested 
online buyers’ database by using the ‘RANDBETWEEN’ function in Microsoft Excel-2010.  
Sample responses were constructed using effective Web survey design (Couper et al., 2001; 
Dillman & Bowker, 2001; Dillman, 2000) by using a list-based sampling frame (Couper, 
2000; Dominelli, 2003). A structured online questionnaire (as prescribed by Dillman, 2000; 
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the internet survey using a list-based sampling 
frame (Couper, 2000; Dominelli, 2003), 
which is very common and popular method in 
online retailing research (Couper, 2000). The 
sample frame consists of residents from the 3 
metropolitan cities of India- Bangalore, Kolkata 
& Delhi. In this study we have gathered the 
basic consumer contacts related data from  two 
major (name is not disclosed for confidentiality  
purposes) online retailers in India, which has 
helped us to create a sizeable database of 
2,685 Indian online buyers. Then 600 potential 
online buyers were randomly selected from 
our harvested online buyers’ database by using 
the ‘RANDBETWEEN’ function in Microsoft 
Excel-2010.  Sample responses were constructed 
using effective Web survey design (Couper et 
al., 2001; Dillman & Bowker, 2001; Dillman, 
2000) by using a list-based sampling frame 
(Couper, 2000; Dominelli, 2003). A structured 
online questionnaire (as prescribed by Dillman, 
2000; Torangeau et al., 2003) has been used as 
the tool for  data collection. The entire data were 
collected  between February 10th to May 23rd, 
2015.  The responses were recorded using five-
point Likert (1- fully disagree, 5 -fully agree). 
Total of 277(out of 600 email communication) 
responses were received in online survey 
but due to the data insufficiency only 252 
responses are  used in the current research. The 
other items consisted of demographic profiles 
(mean age = 27.4 years, female =35.8 percent, 
graduate = 53.5 percent, post-graduate = 27.3 
percent, mean monthly household income = 
INR 63,000). Next, for extracting the vital 
underlying dimensions in a more controllable 
manner, a series of exploratory factor analyses 
with principal components analysis (varimax 
rotation) was executed (Netemeyer et al., 2003; 
Briggs and Cheek, 1986). During the factor 
analysis the items that loaded on more than 
one factor along with low factor loadings (< 
0.60) were eliminated (Kline, 1998; Anderson 
and Gerbing, 1988).  After the exploratory 
factor analyses, we  conducted confirmatory 
factor analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson 
& Tatham, 2008) using AMOS (version 20) to 

recheck the output of exploratory factor analysis 
along with the testing of hypotheses-based 
model. Before proceeding with the analysis 
of structural equation modeling, multivariate 
normality test were carried out (Hair, Black, 
Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008) to identify 
the robustness of the analysis. The results of 
confirmatory factor analysis  demonstrated 
that the data fit  the proposed model of thet 
research (covariance within constructs: e.g. Hair 
Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008). All 
factor loadings were  higher  than 0.50 (Hair, 
Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008) and 
are significant at the 0.001 level indicating 
convergent validity (Kline, 1998; Anderson and 
Gerbing, 1988).

Data Analysis and Findings

Construct validity

In this  research  we have considered 18 
independent variables, those individual 
components have been instrumental in 
construction of the constructs. All the constructs 
or the dimensions have a minimum of three 
items and maintained the minimum requirement 
for structural equation modelling (Hair, Black, 
Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008). The sample 
size of present study falls within the suggested 
number of 150-400, which is basic minimum 
criteria for  conducting Structural equation 
modelling (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & 
Tatham, 2008). The proposed structural equation 
modelling was tested (with AMOS, version 
– 20) using covariance matrix of the relevant 
indicators as input with maximum likelihood 
estimation method. Out of 18 items, 13 variables 
indicated factor loadings greater than 0.70 and 
others are greater than 0.60. As a good rule 
of thumb,  factor loadings of    0.50 or higher, 
and ideally 0.70 or higher are acceptable (Hair, 
Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008). All 
loadings are significant (p-value < 0.00) and 
thus confirmed convergent validity of constructs 
(Kline, 1998; Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). 
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From Table-1 it is evident that all Composite 
Reliability (CR) values  meet the minimum 
standard (with values 0.70 and above, Hair, 
Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham,, 2008) which 
approve the internal consistency of the model 
constructs. The CR of all factors or dimensions 
are: Brand Trust (0.755), Social Linkages 
(0.832), Brand Awareness (0.725), Online Retail 
Brand Engagement (0.857), and Final Brand 
Selection and Purchase Intention respectively 
(0.838). The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 
of all construct are: Brand Trust (0.507), Social 
Linkages (0.554), Brand Awareness (0.569), 
Online Retail Brand Engagement (0.547) and 
Final Brand Selection and Purchase Intention 
respectively (0.567). All different dimensions 
maintained the minimum criteria of convergent 
(AVE = 0.50, Hair et al., 2008). 

Normality and Reliability analysis

Multivariate normality was assessed using 
AMOS (version 20). Multivariate normality was 
also assessed using Mardia’s coefficient (Mardia, 
1970), as a rule of thumb, should be within the 
range of even +/- 2.0 (Schumacker and Lomax, 
2004). However, Mardia’s coefficient suggested 
that the data did not follow multivariate 
normality (Mardia’s coefficient = 52.263; 
critical ratio =18.6). To overcome this specific 
problem in structural equation modelling in the 
current study arising from failure to achieve 
multivariate normality  maximum likelihood 
estimation is used    to achieve  robust non-
normality situations. From Table-1 it is evident 
all item loadings were having  values greater 
than 0.60 (Nunnally, 1978, Hair et al., 2008) 
and are significant at the 0.001 level indicating 
convergent validity (Kline, 1998; Anderson et 
al., 1988). From Table-1 it is also evident that 
all the Cronbach’s α coefficients of the scale 
dimensions are 0.681,0.739,0.662,0.628and 
0.717 for Brand Trust , Social Linkages, Brand 
Awareness ,Online Retail Brand Engagement,  
and Final Brand Selection and Purchase 
Intention respectively.  The Cronbach’s α 
coefficients met the minimum level of 0.70 
(Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2008) 
which thus  confirmed the reliability of the 
model dimensions.

Goodness-of-Fit Indexes for Measurement 
Model

The model fit indices also provide a reasonable 
model fit for the structural model. Chi-square 
statistic is 546.948 (Probability level=.000), χ 2 
/ d. f. is 2,989, The  Normed  fit  Index (NFI),  
Relative  Fit  index  (RFI),  Comparative  Fit  
index  (CFI),  Tucker Lewis  Index  (TLI), 
Goodness of Fit Index(GFI) and Adjusted 
Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) are   0.895,  
0.877, 0.968,  0.954 , 0.886, 0.875 respectively. 
RMSEA is 0.0614, PCLOSE is 0.00 and the 
Standardized RMR is 0.0271. Hence it can be 
concluded that the  research model fit reasonably 
well (Kline, 2005; Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson 
& Tatham, 2008; Byrne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 
1999).

Outcome of Structural equation modeling and 
path analysis 

In  testing of the  impact using  t-test and 
p-values, significant positive impacts with 
regard  to the proposed model (Table-2 and 
Table-3) were obtained. Statistical outcomes 
have demonstrated that Brand Trust and Social 
Linkages  have significant positive connection 
(Path Coefficient =0.462, t =3.228, p-value < 
0.01), Brand Trust and the Brand Awareness  
have significant positive association (Path 
Coefficient = 0.627, t = 4.502, p-value < 0.01). 
The results  demonstrated that Brand Trust  has 
a a positive impact on Online Retail Brand 
Engagement (Path Coefficient =0.463, t = 3.837, 
p-value < 0.01), Social Linkage  has  a positive 
influence on Online Retail Brand Engagement 
(Path Coefficient =0.681, t = 6.827, p-value 
< 0.01), Brand Awareness  has a positive 
effect on Online Retail Brand Engagement 
(Path Coefficient =0.41, t = 3.868, p-value < 
0.05). Finally the outcome of the t research 
has established that the Online Retail Brand 
Engagement has a strong positive influence on 
Final Brand Selection and Purchase Intention 
(Path Coefficient =0.962, t = 7.55, p-value < 
0.05).
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Figure 2. Standardized Model with Path Coefficients (*: p < 0.01; **: p < 0.05)

Analysis of Measurement Model

Table 1 

Measurement Construct Wise Model Fit Indices

Factors/items
Standardized 
factor loading AVE     CR

Cronbach’s  
Alpha

Brand Trust 
 

0.507
 
 

 
0.755

 
 

 
0.681

 
 

Fulfilling the Promise 0.749

Commitments and Consumer support 0.680

Online consumer support 0.706

Social Linkages  

 
0.554

 

 
0.832

 

 
0.739

 

Experience sharing through online reviews 0.738

Digital word of mouth communication 0.813

Linking and support of online brand community 0.726

Recommendation and advocacy 0.694

Brand awareness 
 

0.569
 

 
0.725

 

 
0.662

 

Offline promotion 0.783

Digital touch points 0.725

Online Retail Brand Engagement  

0.547 0.857  0.628

Dependability 0.722

Brand likeability 0.686

Consumer-brand association 0.694

Positive Brand attitude   0.816

Consumer-Brand Memorability 0.771

12 

 

(Path Coefficient =0.41, t = 3.868, p-value < 0.05). Finally the outcome of the t research has 
established that the Online Retail Brand Engagement has a strong positive influence on Final 
Brand Selection and Purchase Intention (Path Coefficient =0.962, t = 7.55, p-value < 0.05). 
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Factors/items
Standardized 
factor loading AVE     CR

Cronbach’s  
Alpha

Final Brand Selection and Purchase Intention 0.567  0.838  0.717

Past performance of the online retail brands 0.735

Personal need of consumer 0.623

Brand familiarity 0.772

Consumer self-connection 0.863

Table 2a

Testing of Hypotheses (Measurement of Covariance)

Covariance

 Hypothesis Estimate S.E. C.R. Result

H1: Social Linkages   <-->  Brand Trust 0.026** 0.008 3.228 Acceptable

H2: Brand Awareness  <--> Brand Trust 0.084** 0.031 4.502. Acceptable

(*: p < 0.05; **: p < 0.01)

Table 2b 

Testing of Hypotheses (Measurement of Correlations)

 Hypothesis Correlation

H1: Social Linkages   <-->  Brand Trust 0.638**

H2: Brand Awareness  <--> Brand Trust 0.715**

(*: p < 0.05; **: p < 0.01)

Table 3

Testing of Hypotheses

  Hypothesis

standardized 
Path 

coefficients S.E. C.R. Result

H3: Online Retail Brand Engagement <---  Brand Trust 0.463** 0.661 3.837 Acceptable

H4: Online Retail Brand Engagement <---  Social Linkages    0.681** 0. 935 6.827 Acceptable

H5: Online Retail Brand Engagement <---  Brand Awareness 0.41** 0.265 3.868 Acceptable

H6: Final Brand Selection and Purchase Intention <--- Online Retail 
Brand Engagement 0.962** 0.734 7.551 Acceptable

(*: p < 0.05; **: p < 0.01)

Discussion and Implication

The first objective of the study was to identify 
the component which have  connections with 
Online Retail Brand Engagement (Mollen & 
Wilson, 2010; Brodie, Ilic, Juric & Hollebeek, 

2013; Wirtz, Ambtman, Bloemer, Horváth, 
Ramaseshan, Klundert & Canli, 2013).The 
present study has  demonstrated that the 
linkages among the Brand Trust (Liu, 2006; 
Wang,2010; Kim,2012; Svatošová,2013), Social 
Linkages(Eri et al.,2011; Liu, Tian, Wang & 
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Cui, 2011; Sridhar & Srinivasan, 2012; Lian 
& Yen, 2013; Malhotra, Kubowicz & See, 
2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & Brodie, 2014),and 
Brand Awareness (Keller, 1993;  Aaker, 1996; 
Janiszewski & Van Osselaer, 2000; Macdonald 
& Sharp, 2000; Moreover et al.,2002; Davis, 
Golicic & Marquardt et al., 2008) are significant 
in an Indian online consumer buying behaviour 
context .On the one side outcomes of the present 
research have established that Brand Awareness 
and Social Linkage are highly correlated with 
Brand Trust. On the other side, outcomes of 
the present research has shown  that Brand 
Awareness, Social Linkage and Brand Trust 
has  significant positive impact on Online Retail 
Brand Engagement.

The second objective of the study was to analyse 
the process of how to build up the Online Retail 
Brand Engagement in an integrated manner in 
online market place. The results of the present 
research have exhibited that contributions 
of Brand Trust, Social Linkages and Brand 
Awareness are required in the entire process to 
create Online Retail Brand Engagement. In this 
process Brand Trust is constructed by  fulfilling 
the promise (Jung et al., 2009; Grönroos 2009), 
commitments and consumer support (Srinivasan 
& Moorman,  2005).  Social Linkages is  
significantly associated with the digital word 
of mouth communication(Cheung ,2010; Feng 
& Papatla, 2011; Cheung,2014), linking & 
support of the online brand communities(Lee, 
Lee, Taylor & Lee, 2011; Brodie, Ilic, Juric & 
Hollebeek, 2013; Brogi, 2014), online reviews 
& experience sharing (Duan et al.,2008; Lee, 
Park & Han, 2008; Lian & Yen, 2013) and  
recommendations (Malhotra & Kubowicz, 
2013; Zhang et al.,2013; Hollebeek, Glynn & 
Brodie, 2014). Brand Awareness is  significantly 
connected with the Offline promotion (Arce-
Urriza & Cebollada, 2012; Loureiro et al., 2014) 
and Digital touch points (David, 2010).

The third objective of the study was to analyse 
how Online Retail Brand Engagement affect the 
Final Brand Selection and Purchase Intention 
(Park & Stoel, 2005; Benedicktus et al., 2010; 

Choon & Corresponding, 2010; Hong & Cha, 
2013). The results have confirmed that Final 
Brand Selection and Purchase Intention is highly 
influenced by Online Retail Brand Engagement. 
The outcomes have clearly demonstrated that 
in the entire process to create   Online Retail 
Brand Engagement any online retail brand must 
be proven to be  dependable (Swan, Trawick, 
Rink & Roberts, 1988; Wang, 2010; Kim, 
2012; Svatošová,2013) , likeable  (Brown et 
al.,2012; Morgan-Thomas & Veloutsou, 2013; 
Nepomuceno, Laroche & Richard, 2014), 
enhance consumer-brand association(Verhagen 
& Van Dolen, 2011; Romaniuk & Nenycz-Thiel, 
2013) and develop positive brand attitude of 
the online buyer (Yu et al., 2011; Lee & Kang, 
2013; Romaniuk & Nenycz-Thiel, 2013).

This research article has  revealed that consumer 
trust  depends on the overall service quality of the 
online retail brands and  is  positively associated 
with social linkages and brand awareness. 
Our model has confirmed that to achieve 
brand engagement at online marketplace is an 
integrated process where the online retail brands 
have to be very cautious because Indian online 
buyers are not only quality sensitive but also 
emotionally coupled with the society. So besides 
providing the good online shopping experiences 
to the customers, the online retail brand mast 
put their effort in generating organic WOM to 
connect the buyer society at large. This will 
actually help the online retail brands in build-
up higher online retail brand engagement in 
terms of consumer brand- likeability, enhanced 
brand memorability and positive brand attitude 
with higher consumer-brand association. The 
improved online retail brand engagement will 
definitely have the positive impact on the final 
online retail brand selection and purchase.

Conclusions and Managerial Implications

This study has several managerial implications. 
In recent times, researchers have tried to 
explore the different dimensions of online 
marketing relating to Indian context (Mahapatra 
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& Sreekumar, 2012; Nayyar & Gupta, 
2011; Sahney, Ghosh & Shrivastava, 2013; 
Thamizhvanan & Xavier, 2013) but they have 
restricted their study within the economic 
value and functional advantages. There have 
been no such empirical evidences that can 
portray process in knowing how the Online 
Retail Brand Engagement can be strategically 
created to support the Final Brand Selection and 
Purchase Intention of the potential customer at 
Indian online marketplace. Our present study 
can be seen as the first empirical evidence in 
this regard. This study has demonstrated that 
in online marketplace, Brand Trust, Social 
Linkages and Brand Awareness are positively 
related to each other and jointly influence the 
Online Retail Brand Engagement, this actually 
leads to Final Brand Selection and Purchase 
Intention (Park & Stoel, 2005; Benedicktus, 
Brady, Darke &Voorhees, 2010; Choon & 
Corresponding, 2010; Hong & Cha, 2013). The 
proposed model in this present research article 
may function as the road-map for the new age 
online multinational brands to take a deeper 
look into what can be done  to create higher 
consumer brand engagement in the Indian online 
marketplace by triggering the social linkages, 
emotional linkages and economic values. This 
would lead to a gain in competitive advantage 
which will motivate the online buyer.

Limitations and Future Scope

The study focused on Indian consumers who 
buy online. This research covered only 3 
metropolitan cities of India, namely Bangalore, 
Calcutta and Delhi. Further investigation is 
required before any generalisation of these 
results can be undertaken. So  future studies 
can replicate the present study in various 
dimension of online marketing by integrating 
the components namely; Brand Trust, Social 
Linkages, Brand Awareness, Online Retail 
Brand Engagement and Final Brand Selection 
& Purchase Intention. The overall model in 
this current research stands right but with the 
different sample size, statistical outcomes might 
change. We also recommend replicating the 
study in other countries 
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